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Abstract 

This paper investigates the extent of youth engagement in agriculture in six African countries using 

unique data from the Living Standards Measurement Surveys-Integrated surveys on agriculture (LSMS-

ISA). We employ both descriptive and regression analysis to compare the hours worked per week in 

agriculture by the youth (16-35) and the prime-age group (36-60). The descriptive analysis suggests that 

the Nigerian (62.8%), Malawian (23.4%), Tanzanian (17.8%), Ugandan (16.0%), and Ethiopian (9.9%), 

youth work less hours per week in agriculture than the older age groups. In Niger, there is a small 

difference (0.7%) in hours per week in agriculture by the two groups. All differences in mean hours 

worked per by the two groups are strongly significant (5% level or higher) except for Niger where there is 

the difference in mean hours worked is insignificant. The regression results suggest that age is a strong 

correlate of hours worked per week in agriculture in Nigeria, Tanzania, and Malawi and a weak correlate 

in Niger and Uganda. The correlation between age and hours worked per week in agriculture is 

insignificant in Ethiopia. Other important correlates of hours worked per week in agriculture include 

education, gender, rural residence, wealth index, farm size per capita, land ownership, and livestock 

ownership. Based on both the descriptive and regression analyses, we can conclude that the youth are 

leaving agriculture in Nigeria, Malawi and Uganda. The results also show that the exit from youth in 

Southern Nigeria’s youth is more pronounced than the exit from youth in Northern Nigeria. 

JEL codes: J13, J22, O13, Q12 

Keywords: Youth, Labor, Agriculture, Sub-Saharan Africa 

1- Introduction 

African countries have the youngest population in the world and the largest share of the world’s available 

arable land.  Indeed, as the Youth Division of the Africa Union Commission puts it, about 65% of the 
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total population of Africa is below the age of 35 years and 10 million youth enter the labor market 

annually. The youth bulge in Africa has major implications in terms of employment both now and in the 

future as it is estimated that by 2020, 3 out of 4 people will be on average 20 years old on the continent. 

African countries have to work on providing jobs for their youth to keep them from idleness which could 

threaten political stability as the Arab spring and the recent popular uprising in Burkina Faso 

demonstrated. For most African countries, agriculture remains the largest employer of any sector in the 

economy. Therefore, this sector is the logical one to focus on when designing polices to provide jobs for 

the youth. However, a common wisdom in the current youth employment debate in Africa is that the 

youth is leaving agriculture. How true is this claim?  

The literature on youth in agriculture is scant because of lack of suitable data to assess whether the youth 

is leaving agriculture. Bezu and Holden (2014) looked at preferred livelihood options for youth in 

Ethiopia. They examine rural youth livelihood choices and current land access using panel data from 2007 

and 2013 to track youth migration patterns, with youth defined as the age group 15-29 years. Their 

findings show that only 9% of the rural youth in Ethiopia plan to work in agriculture and that between 

2007 and 2013, 15 % of the youth in the sample had migrated with rates as high as 31% in one area. The 

authors argue based on econometric analysis that the main reason for rural Ethiopian youth leaving 

agriculture in the lack of access to land. 

Ahaibwe et. al (2013) examine the challenges and prospects of youth engagement in agriculture in 

Uganda using the 2005-06 and 2009-10 Uganda National Panel Survey data. They define youth as the age 

group 18-30 years. The findings show that youth engagement reduced from 73.2% to 64.2% between 

2005-06 and 2009-10 for the cohort aged 18-30 in 2005-06 and that the rural youth is leaving agriculture 

at a faster rate than urban youth. In addition, the results also indicate that the more educated youth are 

leaving agriculture at a higher rate than the less educated ones and female youth have higher agriculture 

labor participation than their male counterparts. Econometric analysis using a probit model suggests 

lifecycle (indicator for youth cohorts), share of adults in the household, income from agricultural 

enterprises, education and urban residence as determinants of youth participation in agricultural labor 

force in 2009-10. 

Agwu et. al (2014) investigate the determinants of youth participation in agricultural labor in Abia State, 

Nigeria. Using a probit model, they found that own education, non-agricultural income, parents’ 

occupation, father’s education, farm size and mechanization rate significantly impact the likelihood of 

youth participation in the agricultural labor force in Abia State. Although it was not unequivocally stated, 

the authors’ definition of youth is the age bracket 18 to 40 years of age. 
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 Using data from two different sources, McMillan and Hartgen (2014) estimated the change in the share 

of labor engaged in agriculture in 19 African countries and found a 10 percentage points decline during 

the period 2000-2010. This decline in the share of labor engaged in agriculture corresponds to an 8 

percentage points increase in the share of labor in services and a 2 percentage points increase in the share 

of labor in manufacturing during the same period. They present regression results that indicate that the 

share of labor engaged in agriculture is negatively correlated with being female, being young (15 to 24 

years of age), having a high share of rural population in secondary school, high population growth and 

having achieved at least one of the CAADP goals. 

Our study goes beyond previous ones in several ways. First, an advantage of our work over any other 

work on the topic is that we have actual time spent as opposed to intentions or as opposed to having 

agriculture as primary occupation. This provides more accuracy in gauging youth involvement in 

agriculture. Second, we can compare conditional hours worked to unconditional hours worked in 

agriculture. In addition we can actually track individuals over time (e.g. likely 4 years for Uganda).Next, 

we conduct cross country analysis which will allow us to show how youth involvement in agriculture 

behaves across the six countries for which we have data. Last, the power in what we are doing lies in 

comparing the youth groups to the other age groups. We use the LSMS-ISA data which covers several 

agro-ecological zones and farming systems in SSA and over 40% of its population.  

The objective of our research is twofold: (1) estimate and compare the average hours worked per week in 

agriculture between the youth and other age groups across the six LSMS-ISA countries and (2) 

investigates what drives the differences (if any)  between the youth and  other age groups’ share of labor 

in agriculture across the six countries studied. 

The keys findings from regression results suggest that the youth are leaving agriculture in Nigeria, 

Tanzania, and Malawi. The results for Ethiopia and Uganda suggest a negative correlation between youth 

and hours worked in agriculture but the coefficients are not statistically significant. In Niger, there is a 

positive correlation for the youngest group (16-20) and a positive correlation for the older group (21-35) 

but the coefficients are statistically significant. 

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents our conceptual framework. Section 3 

describes our methodology. Section 4 presents the data and the results of the descriptive analysis 

approach. Section 5 presents and discusses the results of the econometric approach. Section 6 concludes. 

2- Conceptual framework 
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Several reasons may explain why the youth would be engaging less in agriculture in Africa.  Structural 

transformation theory suggest people switch out of low productivity sectors when structural 

transformation occurs. As countries’ incomes rise, labor reallocation takes place because of productivity 

gaps between sectors. In poor countries, agriculture is generally the sector with the lowest productivity. 

Therefore, as countries develop, productivity differences between agriculture sector and the non-

agricultural sector in an economy will lead to better wages in the latter and labor will progressively move 

out of agriculture (Timmer, 1988). Therefore one reason for the youth to switch out of agriculture would 

be structural transformation. African countries are at different stages in the structural transformation 

process with some exhibiting large differences in productivity across sectors (e.g. Tanzania) and others 

still at lower levels of productivity differences (e.g. Ethiopia) as shown in McCullough, 2015. 

Another reason for reduced youth engagement in agriculture may be higher educational attainment. 

Indeed, African countries have made great strides in recent years in primary and secondary education 

enrolment. Data from the World Bank show that Ethiopia, Niger, and Nigeria saw their secondary school 

enrolment more than doubled between 2000 and 2012.  

Population pressure leads to land scarcity issues (Pingali et. al, 1987). To make a livelihood out of 

agriculture one needs to acquire or rent land. However with ill-defined land tenure policies in many 

African countries, land markets are very incomplete hindering the ability of individuals to buy or rent 

land (Amanor, 2010). A recent finding that supports the land access hypothesis is the one by Bezu and 

Holden (2014) who concluded based on econometric analysis that the main reason for rural Ethiopian 

youth leaving agriculture is the lack of access to land. 

For those with access to land, the question of how much income one can get from land arises. With its 

current low levels of productivity, African agriculture does not seem lucrative. Further, low agricultural 

productivity leads to high domestic food prices, high wages, and lower competitiveness (Filmer and Fox, 

2014). These authors argue that high domestic food prices also bring about lower real earnings for all 

except farmers that are net food sellers and have low production costs. Therefore by increasing 

agricultural productivity, one can kill two birds with one stone: lower domestic food prices and generate 

more lucrative non-farm jobs.  

Past research empirically confirmed an inverse relationship between farm size and productivity in 

developing countries. Ali and Deininger (2014) confirmed this relationship for Rwanda and argue that 

this is due to labor and other factor market imperfections. Their results suggest that smaller farms are 

more productive and profitable in Rwanda. A logical conclusion is to try to keep farm size relatively 

small or not to aggregate farm land so as to raise productivity. But their findings are specific to Rwanda 
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and cannot be generalized to other countries. What does the relationship between farm size and 

productivity looks like in a relatively land-abundant country like Niger? More country-specific research is 

needed to confirm the inverse relationship between farm size and productivity and draw appropriate 

recommendations.  

Sumberg et. al.  (2014) argue that interventions targeted at providing jobs for youth by trying to increase 

their involvement in agriculture operate on the basis that educated youth do not find agriculture attractive. 

Such interventions are then designed to try to deal with the image problem of agriculture. The LSMS-ISA 

data allows us to test for the school hypothesis and the land hypothesis but not for the image problem as 

the survey did not include questions about aspirations in terms of future livelihood.  

3- Methodology 

One way to answer the question of whether the youth is engaging less in agriculture is to compare the 

average number of hours spent on agricultural activities by the youth to the average number of hours 

spent on agricultural activities by the other age groups when using cross-section data. With panel data, 

one can check for a declining trend in the hours spent on agricultural activities by the youth. 

There is no consensus on the definition of youth in the literature. For instance, the UN defines the youth 

as people between the ages of 15 and 29 while the African Youth Charter defines youth as persons in the 

age group 15-35.  Youth is defined here as people 35 years of age or younger. We further divided the 

youth into smaller groups, namely, 16-20, 21-25, 26-30 and 31-35 to better see the evolution of hours 

worked given that some people in the age category 16-25 may still be in school. 

We use both a descriptive statistics and an econometric approach to conduct the analysis. In terms of 

descriptive statistics for each round of the survey, we compute the probability of working in agriculture 

and the unconditional average hours worked per week in agriculture by age group. In addition, we 

compute the average hours worked per week in agriculture, conditional on working in agriculture for 

comparison with unconditional averages. The implication for large differences between unconditional and 

conditional average hours worked per week in agriculture is that people are leaving agriculture gradually. 

In other words, they are leaving by reducing the number of hours worked. The hours worked per week in 

non-agricultural jobs are computed as well to get a sense of how it compares with hours worked in the 

agricultural sector. This is a way of trying to get to the ideal case of being able to compare the share of 

time spent in agriculture versus non-agricultural activities.  

Regression analysis is used to check whether the patterns found in the descriptive statistics hold. It is 

important to note that we do not claim causality. We are looking for correlates of the change (decline or 



6 
 

increase) in hours worked by the youth in agriculture.  Correlates include two indicator variables for 

youth between 16 and 20 years of age and youth between 21 and 35 years of age with people age 36 to 60 

as the reference group. The other correlates are gender and education of the individual and their 

interaction with age, age of the household head, gender of the household head, education of the household 

head, farm size per capita and its interaction with age, wealth index, livestock ownership, land ownership, 

distance to the nearest large city and its interaction with age, rural residence and agro-ecological zones.   

The following equation is estimated for each country: 

𝐴𝑔_ℎ𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑠𝑖 =  𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑿 + 𝑅𝑘 + 𝜀𝑖 

Where Ag_hoursi are the hours worked per week in agriculture by individual I, X is the vector of controls 

described above, Rk is region or district fixed effects and 𝜀𝑖is the error term. 

We run the regressions without students and elders to reduce the potential for endogeneity bias. Indeed 

endogeneity may arise from the fact that being in school leaves less time for engaging in agriculture and 

working in agriculture implies less time to attend school. Robustness checks are conducted by restricting 

the sample to rural, urban, rural male and rural female. Additionally, we split the sample into North and 

South for Nigeria as the descriptive statistics showed that there are regional disparities in this country. 

Administrative region or district fixed effects are included for all countries to account for heterogeneity 

across regions/districts which may bias the results. 

4- Data and descriptive statistics 

4-1 Data description 

We use data from the LSMS-ISA for six countries to try to gauge whether the youth is less engaged in 

agriculture than other age cohorts. Agriculture is broadly defined here and comprises the four subgroups 

of agriculture, livestock, fisheries, and forestry. The advantage of the LSMS-ISA datasets is that 

information on actual hours or days worked on agricultural activities by members of the households 

during the season(s) was collected contrary to some studies that use information on the youth’s 

aspirations in terms of future livelihood such as in Bezu and Holden (2014). The six countries covered by 

the surveys are Ethiopia, Niger, Malawi (one round each), Nigeria (two rounds), Tanzania (two rounds) 

and Uganda (four rounds). 

