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Abstract

Rural youths are forced to look for non-farm income generating activities to sustain and
secure their livelihoods as well as to supplement their agricultural activities. However,
their participation in nonfarm activities is influenced by various and yet empirically
unidentified factors in East Gojjam Zone. Thus, the aim of the study was to identify factors
that determine the participation of rural youths in non-farm income generating activities
in the study area. The study drew a sample of 360 rural youths through systematic random
sampling technique from three woredas of East Gojjam Zone. Data were collected using
interview schedule, focus group discussions and key informant interviews. Descriptive
statistics were applied to characterize the sample households’ demographic, economic and
institutional factors. The finding of the survey indicated that participation in non-farm
income generating activities is significantly influenced by eight variables. These variables
are family size of the household, marital status, education level, land ownership, credit
usage, market distance, mass media exposure and frequency of the household received
extension service in a year. Among these variables market distance, land ownership and
extension contact have negatively affected participation of youth in non-farm income
generating activities. Agricultural extension service was skewed towards rural youth
who engaged in agricultural activities at the expense of those who engaged in non-farm
income generating activities. Market distance was also found to have a negative nexus with
participation in non-farm income generating activities. Among several challenges which
hinder rural youths from participating in non-farm income generating activities, lack of
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working capital and lack of working place were the major ones. This study concludes that
rural youths in the study area faced different challenges to engage in non-farm income
generating activities. Among those major challenges lack of working capital was the first
bottleneck to start non-farm business in the study area. Thus, rural development strategy
should give emphasis on promoting non-farm activities in rural areas to improve overall

wellbeing of the rural youths.
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Introduction

Rural youth in developing countries
make up a very large and vulnerable
group that is seriously affected by inter-
national economic crisis. Globally,
three-quarters of the poor live in rural
areas, and about one-half of the popula-
tion is young. Climate change and the
growing food crisis are also expected to
have a disproportionately high impact
on rural youth (Paul B. 2010). The Food
and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations (FAQO) estimates that
nearly half a billion rural youth “do not
get the chance to realize their full poten-
tial“ (FAO, 2009).

Rapid population growth which brought
about reduction of cultivable land,
erosion, loss of soil fertility and biodi-
versity have resulted in decreasing
agricultural productivity and negative
effect on people’s income as well as
accelerated rural poverty (Sheheli,
2012). According to IFAD (2001),
poverty remains predominantly a rural
phenomenon despite rapid urbaniza-
tion observed in most developing and
transition countries. There are over

one billion youth (aged 15-24) in the
world, 85 percent of these youth live
in the developing countries and about
50 percent of youth population in
developing countries live in rural areas
(United Nations, 2007). They consti-
tute a reasonable force propelling rural
economy, nonetheless, poverty is still
pervasive among rural youth who face
numerous challenges in order to achieve
and maintain their livelihoods. ILO
(2004) reported that youth have difficul-
ties in accessing livelihood opportuni-
ties globally.

In societies governed by elders and
where control of resources is in the hands
of older people, young people have little
opportunities to express their interests
and needs. This explains why youth
issues have not received much needed
attention in development policies.
Despite the fact that burning problems
at present day relates to rural youth
globally, not much have been done to
collect information about them in many
countries and knowledge about their
livelihoods remain fragmented among
service providers (Waldie, 2004). Living
standard of the rural poor would only
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be uplifted when they receive income
from economic activities (Ahmed et
al., 2007; Al-amin, 2008; and Ahmed,
2009). Undoubtedly, the plight of rural
youth would be alleviated through their
involvement in income generating activ-
ities. Understanding income generating
activities pursued by rural youth is
highly imperative in developing policies
and services aimed at reducing rural
poverty.

