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Gender and Inclusion: The Dynamics of Non-farm/Farm Linkages for Pro-Poor 

Agricultural Growth in Tanzania 

1.0		Introduction				

1.1	Background	

This is the third Afrint macro-study for Tanzania.  The Afrint study, was designed as a 

panel study that commenced in 2002, to assess the African food crisis and national efforts 

from eight African countries to achieve food self-sufficiency for main staple crops.  In 

the case of Tanzania, this study focused on maize and rice.  The first report (Isinika et al. 

2003) reviewed the situation of food production and supply in Tanzania over a forty year 

period from 1961 to 2001. The study assessed the role of the state, markets and 

smallholder farmers in food production for self-sufficiency.  It was concluded that the 

state played a leading role to promote agricultural intensification and production of food 

crops.  However, policies oscillated from market orientation to significant government 

intervention in markets.  Production and productivity similarly fluctuated as producers 

responded to prevailing policies and institutions.  The net effect on food production was 

lower that the potential and food self sufficiency remained elusive.   

 

The second report (Isinika & Ashimogo, 2009) covering five years (2002 – 2008) 

examined the progress Tanzania had made since 2002/03 to achieve the Millennium 

Development Goals (MDG) in relation to addressing the African food crisis.  The study 

established that while some improvements were noted in the implementation of various 

agricultural programmes.  The sector also faced many challenges, including under-

funding, limited capacity at the local level to utilize effectively funds that had been 

availed to them.  The study concluded that the capacity to plan and coordinate 

implementation of effective and transformatory agricultural programmes was a serious 

constraint that required attention.  . 

 

This third report comes at a time when agriculture remains an important sector in the 

economy, especially in terms of food supply and employment, but its role in terms of 

contribution to the GDP and GDP growth rate has been declining steadily since 2007.  
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Meanwhile the role of other sectors including; mining, tourism and the service sector 

have risen at the macro level.  Meanwhile, at the micro level, the contribution of non-

farm income has become more pronounced (BOT, 2014).  It is now also widely accepted 

that inclusive development that caters for the needs of all community members, including 

their participation in decision making and in sharing benefits  promotes equity and is 

more likely to accelerate the pace of achieving economic development and poverty 

reduction (Ombakah, 2014).  This paper examines the extent to which the policy and 

institutional framework in Tanzania has lived up to this aspiration, to promote inclusive, 

pro-poor and gender sensitive development in agriculture.   

 

1.2	 Declining	role	of	Agriculture	

The post-Washington consensus and other authorities in development contend that rural 

areas are changing, particularly with respect to demography, diversification, and 

strengthening links to national and global economies (Ashley and Maxwell, 2001).  In 

Tanzania there is every indication that economic structural change is happening in terms 

of the relative importance of different sectors of the economy.  Slower agricultural 

growth elevated construction, manufacturing and services to leading positions in 

contributing to GDP and GDP growth rate.  While agriculture remains important in terms 

of employment and food supply, its prominence in the economy has been declining both 

at the macro and micro level.  Agriculture accounted for nearly 50.0% in of the GDP in 

the year 2000 (URT, 2008), which was equivalent to about 29.0% based on the revised 

national accounting framework (URT, 2007; Isinika & Ashimogo 2009) compared to less 

than 25.0% in 20151 (Bank of Tanzania, 2015a).   

 

Since 2006 the share of agriculture decreased from 27.7% in 2005 to 24.7% in 2014 

(Bank of Tanzania, various annual reports; URT, 2015a).  While some of this decline may 

be attributed to the changes that were made in 2007 in enumerating the national account 

(URT, 2008) it is also true that the contribution of agriculture to GDP and GDP growth 

rate has declined due to a slow growth rate of the sector.  During the last 10 years since 

                                                
1 See Annex 1 



3 
  

2006 the highest growth rate recorded for agriculture has fluctuated between 3.2% and 

4.6% and an average of 4.0%.  Meanwhile other sectors such as mining and tourism have 

been growing at faster rates averaging about 8.0% (Figure 1and Annex 2), hence 

assuming a more prominent role in the economy, especially in terms of export earnings 

(mining) and contribution to tax revenue (Tourism) as reflected in Table 1.  

 

The contribution of agriculture to GDP growth has also remained consistently in third 

position after services, which accounted for close to 60.0% of the GDP growth rate 

compared to agriculture accounting for less than 15.0%.  Industry and constriction came 

in second, at 25% (BOT, 2014).  The composition of exports has also changed from the 

1990s when agriculture accounted for over 60.0% of export earning to the current level 

where traditional agricultural exports account for less than 20.0% of the total value of 

exports.    Gold and other minerals accounted for 36.6% while manufacturing contributed 

26.5% of the exports during 2013/14 (BOT, 2014).  Nonetheless, agriculture remains 

important as the leading employer, absorbing over 75.0% of the labor force, supplying 

over 80% of the food (URT, 2014a). 

 
Table 1:  Contribution to GDP 
Sector % Share of GDP (constant 2001 prices) 

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 
Agriculture  25.4 25.7 24.6 24.9 24.6 24.7 24.6 24.7 
Industry and 
Construction 

 20.5 20.9 21.2 21.4 21.6 21.7 28.8  

Services  46.9 47.3 47.8 48.3 48.8 49.5 49.9  
  
Source: Bank of Tanzania (2014) 
 

  
 
Figure 1:  Percent GDP growth rate by sector (at 2007 constant prices (URT, 2015a) 
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The ongoing structural change as reflected at the macro level, is also happening at the 

local level (households and villages), reflected through the increasing role of non-farm 

activities and corresponding income.  This phenomenon has been documented, not only 

in Tanzania but in other developing countries as well (Bryceson and Jamal, 1999; Irz et 

al, 2001; Levin, 2004).  In Tanzania for example, Isinika and Mdoe (2001) in a farm 

management study involving three villages in Njombe district2 established that non-farm 

income accounted for more than 50% of the household income in some families.  The 

declining role of farm income in supporting rural livelihoods is also reflected by the 

distribution of households according to their main economic activity (Table 2). 

 
Table 2:  Main Economic Activity of Rural Households in Tanzania 
 
Activity Year of Agricultural Survey 

2002/03 2007/08 
Work Full time on farm 68 48 
Work part time on farm - 4 
Rarely work on farm 3 19 
Never work on farm - 29 
 
Source: National Bureau of Statistics (2012) 
 
 
Table 3: Household Main Source of Income for Rural Households in Tanzania 
 
Main source of HH Income Year of Survey 

2002/03 2007/08 2011/12 
Sale of crops 34.4 61.6 61.5 
Sale of Cash crops 17 9.9 9.9 
Other casual cash earnings 15.1 7.8 7.8 
Business   6 
Sale of livestock   3.9 
Wages & salaries   3 
Sale of livestock products   2.5 
Cash remittance   1.9 
Fishing   1.4 
Sale of forest products   1.1 
Others   1.2 
 
Source: URT, 2014b) 

                                                
2 Until 2014 Njombe district was part of Iringa region until 2012, when it became a fully fledged region with 
four districts (Njombe, Ludewa, Makete and Wangin’gombe), being one among 30 administrative regions in 
the country 
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The category of rural households which reported to have never worked in agriculture 

increased from 3% in 2003 to 29% in 2008, showing that the rural population is shifting 

away from agriculture to other non-farm economic activities, and the trend is continuing.  

Within agriculture, the role of food crops as a source of income has increased while that 

of traditional cash crops and other casual earning has declined (Table 3).  Findings from 

the Afrint II (Msuya & Isinika, 2016) show that non-farm income accounted for nearly 

one third (30.4%) for the whole sample, being higher in Iringa (34.4%) compared to 

Morogoro region (26.6%); but almost similar for male and female headed households 

(30.5%). Other indicators of structural transformation include the share of food in 

household expenditure, which declined from 70% during the 1970s to 47% in 2012 

(Amani and Mkumbo, 2012).   

 

The national vision is to facilitate economic transformation such that Tanzania becomes a 

middle income economy by 2025.  For this reason, the government of Tanzania has 

designed various macro and sectoral policies to guide the process of economic 

transformation.  Feeding into the national vision is the National Strategy for Growth and 

Reduction of Poverty (NSGRP), more commonly known by the Kiswahili acronym 

(MKUKUTA3), which was approved in 2005 for implementation until 2010.  It was 

subsequently implemented from 2006/07 to 2012/13.  Sector policies contribute towards 

achieving MKUKUTA goals and set targets.  In the case of agriculture, the 

transformation process has been guided by the; Agricultural Policy of 1997, Agriculture 

Sector Development Strategy (ASDS) of 2001 and the Agricultural Sector Development 

Programme (ASDP) of 2006.  All these policy documents have been revised after 2010.  