The essence of this paper is to examine youth involvement in the agricultural sector with the goal of 

suggesting avenues for curbing youth unemployment in Africa countries. Unemployment is defined by the 

International Labor Organization (ILO) the status of “people who are not working but are both actively 
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seeking work and would be available to start that work immediately”. Further, ILO defines economically 

active people as people who are working or are ILO unemployed and the unemployment rate is the ratio 

of ILO unemployed people to the economically active population. This may lead one to focus on the 

economically active population as the universe when looking at the probability of working in agriculture. 

However, Guy Palmer (The Poverty Site, accessed May 4 2015) argues that although unemployment rates 

are calculated with the economically active as universe, one should not ignore the economically inactive 

when looking at issues of work. The reasons include poverty of the economically inactive, the fact that 

they may want to work but cannot due to their circumstances (e.g. lone parent need childcare), and their 

numbers are large (larger than ILO unemployed). 

 

LSMS-ISA collected information on why people who are economically inactive did not seek work. The 

categories include being discouraged, sick, disabled, caring for children or elderly, housekeeping, being a 

pensioner/too old and being a student. Among these categories students and the elderly (pensioners and 

too old to work) are the ones which are age-related and can confound the results on participation in the 

agricultural labor market. Therefore we will exclude these two categories from the sample and keep the 

other types of inactive people. 

In this paper we focus on the results based on the sample that includes both wage labor and 

household/self-employment labor in agriculture. Separate results for household/self-employment labor in 

agriculture are available but not presented here as they are similar to the results from the sample of all 

workers. The hours worked per week in agriculture were taken from the employment module of the 

surveys.  

The Comparative Living Standards Project (CLSP) produced a database based on the employment 

module of the LSM-ISA surveys. CLSP computed a variable that captures the hours worked per week on 

the main job for all workers (HOURWRKM_a) and a separate one for wage workers (HOURWRKM_e). 

The variable are constructed for all persons administered this module in each questionnaire and are 

defined1 for employed people (EMPLOYED=1). In addition a variable named ISIC_31  provides the 

International Standard Industrial Classification of main job for employed individuals with the first 

                                                           
1 This is the number of actual hours worked in the reference period in the person’s main job.  Main job defined as 

that occupation to which the person dedicated more time.  For persons absent from their job in the week preceding 

the survey due to holidays, vacation or sick leave, the time worked in the last week the person worked is recorded (if 

this type of info is available for them, otherwise it is missing).  Note sometimes the questions are phrased as, on 

average how many hours a week do you work information which is to be used only if the actual hours worked are 

not available.  Keep track of deviations from the rule through comments. For individuals who only give information 

on how many hours they work per day and no information on number of days worked a week, multiply the hours by 

5 days. In the case of a question that has hours worked per month, divide by 4.3 to get weekly hours. 
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category (ISIC_31= 1) designating agriculture and fisheries jobs. ISIC_31_a is for all workers and 

ISIC_31_e for wage workers only. These variables are used to compute the hours worked per week in 

agriculture by those in household/self-employment. It is important to note that this harmonization masks 

disparities in how the original questions were asked in the different countries. 

For Ethiopia and Malawi, the questions used to derive hours worked per week in agriculture are as 

follows. For household/self-employment in agriculture the question is “How many hours in the last 7 days 

did you spend on HH agricultural activities?” For wage employment, several questions are needed to 

derive hours worked. “At any time over the last 12 months, were you employed for a job, including 

casual/part-time labour, for a wage, salary, commission or any payment in kind, excluding temporary, for 

anyone who is not a member of your household?” .“Describe your main job over the last 12 months”, “In 

how many months over the last 12 months, did you work at this job?”, “During these months, 

approximately how many weeks per month did you work at this job?”, and “During these weeks, 

approximately how many hours per week did you work at this job?”  

In Niger individuals were asked a question to determine whether or not they work in household/self-

employment. The question is worded as follows: “During the last 30 days, did [NAME] work at least one 

hour, with or without pay, in a field or garden that belongs to him/her or belongs to another member of 

the household? Or did [NAME] raise livestock?” The difference with the Ethiopia and Malawi cases is 

that this questions asks about status, not hours worked on household agricultural activities. The questions 

from which hours worked in agriculture can be derived were asked in the following manner. “At any time 

during the last 12 months, did [NAME] have paid work for a salary (for the state, a local collective or an 

enterprise) or work in his/her field or his/her garden, or for his own account or for another member of the 

household in a business, processing activities, a service? (For example, as an artisan, businessman, or 

independent fisherman, lawyer, doctor or other independent worker, excluding occasional work)”. “What 

is [NAME's] socio-professional category in this employment (salaried, non-salaried)?” “How many 

months has [NAME] done this work during the last 12 months?” “How many days per week does 

[NAME] usually devote to this work?” “How many hours per day does [NAME] usually devote to this 

work?” Multiplying the answers to the last two questions yields hours worked per week. The information 

on months worked in a year can be combined with the hours worked per week to compute total hours 

worked in a year for people in the agricultural sector in Niger whereas this is not possible for Ethiopia and 

Malawi. It is important to note that although Niger survey has two visits and although the questions on 

employment are stated in the questionnaire for both visits, the data are available in the first visit file only. 

Either the hours were asked at visit one only or during both visit and average computed and provided as 

raw data. We assume the latter scenario. 
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Nigeria surveys are also administered in two visits, post-planting and post-harvest. In both post-planting 

and post-harvest questionnaires of the Nigeria 2010-11 survey, individuals were asked the following 

questions “During the past 7 days, have you worked on a farm owned or rented by a member of your 

household, either in cultivating crops or in other farming tasks, or have you cared for livestock belonging 

to yourself or a member of your household?”. This is similar to Niger as hours worked on agricultural 

activities were not collected as part of household/self-employment but within the set of questions on the 

main job. The questions from which hours worked in agriculture can be determined as follows. “What 

was your primary activity in your main job? (Main occupation in the last 7 days or most recent job)” 

“During the last 12 months how many months did you work in this employment?” “During these months, 

how many weeks in total did you work in this employment?” “During the last seven days, how many 

hours did you work in this job?” Therefore, as in the Nigerien case, the information from these questions 

can be used to compute total hours worked in a year for people in the agricultural sector. The Nigeria 

survey collected information on hours worked per week in both main job and secondary job during post-

planting and post-harvest visits. Therefore we used the average hours per week from post-planting and 

post-harvest which help us get around the seasonality issue. 

 

The questions asked during the second survey wave for Nigeria (2012-13) are the same as those asked 

during the first wave, except that two sub-modules were added to the labor module. The additions are 

questions for 12-month and 6-month recall periods.  

 

Tanzania’s survey questions are similar to Ethiopia and Malawi. In both the 2008-09 and 2010-11 waves, 

respondents were asked the question “In the last 7 days, how many hours did you spend on household 

agricultural activities (including livestock or fishing, whether for sale or for household food)?” The 

information from this question was used to compute hours worked per week in agriculture for people in 

household/self-employment in the sector. Similar to Ethiopia and Malawi, there are separate questions 

specific to wage labor. The two sets of questions were used to compute hours worked in agriculture by 

both types of workers. 

 

In the case of Uganda, the 2005-06 survey has a different questionnaire than the subsequent 

survey waves. The hours worked per week in agriculture for individuals in household/self-

employment can be derived from two questions. “ During the past 7 days, have you worked on a 

land owned or occupied by a member of your household  either in cultivating crops or in farming 
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tasks, or have you cared for livestock belonging to a member of your household or fishing at 

least for one hour in any day? “During the last 7 days, how many hours did you work on each 

day (column for each day of the week)? For wage employment in all sectors including 

agriculture, individuals were asked how many months they worked during the past 12 months, 

how many days per month and how many hours per day they usually work. Information from the 

two sets of questions was combined to compute hours worked in agriculture by both types of workers. 

 

For the 2009-10, 2010-11 and 2011-12 surveys, two different sets of questions can be used to compute the 

hours worked per week for household/self-employment in agriculture.  The first set of questions is asked 

as follows. “In the last 7 days, how much time in hours did [NAME] spend on agriculture? “ “In the last 7 

days, how much time in hours did [NAME] spend on hunting and fishing?” The second set of questions 

includes. “In the last week, did [NAME] work on this household's farm? “During the last 7 days, how 

many hours did [NAME] work on each day (column for each day of the week)?” We use the first set of 

questions to compute hours worked in agriculture as they are similar to what was asked in the other 

LSMS-ISA countries. For both people in household/self-employment and wage employment in all 

sectors, the questions are as follows. “What kind of job does [NAME] usually do in the main job/business 

that [NAME] had in the last week?” “Describe the industry” ““During the last 7 days, how many hours 

did you work on each day (column for each day of the week)?”. Information from this last question was 

used to compute hours worked in agriculture for both household/self-employment and wage employment. 

 

 

In terms of data cleaning, extreme values were set to missing according to the following rules. For hours 

worked per week above 168 (maximum possible for a seven-day week), the hours worked were set to 

missing. No imputation of missing values was done. Using the LSMS-ISA data, Kaminski et al. (2014) 

show that seasonality is till pervasive in African food markets and consumption, requiring policy 

attention. In terms of our data, there is potential for seasonality due to the difference in interviews date for 

households surveyed in the country where only one visit was conducted. For instance, the number of 

reported hours worked in agriculture may be high during land preparation periods and low after harvest. 

Given that the recall period for hours worked is the past week in our dataset for most countries, if the 

week the individual is reporting hours worked falls within one this low or high period, bias can occur. 

The recall period for work status is seven days in all country except Niger (30 days). Therefore, we need 

to control for seasonality. Niger and Nigeria surveys asked labor question in post-planting and post-

harvest visits and the hours are averaged for the two visits. Therefore, seasonality is not an issue for these 
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two countries. For Ethiopia, the agriculture questionnaire was administered in post-planting and post-

harvest visits but the household questionnaire which comprises the employment module was administered 

once. As a consequence, seasonality can be a problem for this country. There was only one visit for the 

Malawi, Tanzania, and Uganda surveys. In the regression analysis we will control for month of interview 

to get around the seasonality issue in Ethiopia, Malawi, Tanzania, and Uganda. 

 

4-2 Descriptive statistics 

In this section, we describe the youth that works in agriculture in the six countries in terms of 

participation, average hours worked per week in the whole population (unconditional) and in the 

population that works in agriculture (conditional). We also present average hours worked per week in non 

-agricultural jobs for comparison purposes.  

a- Probability of working in agriculture  

Table 1 presents the probability of working in agriculture for the full sample for the latest year of data in 

each of the six countries studied. The results show that among the working age population (16 or above), 

Niger has the highest countrywide probability of working in agriculture with 60.2% and Nigeria the 

lowest with 33.8%. There are regional disparities in the probability of working in agriculture in Nigeria 

with 41.7% in the north versus 24.3% in the south. The probability that a given individual works in the 

agricultural sector is about 51.8% in Ethiopia, 54.4% in Malawi, 46.3% in Tanzania and 53.9 % in 

Uganda. The simple average probability of working in agriculture across the six countries is 50.1% and 

the population-weighted average 42.9% with only Nigeria falling below average. 

When the sample is broken into 5-year age groups, we observe a gradient for the probability of working 

in agriculture for all six countries up until age group 56-60 when the probability starts dropping in most 

countries. The drop after age 55 is expected as people start retiring at that age. 

In the last but one row of table we present the probability of working in agriculture for the age group 25 

years or above for comparison with the results obtained by McMillan and Hartgen (2014) using 

Demographic and Health Surveys (DHS) data. Our estimates includes everyone (students are included). 

The McMillan and Hartgen (2014) use the sample of people 25 years of age to exclude students which 

can confound the estimates but does not explicitly drop people over 25 who may still be in school. Their 

estimates are higher than ours for Ethiopia (60.9% versus 51.8%), Nigeria (38.3% versus 33.8%), 

Tanzania (65.6% versus 46.3%) and Uganda (67.1% versus 53.9%). Our estimates are higher than theirs 

for Malawi (54.4% versus 51.4%), and Niger (60.2% versus 44.8%).  
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To find out how much of our results are driven by education and old age/retirement, we take out students 

and elders from our sample by dropping all observations for individuals who reported currently attending 

school and those ages 61 or above. The results are shown in Table 2.  

 

For all six countries the countrywide probability of working in agriculture increases when students and 

elders are dropped. The increase is moderate for Ethiopia (51.8 % to 52.9%), Malawi (54.4% to 57.4%), 

Niger (60.2% to 63.5%), Nigeria (33.8% to 37.3%), and Uganda (53.9% to 57.8%). A much more 

noticeable increase is observed for Tanzania when students and elders are excluded (46.3% to 56.8%) 

Nigerians are almost half as likely as Nigeriens to work in agriculture. The population-weighted average 

across the six countries is now 48.4% up from 42.9% for the sample with students and elders. Only 

Nigeria falls below average. The sharp increase in participation rates for the youngest age group (16-20) 

in all countries except Ethiopia suggests that education is indeed a reason for less engagement in 

agriculture. In other words, youth that are not currently attending school are more likely to work in 

agriculture. 