Land is an important determinant of
livelihood in rural areas. As population
increases and land scarcity becomes
critical, non-farm activity and migra-
tion may become the only way out of
poverty for land poor farmers as well
as primary source of livelihood for the
new generation of rural resident. It has
been argued that the de-linking of rural
livelihood from farming has been on the
rise for the past few decades in Africa
(Bryceson, 1996, 2002; Rigg, 2006).
If land-scarce farm households partici-
pated in the non-farm sector to diversify
income and cope with shocks in the past,
non-farm employment may now become
the only source of employment for the
children from such farm households.
This situation is further reinforced by
changes in youth aspirations fueled by
increased information and improved
access to roads, which reduces trans-
action costs (Sosina and Stein, 2014).
Although rural areas of Africa have been
typically associated with agriculture, the
non-farm sector is an important source
of employment and income. When
considering national employment statis-
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tics, it does not seem very significant
because national statistics report only
primary employment. On average, rural
non-farm employment accounts for
10% of full-time employment in Africa
(Haggblade et.al. 2007).

The majority of the youth in Ethiopia
live in rural areas where farming has
been traditionally the main livelihood
of the people. As the state owns all
land in Ethiopia, rural residents have
been guaranteed access to land through
a law that grants them a right to obtain
agricultural land for free. However, it
has become increasingly more difficult
to fulfill this right for the young genera-
tion. Ethiopia currently faces severe land
scarcity in parts of the highlands where
population densities have become very
high and farm sizes have become very
small. As a result, land as a safety-net
is eroding and landlessness is emerging
among the youth who are unable to stay
on their parents’ land (Sosina and Stein
2014).

Agriculture remains the main source of
income for rural areas of East Gojjam
Zone. The farming system of the area
is mixed which is crop and livestock
production. As the sector depends on
land, most landless groups of the popula-
tion can’t get resource to engage in the
sector. As a result, these rural landless
youth are suffering from unemployment.
In the Zone, a total of 157,467 youths
live in rural Kebele Administrations.
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According to CSA (2016), 157,467
youths are found in rural kebele admin-
istrations of East Gojjam zone. East
Gojjam Zone Agricultural Office
reported that 24,150 youths are involved
in agricultural activities, 28,181 youths
are involved in nonfarm activities and
52,320 are involved in neither in agricul-
ture nor in non-farm activities. The
Zone described that 52,320 youths are
not involved in agricultural sector due to
lack of access to land and other uniden-
tified problems. However, the reason
why these youths are not involved in
non-farm activities is not yet studied.
Although similar studies have been
conducted in Ethiopia on participation
in non-farm income generating activ-
ities, the problem is context specific
and needs further attention. Thus,
identifying those factors that affect the
non-farm participation of rural youths
in this specific zone is necessary if there
is a need to participate rural youths in
non-farm income generating activities.

Materials and methods
Description of the study area

The study was conducted in East Gojjam
zone. It 1s 298 km from Addis Ababa and
265 km from regional capital city. It is
bordered in the South by Oromia Region,
in the West by West Gojjam, in the
North by South Gondar, and in the East
by South Wollo; the bend of the Abay
Riverdefinesthe Zone’s northern, eastern
and southern boundaries. Its highest

point is Mount Chokie (also known as
Mount Birhan) which is found at 4,100
metres (13,451 ft). Towns and cities in
East Gojjam include Bichena, Debre-
Markos, Debre Werk, and Mota.

Based on the 2007 Census conducted by
the Central Statistical Agency of Ethiopia
(CSA), this Zone has a total population
of 2,153,937 of whom 1,066,716 are
men and 1,087,221 are women; with
an area of 14,004.47 square kilometers,
East Gojjam has a population density
of 153.80. The average rural house-
hold has 1.1 hectare of land (compared
to the national average of 1.01 hectare
of land and an average of 0.75 for the
Amhara Region) and the equivalent of
0.6 heads of livestock. 11.4% of the
population is in non-farm related jobs.
In the zone there are about 18 woredas
which are classified into three agro-eco-
logical zones i.e. two woredas are Dega,
four woredas are kola and the rest are
Weyena Dega.