However, it is the past policies which influenced agricultural stakeholders’ decisions and 

the outcome of such decisions during the third phase of the AFRINT study.  In the next 

section we examine these policies and programmes, assessing their pro-poor inclination, 

and their level/degree of inclusiveness in promoting sustainable development in 

Tanzania. 

 

                                                
3 MKUKUTA stands for Mpango wa Kukuza Uchumi na Kuondoa Umaskini Tanzania,  
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2.0	 The	policy	and	Institutional	Environment:		Is	it	Pro-poor	and	Inclusive?	

 

Most of the outcomes, impacts and dynamics of agriculture since 2008 have been 

influenced by the policy and institutional framework designed to facilitate the 

implementation of the ASDS I, that was implemented for seven years from 2007 to 2013 

(URT, 2014a).  The ASDS was operationalized through the Agricultural Sector 

Development Programme (ASDP I) and other instruments as discussed next.   The 

primary objective of the ASDP I was to create an enabling and conducive environment 

for improving productivity and production of the agricultural sector so that it contributes 

towards the poverty reduction strategy as stipulated under the National Strategy for 

Growth and Reduction of Poverty NSGRP; more commonly known by its Kiswahili 

acronym – MKUKUTA4.   

 

2.1	 Agricultural	Sector	Development	Programme	(ASDP)	

The ASDP I was implemented for seven years (2006 – 2013) pursuing two strategic 

objectives;  the first being to enable farmers to have better access to knowledge, 

technologies, marketing systems and infrastructure in order to raise productivity within 

the sector as well as profitability and hence farm income.  The second objective was, to 

promote agricultural private investment by improving the regulatory and policy 

environment.  Both the ASDS I and ASDP I were designed as pro-poor policy 

instrument, contributing to development outcomes under MKUKUTA, which included;  

(i) Growth and reduction of income poverty; (ii) improved quality of life and social well 

being; and (iii) Good governance and accountability. 

 

The programme was designed to be implemented using a sector wide approach, involving 

four agricultural sector lead ministries (ASLM5), with the Ministry of Agriculture leading 

coordination of funding and activities.  Funding was pooled to a basket fund to support 

                                                
4 MKUKUTA is an instrument for implementing the National Vision 2025 to guide economic 
transformation to attain middle income status by 2025. 
5 The Agricultural Sector Lead Ministries (ASLM) included the; Ministry of Agriculture Cooperatives and 
Food Security(MAFCS; Ministry of Livestock Development (MLD), Ministry of Industries, Marketing and 
Trade(MIT), and Prime Minister’s Office Regional Administration and Local Government (PMO-RALG) 



7 
  

agreed programme activities, which were implemented at two levels; the national 

(Ministerial level) for coordination and backstopping and at the local [district, ward and 

village level – Local government authority (LGA)]; through District Agricultural 

Development Programmes (DADPs) (URT 2008; Isinika & Msuya 2011).   

 

According to the ASDP implementation completion report (URT, 2014a), inadequate 

integration of Development partner funded projects in the governments sector-wide 

approach compromised coordination, leading to duplication of projects in some areas and 

high transaction cost of the programme, which in turn compromised equity among 

beneficiaries.   

 

There is no question that the ASDP had a high pro-poor focus in its design, basically 

aiming to reduce poverty.  The main target beneficiaries of the programme were 

smallholder farmers and 75% of the financial resources were allocated to the local level 

to facilitate implementation of DADPs (URT, 2008).  The programme evaluation 

reported varying levels of achievement in all target areas including; Agricultural 

knowledge, technology development and transfer, irrigation development, use of 

agricultural mechanization, use of improved crop varieties, use of integrated pest 

management, and in improving the policy environment to promote private agricultural 

investment. 

 

Evaluation reports show that significant achievement has been attained under each of 

these areas, some surpassing set targets while in other areas performance fell short of set 

targets (URT, 2014a).  For instance, the area under irrigation increased by about 55% 

from 249,992 hectares in 2006 to 386,907 by 2013, contributing to increased productivity 

of rice under irrigation from 4.5 Metric tons (MT) per hectare (MT/Ha) to 5 Metric 

tons/ha.  However this fell short of the set target of 6 MT/ha.  The use of tractors 

increased from 3% in 3008 to 14% in 2013, contributing to increase the area under 

cultivation by 148% from 64,494 hectares in 2006 to 160,042 hectares in 2013, and the 

number of farmers using mechanization increased from 20% to 24% over the same 

period, but this fell short of the set target of 30%.  The number of tractors increased by 
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17% from 7,210 to 8,466, but the most dramatic increase was in the number of power 

tillers from 281 in 2006 to 4,571 at the end of the programme. 

 

However, the proportion of farmers using improved seed increased only slightly from 

18% at the baseline in 2006 to 19.8% at the end of the programme, falling short of the 

targeted 25%.  Similarly, the proportion of households using fertilizer increased from 

12% to 16.8% during the life of the ASDP programme.  This level was also lower than 

the target of 22%.  Use of improved livestock increased from 2% to 4% (URT, 2014a). 

 

Efforts to promote more private sector investments in agriculture involved: constructing 

450 warehouses in 26 Local government authorities (LGAs) to facilitate broadening 

coverage of the warehouse receipt system; establishing 58 livestock markets; facilitating 

the installation of over 700 agro-processing plants/machines of which 81% were 

operating by 2012.  The programme also supported local entrepreneurs to participate in 

local and international trade fairs.  All these interventions have led to an increased ratio 

of processed products from 18.7% at the baseline to 27.4% at the end of the programme.   

 

The flow of private funds increased by over 300% of the baseline level (op cit).   Private 

sector involvement in service provision also increased but it fell short of the expected 

target of 558 providers.  These were contracted for construction work, providing 

specialized training, veterinary services, artificial insemination, establishment and 

management of demonstration plots and others.  Private sector participation for service 

provision was low for extension services where they represented only 1.1% of the 

providers, probably due to the public nature of the service (op cit.).   

 

Various challenges have emerged in implementing the ASDP I; They include 

underfunding, financial management, late disbursement of funds, carrying over unspent 

funds, especially at the district level and low understanding at the district and ward level 

of  how to employ the value chain initiative as a tool for development (op cit.).  The end 

of the programme implementation report rates the overall performance of the ASDP I as 

moderately satisfactory, remaining relevant and consistent with the government of 
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Tanzania.  The report notes that the ASDP contributed significantly to address poverty 

issues and in strengthening government institutions, especially at the LGA level, where 

through the District Development plans and DADPs the capacity for planning and 

coordinating project implementation was significantly improved, which in turn 

contributed to achieving aggregate district development goals. 

 

The programme also successfully established a number of institutions at the national and 

local level, which are available for facilitating sector wide agricultural programmes in 

future.  At the national level the secretariat of the ASLM stands out as a viable instrument 

for coordinating macro-policy initiatives.  Thematic groups were also established for 

coordination, monitoring and evaluation (M&E) and for Food security and Agricultural 

services.  All these enhanced the capacity of the public sector to facilitate effective 

programme implementation. 

 

At the local level, the institutional framework involved the regional secretariat, which is 

responsible for coordinating activities of the District facilitation team as well as the Ward 

facilitation team for planning and implementation.  This institutional arrangement is still 

weak (URT, 2014a), it is nonetheless available for future strengthening in order to 

facilitate implementation of future programmes.  At the village level, development 

projects are coordinated by the Committee for Agriculture and Natural Resources under 

the village government.   

 

2.2	 Other	Policy	and	Institutional	Interventions	

Since 2006 when the ASDP became operational, a number of other complementary 

programmes and policy statements have been introduced to augment the ASDP initiative.  

