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ABSTRACT 

This study examined the sustainability of rural youths‟ livelihoods and their interests in the 

continued generation of their livelihoods from their rural communities. Data were collected on 

110 youths in the area with the aid of structured questionnaire. Frequency, mean, percentages, Z-

test and Chi-square were used to analyze the data obtained. The result showed that the youths 

spend majority of their income on clothing, transportation, feeding and family care. However, 

the overall sustainability of their livelihoods was low. The rural livelihood interest assessment 

revealed that the youths seek economic independence, with have high interest in rural livelihood 

generation. Though they believe that there are more and better opportunities in the cities, they 

feel highly committed towards the development of their communities. This study revealed the 

relationship between interests of the youths and their age (X
2 

= 12.965), level of education (X
2 

= 

10.061), marital status (X
2 

= 7.935) and occupation (X
2 

= 17.984) at P < 0.05 respectively. Also, 

there was no significant difference between the livelihood sustainability of male and female 

youths (Z = -0.6059). It is therefore recommended that rural youth economic empowerment 

programmes be established, where none exists, and strengthened so as to ensure better rural 

living and development. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In underdeveloped economies, majority of the population live in rural areas. These rural 

inhabitants participate in the economic, social, cultural and political activities that obtain in their 
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localities in order to solve their material, psychological and social problems. Youths are virtually 

found in all societies - be they urban or rural. In Nigeria, the youths constitute about 36.2 percent 

of the population (Federal Ministry of Youth Development, 2008). These youths are dynamic, 

eager to learn, innovative, optimistic about the future, and always search for avenues to direct 

their energies (Bihis-Tolentino, 1996). It is, however, appalling that the youths, who comprise a 

significant proportion of the rural population and workforce, do not participate actively in the 

generation of income for themselves, their households and societies. These culminate in the 

youths being disposed to inadequate and underdeveloped means of livelihood for their 

sustenance, household maintenance and rural development. According to Chambers and Conway 

(1992), a livelihood is sustainable when it can cope with and recover from stress and shocks, 

maintain or enhance its capabilities and assets, and provide stable earnings for the present and 

future generations. In this study, livelihood sustainability was examined on the basis of the 

various needs which the generated incomes were spent on. When the income generated from the 

rural livelihood activities are not capable of taking care of the basic needs, migration becomes 

the nearest option. Migration is the physical movement of people from one area or region to 

another, sometimes over long distances. Though migration exists between towns and cities, the 

rate at which people migrate from rural to urban areas is an issue of concern. This, however, is 

an essential part of the livelihood coping strategies of the rural poor (Bennell, 2007), because 

most migrations are for economic reasons.  

Youth migration is one of the greatest challenges of rural development, as it contributes to the 

endemic nature of rural poverty and the slow rate of development of rural economies. United 

Nations (2003) defined youth as comprising persons between the ages of 15 and 24, while the 

Imo State Planning and Economic Commission (2006) defined youth as all young persons of age 

18–35. This study, however, adopted the age range of 15 and 35 years for youths, as opined by 

African Union Commission (2012). Rural youths engage in a diverse range of productive 

activities, both agricultural and non-agricultural for their livelihood. The consequence of lacking 

livelihood and employment opportunities for the youth is the increasing rate of youths migrating 

out of rural areas (Juma, 2007). Another factor responsible for the high rate of youth migration is 

lack of / inadequate social amenities and facilities in the rural areas. 

Migration worsens rural-urban structural balance as it increases the growth rate of urban job-

seekers relative to urban population growth, and this has impact on the sectoral allocation of 

human resources, economic growth and development (Todaro and Smith, 2011). This, according 
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to Aworemi et al., (2011), arises mainly due to excessive drain of youth from the rural populace 

thus leaving only the older and aged members to constitute the majority of thee labour force of 

the rural areas. Older people usually are more conservative and have lesser energy for work vis-

à-vis the innovative proneness of the youths and their remarkable energy for work. It has been 

noted by the Low Extension Input and Sustainable Agriculture Editorial (2004) that the capacity 

of agriculture in providing sustainable livelihood for the new generation is declining. This 

problem is compounded by the fact that rural youths are increasingly disinterested in smallholder 

farming, which is viewed as „dirty work‟ (Bennell, 2007). In addition, there has been a poor 

image of persons involved in agriculture (Suriname, 2009). Though many youths view farming 

as an occupation for the aged, a survey conducted on cocoa farmers (in Ghana) showed that even 

farmers do not want their children, who have completed basic education, to venture into farming. 