Study Population

Rural youths of East Gojjam zone with
an age range of 15 to 29 were the study
population of this study. About 157, 467
rural youths in the zone are considered
for this very study (EGZAO, 2009 E.C)

Sampling Techniques

East Gojjam Zone was selected purpo-
sively based on the severity of the
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problem and nearness to Debre Markos
University. Then three sample woredas
were selected randomly from the total
of 18 woredas which are found in the
zone. The selected woredas were Dejen,
Sinan and Gozamen Wereda. From
these woredas, a total of 6 kebeles (two
from each woreda) were also selected
randomly. Proportional to sample size
sampling techniques was applied to
determine number of youths from each
Kebeles as well as to determine the
number of participants and non partic-
ipant youths in non-farm income gener-
ating activities. To consider gender
issue from both groups, male and
female respondents were also included
proportionally. Finally, a total of 398
sample respondents were selected
from both groups through systematic
random sampling method. However,
due to budget shortage and other related
problems the total sample size was
minimized to 360 sample respondents.
Among the total of 360 sample respon-
dents, 195 and 165 youths were partic-
ipants and non-participant in non-farm
income generating activities respec-
tively.

Since this study was conducted to repre-
sent the zone, the sample size was drawn
from the total youths living in the zone
The total number of sample respondents
were determined by using the simplified
formula provided by Yamane (1967)
cited in Udayakumara et al. (2010)
at 95% level of confidence interval,
with 0.05 level of precision. "=1mes
, where, N- total population/ sampling
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frame of the study, n- sample size, e
— level of precision at 0.05. The total
number of youths in the zone is 157467.

N 157467

n= =
1+157467(0.05)2

1+N(e)? =398

Type of Data, Sources and
Methods of Data Collection

Both qualitative and quantitative data
were collected from primary and
secondary sources. Primary data were
collected through interview schedule
and focus group discussion. Interview
schedule was used to collect data from
398 sample respondents. Focus group
discussion and key informant interview
were conducted with group of elders,
extension workers and Woreda agricul-
tural office workers. Five discussants of
elders from each woreda were involved
in focus group discussion to describe the
overall condition of youth participation
in non-farm activities and the observed
determinants. Key informant interview
was conducted with extension workers
and woreda agricultural office workers.
Secondary data were collected from
reports of different concerned organi-
zations, published and unpublished
reports, articles, and journals which are
related to this study.

Methods of Data Analysis

Both qualitative and quantitative data
which were collected from primary and
secondary sources were analyzed by
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using different methods of data analysis.
The qualitative data were analyzed
through narration, whereas, the quanti-
tative data was analyzed using simple
descriptive statistics such as frequency,
mean, standard deviation, and inferen-
tial statistics such as t-test and chi-square
test. The basic data analysis tools which
were used for this were Statistical
Package for Social Science (SPSS) and
STATA software. The qualitative data
obtained from focus group discussions
and key informant interviews were
stated in narrative form. Econometric
model (binary logistic regression) was
employed to analyse major determinants
of rural youth participations in non-farm
income generating activities.

Variables and their definitions

Dependent variable: - the dependent
variable of the study was participation
in non-farm income generating activity
which takes the value 1 for those youths
who participated in nonfarm income and
zero for those who did not participate.
Non-farm income was used to identify
the level of participation.

Independent variables:-

Sex: is a dummy variable representing
the respondent’s sex. Men and women
have different access to resources and
opportunities. Women are subject to
discrimination in labor, credit and a
variety of other markets and they own
less property compared to men. Women
have long been constrained in the activ-

ities in which they are permitted or able
to participate, by tradition, religion, or
other social mores. Both Ellis (1998)
and Newman and Canagarajah (1999)
point out the activities in which women
are involved are more circumscribed
than those for men.

Therefore, it is expected that sex and
involvement in non-farm income gener-
ating activities are negatively related in
female youth groups.