Some of these are briefly presented here based on their relevance to promoting pro-poor 

and inclusive growth.  KILIMO KWANZA6 was introduced in 2009 as a policy initiative 

to foster increased participation of the private sector through public private partnership 

                                                
6 KILIMO KWANZA is a Kiswahili term which means “Agriculture First” adopted as a policy statement to 
reinvigorate priority to agriculture in terms of resource allocation and programming with the government 
and the private sector 
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(PPP), guided by 10 pillars (URT, 2009).  This policy initiative does not have 

independent funding, it is rather a statement of political will by the government following 

consultation with the private sector, (particularly large scale farmers and processors) to 

ensure that interests of commercial agriculture are mainstreamed within the ASDP and 

other national programmes (URT, 2014a).  For example, the Southern Agricultural 

Growth Corridor of Tanzania (SAGCOT) is a Public Private Partnership (PPP) initiative 

involving large international companies facilitating and coordinating large scale 

investment in agri-processing with out-grower and contract farming components to 

benefit smallholder farmers and other stakeholders around them.   

 

Problems in relation to land grabbing and displacement of smallholder farmers (Mwami 

and Kamata, 2011; HAKIARDHI, 2011) and low levels of trust among actors under 

contract farming (TGNP, 2014a; Martin & Mwaseba, 2016) are ongoing challenges that 

need to be addressed.  Another challenge relates to the export focus of SAGCOT (Levard 

2014), which may undermine the national agenda for food security as stipulated by 

MKUKUTA and the National Agricultural Policy of 2013.   

 

2.3	 Big	Results	Now	(BRN)	

The BRN intervention was introduced in 2013 as a three year initiative focusing on six 

priority sectors that include energy and gas, agriculture, water, education, transport and 

mobilization of resources.  Collectively these sectors were expected to spearhead in 

transforming Tanzania into a middle level income economy by 2025, adapting the 

Malaysian model for economic development.  The BRN initiative is neither a new policy 

nor a new programme. It is rather another government led instrument for implementing 

selected quick win activities/projects that are expected to trigger accelerated 

transformation of the sector.   Some of these involve collaboration with or facilitating the 

private sector.  The BRN initiative was expected to unblock limiting critical paths.   

Under agriculture the initiative intended to improve 78 irrigation schemes for rice 

cultivation, rehabilitate 275 warehouses for grains and develop 25 commercial farms for 

rice and sugarcane, reaching over 400,000 smallholder farmers, covering over 300,000 

hectares of land by 2016.  Meanwhile large scale farming is expected to cover 350,000 
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hectares of land.  All this is designed to contribute to national food security (URT, 

2014a).  Implementation of this initiative has however faced financing challenges, 

considering that during 2015 most of the public resources were directed to national 

elections.  The government transition following the elections also poses a challenge in 

terms of timing and scheduling activities in order to deliver the quick wins.   

 

2.4	 CAADP	and	TAFSIP	

Beyond the national level, since 2010 Tanzania became a signatory of the 

Comprehensive African Agricultural Development (CAADP7), under which the 

minimum of 6% sector growth rate has been set.  Another target is attaining at least 10% 

budgetary allocations to agriculture by 2010.  Under CAADP  the Tanzania Agricultural 

Food Security Investment Plan (TAFSIP) is designed to coordinate resource mobilization 

for investment to facilitate implementation of the revised ASDS and other sector plans 

including to achieve 6% annual growth rate.   

 

The list of policies, strategies and initiative is not exhaustive because agriculture is very 

broad, involving interaction with other sectors as well.  A summary of the key policies 

and their focus is presented in Annex 3.  These are presented here to highlight their focus 

on and their link to smallholder farmers not only in their formulation but how such focus 

was maintained during implementation in terms of poverty reduction or elimination and 

how they fostered inclusive development.  The long list of policies and institutions, 

sometimes competing to achieve the same objective also poses a coordination problem.  

Cooksey (2013) challenges such proliferation of policies, often inspired by donors who 

are not willing to work together under a locally initiated development framework, citing 

the case of ASDP/KILIMO KWANZA versus CAADP/TAFSIP/SAGCOT.  This puts the 

ASLM in a reactive position, responding to every proposal for aid that comes in, without 

proper alignment with national plans and priorities.  Meanwhile donor agencies compete 

to demonstrate the best results within the shortest time and minimum resources, rather 

than complementing each other to achieve national goals for agriculture.      

                                                
7 CADP is coordinated by the African Union under the New Partnership for African Development 
(NEPAD), under the African Union  
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3.0		 The	Gap:	Are	Gender	and	Inclusion	A	Forgotten	Agenda?	

 
It is obvious that the policy documents read very well in terms of their focus on the poor, 

after all the main national agenda is poverty reduction.  With regard to equity, addressing 

the needs of women, youths and other disadvantaged groups is documented in the 

policies but, the focus fades as one reads implementation reports, especially as they are 

aggregated under national statistics and in national documents.   

 

3.1		 The	Pro-Poor	Gap	

Have the agricultural and development policies and programmes in Tanzania been pro-

poor?  There is no doubt that the intention of the government, with support from donors 

is to implement pro-poor policies and strategies.  However, in many cases programmes 

and projects become hijacked and distorted by different interest groups, marginalizing the 

intended beneficiaries in due course.  This phenomenon has been reported in relation to 

land acquisition by multinational companies and local large scale investors 

(HAKIARDHI, 2011), and in the allocation of subsidized inputs (Kato, 2013; TGNP, 

2014b).   

 

This paper uses the case of subsidized inputs, which are directly related to agricultural 

intensification, to highlight how the pro-poor focus falls short sometimes.  The 

government administered a subsidy programme for agricultural inputs in the big six 

regions (Iringa, Mbeya, Ruvumal, Rukwa in the Southern highlands as well as Morogoro 

in the central zone and Rukwa in the west) since 2008/09 under the under the National 

Agricultural Input Voucher Scheme (NAIVS), as a three year programme (2007/08 – 

2010/11).  The aim of the NAIVS has been to intensify food production in areas with 

high agro-ecological potential for producing the two staple foods (maize and rice) (URT, 

2013a).  The programme was developed as a pro-poor scheme to enhance their 

contribution to increased production of maize and rice (URT, 2015a); it intended to reach 

2.5 million farmers by 2011, providing a 50% subsidy for the purchase of chemical 

fertilizer and improved seed for maize and rice (Patel, 2011).   Two criteria were set for 



13 
 

eligibility (i) a household cultivating one hectare of maize or less, and (ii) being able to 

afford to top up the remaining 50% - requiring about 55,000 TSH).   

 

Under political pressure, the programme expanded to accommodate 86% of the districts8 

including those with marginal potential for maize and rice production (URT, 2013a).  It 

was also extended for two years to 2012/13.  The programme was evaluated based on the 

performance in the big four regions in the Southern highlands as well as Kigoma and 

Tabora in the West, Morogoro in the Central zone, and Arusha, Kilimanjaro and Manyara 

in the North. The extended NAIVS was supposed to operate for three year (2010/11 – 

2012/13) after which it would be discontinued, assuming it would have achieved intended 

objectives (Patel, 2011).  More than two million people have participated in the 

programme.  

 

The programme was discontinued even though the original objectives had not been met 

because a number of challenges had emerged including; (i) delays in budgetary 

allocation, (ii) high financial requirements leading to crowding out of other sectors within 

agriculture- notably training research and extension, (iii) weak targeting due to fraud and 

corruption in administering the subsidy, (iv) extending the scheme to marginal areas to 

accommodate political pressure thereby spreading resources too thinly, (v) not using 

participatory approaches in delivering the subsidy, hence the programme was poorly 

understood by beneficiaries (URT, 2015a).   

 

A baseline survey which was conducted in 2010 with a follow up in 2012 revealed many 

anomalies related to targeting.  About 62% of those who received vouchers were not 

eligible, which has been attributed to rules for targeting not being clear and poorly 

enforced (Patel, 2011). In the Southern highlands where it has been argued farms are 

relatively large, the acreages criteria would mean that majority of farmers would not be 

eligible (Patel, 2011).  Farmers who had not been using improved inputs 5 years prior to 

NAIVS and those cultivating less than one acre were less likely to access the subsidy 

                                                
8 During 2012 Tanzania had 169 districts.  Since then more districts have been split.  Currently Tanzania 
mainland has  26 regions, 139 District Councils, 181 town, municipal and city councils. 
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package because they were less likely to afford the 50% top up (Op cit.).  Awareness 

regarding the presence of the programme was high (98%) but at the baseline only 6% 

were aware of the three year duration and 43% were aware of the eligibility criteria 

(Patel, 2011).  These values had risen to 22% and 51% respectively by 2012 (URT, 

2013a).  The rest had understood that the subsidy was going to be available for an 

indefinite period (Op cit).   