They want them to continue their education and pick up good jobs in the cities so that they can 

remit them periodically and build houses for them (Asenso-Okyere, 2011). This situation, 

nonetheless, obtains in Nigeria, and particularly, within the research area. The objective of this 

study is to assess the sustainability of rural youths‟ livelihood activities and their interest their 

interest in rural livelihood generation. Hypothesis I states that there is no significant difference in 

the livelihood sustainability between male and female youths, while Hypothesis II states that 

there is no significant relationship between the socioeconomic characteristics of the youths and 

their interests on sustainable rural livelihood. 

 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

This study was conducted in Owerri North Local Government Area of Imo State, Nigeria. It lies 

within Latitude 5.11
0
 and 5.29

0
N, and Longitude 6.40

0
E and 7.03

0
E. Owerri North Local 

Government Area consists of 20 rural communities. Data were collected from 110 youths 

randomly selected from 5 of the 20 rural communities within the L.G. A. with the aid of 

structured questionnaire. This was aided by identified youth organizations and community 

leaders in the selected communities. Data bothering on the socioeconomic characteristics of the 

youths, livelihood sustainability issues and the interest of the youths in continuing the generation 

of their livelihoods from the rural areas were collected. Data were analyzed using descriptive 

statistics (frequency, percentage and mean), the Chi-square and the Z-tests. The Likert type 

scales (VH - Very High, H - High, MH - Moderately High, L - Low, NA - Not Applicable) and 

(SA - Strongly Agree, A - Agree, U – Undecided, D – Disagree, SD- Strongly Disagree) were 
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used to rate the sustainability of the youths livelihoods and their interests on rural livelihoods 

respectively. Hypothesis I, which states that there is no significant difference in the livelihood 

sustainability between male and female youths, was analyzed using the Z-test stastistic, while 

Hypothesis II which states that there is no significant relationship between the socioeconomic 

characteristics of the youths and their interests on sustainable rural livelihood, was analyzed 

using the Chi-square statistic. The level of significance was 5%. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Table 1 shows the socioeconomic characteristics of the youths, such as age, sex, marital status, 

occupation, level of education and length of residence in the rural areas. 

Table 1: Percentage Distribution of the Socioeconomic Characteristics of Respondents 

Variable Frequency Percentage 

Sex   

Male 69 62.7 

Female 41 37.3 

Age (Years)    Mean = 23.9 years   

15 – 20 22 20.0 

21 – 25 45 40.9 

26 – 30 28 25.5 

31 – 35 15 13.6 

Education Attainment   

None 2 1.8 

Primary 6 5.5 

Secondary 54 49.1 

Tertiary 48 43.6 

Marital Status   

Single 89 80.9 

Married 21 19.1 

Primary Occupation   

None 3 2.7 

Teaching 6 5.5 

Trading 23 20.9 

Artisan 21 19.1 

Farming 2 1.8 

Civil Servant 4 3.6 

Student 47 42.7 
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Other Employment 4 3.6 

Residence Status   

Indigene 74 67.3 

Non-indigene 36 32.7 

Length of Residence (Years)   

< 5 20 18.2 

6 – 10 17 15.5 

11 – 15 11 10.0 

> 15 62 56.4 

Source: Field Survey, 2012 

 