 

To better visualize the distribution of hours worked per week in agriculture across age groups, we plot the 

data in Table 2 in graph lines presented in Figure 1. The graphs confirm that there are differences in the 

likelihood of working in agriculture across age groups as the curves are upward sloping (Ethiopia, 

Malawi, Nigeria, Tanzania, and Uganda). If there were no differences across age group we would have a 

horizontal line. In Niger, the pattern exhibited does not suggest a gradient as in seen in the other countries 

confirming the small differences in hours worked in agriculture among the age groups. We also present 

plots for countries with two or more years of data (Figure 2). For Nigeria we presented disaggregated 

results for Northern and Southern Nigeria for both survey waves. The disaggregated results confirm the 

upward sloping trend suggesting that there are differences in the probability of working in agriculture 

across the age groups. In addition, the graph suggests that Northern Nigerian have a higher probability of 

working in agriculture than Southern Nigerians. The curve for Nigeria shifts upward from 2010-11 to 

2012-13 suggesting an increase in the probability of working in agriculture across the age distribution. 

The upward trend is also confirmed for Tanzania and Uganda. For both countries, the curve for the earlier 

period mostly or entirely below that of the most recent periods but we do not observe a shift as occurs in 

the Nigerian case. 

 

 

Given that education and inactivity due to age seems to impact the magnitude of the probability of 

working in agriculture, we will use the sample without students and elders from this point on to get 
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around endogeneity issues. As explained above, the fact that being in school leaves less time for engaging 

in agriculture and working in agriculture implies less time to attend school may lead to endogeneity bias 

when students are included in the sample. The same reasoning applies to retirees. 

b- Unconditional hours worked per week in agriculture 

Cross section results 

The unconditional average hours worked in agriculture measure the average hours worked in agriculture 

in our sample (without students and elders) whether or not individuals are working in the agricultural 

sector. The six-country population weighted unconditional average hours worked per week in agriculture 

regardless of age is 14.8 hours as shown in Table 3. Ethiopia, Malawi, Nigeria, and Uganda have 

countrywide average hours worked per week in agriculture below the six-country average, ranging from 

10.4 to 14.7 hours. Tanzania with 16.6 hours and Niger with 23.6 hours are above average. Nigeria 

exhibits regional disparities with the average hours worked per week in agriculture in Northern Nigeria 

being much higher (16.8 hours) than in Southern Nigeria (9.4 hours). 

The breakdown by five-year age groups shows a mostly increasing pattern as age increases towards 

retirement age (60). From age group 16-20 to age group 21-25 we observe a decrease in hours worked for 

all countries except Malawi. One can argue that individuals between 16 and 20 years of age who are not 

in school do not have much experience in any kind of work or sufficient funds to start any income-

generating activity. Consequently they may not have much choice for livelihood except agriculture 

whether as paid farm workers or working on their parents’ farms explaining higher number of hours 

worked in agriculture. On the other hand, older youth are likely to have more experience and maybe some 

savings which would allow them to reduce agricultural hours worked and diversify into other activities or 

move to non-agricultural jobs altogether. 

For better visualization of the results, we plot the data in Table 3 in Figure 3. If there were no difference 

in the average unconditional hours worked per week in agriculture across age groups we would have a flat 

line. The plots in Figure 3 show that the curves are upward sloping in most countries with the steepest 

slope found in Nigeria indicating larger differences in hours worked in agriculture across age groups. 

Niger is the exception with a saw tooth patterned curve indicating small differences in hours per week in 

agriculture across the age groups. These results show a similar pattern to those of the probability of 

working in agriculture suggesting that the unconditional hours worked in agriculture are driven by the 

probability of working in agriculture and not by the conditional hours worked. As a reminder, the 

unconditional hours worked per week in agriculture are computed by multiplying the probability of 

working in agriculture by the conditional hours worked per week in agriculture.  
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Comparing average hours worked per week in agriculture by the age group 36-60 (prime-age) to the age 

group 21-35 (youth) we find a differences ranging from -0.2 hours in Niger to 6.6 hours in Nigeria. All 

differences are positive and statistically significant at the 5% level or higher except in Niger. These 

results suggest that the youth in all countries except in Niger are less engaged in agriculture than the 

prime-age group. In Nigeria, the prime age group works 62.8% more hours per week than the youth 

followed by Malawi (23.4%), Tanzania (17.8%), Uganda (16.0%), and Ethiopia (9.9%). The Nigerien 

youth work 0.7% more hours per week in agriculture than the prime-age group but this difference is not 

statistically significant. Four groups seem to emerge from the descriptive statistics. We have a clear gap 

between hours worked in agriculture by the two groups in Nigeria, with the youth working substantially 

less hours than the prime age group. In Malawi, Tanzania, and Uganda we also have a clear gap but of a 

lesser magnitude. In Ethiopia, we have a lower gap while in Niger the gap is in the direction more youth 

involvement. These results are consistent with the findings by McCullough (2015) on labor productivity 

differences between agriculture and non-agriculture sectors which are lowest in Ethiopia and Malawi and 

higher in Tanzania and Uganda. 

Panel results 

In this section, we look at the trends in hours worked per week in agriculture over time (Table 4). We 

have two years of data for Nigeria and Tanzania and four years of data for Uganda. In Nigeria, between 

2010-11 and 2012-13, the average hours worked per week in agriculture increased for all age groups. The 

countrywide average hours worked per week in agriculture increased from 10.3 hours to 13.7 hours. The 

youth increased their average hours worked from 7.9 to 10.5 hours per week while the prime-age group 

increased theirs from 13.0 to 17.1 hours per week.  The gap between prime-age and youth widened (5.2 to 

6.6) between 2010-11 and 2012-13 because the prime-age group individuals increased their hours worked 

more than the youth. These results could be due to the change of the labor module in 2012-13 that added 

two recall periods (12 months and 6 months) for recording hours worked. As more waves of the panel 

becomes available, one will be able to check whether the increasing trend in hours worked per week holds 

and confirm or infirm whether the observed increase in hours worked per week in agriculture by all age 

groups is due to the small change in survey design.  

Turning to Tanzania, the pattern of change between 2008-09 and 2010-11 is less straightforward for the 

disaggregated age groups with some age groups having increased their hours (26-30, 31-35, 36-40, and 

those 51 and above) and other having reduced their hours worked in agriculture (16-20, 21-25, 41-45, and 

46-50). However when we look at more aggregated groups, the youth slightly decreased their hours 

worked in agriculture (by 0.4 hours), suggesting less engagement in agriculture over time. Conversely, the 

prime-age group increased their hours worked in agriculture by 1.1 hours. These results should be taken 
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with caution as the hours worked in agriculture are a lower bound because of non-collection of secondary 

job hours in 2008-09. The countrywide average hours worked per week in agriculture increased from 16.4 

hours to 16.6 hours between 2008-09 and 2010-11. Similar to Nigeria, the time lag between the two 

surveys is 2 years; therefore more survey rounds are needed to confirm the declining trend in hours 

worked in agriculture by the youth.  

In Uganda, the average hours worked per week in agriculture by the youth decreased from 13.0 hours in 

2005-06 to 11.4 hours in 2009-10, to 11.3 hours in 2010-11 then increased to 11.8 hours in 2011-12. The 

prime age group decreased their hours from 15.6 to 13.6 between 2005-06 and 2009-10. Between 2010-11 

and 2011-12, the prime age group decreased their hours worked from 14.1 to 13.7. The countrywide hours 

worked per week decreased from 14.0 in 2005-06 to 12.3 in 2009-10 then increased to 12.6 for both 

2010-11 and 2011-12. The difference in average hours worked per week in agriculture between prime-age 

and youth was 2.7, 2.2, 2.8, and 1.9 for 2005-06, 2009-10, 2010-11, and 2011-12, respectively. 

Comparing the oldest and newest survey waves, we can conclude that both the youth and prime-age 

groups decreased their hours worked in agriculture and the gap has narrowed. With hours worked per 

week in agriculture for the 2005-06 survey being a lower bound, the magnitude of the actual decrease is 

likely to be larger. Overall, between 2005-06 and 2011-12, there is a declining trend in hours worked per 

week in agriculture in Uganda suggesting less engagement in agriculture over time by both the youth and 

the prime-age groups. 

Figure 4 shows the disaggregated panel results for Nigeria to account for disparities between Northern 

and Southern Nigeria. Similar to the participation in agriculture plots, the graphs show that in Northern 

Nigeria, the average unconditional hours worked in agriculture have increased from 2010-11 to 2012-13. 

In Southern Nigeria there are little differences in hours worked by each age group between the two 

periods. In fact, the graph shows that the hours worked per week in agriculture by the youth reduced 

between 2010-11 and 2012-13.  Comparing the young to the old, across the two regions, the difference in 

hours worked in agriculture between young and old is larger in Southern Nigeria. As for Tanzania and 

Uganda the graphs show a mixed pattern of change in hours worked in agriculture between 2008-09 and 

2010-11. In Tanzania, the youth ages 16-30 reduced their hours worked between 2008-09 and 2010-11 

while the youth 31-35 increased their hours worked in agriculture. A similar pattern occurs in the 36-60 

age group with peoples between 36 and 49 years of age having reduced their hours worked from 2008-09 

to 2010-11 while people 51 years or above increased theirs. In Uganda there is no clear pattern of increase 

or decrease across age groups when we consider all four years of data. If we consider 2005-06 and 2011-

12 there is a decrease in hours worked in agriculture for 16-20 until 51-55 (with the exception of 26-30  
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group) and increase thereafter. The difference in hours worked in agriculture between the young and the 

old has increased over time in Tanzania while the opposite is true for Uganda. 

 

c- Conditional hours worked in agriculture 

How much do people who are engaged in the agricultural sector work on average per week? In this 

section, we try to answer this question by computing the average hours worked per week in agriculture for 

people working in the agricultural sector and we disaggregate the results by age group (Tables 5 and 6). 

Cross section results 

The highest countrywide average hours worked per week in agriculture, conditional on working in 

agriculture is found in Nigeria with 40.5 hours, well above the six-country simple average of 24.1 hours 

and the population weighted average of 32.4 hours (Table 5).  Niger follows with an average of 37.0 

hours, Ethiopia 27.9 hours and Tanzania 24.9 hours. Malawi and Uganda are below the six-country 

average with 18.2 and 20.4 hours, respectively. The differences in hours worked per week in agriculture 

between the prime age and the youth are smaller than in the unconditional case, ranging from -0.4 hours 

in Niger to 2.1 hours in Nigeria. The differences are statistically significant for Malawi and Nigeria only 

suggesting that in these countries, conditional on working in agriculture, the youth are working fewer 

hours per week in agriculture than the prime age group. 

Panel results 

Table 6 presents the panel results for average hours worked in agriculture, conditional of working in 

agriculture. Between 2010-11 and 2012-13, the average hours worked per week in agriculture increased 

for all age groups in Nigeria, suggesting that the two groups are not engaging less in agriculture over 

time. For Tanzania, the average hours worked per week in agriculture decreased between 2008-09 and 

2010-11 for all age groups. The countrywide average hours worked in agriculture decreased from 29.8 to 

24.9 hours. Similar to Tanzania, the average hours worked per week in agriculture decreased in Uganda 

when considering the 2005-06 and the 2011-12 surveys for all age groups except people aged 56-60. 

Therefore, the declining trend in Tanzania and Uganda suggests less engagement in agriculture in those 

countries. However for Tanzania and Nigeria, the time lag between the two waves is short and one would 

need more waves to confirm the declining/increasing trend. In Uganda when considering the 2009-10 and 

2010-11 survey waves, the pattern become less clear with increases and decreases depending on the age 

group. The above mentioned caveats about non collection of hours worked on secondary jobs apply to 

Tanzania 2008-09 and Uganda 2005-06. 
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d- Hours worked per week on non-agricultural jobs for three countries 

Table 7 presents the average hours worked per week on non-agricultural jobs for the latest survey in each 

of the six countries. The average hours worked per week on non-agricultural jobs regardless of age are 

lowest in Ethiopia (13.2 hours) and highest in Uganda (34.6 hours). The population weighted average 

across the six countries is 23.2 hours with only Nigeria and Uganda above average. We observe a gradient 

in hours worked on agricultural jobs as age increases. The difference in hours worked between prime-age 

and youth are positive in all countries but difference is not statistically significant in Ethiopia and 

Uganda. 

Comparing countrywide average hours worked in agriculture (Table 3) to hours worked in the other 

sectors (Table 7), people work more hours in agriculture than in other sectors in Ethiopia (14.7 versus 

13.2) and Niger (23.6 versus 20.7). The opposite is true for Nigeria (13.7 versus 28.8), Malawi (10.4 

versus 14.2), Tanzania (16.6 versus 17.0) and Uganda (12.6 versus 34.6). The highest difference in 

countrywide average hours worked in agriculture versus other sectors is found in Uganda (-22 hours). 

This pattern holds when we look at the individuals in the age group of interest, 16-35.  

5- Regression results 

Before running regressions we looked at the mean values of education and farm size per capita by the 3 

main age groups of interest, 16-20, 21-35, and 36-60. The results are presented in Table 8. The mean 

education value decreases with age in Ethiopia and Tanzania, increases with age in Niger, and increases 

with age within the youth group (16-35) then drops for the older age group (36-60) in Malawi, Nigeria 

and Uganda. The highest mean farm size per capita is found in the older age group (36-60) in all countries 

except Niger, Nigeria and Tanzania. The magnitude of the mean values indicate land scarcity is more 

pronounced in Ethiopia and Nigeria. To see how education, and farm size per capita change the influence 

of age on hours worked per week in agriculture, we include interaction terms between the age dummy 

variabbles and the two variables in our regressions. 