Marital status-It is a categorical
variable. Married youths are expected to
involve in different income generating
activities than unmarried ones because
they do have different responsibilities
for their families. There is a signifi-
cant positive effect of marital status on
rural youth involvement in non-agri-
cultural income generating activities.
This implies that married rural youth
were more involved in non-agricul-
tural income generating activities than
unmarried rural youth. Greater respon-
sibilities associated with marriage could
be the possible explanation for the
finding (Victor 2014).

Educational level of respondent:
educational level refers to the schooling
level of the respondent in years. Educa-
tion determines the capability of finding
a job (Warren, 2002). Better-educated
members of rural populations have better
access to any non-farm employment on
offer, and are also more likely to estab-
lish their own non-farm businesses. This
variable is expected to have a positive
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effect on youth participation in non-farm
income generating activities.

Family size: Family size refers to the
size of household members in Adult
Equivalent. Family size either deter-
mines the availability of family labor or,
large family size demands large amount
of production to feed its members. In
the context of limited income generating
opportunities, having more produc-
tive household members facilitates
diversification into multiple activities,
thereby dissipating risk (Gala, 2006).
This variable will affect participation
positively or negatively.

Land ownership: -The majority of
young people in rural Ethiopia do not
have their own farmland. So that, for
those youth who do not have land will
participate in non-farm income gener-
ating activities. Therefore, land owner-
ship and non-farm participation are
negatively related.

Size of land owned: Land size refers to
the size of land owned by the respondent
in hectare (10,000m?). This variable is a
basic asset for majority of the rural liveli-
hoods. More land size holding means
more cultivation and more possibility
of production which in turn increases
farm income (Tesfaye, 2003).Therefore,
land size and non-farm participation are
negatively related. Diminishing farm
sizes and a decline in return to labor in
farming under population pressure may
encourage rural households to diversify
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their employment and sources of income
(Tesfaye, 2003).

Livestock holding: - livestock holding
is the number of livestock owned by the
respondent. It is measured by Tropical
Livestock Unit (TLU). Livestock benefit
much and perceived as the accumulation
of wealth status, use for draft power,
manure, income from sale of milk,
butter and sale of live in times of risk to
buy necessities. The household having
larger size of livestock can have better
chance to have better income from
livestock. The more livestock owned
by the household will be the less possi-
bility of the households to participate in
non-farm activities. On the other hand,
poor households who owe no or less
livestock are likely to relay on sources
of income other than livestock. There-
fore, it is expected that livestock holding
is negatively related to non-farm partic-
ipation.

Creditservice and usage: - refers access
to credit service. One of the principal
problems for rural households and
individuals wishing to start a business,
whether in the farm or non-farm sector,
is access to capital or credit. Without
start-up funds, or with only little cash
available for investment, households
are limited to a small number of activ-
ities which yield poor returns, partly
because of the proliferation of similar
low entry barrier enterprise. Youths who
have access and able to afford to credit
will be able to engage in to non-farm
income generating activities. In the case
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of access most households may have
access to credit but if they did not use the
credit service access only may not affect
the decision to participate in non-farm
income generating activities. Hence, it
is expected that, youths having access to
and used credit service are believed to
participate in non-farm income gener-
ating activities therefore, it is expected
that access to credit services and partic-
ipation of youths are positively related.

Distance from market center: -
Distance from market center refers to
the nearness or farness of the youth’s
residence from the “nearest” market
place in walking hours. It is measured
by walking hour. Access to market
and other public infrastructure may
create opportunities of more income
by providing in diversifying livelihood
strategies through non-farm employ-
ment, easy access to input and transport
facilities; youths nearer to market center
have better chance to engage in non-farm
activities. For this reason the variable is
expected to be related negatively with
participation.