The socioeconomic characteristics of the respondents examined in this study include sex, age, 

level of education attainment, marital status, primary occupation and residence status. Table 1 

showed that more males (62.7%) were involved in the study. Majority (40.9%) of the 

respondents were aged between 21 and 25 years of age, with mean age of 23.9 years. This could 

mean that it is within this age bracket that youths are fully involved in their community 

activities. At this stage of life, United Nations (2000) referred to them as young adults. In terms 

of the educational background, 49.1% of the respondents attained the secondary level of 

education while 43.6% attained the tertiary level. It could be deduced therefore that youths in the 

study area were educated. The education they acquire at this stage could be such that would help 

them obtain sustainable livelihoods. Among the youths studied, 81% were single. In traditional 

African societies, most married people do not consider themselves as youths even when they fall 

within the age brackets specified for youths. Also, when faced with uncertain employment 

prospects and financial insecurity, youths are likely to postpone marriages and/or put off having 

or accepting responsibility for children (United Nations, 2003). Considering their primary 

occupation, 42.7% of the respondents were student, while 1.8% of them were primarily engaged 

in agricultural/farming activities. Also, the non-farm occupations accounted for 52.7% of the 

rural youths‟ primary livelihood source. Asenso-Okyere (2011) had observed that many young 

people were not pursuing their livelihoods in agriculture, especially as farmers. This may be 

partly due to the poor security of tenure of land for youths, and partly because 

agriculture/farming has been approached as a way of life rather than as a business. On the 

residence status of the respondents, 67.3% were indigenes while 56.4% have resided in the area 

for more than 15 years. Youths who are indigenes are not likely to be faced with the pressure of 

house rent as they are usually well-accommodated in their parents‟ or kin homes. 
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Livelihood Sustainability 

Livelihood sustainability examined the level at which earnings from rural youths livelihood 

activities were spent on various needs of the youths. Table 2 shows the various sustainability 

level of the youths‟ livelihood in relation to their needs. Based on the Likert type scales (VH-

Very High, H-High, MH-Moderately High, L-Low, NA-Not Applicable), a mid-point was 

established at 2.00, such that any variable with mean value ≥2.00 shows high sustenance from 

livelihood, while any variable with mean value <2.00 has low sustenance from livelihood. 

Table 2: Livelihood Sustainability as Indicated by the Respondents 

Livelihood Needs VH H MH L NA Mean Remark 

House Rent 11(10) 16(14.5) 12(10.9) 10(9.1) 61(55.5) 1.15 Low 

Building of House 14(12.7) 13(11.8) 10(9.1) 6(5.5) 67(60.9) 1.10 Low 

Clothing 38(34.5) 26(23.6) 38(34.5) 2(1.8) 6(5.5) 2.80 High 

Feeding 35(31.5) 25(22.7) 26(23.6) 2(1.8) 22(20) 2.45 High 

Transportation 30(27.3) 45(40.9) 8(7.3) 5(4.5) 22(20) 2.51 High 

Health Care 17(15.5) 15(13.6) 42(38.2) 20(18.2) 16(14.5) 1.97 Low 

Family Care 27(24.5) 26(23.6) 15(13.6) 15(13.6) 27(24.5) 2.10 High 

Children/Siblings‟ 

Education 

 

23(20.9) 

 

13(11.8) 

 

2(1.8) 

 

2(1.8) 

 

70(63.6) 

 

1.25 

 

Low 

Personal Education 26(23.6) 11(10) 22(20) 22(20) 30(27.3) 1.83 Low 

Acquiring Productive 

Assets 

 

17(15.5) 

 

11(10) 

 

11(10) 

 

11(10) 

 

52(47.3) 

 

1.36 

 

Low 

Purchasing House/  

Leisure Assets 

 

22(20) 

 

28(25.5) 

 

16(14.5) 

 

16(14.5) 

 

29(26.4) 

 

1.98 

 

Low 

*Values in parentheses are percentage 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2012 

From Table 2, clothing (mean = 2.80), transportation (2.51), feeding (2.45) and family care 