 

Gender bias has also been reported.  In a study conducted by Agriculture Non-State 

Actors Forum (ANSAF) on inputs subsidy, it was generally noted that most of the 

beneficiaries were men. For example, in Kilolo district Mtandika village, during year 

2009/2010, there were 216 women out of 700 beneficiaries and in 2010/2011 there were 

354 women out of 1,000 beneficiaries (TGNP, 2014a).  Other anomalies included 

families, which were supposed to have graduated from the programme but they were still 

allocated vouchers.  In some cases vouchers were being stolen (URT, 2013a).  Bribery 

was also reported; in some cases farmers were bribed to sign vouchers without receiving 

any inputs (URT, 2013a).  In the Southern highlands between 2.4%, and 2.7% of the 

pervious subsidy beneficiaries reported to have paid something to remain in the 

programme (Patel, 2011) even though the same author reports that there was little 

evidence of bribery to become a voucher beneficiary.  All these shortcomings point to a 

weakness in targeting the poor and ensuring they remain included until they graduate. 

 

The programme was to attract and expose farmers to adopt use of improved seed and 

fertilizer as well as other improved technologies, hoping they would continue to use the 

inputs beyond the programme period.  However, this goal was not achieved up to a 

sustainable or irreversible level.  The programme evaluation report (URT, 2015a) shows 

that only 37% of the farmers continued to use fertilizer beyond the 3 year period.  But, 

50% continued to use improved seed, indicating a higher preference to adopt improved 

seed than fertilizer.  About 16% of the respondents in the NAIVS baseline study felt there 

was no need for fertilizer since their soil was fertile (Patel, 2011).  Results of the Afrint 

III study (Msuya & Isinika, 2016) indicate a higher proportion (32.5%) of the 

respondents believed their soil was fertile, hence no need for fertilizer; being higher 



15 
 

among male respondents (34.1%) compared to women (23.3%).  But the higher rate of 

using improved seed could also be due to the fact that improved seed is required in 

smaller quantities (e.g. 25 kg of maize seed per hectare) compared to fertilizer, thus 

making seed relatively more affordable.    

 

Under NAIVS some famers resold their vouchers to address other more pressing needs 

(Patel 2011; Kato (2013; URT, 2014a).  Kato (op cit) also documented about collusion 

between farmers and agro-dealers to sell their vouchers.  This phenomenon was attributed 

to two main factors; farmers were either not aware of the importance of using improved 

inputs for agricultural production or they had other pressing needs. A case was reported 

in one village of Mvomero district (Morogoro) where recipients signed vouchers for a 

bribe of ten thousand shilling (URT, 2013a).  Others sold their signed vouchers back to 

the agro-dealers at a cheaper price, whereas the agro-dealers could sell the subsidized 

inputs to any farmers at a higher price. This means the beneficiates who were targeted by 

the programme undermined it out of dire need or out of ignorance regarding the benefits 

of using the inputs.   

 

Productivity improvements under the subsidy programme have been reported, but the 

response was mixed, and often below the potential.  For instance, comparing the average 

yield of beneficiaries who used subsidy vouchers relative to non-beneficiaries, the yield 

improvement was more than 100% in high rainfall areas where yield improved from 454 

kg/ha without the subsidy to 925 kg/ha with the subsidy.  In the medium rainfall areas the 

improvement was about 90%; from 397 kg/ha to 732 kg/ha. But, in low rainfall areas the 

improvement was only marginal (URT, 2015a).  The level of improvement varied widely 

among farmers.  An impact survey conducted in 2011 revealed that the average yield per 

area was comparatively low for 50% of the farmers; 30% of the beneficiaries produced 

less than 500 kg of maize per acre.  However, some NAIVS beneficiaries were able to 

produce more than 2000 kg/ha.  

 

As the yield level decreases, depending on the farm gate price for maize, some of the 

farmers experience negative net returns.  In contrast, the majority of rice farmers in 
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almost all regions would not find the use of inputs to be profitable without a subsidy.  

This argument is consistent with the observation that there is low adoption rate of 

improved agricultural inputs, which was also observed and reported in all three phases of 

the AFRINT study (Afrint I, II and III;  2003, 2007 and 2015).  According to these 

results, about 79.8% of the respondents continued to use traditional varieties for 

production of maize (Table 4). 
 
Table 4: Percent of Farmers Using improved Inputs: Afrint Data Set 
 

Technology Type 
Year 

2002 2008 2015 
Maize traditional varieties 82.1 74.1 79.8 
Maize improved variety (Hybrid, 
OPV & Composite) 9.4 15.2 14.3 

Hybrid maize seed 8.5 10.7 5.9 
Sub-total improved maize 17.7 25.9 20.2 
Fertilizer for maize 16 21 36.1 
Pesticide for maize < 10 43 44.4 
Herbicide for maize 41 48 13.7 
Local rice  88 82 87.2 
Improved rice 12 18 12.8 
Fertilizer for rice 22 23 32 
Pesticides for rice 33 28 20 

 

These results also indicate that use of improved maize seed increased from 17.7% in 

2002 to 25.9% in 2008, reflecting the impact of the subsidy, which came into effect in 

2007.  Such use then declined from 20.2% in 2015, as administration of the subsidy faced 

challenged.  Meanwhile, use of fertilizer for maize increased from 16% to 21% to 36.1% 

over the same period.  The use of improved rice seed and fertilizer for rice follows a 

similar pattern; increasing between 2002 and 2008, but declining in 2015.  The decline in 

improved seed use could also be attributed to availability and poor quality, which 

discourages farmers during subsequent year.  During the 2015 survey, for Afrint III, 

about 63.9% of the respondents did not use improved fertilizer, the highest non-use being 

in Morogoro (82.8%) where 52.8% of the respondents felt their soil was fertile, compared 

to only 13.5% in Iringa.  Close to one third of the respondents (27.9%) could not afford to 

buy fertilizer (27.1% in Iringa and 28.8% in Morogoro) (Msuya & Isinika, 2016) 
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Based on this discussion, it is evident that while the policies are designed to reach the 

poor, there are many challenged in the course of implementation, including, unclear 

targeting criteria, the criteria being impractical, such as the case where those who 

cultivate one acre or less failing to qualify for the NAIVS because they could not afford 

to top up 50% of the cost for subsidized inputs.  Moreover, poverty and ignorance on the 

part of recipients also contributed to reduce the expected outcome and impact of 

government policies and programmes for poverty reduction. 

 

3.2	 The	Gender	Gaps	

The gender gap is as well evident when one reads through all these policy documents; 

NAP, ASDS II, ASDP II as well as specific programmes such as NAIVS; they all 

recognize the critical role of women and youths in agriculture.  As previously presented, 

most of the agricultural policies and programmes have set as one of their objectives to 

promote equitable participation of men and women in the production of goods and 

services, and ensure equitable sharing of benefits.  This is generally done by encouraging 

women and youths to form groups where they can be reached easily by training and 

credit programmes.  Under ASDP I there were projects and activities within the 

programme which were specifically designated for women, youths and other 

disadvantaged groups as identified by communities using the Opportunities and Obstacles 

to Development (O&OD) methodology – a problem identification framework.   

 

Policies that have been updated such as the ASDP II under intermediate results 3.1 

focusing on empowerment of Farmers’ Organizations (FOs), has as one of the stipulated 

interventions to promote wide ranging participation of women and young farmers into 

FOs.  Another section focusing on women’s and you youth’s participation in agricultural 

modernization, which is supposed to be organized in a manner that women participate 

broadly in the process, thereby strengthening their power in farm family decision making 

as well as opening up opportunities for women and youths to take up leadership 

positions.  The programme explicitly intends to include women headed households and 

farmers’ wives in demonstration of modern science based agriculture.  The Agricultural 

policy of 2013 similarly stipulates that farmers shall be empowered through training on 
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new techniques as well as approaches focusing on individual women and men to enable 

them to reach levels of adequate productivity and self sustainability.  The desire to target 

women in relation to provision of extension services, irrigation development 

programmes, agricultural mechanization services.  In relation to land matters, the policy 

strives to promote gender-equitable land tenure governance and seek to eliminate those 

that are discriminatory or exclusionary. 