5-1 Main regression results 

Table 9 presents the regression of hours worked per week in agriculture on individual’s demographic 

characteristics, household characteristics and environmental variables for all six countries. Uganda 2005-

06, 2010-11 and 2011-12, Tanzania 2008-09, and Nigeria 2012-13 are not included in the analysis as their 

household geographic or land variables information needed to run the regressions are not readily 

available. Region or district fixed effects are included but not shown. We control for potential seasonality 

in the reporting of hours worked in agriculture in the Ethiopia, Malawi, Tanzania and Uganda surveys. 

Indeed, depending on when the households were interviewed, the number of reported hours worked in 
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agriculture may be high (e.g. land preparation period) or low (e.g. after harvest). Interview date dummy 

variables are included in the regressions for the aforementioned countries to control for seasonality and 

only the interpretation of the results for these countries focus on the regressions that account for 

seasonality. We ran the regressions with and without interaction terms (between age and education, 

gender and farm size) but only the former results are shown as the goodness of fit improves slightly when 

interaction terms are included. 

Compared to people between 36 and 60 years of age, individuals aged 16 to 20 years work fewer hours 

per week in agriculture in all countries. The coefficients for the 16-20 age group are strongly significant 

(5% level or higher) for Malawi, Nigeria, and Tanzania and weakly significant in Niger. The results are 

more mixed for the youth aged 21 to 35. The coefficients for the 21-35 age group are positive in Niger 

and Tanzania and negative in the other countries. There is a strong negative and significant correlation 

between this age group and hours worked in agriculture in Nigeria suggesting that the youth works fewer 

hours per week in agriculture than the prime age group. In Uganda, the coefficient for youth 21-35 is 

weakly significant suggesting a negative correlation between age and hours worked in agriculture. The 

positive sign for Niger and Tanzania suggest the opposite case, that is, the youth works more hours 

compared to the prime-age group but the coefficients are not significant. The coefficients for Ethiopia and 

Malawi are statistically insignificant. 

Being a male individual is positively and significantly related to the hours worked in agriculture in Niger, 

Nigeria, Malawi and Ethiopia suggesting that in these countries men are more likely to work longer hours 

in agriculture than women. These results are consistent with Palacios-Lopez et. al. (2015).Gender 

interacts positively with age (youth of 16 to 20) to significantly influence hours worked in agriculture in 

Niger and Tanzania suggesting that 16-20 years old male work more hours than those from the 36-60 

years old group. The interaction between gender and age group 16-20 is negative and significant for 

Nigeria, Malawi, and Ethiopia suggesting that male from this age group work less hours than those from 

the 36-60 age group. For the age group 21-35 the interaction term between age and gender is insignificant 

for all countries except Uganda.  

The education of the individual significantly and negatively affect hours worked per week in agriculture 

in all countries except Tanzania suggesting that more educated people work fewer hours in agriculture. In 

Tanzania, the opposite is true as the coefficient for education positive and strongly significant. Interaction 

terms between 16-20 youth dummy variable and education suggest a significant positive joint influence in 

Malawi and Niger and a significant negative joint influence in Uganda. For the 21-35 age group, the 

interaction term is positive and significant in Nigeria and negative and significant in Tanzania. 
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Farm size per capita (land operated) is positively related to hours worked per week in agriculture in all 

countries but the coefficient is insignificant in Malawi. This finding suggests-as one would expect- that 

access to land is positively correlated with engagement in agricultural activities. The interaction between 

age and farm size is negative and weakly significant for the 16-20 age group in Nigeria only. 

 As the negative coefficients suggest, the wealthier the household the fewer hours individuals work in 

agriculture. The wealth index coefficient is strongly significant in all countries except Ethiopia where the 

coefficient fails to reach statistical significance.  

Rural residence is a strong correlate of hours worked per week in agriculture with the coefficients being 

positive and significant at the 1% level or higher in all six countries. This indicates that the likelihood of 

working in agriculture is high when one resides in a rural area.  

Distance to the nearest town of 20,000 people or more is positively and significantly related to hours 

worked per week in agriculture in Tanzania only, suggesting that the farther away the town the more 

hours people will work on agriculture since they cannot get go back and forth from the town easily to 

work in non-agriculture jobs. They would have to migrate to the town which means leaving agriculture all 

together. 

 Across all surveys, land and livestock ownership have the expected sign as access to land and having 

livestock is positively related to the number of hours worked in agriculture. The coefficients for land 

ownership are significant in all countries except Niger and Uganda. The coefficients for livestock 

ownership are significant in all countries except Tanzania.  

The age of the household head is statistically insignificant across all countries. The gender of the 

household head is statistically insignificantly in all countries except Ethiopia and Tanzania. A negative 

and weakly significant coefficient is found in the case of Ethiopia, suggesting that male household heads 

correlate negatively with hours worked per week in agriculture. This result seems a bit counterintuitive, 

but in Ethiopia, the state owns all land and has a law that guarantees access for free (Bezu and Holden, 

2014. Therefore, theoretically, women and men have equal access to land which would explain the sign of 

the coefficient. In Tanzania, a strong positive coefficient is found suggesting that having a female 

household head correlates positively with hours worked per week in agriculture. 

The education of the household head negatively and significantly affect hours worked in agriculture in 

Nigeria, Malawi, and Tanzania. These results suggest that more educated household head have 

individuals from their household working less in agriculture. Education is expected to lead to higher 

incomes and thus such household head can support household’s members to look for more other options 
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for livelihood. Individuals from household with more educated heads can afford to diversify into other 

activities, thus reducing the hours worked in agriculture.  The education of the household head positively 

and significantly affect hours worked in agriculture in Ethiopia which is counterintuitive. But Ethiopia 

has a high share of rural population and policies to freely access land which explain that even educated 

people may engage in agriculture. 

The R2 are small ranging from 11% for Ethiopia to 44% for Niger, indicating that the regressors explain a 

rather small proportion of the variation in hours worked per week in agriculture. Based on statistical 

significance, the countries where the youth seems to be engaging less in agriculture are Malawi, Nigeria 

and Uganda. 

5-2 Robustness checks 

We ran regressions splitting the sample into rural and urban, and then we further split the rural sample 

into male and female to check the sensitivity of the results.  The results are presented in Tables A1 to A6 in 

separate tables for each country in the Appendix. All results in this section are compared to the results 

from main sample (Column 1 of Tables A1-A6).  

Table A1 presents the robustness checks results for Ethiopia. The results for the age dummy variables and 

for gender are robust across all relevant specifications. Indeed, the coefficients for the age variables are 

negative and insignificant in all the samples while gender is positive and significant. In the regression for 

the rural sample, the coefficients for gender, farm size per capita, wealth index, land and livestock 

ownership, and demographics characteristics of the household head are similar in sign, magnitude and 

significance to the ones found in Column1.  These same coefficients from the urban, rural female, and 

rural male samples are not.  

For Malawi, the coefficients for the 21-35 youth variable, the education variable and the wealth index 

variable are robust in sign and significance across all samples. (Table A2). The 16-20 youth variable is 

robust in sign but not significance across all samples insignificant for the urban sample). Globally, the 

results for the rural sample are similar to the ones in Column 1 while those of the other samples differ. 

Table A3 presents the robustness check results for Niger. The coefficient for 16-20 youth is positive in the 

rural male sample and negative in all other samples. The coefficient for 21-35 youth is negative in the 

urban sample and positive in all other samples. The results for both age variables are not robust to the 

type of sample used.  Farm size per capita and gender are the two variables that are robust in sign and 

significance across all relevant samples.  
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For Nigeria, in addition to the rural, urban, rural female and rural male samples, we ran regression to 

check the robustness of the main results when the initial sample is split into the Northern and Southern 

sections of the country (Table A4). All youth variables are robust in sign across all specifications. In terms 

of statistical significance, the results for the 16-20 youth variable are robust across all samples except the 

urban sample. The coefficients for 21-35 youth variable are not robust all samples with no statistical 

significance in the Northern Nigeria, Southern Nigeria, rural female and rural male samples.  Gender is 

robust across all relevant samples (North, south, rural, and urban). Rural residence is also robust across 

the relevant samples (North and South). The wealth index is robust across all samples. Education of the 

individual is robust across all samples except the rural female sample 

The robustness results for Tanzania are presented in Table A5 suggest that the main findings for the 

results for the 16-20 youth variable are robust to the sample used in terms of sign of the coefficient. 

Regarding statistical significance, the results for this variable are not robust with the coefficient being 

insignificant in rural male sample.  The results for the 21-35 youth variable are not robust to the sample 

used. The coefficients for farm size per capita are robust in all samples except the urban sample. The 

coefficients for wealth index and land ownership are significant across all samples indicating their 

robustness. 

In the case of Uganda, the results for the youth variables are not robust (Table A6). The coefficients for 

the 16-20 youth variable are negative in all samples except the rural female sample. The coefficients for 

the 21-35 variables are negative in all samples except the rural male sample. Across all samples, the only 

variable with robust results is the wealth index which has a negative and statistically significant 

coefficient and a similar magnitude.  

Overall, the most robust results are found in Ethiopia, Malawi, and Nigeria suggesting less engagement in 

agriculture those countries. This is consistent with McMillan and Hartgen’s results who found a negative 

relationship between youth (15-24) and changes in the agricultural employment share. The findings for 

Niger and Tanzania suggest that the 21-35 youth are not engaging less in agriculture in that country while 

the 16-20 youth are. Uganda’s results suggest less youth engagement. However, the results for Niger, 

Tanzania, and Uganda are not robust to the sample used. 

 

5-3 Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition results 

We used the Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition to try identify the factors that account for the differences in 

hours worked per week in agriculture between the youth and the prime-age group. According to the 
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International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences “The Blinder-Oaxaca decomposition technique, or 

simply the Oaxaca decomposition, decomposes wage differentials into two components: a portion that 

arises because two comparison groups, on average, have different qualifications or credentials (e.g., years 

of schooling and experience in the labor market) when both groups receive the same treatment (explained 

component), and a portion that arises because one group is more favorably treated than the other given the 

same individual characteristics (unexplained component). The two portions are also 

called characteristics and coefficients effect using the terminology of regression analysis, which provides 

the basis of this decomposition technique. The coefficients effect is frequently interpreted as a measure of 

labor market discrimination.”  In our case we will get differentials for the hours worked per week in 

agriculture between the youth and the prime age group as well as factors that explain these differentials. 

The results are shown in Table 10.  

Differentials in hours worked per week in agriculture range between -5.4 in Niger and 5.6 hours in 

Nigeria. In Ethiopia, the youth work an average of 1.5 hours less per week than the prime age group   and 

most of the difference is explained by education, gender and farm size per capita. In Malawi and Uganda, 

the differential between youth and prime age groups is estimated at 1.6 hours per week on average. The 

factors explaining this difference in Uganda are education, farm size per capita, livestock ownership, and 

wealth index. In Malawi, the difference is explained by education, gender, farm size per capita, land and 

livestock ownership, wealth index, and distance to the city. The youth work an average of 3.6 hours less 

than the prime age group in Tanzania with education, gender and wealth index the main factors that 

explain this difference. In Nigeria, the youth works an average of 5.6 hours less than the prime age group, 

difference due to education, gender, farm size per capita, age of the household head and agro ecological 

zone. Regarding Niger, the youth work an average of 5.4 hours more per week than the prime age group 

with the wealth index explaining most of the difference. 

 

6- Conclusion 

In this paper, we set out to answer the question of whether or not the youth is leaving agriculture in six 

Sub-Saharan African countries. To do so, we compared the hour worked per week in agriculture the youth 

(16-35) to those of the prime-age group (36-60) using both descriptive and econometric methods. Our 

findings from the descriptive analysis suggest less youth engagement compared to older individuals in all 

countries except Niger where the opposite is true.  

. 
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Comparing the hours worked in agriculture to those worked in non-agricultural jobs by the youth we 

found the largest differences in Nigeria (15.1 hours more per week in non-agricultural jobs) and Uganda 

(22 hours more per week in non-agricultural jobs). These results suggest that the youth is leaving 

agriculture to go to non-agricultural jobs in Nigeria and Uganda while the opposite is true for Niger (3 

hours more per week in agricultural jobs). 

In terms of regression analysis, the results for Nigeria, Ethiopia, and Malawi suggest that the youth is 

engaging less in agriculture than the prime age group as the coefficients of the youth dummy variables 

were robust across the majority of samples. The results were inconclusive for Niger, Tanzania and 

Uganda as they were not robust across splitting the initial sample into rural, urban, rural female and rural 

male.  

Based on both the descriptive and regression analyses we can conclude that the common wisdom is true 

for Nigeria, Malawi, Uganda and Ethiopia. In Nigeria, we can further say that there are clear signs that the 

exit from Southern Nigeria’s youth is more pronounced than the exit from their Northern Nigeria 

counterparts. 