(2.10) showed high sustenance from livelihood. It could then follow that: 

i) youths like appearing pretty good, and this could be one of the ways they gain 

approval from others. Hence, they spend more on clothing; 

ii) they spend a great portion of their income on food. This could be as a result of their 

engagement in enterprises that need sustained physical effort, as opined by Waldie 

(2004). Such activities increase their food intake and make them spend more on food. 
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iii) youths, consciously or unconsciously move from place to place; and such actions 

invariably would increase the part of their income spent on transportation. Jibowo and 

Sotomi, (1996) observed that they are dynamic, with high social propensity. 

iv) the rural youth, with or without sustainable livelihood, support their families 

financially. This strengthens the opinion that young people often contribute to the 

income of the family (United Nations, 2003). 

On the other hand, variables like house rent (mean = 1.15) and building of house (1.10) had the 

least mean values. This could be attributed to the fact that: 

i) most of the rural youths stay in their parents‟ homes or with their relatives, kith and 

kin until marriage. From this study, 80.9% of the rural youths studied were 

unmarried, and 67.3% were indigenes. United Nations (2003) observed that young 

people most often live with their parents, but are about to establish a family and find 

place to live. 

ii) majority of the rural youths are likely to have unsustainable livelihood means, hence, 

may be financially incapable to build their own houses.  According to United Nations 

(2003), young people are usually poorer than adults, as the adults are in control of the 

finances. 

It is therefore evident that majority of the income generated by these rural youths from their 

various livelihood activities only satisfy few of their basic needs, and therefore unsustainable. 

Hypothesis I: There is no significant different in the livelihood sustainability between male and 

female youths. 

Table 3: Z-test Analysis for Difference between the Livelihood Sustainability of Male 

and Female Youths 

 

 Observation Mean Variance Z-value Remark 

 

Male 

 

61 

 

20.855 

 

108.273 

 

-0.6059 

Not significant 

Female 49 19.878 42.2598   

Source: Field Survey Data, 2012 

Table 3 showed that P > 0.05, which implied that there was no significant difference in the 

livelihood sustainability between male and female youths. Hence, the null hypothesis was 

accepted. 
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Livelihood Interests of Rural Youths 

Livelihood interests here aimed at examining the various interests of the youths as pertaining 

to their livelihood and sustenance in their rural communities. With the likert-type scale (SA - 

Strongly Agree, A - Agree, U – Undecided, D – Disagree, SD- Strongly Disagree), a mid-

point was established at 3.00. Hence, any livelihood interest option with mean value ≥3.00 

was judged as “Agreement”, while any other with mean value <3.00 was judged as 

“Disagreement” with the item statement. 

Table 4: Livelihood Interest Assessment as Indicated by Respondents 

Interest Statement SA A U D SD Mean Remark 

Wish to remain 

independent of 

parents 

 

 

76(69.1) 

 

 

13(11.8) 

 

 

6(5.5) 

 

 

5(4.5) 

 

 

10(9.1) 

 

 

4.27 

 

 

Agree 

Wish to help in 

developing the 

community 

 

 

49(44.5) 

 

 

47(42.7) 

 

 

13(11.8) 

 

 

1(0.9) 

 

 

0(0) 

 

 

4.31 

 

 

Agree 

Prove the dignity of 

labour 

 

47(42.7) 

 

38(34.5) 

 

19(17.5) 

 

0(0) 

 

6(5.5) 

 

4.09 

 

Agree 

No need to work 

since parents are 

alive 

 

 

2(1.8) 

 

 

1(0.9) 

 

 

3(2.7) 

 

 

41(37.3) 

 

 

63(57.3) 

 

 

1.53 

 

 

Disagree 

Earn enough money 

to cater for basic 

needs 

 

 

19(17.3) 

 

 

20(18.2) 

 

 

8(7.3) 

 

 

37(33.6) 

 

 

26(23.6) 

 

 

2.72 

 

 

Disagree 

There are more 

opportunities in the 

cities 

 

 

26(23.6) 

 

 

59(53.6) 

 

 

15(13.6) 

 

 

6(5.5) 

 

 

4(3.6) 

 