 

Despite this focus on women and youths being reflected in policy documents, however, 

there is an obvious gap in tracking indicators that reflect the inclusion of women and 

youths is actually achieved during programmes and projects implementation.  The 

implementation completion report for ASDP I (URT, 2014a) present gender 

disaggregated data at only one point in the entire document.  It is reported that out of 

228,000 direct beneficiaries of the programme 46,000 were women, equivalent to 20.2%.  

There are no other indicators in the report to reflect the programme’s efforts to include 

youths as stipulated in the programme and policy documents.  This omission is 

reaffirmed in a budget review by TGNP (TGNP, 2015), which opens by noting that the 

Budget Speech for 2014/15  continued to be gender blind with no gender disaggregated 

data on the number of beneficiaries who have been able to access resources such as credit 

facilities and marketing services.  

 

This is not to imply that women and youths did not benefit from the sector policy and 

programme initiatives prevailing in the past (ASDS I, ASDP I, KILIMO KWANZA, 

NAIVS and others), which aimed to transform agriculture and improve livelihoods.  

However, in the absence of empirical evidence backed by data and confirmed by the 

people, the process of addressing inclusion and mainstreaming women, youths and other 

disadvantaged members of society remains a bureaucratic exercise.  In most macro level 

review documents of ASDP I and related projects, women and youths are aggregated and 

subsumed as smallholder farmers or beneficiaries.  Hence, the extent to which they 

benefited from previous interventions and the challenges they face as a sub-group within 

the larger group of smallholder farmers do not stand out.  As such, they may fail to be 

addressed in future programmes. 
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This shortcoming is related to institutional weaknesses in data collection, compilation and 

analysis.  All development programmes and projects have a monitoring and evaluation 

framework, through which gender disaggregated data are supposed to be reported.  The 

ASDP I implementation completion report noted about the poor quality of data from the 

programme monitoring process (URT, 2014a).  This anomaly must be addressed 

otherwise decisions that affect resource allocation and investments within agriculture 

may not be equitable because they will not be based on informed gender analysis.  

 

3.3	 The	role	of	Non-farm	Activities	

It has been evident since the 1970s that non-farm income and the rural non-farm 

economy played an important role in the household economy as well as in the wider rural 

economy in terms on contributing to household cash income and provides additional 

opportunities for employment (Hazell & Hojjati, 1995; Haggblade, et al. 1991).  It has 

been demonstrated both in Africa and in Asia that the rural non-farm economy (RNFE) is 

intimately intertwined with agriculture, especially in terms of capital flowing both ways.  

Profit from agriculture providing investment capital for RNFE and profit from the latter 

are used to buy inputs for agriculture.  For this reason, it has been argued that the 

prospect for growth of RNFE hinges on agricultural performance (Hazell & Hojjati, 

1995).   

 

Estimates on the contribution of non-farm income to households range from 10% to over 

50%.  For example, Due & Mindenda (1995, cited by Hazell & Hojjati, 1995) estimated 

the contribution of the RNFE to rural cash income from three provinces in Zambia to be 

around 25%.  Isinika & Mdoe (2001) estimated the contribution of non farm income from 

three agro-ecological zones of Njombe district in Tanzania to exceed 50% in some rural 

households.  In Asia and Latin America RNFE is said to account for up to 30% of full 

time employment (Haggblade et al. 2010).   All this shows that non-farm income has 

been important and its prominence in the rural economy has been growing.  Women play 

an important role in this, owning a significant share of the non-farm activities.   
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While some researchers purport that the rate at which agriculture is being substituted as 

the main source of rural livelihoods is tantamount to de-agrarianization (Bryceson, 1997).  

Others point to the increasing diversity and geographical dispersion of sources of income 

in agriculture [Ashley and Maxwel (2001); Ellis, 2005 cited in Jirström et al, 2011].  

However, based on the analysis of two panels of the Afrint data for 2002 and 2008, 

Jirström et al (2011) concluded that African smallholder agriculture continued to be 

characterized by low levels of output per farm, low area productivity and a high degree of 

subsistence farming.  Significant changes in the commercialization levels were observed 

only for maize, with only a half of the maize, rice and cassava farmers selling any amount 

of their crops and only about twenty five percent in the case of sorghum. Meanwhile, the 

proportion of farmers in the Afrint sample who did not market their crops increased from 

17% in 2002 to 21% in 2008 (op cit.) 

 

There is a general perception that the declining or stagnant role of agriculture, amid 

declining productivity, is compensated for in most cases by non-farm income.  Some 

studies peg the proportion of non–farm income at 60-80% [Bryceson, 2002 cited in 

Jirström et al. (2011)].  The Afrint data for 2008 estimated the share of non-farm income 

at about 34%, consistent with some studies, which have estimated it to be within the 

range of 8% to 35% Jirström et al (2011).  The same study established that the percentage 

of households engaged in non-farm activities did not change significantly between 2002 

and 2008.  The study further noted that female managed households, which often also 

tend to be female-headed, and households that manage smaller farms, reported a higher 

percentage of non-farm income – (approximately 20% higher than the top ranked quartile 

in terms of land access), thus less dependence on income from farming.  Some of their 

non-farm livelihood options included; agricultural wage labor, micro-business, non-farm 

salaried employment and remittance, with female managed farms receiving more 

remittance. 

 

Hazell and Hojjati (1995) citing Due and Midenda (1995) also identified the sources of 

farm/non-farm linkages to include (i) capital flow where agriculture receives financial 

flows from non-farm to agriculture and vise versa; (ii) labor flow; (iii) production 
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linkages in terms of farms purchasing inputs and requiring agro-processing services, and 

(iv) consumption linkages.  It was reported then that in the case of Zambia, farms 

received between 8% and 18% of their cash income from non-farm sources (op. cit).  It 

has been postulated that farm/non-farm linkages are stronger in Asia where employment 

elasticities have been estimated to exceed 1% (Mellor & Mudhars 1974), but they vary 

depending on the technology and the farm size (Haggblade and Hazell, 1989).  The 

linkages in Africa are supposed to be weaker due to lower per capita income, which 

restrains consumption expenditure on non-food goods.  More farmers in Africa also use 

traditional agricultural practices and fewer purchased inputs.  The linkage is further 

reduced in Africa due to poor infrastructure which weakens the linkages between villages 

and rural towns.  In addition, low population densities lead to low market concentration.  

All these retard the emergence and growth of small labor intensive firms.  As these 

bottlenecks continue to recede, farm/non-farm linkages tend to become stronger over 

time.   

 

In Tanzania, the declining role of agriculture at the macro level is also reflected at the 

farm level, as farmers pursue diverse livelihood options driven by various reasons.  

Traditionally within the economics literature, under the two sector model (Lewis 1954 

cited by Hamid Hossein, 2012) it has been argued that as agricultural productivity 

improved, food supply increased, thereby reducing the cost of labor for the industrial 

sector, which was augmented further by surplus labor from agriculture moving to the 

industrial and service sectors.  In this context, dynamism between the industrial sector 

driven by profit maximization and the traditional sector driven by output maximization is 

determined by differences in the marginal product of labor such that labor will continue 

to flow towards the industrial sector until the marginal products are equalized (Islam & 

Yokota, 2008; Todaro and Smith, 2009).   

 

The dynamics currently happening between farming and the non-farm sector in Tanzania 

and other African countries are however different because the improvement in 

agricultural productivity is not that strong and many countries are still struggling with 

unmet food security.  According to Jirström et al (2011) only a glimpse of dynamism 
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between farming and the non-farm sector  was detected among farmers in their study, 

majority of smallholder farmers in Africa are desperately waiting for change that will 

provide  better incentives for technology adoption and foster market integration.  

Meanwhile, industrial development is also not significant.  Yet, rural urban migration is 

continuing, mostly pulled by a growing service sector and the informal sector.  The 

majority of these migrants from rural areas lack skills for a modernizing service sector.  

Hence they move into a growing urban informal sector, feeding into a growing problem 

of urban poverty (IMO, 2014).    Hossein (2012) however attributes this problem to 

policy makers and development agencies that for long ignored the informal sector, 

waiting for a modern industrial sector to emerge as it occurred in Europe, Japan and the 

North America. 

 

In a study to examine the extent to which Tanzania has transformed the rural sector to 

support economic growth and poverty reduction, Amani & Mkumbo (2012) made a 

number of observations, which have implications on farm and non-farm dynamics:   

• Agriculture is the least remunerative sector in the economy, hence not attracting 

enough youths to replace an aging rural population.  The percentage of youths in 

rural mainland Tanzania declined slightly (from 18.3% to 17.4%) during the inter-

census period, 2001- 2012 (URT 2014b).   