Farm income: - refers to youth’s
income from his/her farm. As the farm
income increases the interest to engage
in to non-farm income generating
activities will decrease. So that, farm
income and youth’s participation in
non-farm income generating activities is
negatively related

Rural life preference: - Rural life
preference has a significant positive

effect on involvement in non-agri-
cultural income generating activities.
This implies that rural youth who have
higher rural life preferences also are
increasingly involved in non-agricul-
tural income generating activities. Due
to improved social amenities in the rural
areas as well as improved linkages to
urban centers, rural youth who desire to
work in non-agricultural sectors would
prefer to live in rural areas all things
being equal. According to Winters et
al. (2009), greater access to infrastruc-
tures is hypothesized to be positively
linked to non-agricultural activities and
negatively related to participation in
agricultural activities. De Janvry et al.
(2005) found that proximity to county
capital influenced participation in rural
non-agricultural.

Social Networks: - Individuals and
households with better social networks
have greater opportunities in the
non-farm sector. Once again, this
discriminates against the poorest, who
suffer from a lack of (useful) social
networks and are, therefore, unable to
capitalize on informal opportunities and
remain excluded from formal support
systems (Smith, 2000). Those youths
you do have better social networks
will have a great chance to engage in
non-farm income generating activities.

Mass media exposure: - As mass media
exposure of rural youth increased there
is a significant positive influence on their
involvement in non-agricultural income
generating activities (Victor 2014). This
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could be the result of improved access to
information on available income gener-
ating opportunities. Young job seekers
usually get information on available
job vacancies through advertisement on
mass media. This variable will positively
affect youths participation in non- farm
income generating activities

Extension contact: extension contact
is negatively related to involvement of
rural youth in non-agricultural income
generating activities. Increased exten-
sion contact resulted in decreased
involvement in non-agricultural income
generating activities. The skills and
knowledge imparted by extension
agents were irrelevant to non-agricul-
tural income generating activities.

Result and Discussion

Existing Non-Farm Income
Generating Activities

Like other parts of rural areas in the
country, in East Gojjam zone both
farm and non-farm income generating
activities are available. In the zone, the
following non-farm income generating
activities are currently undertaken by
youth, these are;-petty trade, handcraft,
fuel wood selling, cobble stone construc-
tion, metal work, wood work, daily
laborer and mining are non-farm income
generating activities which are currently
available in the zone. Among the above
mentioned non-farm income generating
activities available in the study area
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daily laborer was the first mostly rural
youths involved in even though it was
not sustainable and enough for their
lives.

The second mostly engaged in nonfarm
activity is petty trading/merchandizing
activity. Some people in the rural area
trade different items. The main items
that were brought to the market were
charcoal, timber, fire wood, and those
items for home consumption, crop,
livestock and others. These items are
mostly merchandised by males. Females
are mainly engaged in petty trade
and alcohol (7ella and Arekie) trade.
Preparing and selling of Food is also
done in the area laterally with Alcohol
marketing.

Stone quarrying is the other activity rural
youths were participating in the area to
generate income. The main resources
available in the area are stone and sand
which are used for the construction
purpose. It is done mostly by organized
groups who have got permission from
Woreda mineral office and KAs. Stone
quarrying is the program forwarded by
the government to those youths who are
jobless living in the rural kebeles. Handi-
craft activities like waving, pottery and
metal work are among nonfarm activi-
ties done in the area. During FGD held
with selected persons some part of the
community do these activities as their
major sources of income.
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Status of rural youth
participation in non-farm
activities

Based on the survey result shown in
figure 1 below, among the total 360

sample respondents 45.96 9% rural
youths did not participant in non-farm
income generating activities. This
indicated that most of rural youths
face different challenges to engage in
non-farm business.