Strong and robust correlates of the time spend working in agriculture in Ethiopia include gender and 

education of the individual, farm size per capita, livestock ownership and education of the household 

head. In Malawi, the variables that capture the education of the individual and household wealth are 

strongly and robustly correlated with hours worked per week in agriculture. Gender of the individual, and 

farm size per capita are strong and robust correlates of hours worked per week in agriculture in Niger. 

Turning to Nigeria, gender of the individual, farm size per capita, wealth index, and rural residence, are 

strongly and robustly correlated with hours worked per week in agriculture. The wealth index and land 

ownership are strong and robust correlates of hours worked per week in agriculture in Tanzania. In 

Uganda, the wealth index is the only strong and robust correlate of hours worked per week in agriculture.  

The decomposition of the differential in hours worked per week in agriculture between the youth and the 

prime age groups suggest that the differential range between -5.5 hours per week in Niger to 5.6 hours per 

week in Nigeria. The most common variables across the six countries variables that explain most of the 

difference between the two groups are education, gender, wealth index, and farm size per capita.  
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Figures 

Figure 1: Probability of working in agriculture by age group (%), all workers, without students and elders: cross section 
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Figure 2: Probability of working in agriculture by age group in Nigeria, Tanzania, and Uganda (%), all workers: panel 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

Tanzania 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

Uganda

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

Niger



27 
 

  
 

  

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

Nigeria

2010-11  2012-13

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

Northern Nigeria

2010-11 2012-13

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

Southern Nigeria

2010-11 2012-13



28 
 

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 3: Unconditional hours worked per week in agriculture by age group, all workers: cross section 
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Figure 4: Unconditional hours worked per week in agriculture by age group, Nigeria, Tanzania, and Uganda, all workers: 

panel 
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 Tables 

Table 1: Probability of working in agriculture (%) for all workers, with students and elders 

 

Ethiopia Malawi  Niger Nigeria Nigeria Nigeria Tanzania  Uganda Simple average 

Population  

weighted average 

Age group  2011-12 2010-11 2011  2012-13 North South 2010-11  2011-12 

  16-20 49.1 45.5 59.6 24.1 35.1 9.1 41.7 50.0 45.0 

 21-25 45.2 52.3 56.3 23.6 33.8 12.0 42.5 40.3 43.4 

 26-30 55.0 55.2 64.8 24.9 30.5 17.6 42.8 52.3 49.2 

 31-35 52.0 55.1 59.5 28.3 35.4 19.4 46.6 56.7 49.7 

 36-40 54.4 58.7 60.9 39.8 44.4 32.3 48.6 54.9 52.9 

 41-45 52.6 58.9 67.0 46.1 52.6 38.3 51.8 61.5 56.3 

 46-50 55.8 61.7 64.9 47.0 55.3 36.2 52.8 67.6 58.3 

 51-55 62.2 67.6 61.4 47.3 57.1 38.1 56.4 69.0 60.6 

 56-60 57.7 62.4 65.8 55.0 65.5 45.9 54.5 69.3 60.8 

 61+ 48.3 54.9 44.5 42.5 50.9 36.1 47.7 57.3 49.2 

 25+ 53.6 57.5 60.9 38.4 44.9 30.7 48.6 58.5 52.9 

 Countrywide 51.8 54.4 60.2 33.8 41.7 24.3 46.3 53.9 50.1 42.9 
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Table 2: Probability of working in agriculture (%) for all workers, without students and elderly (60+) 

 

Ethiopia Malawi  Niger Nigeria Nigeria Nigeria Tanzania  Uganda Simple average 

Population  

weighted average 

Age group  2011-12 2010-11 2011  2012-13 North South 2010-11  2011-12 

  16-20 49.1 53.9 66.8 33.8 42.9 12.2 54.0 56.3 52.3 

 21-25 47.1 55.3 59.5 27.2 35.3 15.6 51.3 49.1 48.2 

 26-30 55.5 55.4 65.8 27.0 30.5 21.7 51.8 53.4 51.5 

 31-35 51.8 55.3 59.8 29.4 37.1 19.8 56.6 57.5 51.7 

 36-40 54.7 58.9 60.9 39.8 44.2 32.6 58.1 54.9 54.5 

 41-45 52.7 59.1 67.1 46.1 52.8 38.6 63.0 61.5 58.3 

 46-50 55.9 61.9 64.9 47.1 55.2 36.5 64.6 68.1 60.4 

 51-55 62.2 67.6 61.4 46.8 56.8 37.7 65.9 69.0 62.1 

 56-60 57.7 62.6 65.8 55.1 65.5 45.9 60.5 69.3 61.8 

 25+ 54.6 58.1 63.2 38.8 44.7 31.3 58.6 59.3 55.4 

 Countrywide 52.9 57.4 63.5 37.3 43.8 28.2 56.8 57.8 54.3 48.4 
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Table 3: Unconditional average hours worked per week in agriculture for all workers, without students and elderly (60+):  

cross section results 

 

Ethiopia Malawi  Niger Nigeria Nigeria Nigeria Tanzania  Uganda Simple average 

Population 

 weighted average 

Age group  2011-12 2010-11 2011  2012-13 North South 2010-11  2011-12 

  16-20 13.9 7.9 25.5 12.2 15.9 3.4 15.1 12.0 14.4 

 21-25 13.6 9.8 21.8 9.4 12.7 4.8 14.7 10.1 13.2 

 26-30 14.8 9.8 24.4 9.6 11.4 6.7 15.5 12.8 14.5 

 31-35 14.2 10.3 22.1 11.0 14.8 6.3 17.5 12.5 14.6 

 36-40 14.9 11.4 22.2 14.7 17.1 10.8 17.3 11.7 15.4 

 41-45 14.0 11.5 24.6 17.3 20.6 13.6 18.1 13.5 16.5 

 46-50 15.7 12.0 24.3 16.9 21.0 11.7 18.0 14.4 16.9 

 51-55 18.3 12.6 23.1 18.0 23.2 13.2 20.0 15.6 17.9 

 56-60 18.1 12.6 23.7 20.8 26.0 16.3 19.7 15.9 18.5 

 Countrywide 14.7 10.4 23.6 13.7 16.8 9.4 16.6 12.6 15.3 14.8 

Average 16-35 14.2 9.6 23.6 10.5 13.7 5.5 15.5 11.8 14.2 

 Average 36-60 15.6 11.8 23.5 17.1 20.6 12.9 18.3 13.7 16.7 

 Difference 1.4 2.2 -0.2 6.6 6.9 7.4 2.8 1.9 2.5 

 P-value 0.047 0.000 0.813 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.004 

  Diff in % 9.9 23.4 -0.7 62.8 50.6 135.1 17.8 16.0 
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Table 4: Unconditional average hours worked per week in agriculture for all workers, without students and elderly (60+): 

panel results 

 

Nigeria Tanzania  Uganda  

Age group  2010-11 North South  2012-13  North  South 2008-09 2010-11 2005-06  2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 

16-20 7.3 8.2 5.2 12.2 15.9 3.4 17.5 15.1 14.3 10.9 11.3 12.0 

21-25 6.7 6.9 6.5 9.4 12.7 4.8 16.3 14.7 11.4 10.9 10.0 10.1 

26-30 7.3 7.8 6.5 9.6 11.4 6.7 15.4 15.5 12.5 11.5 10.7 12.8 

31-35 10.5 11.0 9.6 11.0 14.8 6.3 13.8 17.5 13.9 12.4 13.2 12.5 

36-40 11.5 12.2 10.3 14.7 17.1 10.8 15.2 17.3 16.1 12.2 13.2 11.7 

41-45 12.0 11.3 12.9 17.3 20.6 13.6 19.0 18.1 15.8 13.6 13.5 13.5 

46-50 13.9 14.3 13.4 16.9 21.0 11.7 17.8 18.0 14.8 13.2 15.9 14.4 

51-55 15.0 14.2 15.7 18.0 23.2 13.2 17.1 20.0 17.1 16.6 14.9 15.6 

56-60 14.7 13.7 15.9 20.8 26.0 16.3 17.6 19.7 13.7 14.4 13.1 15.9 

Countrywide 10.3 10.4 10.1 13.7 16.8 9.4 16.4 16.6 14.0 12.3 12.6 12.6 

Average 16-35 7.9 8.4 7.0 10.5 13.7 5.5 15.9 15.5 13.0 11.4 11.3 11.8 

Average 36-60 13.0 12.9 13.3 17.1 20.6 12.9 17.2 18.3 15.6 13.6 14.1 13.7 

Difference 5.2 4.5 6.3 6.6 6.9 7.4 1.3 2.8 2.7 2.2 2.8 1.9 

P-value 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.329 0.001 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.004 

Diff in % 65.8 52.9 90.5 62.8 50.6 135.1 8.4 17.8 20.5 19.3 25.2 16.0 
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Table 5: Conditional average hours worked per week in agriculture for all workers, without students and elderly (60+): cross 

section results 

 

Ethiopia Malawi  Niger Nigeria Nigeria Nigeria Tanzania  Uganda 

Simple 

average Population weighted average 

Age group  2011-12 2010-11 2011  2012-13 North South 2010-11  2011-12 

  16-20 28.3 14.7 38.2 38.2 39.2 29.1 22.8 18.9 23.0 

 21-25 28.9 17.6 36.6 38.3 39.0 35.8 23.5 19.0 23.4 

 26-30 26.8 17.7 36.8 39.1 40.3 36.3 24.7 22.2 23.9 

 31-35 27.5 18.7 36.9 41.6 43.0 37.9 27.3 20.2 24.6 

 36-40 27.3 19.4 36.5 41.2 41.0 41.7 25.1 19.3 24.1 

 41-45 26.6 19.4 36.7 42.0 41.9 42.2 25.4 21.4 24.5 

 46-50 28.0 19.3 37.4 40.2 40.9 38.7 25.6 21.0 24.5 

 51-55 29.5 18.7 37.6 42.0 42.6 40.8 26.8 21.6 25.2 

 56-60 31.4 20.2 36.0 41.7 40.9 42.9 25.8 21.4 25.2 

 Countrywide 27.9 18.2 37.0 40.5 40.8 39.4 24.9 20.4 24.1 32.4 

Average 16-35 27.8 17.4 37.2 39.2 40.2 35.6 24.3 20.0 23.7 

 Average 36-60 28.0 19.3 36.8 41.4 41.4 41.3 25.6 20.7 24.5 

 Difference 0.2 2.0 -0.4 2.1 1.2 5.7 1.3 0.7 0.8 

 P-value 0.820 0.000 0.669 0.000 0.041 0.000 0.238 0.418 

  Diff in % 0.7 11.3 -1.0 5.4 3.0 15.9 5.3 3.4 
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Table 6: Conditional average hours worked per week in agriculture for all workers, without students and elderly (60+): panel 

results 

 

Nigeria Tanzania  Uganda  

Age group  2010-11 North South  2012-13  North  South 2008-09 2010-11 2005-06  2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 

16-20 33.7 35.0 30.0 38.2 39.2 29.1 30.4 22.8 23.8 19.2 19.9 18.9 

21-25 36.9 35.8 38.6 38.3 39.0 35.8 29.5 23.5 21.4 19.8 19.8 19.0 

26-30 38.4 38.8 37.8 39.1 40.3 36.3 29.4 24.7 23.4 19.4 21.0 22.2 

31-35 40.6 39.7 42.4 41.6 43.0 37.9 28.4 27.3 24.3 22.1 21.8 20.2 

36-40 39.8 38.3 43.2 41.2 41.0 41.7 27.6 25.1 25.0 20.0 23.6 19.3 

41-45 38.3 35.6 42.1 42.0 41.9 42.2 30.8 25.4 24.2 20.9 21.6 21.4 

46-50 39.5 38.0 41.6 40.2 40.9 38.7 31.6 25.6 22.1 20.4 23.4 21.0 

51-55 39.9 38.3 41.3 42.0 42.6 40.8 29.7 26.8 23.9 22.4 21.4 21.6 

56-60 37.6 34.9 40.9 41.7 40.9 42.9 31.9 25.8 19.3 18.7 20.5 21.4 

Countrywide 38.5 37.3 40.4 40.5 40.8 39.4 29.8 24.9 23.3 20.3 21.5 20.4 

Average 16-35 37.6 37.4 37.9 39.2 40.2 35.6 29.5 24.3 23.2 20.1 20.6 20.0 

Average 36-60 39.1 37.2 41.8 41.4 41.4 41.3 30.1 25.6 23.5 20.5 22.4 20.7 

Difference 1.5 -0.2 3.9 2.1 1.2 5.7 0.6 1.3 0.3 0.5 1.8 0.7 

P-value 0.032 0.837 0.000 0.000 0.041 0.000 0.723 0.238 0.666 0.495 0.009 0.418 

Diff in % 4.0 -0.5 10.3 5.4 3.0 15.9 1.9 5.3 1.3 2.3 8.5 3.4 
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Table 7: Average hours worked per week on non-agricultural jobs without students and elderly (60+): cross section results 

 