• There is a growing structural change from agriculture towards the service sector, 

which now accounts for 48% of the GDP, growing at 7.5% per annum since the 

year 2000 compared to only 4.4% for agriculture 

• Efforts to reduce poverty will not be successful without significant increase in 

rural employment options 

• There is a direct relationship between agricultural growth and rural poverty 

reduction.  According to Irz et al (2001), a 10% increase in crop yield leads to a 

6% - 10% reduction in the percent of the people living on less than a dollar a day 

In the case of Africa a 10% increase in crop yield leads to a 9% decrease in the 

proportion of people living on less than a dollar a day (Op cit.). 
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• In Tanzania, the level of diversification away from agriculture remains low.  

Farmers who are better off, diversify to exploit prevailing opportunities but poorer 

households diversify out of desperation for survival. 

 

On this basis, with support from other studies with similar findings, there is a growing 

consensus that while growth of agriculture is essential for poverty reduction, growth of 

the non-farm sector is necessary for agricultural growth due to existing backward and 

forward linkages between these sectors.  Hence removing barriers to entry into non-farm 

activities is important for diversified rural employment providing alternative enterprises 

and activities. 

 

Dramatizing the pace of diversification away from farming, in their book; “Farewell to 

Farms: deagrarianisation and employment in Africa.”  Brycecon and Jamal (1997) argue 

that between 60% and 80% of rural households in Africa come from non-farm income.  

Isinika and Mdoe (2001) also established that the mean household off-farm income in 

three villages of Njombe district exceeded 50%, especially among households in the 

middle and high wealth ranks. Similarly, the household budget survey for 2007 (NBS, 

2009) shows that rural income is increasingly dependent on-non-farm activities.  About 

69.5% of the respondents reported non-farm income sources as their major economic 

activity.    Likewise, the percentage of household income from non-farm self employment 

increased from 17.8% in 2000/01 to 27%.3% in 2007.  Meanwhile the percentage of 

household income from agricultural sources decreased from 60% in 2000/01 to 50% in 

2007.  Results from Afrint III (Msuya and Isinika, 2016) similarly show that non-farm 

income accounted for about one third of household income from non-farm sources.  On 

the basis of these and other evidence, it has been concluded that in Tanzania, as is the 

case in many other developing countries, non-farm activities offer an important route out 

of poverty [WB, (2006; 2007) &Elis (2003) cited by Katega, 2013).  

 

According to the World Bank, (2004) diversification to non-farm activities is driven by 

pull factors (better resources and returns) or by push factors (inadequate farm output, lack 

of insurance, risk in farming and absence or markets failure for farm inputs and outputs).  
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The push factor was confirmed by Katega (2013) in their study in Chamwino and Bahi 

District, Dodoma region.   They establish that farmers diversified to non-farm activities 

due to low agricultural productivity and small size of farms, but about 90% of the 

respondents diversified to non-farm activities in order to finance agricultural inputs and 

meet other household needs including; school fees, health services, bride price and 

buying food.  Another 40.2% of the respondents diversified because they faced land 

shortage while 31.3% wanted to minimize the risk of crop failure due to unreliable rains.  

Only 9.8% of the respondents diversified in response to a pull factor, that is, the 

opportunity to increase income.   

 

In an earlier study in Ruvuma, Dodoma and Morogoro regions Rutasitara (2002) reported 

that between 1992 and 1998, 40% of the households opted to participate in new non-farm 

activities for various reasons.  About 42.9% of these respondents considered non-farm 

activities to be more profitable; another 35.7% required non-farm activities to keep them 

busy during the slack dry season and 7.1% wanted to address the problem of declining 

income.  Out of those who did not participate in non-farm activities, 79.7% faced 

constraints related to capital and equipment (technology).  Katega (2013) identified a 

range of activities that generated non-farm income, as presented in Table 5. 

 

Table 5: Typical Non-farm Income Activities in Chamwino and Bahi District 
 
Type of Activity Percent by Gender % 

Sample mean Male Female 
Production: 
Welding, carpentry, masonry, local beer, 
knitting, pottery 

21.8 
 

21.2 21.5 

Trade (Commerce): 
Selling consumer goods, food vending, 
butcher shops, stationery, retail shops, 
medical store, selling charcoal, selling 
maize 

42.9 46.4 44.7 

Service: 
Tailoring, tea rooms & kiosk, bicycle 
repair 

35.3 32.4 33.8 

Total 100 100 100 
 
Source, Katega (2013) 
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Gender differences in the type of activities pursed by women and men are not so obvious 

here due to aggregation of diverse activities under one category, but it is evident that 

women are more inclined to engage in low levels of trade and food vending, using low 

levels of startup capital and low technology.  According to this study, more than 80% of 

the non-farm activities were financed from crop sales, followed by loans from relatives 

and friends (21.9%).  Loans from microfinance institutions and remittance from relatives 

were listed by only 4% and 4.9% of the respondents respectively while 7.4% borrowed 

from local money lenders.  In another study, Girabi and Mwakaje (2013) reported that 

sometimes farmers took loans for financing agricultural activities, but only 26.5% went to 

improving agricultural productivity.  The rest was used for food, health care, education 

and other needs.  Similar findings had been reported in Nigeria where 43.9% of 

agricultural loans were directed to non-farm activities (Oboh and Ekbepu, 2010, cited by 

Girabi and Mwakaje, 2013).  Meanwhile, Ombakah (2014) notes that when women earn 

income they are more likely than men to spend it on food, education and healthcare for 

their children and families.  

3.4	 Challenges	

Non-farm activities normally referred to as small and micro enterprises (SME) face many 

limiting factors, including; inadequate operating capital, especially among female 

respondents.  Lack of business skills also tends to be higher among females.  According 

to Amani and Mkumbo (2012), gender bias in education curricula and training 

programmes has resulted in fewer educated female producers in rural areas taking up 

more remunerative non-farm economic activities such as making woven garments, food 

vending and handcraft, an assertion supported by Ombakah (2014).  Katega (2013) also 

reported a slightly higher percent of women (19.1%) reporting lack of business skills as a 

limiting factor compared to men (17.8%).  However, unreliable transport was reported by 

a higher proportion of men (5.6%) compared to women (4.5%) because the latter tend to 

operate non-farm activities closer to their homes, in order to also accommodate domestic 

activities (Ombakah, 2014).   

 

As argued by Mahmoud et al. (2003) it is not sufficient to overcome agricultural 

production constraints as a strategy to make farming attractive to younger generations 
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who are steadily moving out of it. In more remote rural settlements, agricultural 

production is constrained by limited physical access to markets and processing. The 

inability of the settlements to attract investment in transport and processing facilities 

stems largely from a lack of incentives and limited infrastructure.  Women and other 

operators of income generating enterprises also face the challenge of securing premises 

for their business. According to Ombakah (2014) about 60% of the informal businesses in 

Tanzania operate along the street in urban areas where they are concentrated.   

 

Considering the important role women play in household economics and in the economy 

at large; both on-farm and in non-farm activities, enhancing their productivity in both 

activities is an important strategy for improving the livelihoods of people living below 

the poverty line (Dwarakanath, 1999 cited by Ombakah, 2014).  As previously noted, 

women’s income is very important in relation to nutrition, education and economic 

uplifting of the family.  It has also been reported that women’s empowerment mostly 

comes from income generating activities (IGA) and inheritance (op cit.).  It has also been 

established that where women’s participation in the labor force grew fastest, the economy 

experienced the largest reduction in poverty.  Women’s access to non-farm employment 

raises their self esteem and bargaining power, it also exposes them to new ideas (ICRW, 

2012, cited by Ombakah, 2014).   For these reasons, Ombakah (2014) argues for a 

combination of facilitation through credit and education in order to put women in a 

stronger position within the hierarchy of non-farm activities that are more remunerative 

and sustainable 

 

3.5						The	Framework	for	Future	Inclusion	

3.5.1	 Policies	and	Institutions	

In Tanzania a number of policies have been developed to promote SME and IGA, hence 

non-farm activities.  While most of the policies have an urban bias, they remain relevant 

in rural areas.  They include the National Microfinance Policy of 2000; the SME policy 

of 2003 and the National Employment Policy of 2008.    The national Small Enterprise 

Development Policy (2003) has the mission to stimulate development and growth of 
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SME activities through improved infrastructure, enhanced service provision and creating 

a conducive legal and institutional framework so as to achieve competitiveness.  With 

regard to gender and youths, the policy strives to ensure that gender mainstreaming is 

enhanced in all initiatives pertaining to SME development by facilitating SME service 

providers to design special programmes for women and other disadvantaged groups, and 

identify factors inhibiting women and other disadvantaged groups from going into 

business; then design programmes which will address those factors.   As demonstrated by 

the review of studies discussed in the preceding section, the problem of non-inclusion 

remains pervasive. 