RESPONDENTS
PARTICIPATION
IN NON FARM
ACTIVITIES

B NON - PARTICIPANT
E PARTICIPANT

Figure 1: Status of rural youth participation in non-farm income generating activities

Determinant of rural youth
participation in non-farm
income generating activities

The pseudo R? is one of the most
commonly used measure of model
goodness of fit. The lower values of the
pseudo R? indicates how well the depen-
dent variable is explained by the explan-
atory variables included in the model.
The logit result of this study turned out

to be fairly low (pseudo R? = 0.0828).
This clearly implies that the dependent
variable of this study (participation in
non — farm income generating activi-
ties) is well explained by the explana-
tory variables included in this study.
Caliendo & Keopeinig (2005) had also
explained that the pseudo R? indicates
how well the model explain the partici-
pation probability of rural youth on non
— farm income generating activities. A
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low R? value means participated youth
do not have much distinct characteristics
overall and as such finding a good match
between participated and not partici-
pated youth becomes easier (Yibeltal,
2008).

The logistic regression result showed
that participation in non-farm income
generating activities is significantly
influenced by eight variables. These
variables are family size of the house-
hold, marital status, education level of
the respondent, land ownership, credit
usage, market distance, mass media
exposure and number of times the
household received extension service
in a year. Among these variables market
distance, land ownership and extension
contact negatively affect participation
of youth in non-farm income gener-
ating activities. In the case of exten-
sion contact, extension workers most
of the time only give extension service
for those youth who are engaged in
agricultural activities and in the case of
market distance those youths who are
far from the market may be discouraged
to engage in different activities.

The result showed that youth who had
better schooling have high likelihood
to participate in non-farm income
generating activities. Marital status of
youths affected participation positively.
Youths who are married participated
in non-farm income generating activi-
ties because they have responsibilities
to feed their family. In respect to land
ownership, it affected participation
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negatively because those youth who do
have land prefer to engage in farming
than to engage in non- farm activities.
Having credit access does not mean
that youth can get and utilize credit in
this study. Credit usage highly affected
the participation than access as it was
discussed in the descriptive part. Most of
youth had access to credit but those who
used credit were very low in number
and percentage. Credit usage affected
the participation of youth in non-farm
income generating activities positively
and significantly. The result from FGD
clearly indicated that the basic reason
of youth to not participate in non-farm
income generating activities is lack of
initial capital. Therefore, if youth get
credit, they can involve in the non-farm
activities and that is way credit usage
affect participation positively.

Market distance is another factor which
affected youth participation in non-farm
income generating activities. According
to the result of this study market distance
negatively affected the involvement of
youth in non-farm income generating
activities. This might be because if youth
live very far from the main market,
they may not get transport to sell their
products and they may not get enough
information about different activities in
the market. It discouraged them not to
engage in non-farm income generating
activities. Mass media exposure of rural
youth had a significant positive influence
on their involvement in non-agricultural
income generating activities. This might
be the result of having access to infor-
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mation on available income generating
opportunities. Young job seekers usually
get information on available job vacan-
cies through advertisement on mass
media.

The result of this study was supported
by similar study which were conducted

in India by Victor C. 2014 on his study
he found that the involvement of rural
youth in non-farm income generating
activities was affected by marital status,
education level, mass media exposure
and extension contact.

Table 1: Determinants of Rural Youth Participation in

Non - farm Income Generating Activities.

Logistic regression Numberofobs = 354
LR chi2(11) = 40.48

Prob>chi2 = 0.0000

Log likelihood = -224.18065 PseudoR? = 0.0828
Independent
Variables| Coef. ~ Std.Erm.  z P>zl [95% Conf. Interval]

GENDER| .0011579 .2909159 0.00 0.997 -5690267 .5713425
FAMSIZE|  -3850806 .2010836 -1.92 0.055* -7791972 .0090359

MARISTAT| .6365144 2715798 2.34 0.019**

EDULEVL| .1424731 .0877691 1.62 0.105 -0295512 .3144973
LANDONW | .5704568 .3006081 1.90 0.058* -0187243 1.159638
CREDITUSE| -5780954 2847142 -2.03 0.042** -1.136125 -.0200659

MARKTDIS| .0553286 .0365482 1.51 0.130 -.0163045 .1269617
MASSMEXP | -.5902206 .2529899 -2.33 0.020** -1.086072 -.0943694