Ethiopia Malawi  Niger Nigeria Nigeria Nigeria Tanzania  Uganda Simple average 

Population  

weighted average 

Age group  2011-12 2010-11 2011  2012-13 North South 2010-11  2011-12 

  16-20 9.8 3.9 14.9 8.7 8.2 9.5 8.6 32.3 13.0 

 21-25 12.6 9.8 15.2 18.7 17.8 19.8 19.1 33.5 18.2 

 26-30 15.3 15.2 18.9 24.6 21.3 28.8 16.0 31.2 20.2 

 31-35 14.1 18.4 21.3 30.4 22.7 38.0 21.8 38.8 24.1 

 36-40 15.4 17.5 25.0 34.3 26.4 44.1 15.1 40.7 24.7 

 41-45 12.6 20.2 28.6 39.9 29.9 48.4 19.5 35.0 26.0 

 46-50 14.0 16.7 26.3 40.5 30.1 47.9 18.3 31.5 24.6 

 51-55 15.9 16.5 24.3 41.9 32.4 47.9 27.8 33.6 26.7 

 56-60 8.9 15.4 26.0 39.9 32.1 44.4 18.6 33.1 23.7 

 Countrywide 13.2 14.2 20.7 28.8 22.4 35.5 17.0 34.6 21.4         23.2  

Average 16-35 12.8 12.3 17.3 20.9 17.5 25.1 15.9 33.7 18.8 

 Average 36-60 13.8 17.7 26.0 38.7 29.8 46.6 19.0 36.0 25.2 

 Difference 1.0 5.4 8.7 17.8 12.2 21.5 3.1 2.3 6.4 

 P-value 0.260 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.015 0.220 

  Diff in % 8.1 43.7 50.0 85.0 69.8 85.8 19.7 7.0 

   

 

 

Table 8: Selected descriptive statistics by broad age group for all workers 

 

Education (years) Farm size per capita (ha) 

 

16-20 21-35 36-60 16-20 21-35 36-60 

Ethiopia 2011-12 3.4 2.2 1.3 0.009 0.012 0.012 

Malawi 2010-11 5.3 6.3 5.7 0.122 0.114 0.136 
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Niger 2011 5.5 6.2 6.9 0.513 0.430 0.406 

Nigeria 2010-11 6.2 6.8 5.4 0.070 0.063 0.066 

Tanzania 2010-11 4.5 1.3 0.1 0.361 0.367 0.361 

Uganda 2009-10 5.5 6.6 5.2 0.129 0.139 0.154 

 

Table 9: Fixed effects (region/district) regression of hours worked per week in agriculture on demographic and socio-economic 

variables, sample without students and elderly (60+) 

  NER NGA MWI MWI TZA TZA UGA UGA ETH ETH 

VARIABLES 2011 2010-11 2010-11 2010-11 2010-11 2010-11 2009-10 2009-10 2011-12 2011-12 

                      

Youth 16-20 -2.377* -6.591*** -5.113*** -5.131*** -5.055*** -4.691*** -1.176 -1.168 -1.055 -1.021 

 

(1.275) (1.660) (1.200) (1.206) (1.730) (1.726) (1.934) (1.952) (2.256) (2.253) 

Youth 21-35 0.117 -4.116*** -1.387 -1.345 0.190 0.403 -2.747* -2.680* -2.102 -2.109 

 

(0.857) (1.441) (1.060) (1.048) (1.394) (1.396) (1.437) (1.452) (1.284) (1.282) 

Gender (male=1) 18.325*** 8.367*** 2.067*** 2.045*** 1.083 1.213 -0.986 -0.978 10.792*** 10.770*** 

 

(0.940) (0.891) (0.473) (0.482) (0.816) (0.809) (1.058) (1.042) (1.050) (1.052) 

Age*gender1 3.920** -3.255** -1.589** -1.569** 3.015** 3.140** 2.476 2.419 -2.934* -2.895* 

 

(1.667) (1.487) (0.765) (0.756) (1.396) (1.371) (3.034) (3.009) (1.718) (1.723) 

Age*gender2 1.916 -1.482 -0.158 -0.044 -0.723 -0.844 2.217* 2.224* -0.191 -0.184 

 

(1.207) (1.144) (0.596) (0.601) (1.028) (1.017) (1.305) (1.287) (1.451) (1.452) 

Years of education -3.587* -0.433*** -0.303*** -0.346*** 2.244** 2.347** -0.287* -0.283* -0.546** -0.535** 

 

(1.950) (0.079) (0.081) (0.079) (1.125) (1.090) (0.165) (0.161) (0.252) (0.248) 

Age*education1 5.326** 0.244 0.483*** 0.507*** -0.970 -1.413 -0.428* -0.430* 0.257 0.240 

 

(2.152) (0.151) (0.132) (0.129) (1.537) (1.546) (0.235) (0.237) (0.365) (0.362) 

Age*education2 -0.050 0.281*** 0.098 0.112 -2.328* -2.621* -0.203 -0.207 0.120 0.110 

 

(1.671) (0.105) (0.094) (0.093) (1.353) (1.342) (0.160) (0.160) (0.276) (0.272) 

Farm size per capita 3.622*** 13.486*** 1.901 1.692 2.607*** 2.613*** 4.065** 3.947** 37.906* 38.189* 

 

(0.865) (4.418) (1.943) (1.948) (0.859) (0.840) (1.851) (1.852) (20.447) (20.291) 

Age*farmsize1 0.563 -13.869* -0.115 -1.034 1.486 1.523 2.451 2.608 -29.449 -30.013 
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(1.102) (7.233) (2.577) (2.564) (2.186) (2.056) (4.208) (4.194) (19.213) (18.977) 

Age*farmsize2 -0.600 -2.793 0.073 0.263 0.267 0.313 -1.352 -1.348 6.615 5.868 

 

(0.932) (4.932) (2.016) (2.051) (1.457) (1.370) (2.527) (2.512) (19.635) (19.337) 

Wealth index -0.971*** -2.334*** -0.483*** -0.488*** -1.530*** -1.421*** -1.455*** -1.456*** -0.138 -0.120 

 

(0.338) (0.290) (0.068) (0.070) (0.243) (0.228) (0.269) (0.270) (0.173) (0.177) 

Rural 14.982*** 3.762*** 3.583*** 3.380*** 4.487*** 5.369*** 4.926*** 4.978*** 7.318*** 7.409*** 

 

(1.722) (1.296) (1.135) (0.988) (1.125) (1.126) (1.083) (1.094) (1.462) (1.464) 

Distance to nearest city -0.022 -0.014 0.016 0.003 0.040** 0.036** -0.014 -0.013 -0.020 -0.020 

 

(0.024) (0.037) (0.021) (0.019) (0.017) (0.016) (0.032) (0.031) (0.033) (0.033) 

Age*distancecity1 0.017 0.074* 0.010 0.015 0.000 -0.002 -0.049 -0.051 0.033 0.032 

 

(0.017) (0.040) (0.018) (0.017) (0.020) (0.019) (0.050) (0.050) (0.039) (0.039) 

Age*distancecity2 0.010 -0.005 0.007 0.005 0.001 -0.000 0.109*** 0.108*** 0.052** 0.053** 

 

(0.012) (0.038) (0.015) (0.014) (0.018) (0.017) (0.037) (0.037) (0.022) (0.022) 

HH owns at least 1 plot 0.337 0.872*** 0.340* 0.565*** 1.670*** 1.579*** 0.417 0.407 0.524* 0.520* 

 

(0.296) (0.318) (0.190) (0.183) (0.414) (0.371) (0.495) (0.497) (0.286) (0.286) 

HH owns livestock 2.047** 3.124*** 0.417 0.675* 1.377 1.436 2.388*** 2.363*** 3.629** 3.610** 

 

(0.856) (0.936) (0.359) (0.362) (0.954) (0.927) (0.756) (0.768) (1.628) (1.617) 

Age HH head -0.006 -0.021 -0.007 -0.003 -0.028 -0.036 -0.002 -0.003 -0.036 -0.036 

 

(0.028) (0.027) (0.016) (0.016) (0.027) (0.026) (0.037) (0.037) (0.034) (0.034) 

Gender HH head (male=1) -1.616 2.063 -0.034 -0.061 2.531** 2.507** 1.119 1.105 -2.337* -2.329* 

 

(1.159) (1.255) (0.465) (0.455) (1.008) (0.992) (0.809) (0.797) (1.242) (1.244) 

Education HH head -0.612 -1.459* -0.929** -0.929** -2.483** -2.706** -0.945 -1.001 5.076*** 5.001*** 

 

(1.346) (0.826) (0.377) (0.363) (1.211) (1.173) (0.809) (0.807) (1.676) (1.669) 

Agrozone 1 -6.310 1.030 -1.156 -1.489** 1.823 1.771 -1.136 -1.033 2.789 2.701 

 
(6.391) (2.810) (0.861) (0.670) (1.788) (1.721) (1.241) (1.246) (3.045) (3.039) 

Agrozone 2 5.184** 0.144 0.053 -2.341 0.487 -0.731 -0.644 4.850* 4.808* 

 
 

(2.333) (0.929) (0.821) (2.381) (2.299) (1.289) (1.295) (2.564) (2.560) 

Agrozone 3 

 

-0.006 0.067 0.658 0.449 

    

   

(1.360) (1.106) (1.856) (1.745) 

    Agrozone 4 

   

-1.175 3.207 

    

     

(3.547) (3.396) 
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Interview date 1 

  

-2.992*** 

 

0.978 

 

1.251 

 

4.107 

    

(0.478) 

 

(1.270) 

 

(2.030) 

 

(3.105) 

Interview date 2 

  

-3.329*** 

 

5.804*** 

 

1.908 

 

-1.459 

    

(0.506) 

 

(1.283) 

 

(2.056) 

 

(3.904) 

Interview date 3 

  

2.556*** 

 

7.563*** 

 

1.352 

 

16.899*** 

    

(0.538) 

 

(1.446) 

 

(2.134) 

 

(3.718) 

Interview date 4 

      

0.699 

 

11.433* 

        

(2.054) 

 

(6.200) 

Constant 4.829 -1.168 6.928*** 8.652*** 2.345 -0.415 8.796*** 7.350** -0.158 -4.310 

 

(6.652) (2.411) (1.204) (1.299) (2.924) (3.049) (2.412) (3.261) (3.583) (4.636) 

Region FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 9,816 7,713 17,901 17,901 8,533 8,533 4,762 4,762 7,240 7,240 

R-squared 0.435 0.241 0.146 0.174 0.213 0.235 0.167 0.168 0.111 0.112 

Standard errors in parentheses 

       *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 10: Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition results 

 
ETH MWI NER NGA TZA UGA 

 
2011-12 2010-11 2011 2010-11 2010-11 2009-10 

Prediction youth=0 15.589*** 11.080*** 13.997*** 14.157*** 20.716*** 13.788*** 

 
(0.913) (0.317) (1.370) (0.661) (0.991) (0.412) 

Prediction youth=1 14.115*** 9.477*** 19.383*** 8.574*** 17.114*** 12.188*** 

 
(0.969) (0.267) (1.277) (0.511) (1.167) (0.412) 

Differential 1.475** 1.604*** -5.386*** 5.583*** 3.602*** 1.600*** 

 
(0.710) (0.308) (1.693) (0.555) (1.370) (0.532) 

Explanatory factors 

Education 0.514*** 0.090*** -0.059 0.431*** 1.717*** 0.432*** 

 
(0.184) (0.030) (0.176) (0.105) (0.493) (0.124) 

Male 0.748*** 0.238*** 0.770 0.542*** -0.339** 0.000 

 
(0.162) (0.043) (0.485) (0.107) (0.156) (0.005) 

HH owns land 0.197 0.142*** -0.190 0.045 0.186 0.001 

 
(0.120) (0.054) (0.263) (0.045) (0.198) (0.019) 

Farm size p/c 0.038 0.081** -0.401 0.075* -0.003 0.075* 

 
(0.041) (0.034) (0.348) (0.041) (0.016) (0.039) 

HHSIZE -0.107 -0.086 -0.027 -0.002 -0.315 0.039 

 
(0.105) (0.070) (0.084) (0.006) (0.267) (0.048) 

Age of household head -0.268 -0.168 0.051 -0.332** -0.285 -0.126 

 
(0.241) (0.137) (0.069) (0.153) (0.255) (0.179) 

HH head male -0.015 -0.011 0.038 -0.000 -0.017 -0.009 

 
(0.018) (0.017) (0.044) (0.015) (0.036) (0.018) 

HH head education -0.041 0.017 -0.194 0.051 -0.060 0.007 
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(0.037) (0.011) (0.378) (0.032) (0.447) (0.023) 

Wealth index 0.003 -0.151*** -1.911*** -0.116 0.704*** 0.392*** 

 
(0.011) (0.047) (0.504) (0.164) (0.267) (0.130) 

HH owns livestock 0.016 0.132*** -0.094 -0.011 0.013 0.097* 

 
(0.052) (0.046) (0.072) (0.052) (0.041) (0.050) 

Distance to Nearest City +20,000 -0.034 0.042* -0.382 0.011 -0.116 -0.052 

 
(0.050) (0.021) (0.273) (0.025) (0.168) (0.037) 

Agrozone -0.101 0.008 -0.027 0.676*** -0.033 -0.055 

 
(0.076) (0.025) (0.038) (0.175) (0.093) (0.060) 