 

The National Micro-finance policy of (2002) has the goal of developing an efficient 

financial system in the country in the long term in order to provide a framework for 

empowering farmers and other stakeholders through access to credit.  Strategies to 

achieve this have included promoting savings and credit societies (SACCOS), 

encouraging formation of alternative bank facilities; including community banks and 

most recently the Tanzania Agricultural Development Bank (TADB) established in 2015.  

The bank’s main objective is; “To be a national level bank for the agricultural sector that 

facilitates achievement of food security; agricultural sector transformation, contribution 

to economic growth and poverty reduction.  Another strategy of the national micro 

finance policy is to provide capacity building to SACCOS and community Banks while 

continuing to provide a conducive environment for the establishment of financial 

institutions to cater for men and women.   

 

In Tanzania formal policies and laws (except for land) do not discriminate against women 

per see.  However, cultural norms and institutional practices sometimes undermine the 

rights of women, leading to marginalization.  For instance, while financial inclusion is 

expected to be attained by promoting SACCOS and related financial institutions, it has 

been reported that only 10% women are members of cooperatives, which leads to their 

discrimination in accessing inputs and other technologies.  Prevailing gender gaps in 

accessing credit (Girabi and Mwakaje, 2013) as well as resources, especially land (Isinika 

and Kikwa, 2015) will require more efforts in future for women and youths to catch up. 
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Agro-processing and value addition constitute an important component of the farm/non-

farm linkage.  Hence the National Trade Policy (of 2000) is also important for promoting 

export of agro processed products.  Currently the sector is dominated by small 

manufacturing firms characterized by low technical productivity and low productivity of 

labor.  Moreover, only very few firms focus on regional and international markets 

(Kipene and Isinika, 2016).   Tiisekwa et al., (2005) and Hawassi, (2006) reported that, 

over 90% of these firms are characterised by low technology, undertaking semi-

processing of products that are sold in the local market.   This is in contrast to Kenya’s 

agro-industry which accounts for more than 30% of export value, and also constitutes 

70% of the value of processed products coming from medium sized and large agro-

processing firms (URT, 2012; FAO, 2008 and Wangwe, 2002).  

 

Improving the productivity of labour should be an important development strategy both 

in agriculture and for non-farm activities since countries that show high agricultural 

growth per work also experience the greatest rate of poverty reduction (Byerlee and Diao 

and Jackson (2009). Timmer (1997) and Mellor & Mudahar (1974) similarly argue that 

output per worker is a better measure of productivity for identifying linkages from 

agriculture to non-agricultural growth since it encapsulates additional ways through 

which farm households earn income, especially when the economy is undergoing 

structural change.   

 

According to Wuyts and Kilama (2014), economic structural change will lead to rapid 

economic growth if it is associated with a rapid decline in the share of agriculture GDP as 

labor moves towards more productive sectors.  This means productivity growth should be 

concentrated in sectors that are characterized by employment growth.  If the reverse is 

true, such that productivity growth occurs in sectors characterized by low job growth, 

even if economic growth is recorded at the macro-level, such growth is unlikely to be 

inclusive, and poverty will persist.  This phenomenon seems to be happening in Tanzania 

at the moment.   
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The economy has been growing at 6.0% or more during the last ten years (since 2007) 

but poverty both basic needs9 and food poverty10 have declined only slightly; basic needs 

from 34.4% to 28.2% (a 4.2%) decline over five years or 1.003% per annum).  Food 

poverty declined from 11.8% to 9.7% over the same period (NBS, 2014), and poverty 

remains predominantly rural, and skewed against women and youths (op cit.).  Both basic 

and food poverty would require about 23 years to eradicate, to be attained in 2035, ten 

years beyond the current targets to achieve middle level economic status by 2025, by 

which time poverty should be reduced significantly.  These statistics imply that while the 

government is bracing to reach the poverty and food security targets for 2025, the 

majority of Tanzanians fail to relate with the economic growth rate recorded at the macro 

level in aggregate statistics.  Such statistics are often equated with development, but the 

people keep on asking; “where is the economic growth?” 

 

For Tanzania to realize the national vision, rural productivity encompassing agriculture 

and the non-farm sector must improve such that labor that is leaving agriculture moves to 

sectors of higher productivity and wages.  Concurrently, labor that is remaining in 

agriculture should become more productive, hence able to feed an increasing share of the 

population.  Development policies and strategies of the previous decade seem to be 

inadequate to guide the nation to achieve this.   The agricultural growth rate has improved 

from 3.8 % in 2006 to 4.3% in 2015 (BOT, Various Annual Reports), but this falls short 

of the 6% growth target set under CAADP.  Non inclusive development projects and 

programmes at the implementation level undermine further the good intentions stipulated 

in policy documents.  This is exacerbated by M&E frameworks that do not report gender 

disaggregated data at the macro level.  In the absence of such information, it is likely that 

corrective measures will not be taken when intended objectives are not being met.  These 

shortcomings should be addressed as the nation counts down towards 2025.    

 

                                                
9 Basic needs poverty in Tanzania is defined as the minimum expenditure requirement of food and non-
food items for subsistence 
10 The minimum expenditure to intake of minimum calories for survival 
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3.5.2	 Improving	the	Rural	Infrastructure		

The government has also taken steps to accelerate the pace of rural electrification, rural 

water supply and rural roads.  Such efforts have multiple goals including reducing the 

cost of production, promoting more employment in rural areas by stimulating rural based 

non-farm production activities.  In 2005, the government established the Rural Energy 

Agency (REA), which became operational in 2007 as an autonomous body under the 

Ministry of Energy and Minerals.  The scope of REA is to promote and facilitate 

improved access to modern energy in rural areas is through funding by the government 

and development partners.  Through REA and other initiatives, the proportion of people 

who are having access to modern energy has increased, surpassing the target of 30% by 

2015.  The proportion of the Tanzanian population currently having access to electricity 

services is on the order of 36%, and access in rural areas is 21% (URT, 2015b), up from 

less than 20% and 10% in urban and rural areas respectively. Among other things, REA 

is already stimulating the establishment of rural based non-farm activities all over the 

country. 

 

The government is also working to improve connectivity by expanding the road network, 

air and water transportation, as well as electronic connectivity.  The road network in 

Tanzania currently comprises 86,472 km of roads in the formal inventory, of which 

12,786 km are categorized as trunk roads, 21,105 km as regional roads and the remaining 

52,581 km as district, urban and feeder roads (URT, 2013b). The trunk and regional roads 

are serviced by the Tanzania National Roads Agency (TANROADS), a semiautonomous 

agency under the Ministry of Works. The district, urban and feeder roads fall under Local 

Government Authorities (LGAs).  These are under the oversight of the Prime Minister’s 

Office Regional Administration and Local Government (PMO-RALG). The Road Fund 

has provided a stable financial base for funding road maintenance. It obtains its resources 

primarily from a fuel fund that provides about 96% of the total funding.  Additional fees 

are raised from transit and overloading charges.  

 

While there has been improvement in the trunk and regional roads, the maintenance of 

most rural roads remains poor, constrained by funds and equipment at the disposal of 
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LGAs.  Many rural roads become impassable during the rainy season.  Development of 

local roads is urgently required in rural areas where poor access to rural towns and 

villages prevents rural populations from participating in and benefiting from a range of 

government programs designed to benefit rural populations and poverty stricken groups.  

Achieving the policies outlined in MKUKUTA II strategy requires rural accessibility 

improvement, which will also have the added benefit of helping to achieve the 

Millennium Development Goals (URT, 2013b).  The condition of railways and water 

transport has also deteriorated during the last ten years due to underfunding, which leads 

to poor maintenance and management.  There are plans on the drawing board to change 

the Central railway line to standard gauge, but implementation has not yet started.    