EXTENCONT| -.7125571 .2530347 -2.82 0.005*** -1.208496 -2166181
RULIFEPR|  -.1876584 2402359 -0.78 0.435 -.6585121 .2831954
_cons | 3.951165  1.610709  2.45 0.014** 7942331 7.108097

1042279 1.168801

Note: *** ** * Significant at <1%, 5% and 10% probability level respectively

One of the chief objectives of this
study was to find out the major deter-
minants of rural youth participation in
non — farm income generating activ-
ities. Binary logistic regression is the

best econometric model often used for
such empirical investigations. Thus, this
study run the model and the output of
the model is presented in Table 1 above.
The predicted model output indicated
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the fact that participation in non — farm
income generating activities is signifi-
cantly influenced by the following
independent variables.

Credit Use: Credit use was expected to
have a positive impact on rural youth
participation in non — farm income
generating activities. However, the
model result was turned out against
this expectation. As can be seen in
Table 1 above, participation in non —
farm income generating activities has
reduced by .578 units for users than non
— users. This may be explained by the
fact that credit use has promoted rural
youth capability to purchase land and
other productive augmenting resources
and technologies to stay in the agricul-
tural business.

Land Ownership was found to be the
most important determinant of partic-
ipation in non — farm activities. This
variable has negatively influenced the
dependent variable of this study. The
predicted model indicated that landown-
ership causes a 0.57 units decrease in
participation in non — farm income
generating activities. This might be
having land will encourage the youth
to engage in farm activities than in
non-farm activities.

Extension contact affected participa-
tion in non — farm income generating
activities negatively. The model result
revealed that access to extension service
didn’t encourage farmers’ participation
in non — farm income generating activi-
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ties. The model result above made clear
that the probability of participation in
non — farm income generating activities
decreases by .71 units for respondents
with extension contact as compared to
those without extension contact. In other
words, increased extension contact
resulted in decreased involvement in
non-agricultural income generating
activities. The basic reason of this was
extension workers only give advice as
well as other services for those youth
who participate in farming activities.

Marital Status: This variable has
significantly influenced participation in
non — farm activities at 10% significant
level. As can be learnt from the predicted
model the probability of participation in
non — farm activities rises by 0.64 units
for married respondents. This may be
explained by farm land shortage which
urged them to participate in non-farm
activities to fulfill the basic needs of their
family. This econometric result was also
supported by focus group discussants.
They described that married youths are
more involved in non-farm activities
compared to single once.

Mass Media Contact: Contact with
mass media was expected to improve
rural youth participation in non — farm
income generating activities. However,
the model result turned up against
the expectation. From the model it is
apparent that a unit increases in mass
media contact decreases participation
in non — farm income generating activ-
ities by .59 units. The negative impact
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of mass media on participation in non —
farm income generating activities may
have some explanation. First, it may
be due to lack of access to mass media.
Second, it may be due to the fact that
the media isn’t working in areas related
to rural employment creation and non —
farm income generating activities.

Market Distance: The estimated logit
model indicated that a unit increase in
distance reduces participation in non —
farm income generating activities by
.055 units.

Challenges Rural Youths Facing
to Participate in Non-Farm
Income Generating Activities

From the HH survey in different KAs
can understand all of the respondents
want to  participate in one or more
nonfarm income generating activities.
But all of the respondents mentioned
different challenges they faced to enter
in to nonfarm business. Among them
the following reasons are found and
summarized below

Table 2: Respondents Challenge to participate in Non-farm Activities

Challenges Frequency Percent
lack of working capital 120 47.4
absence of working place 66 26.1
waiting for better job 24 9.5
lack of commitment 17 6.7
lack of interest 18 7.1
lack of training 2 8
lack of skill 6 2.4