Total 0.949** 0.334* -2.425* 1.370*** 1.451** 0.801*** 

 
(0.406) (0.198) (1.382) (0.335) (0.610) (0.293) 

Observations 7,361 22,395 9,688 11,565 8,798 5,779 

       
note:  *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

     

 

 

  



44 
 

Appendix 

Table A1: Robustness checks for Ethiopia 2011-12 

 

VARIABLES Main sample Rural Urban Rural female Rural male 

            

Youth 16-20 -1.021 -0.574 -0.929 -2.951 -1.028 

 

(2.253) (2.353) (2.152) (2.496) (3.436) 

Youth 21-35 -2.109 -2.044 -1.454 -0.855 -3.435 

 

(1.282) (1.286) (1.644) (1.412) (2.523) 

Gender (male=1) 10.770*** 10.765*** 4.189** 

  

 

(1.052) (1.068) (1.803) 

  Age*gender1 -2.895* -2.854 -3.230 

  

 

(1.723) (1.762) (2.071) 

  Age*gender2 -0.184 -0.089 -2.745* 

  

 

(1.452) (1.506) (1.566) 

  Years of education -0.535** -0.519** -0.345** -0.080 -0.627* 

 

(0.248) (0.262) (0.148) (0.412) (0.330) 

Age*education1 0.240 0.193 0.256 0.186 -0.084 

 

(0.362) (0.377) (0.159) (0.457) (0.505) 

Age*education2 0.110 0.094 0.446** -0.007 0.003 

 

(0.272) (0.286) (0.217) (0.446) (0.367) 

Farm size per capita 38.189* 36.176* -227.026*** 30.013 43.959* 

 

(20.291) (20.382) (71.047) (19.013) (24.992) 

Age*farmsize1 -30.013 -31.456* 73.618 -25.503 -37.629* 

 

(18.977) (18.851) (45.064) (28.448) (20.872) 

Age*farmsize2 5.868 5.391 180.171*** 8.779 1.380 

 

(19.337) (19.300) (52.373) (21.534) (23.030) 

Wealth index -0.120 -0.118 -0.101 -0.316** 0.133 

 

(0.177) (0.193) (0.116) (0.135) (0.323) 
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Rural 7.409*** 

    

 

(1.464) 

    Distance to nearest city -0.020 -0.005 0.036** -0.009 -0.002 

 

(0.033) (0.029) (0.017) (0.031) (0.034) 

Age*distancecity1 0.032 0.026 -0.018 0.063* 0.002 

 

(0.039) (0.043) (0.022) (0.038) (0.058) 

Age*distancecity2 0.053** 0.052** -0.009 0.018 0.105*** 

 

(0.022) (0.022) (0.017) (0.024) (0.036) 

HH owns at least 1 plot 0.520* 0.501* 2.249*** 0.512 0.496 

 

(0.286) (0.282) (0.691) (0.318) (0.326) 

HH owns livestock 3.610** 4.188** 0.654 3.337** 5.285** 

 

(1.617) (1.693) (0.816) (1.514) (2.332) 

Age HH head -0.036 -0.035 0.028 -0.019 -0.045 

 

(0.034) (0.034) (0.047) (0.035) (0.049) 

Gender HH head (male=1) -2.329* -2.614** 0.733 -3.214*** -1.502 

 

(1.244) (1.239) (0.939) (1.167) (2.478) 

Education HH head 5.001*** 5.432*** -0.396 5.493** 5.488** 

 

(1.669) (1.790) (1.056) (2.139) (2.197) 

Agrozne 1 2.701 1.249 1.818 0.753 2.034 

 

(3.039) (2.068) (2.282) (2.025) (2.664) 

Agrozone 2 4.808* 3.892** 0.945 3.809** 4.055 

 

(2.560) (1.895) (0.660) (1.745) (2.575) 

Interview date dummy 1 4.107 4.077 2.509** 5.142*** 3.684 

 

(3.105) (3.379) (0.994) (1.738) (6.143) 

Interview date dummy 2 -1.459 -0.918 -0.595 -3.478* 17.774 

 

(3.904) (4.624) (1.878) (2.009) (21.816) 

Interview date dummy 3 16.899*** 15.483*** 

 

16.463*** 

 

 

(3.718) (3.719) 

 

(2.706) 

 Interview date dummy 4 11.433* 13.057** 

 

30.297*** -12.169* 

 

(6.200) (6.003) 

 

(3.130) (7.123) 

Constant -4.310 2.470 -4.744 1.929 11.815 
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(4.636) (4.819) (3.351) (3.345) (8.318) 

      Observations 7,240 6,451 789 3,496 2,955 

R-squared 0.112 0.102 0.158 0.050 0.045 

Standard errors in parentheses 

    *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

     

 

Table A2: Robustness checks for Malawi 2010-11 

VARIABLES Main sample Rural Urban Rural female Rural male 

            

Youth 16-20 -5.131*** -6.896*** -1.878 -5.896*** -10.075*** 

 

(1.206) (1.321) (1.972) (1.655) (1.961) 

Youth 21-35 -1.345 -1.350 -1.586 -2.055 -1.119 

 

(1.048) (1.308) (1.462) (1.315) (2.247) 

Gender (male=1) 2.045*** 2.420*** 1.736 

  

 

(0.482) (0.500) (1.198) 

  Age*gender1 -1.569** -1.746** -1.767 

  

 

(0.756) (0.840) (1.709) 

  Age*gender2 -0.044 -0.728 0.954 

  

 

(0.601) (0.660) (1.454) 

  Years of education -0.346*** -0.437*** -0.294** -0.308** -0.547*** 

 

(0.079) (0.099) (0.114) (0.133) (0.137) 

Age*education1 0.507*** 0.567*** 0.267 0.387** 0.800*** 

 

(0.129) (0.153) (0.253) (0.187) (0.226) 

Age*education2 0.112 0.182 0.121 0.098 0.207 

 

(0.093) (0.121) (0.145) (0.147) (0.167) 

Farm size per capita 1.692 2.223 8.839* 1.739 2.934 

 

(1.948) (2.132) (4.833) (2.463) (2.368) 
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Age*farmsize1 -1.034 1.661 -2.323 -1.820 5.955 

 

(2.564) (2.910) (7.603) (3.453) (4.607) 

Age*farmsize2 0.263 0.922 -7.062 2.159 -0.641 

 

(2.051) (2.422) (5.647) (3.104) (2.881) 

Wealth index -0.488*** -0.783*** -0.337*** -0.740*** -0.829*** 

 

(0.070) (0.097) (0.086) (0.111) (0.132) 

Rural 3.380*** 

    

 

(0.988) 

    Distance to nearest city 0.003 -0.012 -0.012 -0.026 -0.003 

 

(0.019) (0.017) (0.023) (0.023) (0.020) 

Age*distancecity1 0.015 0.040** 0.016 0.045* 0.040 

 

(0.017) (0.019) (0.023) (0.027) (0.032) 

Age*distancecity2 0.005 0.003 0.035* 0.022 -0.009 

 

(0.014) (0.018) (0.020) (0.023) (0.027) 

HH owns at least 1 plot 0.565*** 0.642*** -0.245 0.806*** 0.483* 

 

(0.183) (0.199) (0.399) (0.212) (0.256) 

HH owns livestock 0.675* 0.575 2.368*** 0.935** 0.240 

 

(0.362) (0.399) (0.809) (0.407) (0.553) 

Age HH head -0.003 -0.002 -0.010 -0.030* 0.038 

 

(0.016) (0.019) (0.030) (0.018) (0.033) 

Gender HH head (male=1) -0.061 -0.103 -2.117** -1.027** 1.831* 

 

(0.455) (0.469) (1.052) (0.519) (1.002) 

Education HH head -0.929** -0.387 -0.566 -0.968** 0.426 

 

(0.363) (0.438) (0.625) (0.473) (0.664) 

Agrozone 1 -1.489** -0.872 -1.224 -0.567 -1.091 

 

(0.670) (0.886) (1.291) (1.013) (0.960) 

Agrozone 2 0.053 0.218 0.404 -0.433 0.898 

 

(0.821) (0.544) (0.505) (0.598) (0.667) 

Agrozone 3 0.067 1.227 1.353* 1.926 0.534 

 

(1.106) (1.057) (0.768) (1.182) (1.216) 

Interview date dummy 1 -2.992*** -3.874*** 0.331 -4.701*** -3.102*** 
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(0.478) (0.770) (0.626) (0.801) (0.933) 

Interview date dummy 2 -3.329*** -3.563*** -1.057* -4.421*** -2.791*** 

 

(0.506) (0.808) (0.607) (0.864) (0.927) 

Interview date dummy 3 2.556*** 2.378*** 1.956** 2.357*** 2.379** 

 

(0.538) (0.842) (0.802) (0.875) (0.933) 

Constant 8.652*** 13.512*** 7.906*** 15.758*** 12.201*** 

 

(1.299) (1.592) (1.856) (1.650) (2.585) 

      Observations 17,901 13,779 4,122 6,779 7,000 

R-squared 0.174 0.070 0.061 0.090 0.056 

Standard errors in parentheses 

   *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

    

 

Table A3: Robustness checks for Niger 2011 

VARIABLES Main sample Rural Urban Rural female  Rural male 

            

Youth 16-20 -2.377* -0.045 -1.894*** -0.314 4.708 

 

(1.275) (1.962) (0.713) (2.711) (2.982) 

Youth 21-35 0.117 1.210 -0.335 0.751 5.383** 

 

(0.857) (1.365) (0.469) (1.850) (2.356) 

Gender (male=1) 18.325*** 21.372*** 5.266*** 

  

 

(0.940) (1.177) (0.922) 

  Age*gender1 3.920** 3.318 2.322 

  

 

(1.667) (2.100) (1.894) 

  Age*gender2 1.916 3.485** -2.120** 

  

 

(1.207) (1.553) (0.891) 

  Years of education -3.587* -5.214 -1.395** -0.486 1.531 

 

(1.950) (3.479) (0.657) (5.090) (5.576) 
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Age*education1 5.326** 6.743* 0.245 -4.945 1.300 

 

(2.152) (3.631) (1.534) (6.812) (5.940) 

Age*education2 -0.050 0.748 0.839 -1.973 -3.308 

 

(1.671) (3.187) (0.874) (6.154) (4.990) 

Farm size per capita 3.622*** 3.686*** 12.692*** 5.135*** 2.648** 

 

(0.865) (0.975) (2.660) (1.227) (1.233) 

Age*farmsize1 0.563 0.343 -1.330 -1.404 2.325 

 

(1.102) (1.230) (3.939) (1.428) (2.409) 

Age*farmsize2 -0.600 -0.718 1.258 -1.980 -0.088 

 

(0.932) (1.058) (2.811) (1.653) (1.467) 

Wealth index -0.971*** -1.458 -0.518*** -1.006 -2.107** 

 

(0.338) (1.002) (0.125) (1.066) (0.963) 

Rural 14.982*** 

    

 

(1.722) 

    Distance to nearest city -0.022 -0.022 0.004 -0.057* 0.007 

 

(0.024) (0.030) (0.021) (0.034) (0.031) 

Age*distancecity1 0.017 -0.000 0.082** 0.033 -0.035 

 

(0.017) (0.020) (0.032) (0.031) (0.028) 

Age*distancecity2 0.010 -0.001 0.029 0.027 -0.014 

 

(0.012) (0.015) (0.025) (0.021) (0.021) 

HH owns at least 1 plot 0.337 0.330 0.331 0.434 0.152 

 

(0.296) (0.312) (0.575) (0.426) (0.310) 

HH owns livestock 2.047** 0.936 1.767*** 0.982 0.854 

 

(0.856) (1.387) (0.660) (1.980) (1.302) 

Age HH head -0.006 0.045 -0.007 0.049 0.043 

 

(0.028) (0.044) (0.022) (0.059) (0.043) 

Gender HH head (male=1) -1.616 -1.041 -0.957* -5.958*** 10.641*** 

 

(1.159) (2.113) (0.531) (2.088) (3.482) 

Education HH head -0.612 -2.926 0.737 0.012 -11.102** 

 

(1.346) (2.536) (0.481) (2.353) (5.144) 

Agrozone 1 -6.310 -3.799 -1.290** -2.657 -5.239 
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(6.391) (5.468) (0.594) (5.821) (5.120) 

Constant 4.829 16.530*** 3.259** 20.556*** 26.755*** 

 

(6.652) (6.040) (1.595) (6.789) (6.234) 

      Observations 9,816 5,924 3,892 3,279 2,645 

R-squared 0.435 0.317 0.213 0.037 0.081 

Standard errors in parentheses 

   *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

    

 

Table A4: Robustness checks for Nigeria 2010-11 

VARIABLES Main sample North South Rural  Urban Rural female  Rural male 

                

Youth 16-20 -6.591*** -5.770*** -8.554** -8.400*** -2.008 -6.116*** -12.894*** 

 

(1.660) (1.593) (3.841) (1.940) (1.722) (1.734) (4.126) 

Youth 21-35 -4.116*** -2.211 -3.796 -5.204*** -3.575* -3.599 -3.058 

 

(1.441) (1.742) (2.546) (1.938) (1.934) (2.190) (3.000) 

Gender (male=1) 8.367*** 13.097*** 1.937* 11.171*** 3.256** 

  