 

Strides have been made towards improving telephone connectivity as well as 

communication by internet, radio, television and other electronic media.  A national grid 

of the fiber network is being laid throughout the country, stretching 7,500km, reaching 

down to the district level.  Infrastructure for mobile telephone communication in rural 

areas has been improved, reducing time for making connections and hence improving 

efficiency.  By the end of 2013, Tanzania had 27.4 million mobile phone subscribers and 

six mobile service providers namely Vodacom, Airtel, Tigo, Zantel, Tanzania 

Telecommunication Limited (TTCL) and Benson. Another provider (Halotel), joined the 

market in 2015.  Vodacom had the highest proportion of subscribers (10.2 million), 

followed by Airtel (8.9 million subscribers), Tigo (6.2 million subscribers), Zantel (1.8 

million subscribers), TTCL (210,766 subscribers) and Benson (528 subscribers). 

However, the actual number of mobile phone users might be higher than available 

statistics due to sharing of phones among families and friends (Sife, 2014; TCRA, 2013 

cited by Kisusi & Sife, 2015).   

 

The telephone revolution has also brought with it electronic money transfer, making it 

very convenient to facilitate farm and non-farm activities, even in rural areas.  Electronic 

money services transform a mobile phone from a communications tool into a channel for 

low-cost financial services such as payments, transfers, insurance, credit, and savings. 

Mobile money is established and maturing in Tanzania, serving new business areas and 
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enabling a wider range of digital payments, including among smallholder farming 

households.   A study in Ulanga district, Tanzania (Kisusi & Sife, 2015) concluded that 

the use of mobile phones in agriculture-based SMEs had enhanced customer and 

managerial satisfaction; increased revenue, number of customers, access to markets,  

sales volume; and improved operation efficiency. The use of mobile phones has 

definitely enhanced the performance of agriculture-based SMEs.  However, the effective 

use of cell phones was constrained by the problem of limited availability of electricity for 

charging the phones (Urassa and Mvena, 2015).  

 

4.0	 Looking	forward:		Policy	and	Institutional	Framework	

 

This discussion has demonstrated that the dynamics between farm and non-farm income 

and the corresponding gender implications can be direct or indirect.  In an upstream 

direct link, growth of the farm sector induces an increase in the non-farm sector.  

Alternatively stated, productivity improvement in the farm sector creates additional 

capacity for increased production, hence economic growth.  Downstream linkages occur 

when non-farm activities are induced, increasing the capacity to supply agro processed 

produced (value addition) and/or expansion in distribution services.  Sometimes the 

connection involves indirect expenditure linkages where income generated in one sector 

is spent on the output of other sectors.   

 

Considering the challenges of farm and non-farm linkages in relation to gender 

mainstreaming, and the negative consequences of not doing so, it is imperative that 

development policies and strategies during the next nine years, as Tanzania marches 

towards 2025, should ensure that inclusion, which is purported in policy documents, 

becomes a reality for accelerated poverty reduction.  In this section the current policies 

and agricultural development programmes are gauged for their adequacy to foster 

inclusion of women and youths.  In this respect, the national policies, programmes and 

projects should be consistent with regional and global strategies and initiatives, to which 

Tanzania is a signatory. 

 



33 
 

At the global level, since 2015, governments around the world have endorsed 17 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) that are expected to steer the world towards 

improved sustainable livelihoods.  The most pertinent for the purpose of gender 

mainstreaming,  inclusion and pro-poor growth are goals on; (i) eradication of poverty (ii) 

eradication of hunger (v) promoting gender equality, (viii) promoting decent work and 

economic growth, and (x) reducing inequality (Sachs, 2012).  These goals are set to be 

achieved by 2030.  Since the SDG are an updated extension of the MDG, whose 

implementation ended in 2015, Tanzania national policies and strategies, including the 

Vision 2025 and MKUKUTA remain relevant and in conformity with the global SDG.  

Regional programmes including CAADP and TAFSIP also remain the same and aligned 

to SDG.  These have been reaffirmed through the Malabo declaration of 2014, an African 

Union (AU) initiative for accelerated agricultural growth and transformation for shared 

prosperity and improved livelihood, consistent with the United Nations SDG.  The 

Malabo declaration targets include halving poverty and ending hunger by 2025 (AU, 

2014), which are in line with Tanzania’s national goals for Vision 2025. 

 

The roadmap to 2025 is guided by successive five year plans that feed into achieving 

MKUKUTA targets.  Within agriculture major sector policies and strategies have been 

revised including the National Agricultural Policy (2013), Agricultural Sector 

Development Strategy - ASDS II (2013), and the Agricultural Sector Development 

Programme - ASDP II (2014).   The NAP has set the objective to promote equitable 

participation of men and women in the production of goods and services in agriculture, 

and ensure equitable sharing of benefits (URT, 2013a).  These objectives shall be attained 

through facilitating equal access to land, developing labor saving technologies, enhancing 

the participation of women in decision making and sensitizing communities to change 

negative cultural practices that undermine the rights of women, youths and other 

underprivileged groups.  In the case of youths, the policy is poised to create an enabling 

environment such that youths will find agriculture an attractive livelihood option.  Youths 

will be supported to access productive resources, making it attractive to settle in rural 

areas, providing knowledge and skills on farming through training as well as promoting 

entrepreneurship (op cit.) 
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In this respect, the ASDP II has been developed to cover the period 2015/16 – 2024/25 as 

an instrument for implementing the NAP and ASDS II.  For Tanzania to attain middle 

income status by 2025, agriculture sector must grow by at least 6% per annum in 

accordance with CAADP.  But, this requires adequate financing of at least 10% of the 

budget, consistent with the Abuja agreement under the AU, which Tanzania has not 

achieved yet (ANSAF, 2012).  These and other resources should be used prudently to 

foster modernization, commercialization and productivity enhancement.  The political 

will for gender mainstreaming and inclusion of women and youths in all development 

processes and at all levels, is reiterated in all sector policy and programme documents as 

highlighted earlier, including ASDS II and ASDP II.  It is imperative that weaknesses 

identified under ASDS I and ASDP I, especially in relation to gender mainstreaming and 

inclusion, as previously discussed (Section 3.0), will be adequately addressed in future.  

 

5.0	 Conclusion	

 
The analysis and discussion presented in this report clearly demonstrates that in Tanzania 

the policy documents are very inclusive and gender sensitive in their design.  However, 

the problem arises during implementation and in reporting the outputs, outcomes and 

impacts.  Implementation of the National Agricultural Input Scheme is discussed to 

highlight examples of poor targeting which end up marginalizing women and the very 

poor, who were expected to be eligible for support.  This phenomenon is repeated in 

other sectors as well, including access to credit, land, information, knowledge and skills 

(Education).  The nation has realigned her macro and sector policies so that they 

accelerate the pace of achieving the national vision of halving poverty and ending hunger 

by 2025.  For this to be achieved, deliberate efforts should also be made to ensure that 

gender mainstreaming as well as inclusion of youths and other marginalized groups are 

also addressed.   
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Annexes	

Annex	1	 Comparison:	Percent	Contribution	of	Agriculture	to	GDP	

Year % Contribution of Agriculture to National 
GDP 

 

Old National 
Accounts 1992 base 

year 

Revised National 
Accounts 2001 Base 

year 

 

1998 49.1 30.3  
1999 48.9 30.2  
2000 48.1 29.0  
2001 48.0 28.6  
2002 47.5 29.0 29 
2003 46.7 28.7 28.4 
2004 46.4 28.7 27.4 
2005 - 26.9 26.9 
2006 - 26.5 26.1 
2007  26.8 25.4 
2008  25.7 24.6 
2009  24.6 24.6 
2010  24.9 24.9 
2011  24.6 24.6 
2012  24.7 24.7 
2013  24.5 24.5 
2014  24.7 24.7 

 

Updated from Source: URT (2006) and Bank of Tanzania, (BOT, 2014; 2016) 
	

Annex	2:	 Relative	Growth	Rate	of	Sectors	in	the	Economy	

Year Sector 
Agriculture Industry & 

Construction 
Services National GDP 

2006 3.8 8.5 7.8 6.7 
2007 4 9.5 8.1 7.1 
2008 4.6 8.6 8.5 7.4 
2009 3.2 7 7.2 6 
2010 4.2 8.2 8.2 7 
2011 3.6 6.9 7.9 6.4 
2012 4.3 7.8 8 6.9 
2013 4.3 7.5 8.2 7 
Average 4 8 8 6.8 

 