According to the household survey and
the discussion held with focal groups
and key informants the major challenge
to start nonfarm business is lack of
working capital. From the descriptive
statics of HH survey as shown in the
above table 47.7% of the respondent’s
problem was lack of starting capital. The
only supplier of the credit in the area
is Amhara Credit and Saving Institute
(ACSI). ACSI gives the credit mainly

for agricultural input purchase purpose;
however, it can also give credit for
nonfarm business. Collateral is neces-
sary to get the credit. Lack of collateral
or guarantee makes the rural youths
unable to get the credit access. Lack of
working place, unavailability or poor
performance is the second main problem
of the area. As shown in the table §;
26.1% of the respondents’ thought it as a
major problem that restricted them from
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participation in nonfarm income gener-
ating activities. From the discussion held
with focal groups and key informants
there is not any enabling environment to
run nonfarm activities for rural youths.
In addition to these, waiting for better
job, lack of commitment & interest
from rural youths, lack of training and
skill and knowledge gap were the major
challenges that enforced rural youths to
preserve from nonfarm income gener-
ating activities.

Conclusion and
Recommendation

Conclusion

This study is aimed at identifying factors
that determine rural youth participation in
non-farm income generating activities in
East Gojjam zone. Qualitative & quanti-
tative techniques were employed to get
a better understanding regarding these
issues. The household survey was the
tool for collecting data about currently
existing and emerging non-farm income
generating  activities, determinate
factors of rural youths to participation in
non-farm income generating activities,
the challenges and opportunities of rural
youths in relation to their participation in
non-farm income generating activities.
FGD & KII were also employed to get
deep knowledge in the study topic.

The logistic regression result showed
that participation in non-farm income
generating activities was significantly
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influenced by eight variables. These
variables are family size of the house-
hold, marital status, education level of
the respondent, land ownership, credit
usage, market distance, mass media
exposure and number of times the house-
hold received extension service in a year.
Among these variables market distance,
land ownership and extension contact
negatively affected participation of youth
in non-farm income generating activities.
In the case of extension contact, exten-
sion workers most of the time give exten-
sion service only for those youth who are
engaged in agricultural activities. Market
distance affected those youths who were
far from the market and may be discour-
aged them not to engage in different
activities.

Among factors studied in this paper
extension contact of rural youth found
as one of the determinant factors under
individual characteristics. Extension
contact was negatively related with
participation in non — farm income
generating activities in a significant
way. Access to extension service didn’t
encourage farmers’ participation in non
— farm income generating activities.
The basic reason of this was extension
workers only give advice as well as other
services for those youth who participate
in farming activities.

Rural youths in the study area face
different challenges to engage in
non-farm income generating activi-
ties. Among those, the major challenge
to start nonfarm business was lack of
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working capital. Working place unavail-
ability or poor performance is the
second main problem of the study area.
Respondents thought these two major
problems restrict them from partici-
pation in nonfarm income generating
activities. From the discussion held with
focal groups and key informants there
was not any enabling environment to
run nonfarm activities for rural youths.
Therefore, it is possible to conclude that
rural youths are not participating enough
in nonfarm income generating activi-
ties in the study area. This means that
rural youth unemployment is the major
problem in the study area.

Recommendations

Lack of starting capital and working
place were the major challenges of rural
youth to engage in non-farm income
generating activities in the study area.
So different GOs & NGOs should facil-
itate mechanisms through which rural
youths can get free access to financial
capital and working place.

Lack of technical & entrepreneurial skill
is the other factor that constraint rural
youth in the area to join nonfarm income
generating business. Different govern-
ment and non- government organiza-
tions like TVET should focus on giving
both technical & entrepreneurial skill
trainings.

Extension contact was one of the major
determinants which affected rural

youth participation in non-farm income
generating activities. Therefore, exten-
sion agents should give emphasis for
non-farm activities as farming activities.

Infrastructural development especially
electricity and road are less devel-
oped in the area and stated as the basic
challenge to join the nonfarm income
generating activities. Many nonfarm
business activities need electricity and
marketing different products also need
road construction. So infrastructural
development in road, electricity, water,
education, health & communication
should develop well.
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