 

(0.891) (1.346) (1.078) (1.088) (1.297) 

  Age*gender1 -3.255** -2.585 -5.574*** -5.145*** -2.350 

  

 

(1.487) (2.065) (1.991) (1.931) (2.101) 

  Age*gender2 -1.482 -0.957 -1.629 -1.056 -1.529 

  

 

(1.144) (1.741) (1.388) (1.516) (1.499) 

  Years of education -0.433*** -0.316*** -0.635*** -0.549*** -0.218** -0.192 -0.626*** 

 

(0.079) (0.106) (0.114) (0.113) (0.103) (0.165) (0.151) 

Age*education1 0.244 0.246 0.628** 0.368** -0.040 0.151 0.166 

 

(0.151) (0.184) (0.284) (0.179) (0.150) (0.183) (0.322) 

Age*education2 0.281*** 0.373*** 0.098 0.313** 0.145 0.014 0.004 

 

(0.105) (0.142) (0.184) (0.136) (0.151) (0.194) (0.212) 
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Farm size per capita 13.486*** 7.897 22.174*** 5.386 28.431*** 3.911 8.722 

 

(4.418) (5.634) (6.201) (4.781) (9.232) (6.000) (5.992) 

Age*farmsize1 -13.869* -4.494 -53.377*** -8.888 -36.177* -8.984 -3.000 

 

(7.233) (7.519) (10.824) (7.473) (19.153) (7.082) (14.375) 

Age*farmsize2 -2.793 -0.806 -4.889 -0.283 -25.633* -3.176 -0.094 

 

(4.932) (5.516) (8.729) (5.273) (14.105) (6.501) (8.157) 

Wealth index -2.334*** -0.910*** -3.194*** -2.143*** -1.618*** -2.072*** -2.241*** 

 

(0.290) (0.327) (0.433) (0.322) (0.485) (0.359) (0.420) 

Rural 3.762*** 3.984*** 2.984** 

    

 

(1.296) (1.486) (1.388) 

    Distance to nearest city -0.014 0.018 0.136* -0.053 -0.051 -0.068 -0.038 

 

(0.037) (0.042) (0.082) (0.041) (0.093) (0.049) (0.053) 

Age*distancecity1 0.074* 0.038 -0.038 0.110** 0.115 0.086* 0.113 

 

(0.040) (0.041) (0.101) (0.045) (0.107) (0.049) (0.075) 

Age*distancecity2 -0.005 -0.039 0.047 0.024 0.200** 0.037 0.034 

 

(0.038) (0.040) (0.093) (0.044) (0.090) (0.046) (0.075) 

HH owns at least 1 plot 0.872*** 1.676*** 0.402 0.973*** 1.021 1.237*** 0.590 

 

(0.318) (0.550) (0.427) (0.327) (0.977) (0.430) (0.461) 

HH owns livestock 3.124*** 2.538** 4.914*** 1.781 4.709** 0.950 2.976** 

 

(0.936) (1.148) (1.317) (1.090) (1.833) (1.312) (1.364) 

Age HH head -0.021 -0.034 0.009 -0.006 -0.001 0.054 -0.042 

 

(0.027) (0.040) (0.034) (0.036) (0.034) (0.039) (0.052) 

Gender HH head (male=1) 2.063 -8.298** 3.768*** 0.994 -0.410 0.235 4.235 

 

(1.255) (3.198) (1.331) (1.739) (1.131) (1.631) (3.187) 

Education HH head -1.459* -2.837** -0.725 -0.903 0.491 1.325 -3.816** 

 

(0.826) (1.103) (1.501) (1.005) (1.419) (1.085) (1.691) 

Agrozone 1 1.030 

  

8.071*** 5.970** 13.895*** 1.147 

 

(2.810) 

  

(2.020) (2.391) (2.155) (2.489) 

Agrozone 2 5.184** 

  

14.333*** 2.159* 17.591*** 9.755*** 

 

(2.333) 

  

(1.334) (1.238) (1.619) (1.690) 

Constant -1.168 11.028** 12.564*** 3.681 4.049* -2.863 17.266*** 
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(2.411) (4.354) (2.525) (2.954) (2.145) (3.289) (4.557) 

        Observations 7,713 4,270 3,443 5,702 2,011 3,285 2,417 

R-squared 0.241 0.212 0.317 0.202 0.162 0.213 0.187 

Standard errors in parentheses 

     *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

      

 

Table A5: Robustness checks for Tanzania 2010-11 

VARIABLES Main sample Rural Urban Rural female  Rural male 

            

Youth 16-20 -4.691*** -5.055** -5.521** -4.455* -2.169 

 

(1.726) (2.047) (2.652) (2.317) (3.048) 

Youth 21-35 0.403 0.092 -0.750 0.237 -0.656 

 

(1.396) (1.735) (1.856) (1.893) (2.662) 

Gender (male=1) 1.213 1.595 -0.310 

  

 

(0.809) (0.983) (1.151) 

  Age*gender1 3.140** 3.425** 2.730 

  

 

(1.371) (1.623) (1.807) 

  Age*gender2 -0.844 -1.223 -0.049 

  

 

(1.017) (1.261) (1.380) 

  Years of education 2.347** 3.028** 1.025 3.828*** 2.093 

 

(1.090) (1.235) (1.846) (1.424) (2.220) 

Age*education1 -1.413 -1.785 1.209 -1.800 -1.832 

 

(1.546) (1.708) (2.375) (2.171) (2.953) 

Age*education2 -2.621* -3.432** -0.339 -5.128** -1.828 

 

(1.342) (1.608) (1.770) (1.986) (2.426) 

Farm size per capita 2.613*** 2.394*** 2.920 2.039** 2.878** 

 

(0.840) (0.877) (1.883) (0.962) (1.160) 
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Age*farmsize1 1.523 2.112 -5.391** 3.607 -0.606 

 

(2.056) (2.134) (2.451) (2.374) (2.702) 

Age*farmsize2 0.313 0.497 0.031 -0.004 0.626 

 

(1.370) (1.567) (2.989) (1.861) (1.807) 

Wealth index -1.421*** -1.780*** -1.589*** -1.372*** -2.223*** 

 

(0.228) (0.289) (0.341) (0.327) (0.358) 

Rural 5.369*** 

    

 

(1.126) 

    Distance to nearest city 0.036** 0.031* 0.048 0.030* 0.030 

 

(0.016) (0.017) (0.036) (0.017) (0.022) 

Age*distancecity1 -0.002 -0.002 -0.043 -0.022 0.028 

 

(0.019) (0.023) (0.037) (0.023) (0.035) 

Age*distancecity2 -0.000 0.011 -0.023 0.032 -0.013 

 

(0.017) (0.020) (0.041) (0.022) (0.028) 

HH owns at least 1 plot 1.579*** 1.696*** 2.790*** 1.692*** 1.718*** 

 

(0.371) (0.371) (0.844) (0.454) (0.374) 

HH owns livestock 1.436 2.424** 0.526 2.352* 2.629* 

 

(0.927) (1.219) (1.341) (1.314) (1.482) 

Age HH head -0.036 -0.067** -0.014 -0.029 -0.098** 

 

(0.026) (0.033) (0.031) (0.036) (0.046) 

Gender HH head (male=1) 2.507** 2.305* 2.522*** 1.302 3.729* 

 

(0.992) (1.322) (0.870) (1.285) (2.012) 

Education HH head -2.706** -3.150** 0.086 -2.861** -3.286* 

 

(1.173) (1.406) (1.599) (1.356) (1.948) 

Agrozone 1 1.771 0.143 -1.340 -0.476 0.635 

 

(1.721) (2.179) (1.408) (3.013) (2.111) 

Agrozone 2 0.487 -0.326 -7.196** 0.437 -1.073 

 

(2.299) (2.490) (3.115) (3.249) (2.676) 

Agrozone 3 0.449 0.123 0.765 0.001 0.021 

 

(1.745) (2.191) (1.908) (3.012) (2.159) 

Agrozone 4 3.207 4.484* -1.499 5.611 3.319 
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(3.396) (2.417) (2.698) (3.468) (2.436) 

Interview date dummy 1 0.978 0.554 -3.218** -0.223 1.386 

 

(1.270) (1.526) (1.254) (1.587) (1.769) 

Interview date dummy 2 5.804*** 7.727*** 0.742 7.041*** 8.450*** 

 

(1.283) (1.377) (1.663) (1.615) (1.564) 

Interview date dummy 3 7.563*** 10.172*** -1.663 9.492*** 10.812*** 

 

(1.446) (1.647) (1.432) (1.842) (1.730) 

Constant -0.415 8.117** 6.053* 7.637* 9.242** 

 

(3.049) (3.745) (3.234) (4.415) (4.481) 

      Observations 8,533 5,887 2,646 3,137 2,750 

R-squared 0.235 0.132 0.246 0.141 0.127 

Standard errors in parentheses 

   *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

    

 

Table A6: Robustness checks for Uganda 2009-10 

VARIABLES Main sample Rural Urban Rural female  Rural male 

            

Youth 16-20 -1.168 -0.829 -1.853 3.787 -4.008 

 

(1.952) (2.284) (2.134) (3.746) (6.933) 

Youth 21-35 -2.680* -2.383 -1.465 -2.648 0.551 

 

(1.452) (1.766) (1.833) (1.762) (3.554) 

Gender (male=1) -0.978 -0.705 -1.964* 

  

 

(1.042) (1.248) (1.045) 

  Age*gender1 2.419 2.370 3.321 

  

 

(3.009) (3.660) (2.588) 

  Age*gender2 2.224* 2.489 1.301 

  

 

(1.287) (1.547) (1.509) 
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Years of education -0.283* -0.263 -0.068 -0.210 -0.235 

 

(0.161) (0.193) (0.179) (0.208) (0.265) 

Age*education1 -0.430* -0.533 -0.121 -1.097** 0.057 

 

(0.237) (0.364) (0.257) (0.468) (0.474) 

Age*education2 -0.207 -0.340* -0.065 -0.185 -0.607** 

 

(0.160) (0.192) (0.167) (0.217) (0.303) 

Farm size per capita 3.947** 2.734 28.576*** 3.627* 1.612 

 

(1.852) (2.079) (7.316) (2.053) (3.173) 

Age*farmsize1 2.608 3.946 -13.178 -6.548 10.264 

 

(4.194) (4.584) (16.816) (5.106) (8.122) 

Age*farmsize2 -1.348 -0.547 -17.540 1.179 -1.925 

 

(2.512) (2.754) (11.166) (2.961) (4.312) 

Wealth index -1.456*** -1.429*** -0.655*** -1.410*** -1.693*** 

 

(0.270) (0.436) (0.233) (0.513) (0.432) 

Rural 4.978*** 

    

 

(1.094) 

    Distance to nearest city -0.013 -0.030 -0.014 -0.032 -0.025 

 

(0.031) (0.037) (0.060) (0.037) (0.056) 

Age*distancecity1 -0.051 -0.053 0.038 -0.070 -0.009 

 

(0.050) (0.064) (0.148) (0.056) (0.139) 

Age*distancecity2 0.108*** 0.131*** -0.014 0.082* 0.192** 

 

(0.037) (0.048) (0.081) (0.045) (0.077) 

HH owns at least 1 plot 0.407 1.116* 1.475 1.759** 0.514 

 

(0.497) (0.572) (1.077) (0.685) (0.681) 

HH owns livestock 2.363*** 1.730** 1.024 0.186 3.325*** 

 

(0.768) (0.812) (1.297) (0.915) (1.083) 

Age HH head -0.003 0.035 -0.007 0.019 0.052 

 

(0.037) (0.050) (0.034) (0.051) (0.058) 

Gender HH head (male=1) 1.105 1.233 1.452 1.644 0.420 

 

(0.797) (0.985) (0.989) (1.032) (1.719) 

Education HH head -1.001 -1.262 -1.010 -0.022 -2.760* 
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(0.807) (1.002) (1.136) (1.043) (1.495) 

Agrozone 1 -1.033 -3.535*** -2.280 -5.527*** -1.330 

 

(1.246) (0.996) (2.018) (1.143) (1.390) 

Agrozone 2 -0.644 -1.549 -1.617 -1.992 -1.205 

 

(1.295) (1.081) (2.086) (1.340) (1.449) 

Interview date dummy 1 1.251 1.589 -2.263 1.090 2.447 

 

(2.030) (2.632) (1.426) (3.272) (2.990) 

Interview date dummy 2 1.908 1.959 -0.858 1.478 2.962 

 

(2.056) (2.631) (1.469) (3.257) (3.013) 

Interview date dummy 3 1.352 1.910 -2.252 2.183 1.904 

 

(2.134) (2.777) (1.394) (3.455) (2.986) 

Interview date dummy 4 0.699 0.262 0.910 1.004 -0.178 

 

(2.054) (2.621) (1.772) (3.263) (2.952) 

Constant 7.350** 14.004*** 9.157*** 15.792*** 11.307** 

 

(3.261) (3.755) (3.032) (4.358) (5.223) 

      Observations 4,762 3,786 976 2,067 1,719 

R-squared 0.168 0.080 0.214 0.108 0.090 

Standard errors in parentheses 

   *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

    