 

3.88 

 

 

Agree 

Wish to look after 

self and family 

 

57(51.8) 

 

47(42.7) 

 

4(3.6) 

 

1(0.9) 

 

1(0.9) 

 

4.44 

 

Agree 

Livelihood 

competition greater 

in rural than in urban 

areas 

 

 

 

31(28.2) 

 

 

 

38(34.5) 

 

 

 

10(9.1) 

 

 

 

23(20.9) 

 

 

 

8(7.3) 

 

 

 

3.55 

 

 

 

Agree 

Derive enjoyment 

from livelihood 

activities 

 

 

35(31.8) 

 

 

33(30.0) 

 

 

18(16.4) 

 

 

13(11.8) 

 

 

11(10) 

 

 

3.62 

 

 

Agree 

Cannot cope with 

city life 

 

2(1.8) 

 

16(14.5) 

 

20(18.2) 

 

50(45.5) 

 

22(20) 

 

2.33 

 

Disagree 

Livelihood 

diversification is 

easier in rural areas 

 

 

11(10) 

 

 

29(26.4) 

 

 

40(36.4) 

 

 

23(20.9) 

 

 

7(6.4) 

 

 

3.13 

 

 

Agree 

Wish to live and 

work in their rural 

communities 

 

 

21(19.1) 

 

 

22(20.0) 

 

 

26(23.6) 

 

 

26(23.6) 

 

 

15(13.6) 

 

 

3.07 

 

 

Agree 

*Values in parentheses are percentages 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2012 
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It was observed from Table 4 that: 

i) The mean interest of the youths in remaining independent of their parents (4.27) was 

high. Being independent would entail establishing their own homes, taking their own 

decisions, economic independence, etc, just like the adults. Waldie (2004) observed 

that they simply want to become adults. This could be the inducing factor to their 

participation in livelihood activities. 

ii) The youths‟ high interest in developing their communities is a pointer to the low level 

of development characteristic of rural areas, and their willing contributions to better 

their lives and the lives of others who dwell there in. 

iii) The youths have positive attitudes towards their livelihoods. Hence, their mean 

interest in proving the dignity of labour (4.09) was high. 

iv) The youths believe that there exist better opportunities in the cities. This consolidates 

the opinion that most rural-urban migration are premised on the notion that there are 

more opportunities in the urban areas (Bihis-Tolentino, 1996). Their close option to 

unsustainable rural employment is to find alternative employment elsewhere. 

v) The interest of the youths in taking care of themselves and their families (4.44) was 

high, reinforcing United Nations (2003)‟s position that the youths contribute to the 

income of the family. 

vi) Rural livelihoods face more competition than urban livelihoods, as indicated by the 

respondents. This could be attributed to the sameness of culture, norms and attitudes 

of the rural people, and the similarities of their production and production techniques 

(Nnadi and Amaechi, 2004). Hence, there occur fewer opportunities in the rural areas 

viz-a-viz the cities, which have people with various backgrounds and diversified 

livelihood means. It could be adduced then that the fewer rural opportunities face 

higher competition from the rural populace. 

vii) The youths enjoy their livelihood activities, and that could be the reason for engaging 

in them. 

viii) The youths refuted the idea of not being able to cope with city life. This is in line with 

Bihis-Tolentino (1996)‟s opinion of their optimistic nature. 

ix) The interest of the youths in rural livelihood diversification was high. This is an 

indication that the incorporation of new activities into their economic portfolio would 
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reduce the intensity of rural livelihood competition, increase their incomes, and 

improve their standards of living. 

x) The interest of the youths in continuing to live and work in their various rural 

communities was high. Therefore, it could be believed that they are willing to 

contribute to the development of their communities. Also, the high interest exhibited 

by these youths could be attributed to the sense of belonging they get from their 

various communities (Nnnadi and Amaechi, 2004). 

 

Judging from Tables 2 and 4, it is observed that though the sustainability level of the youths 

livelihood was low, their average interest in generating sustainable livelihood within their 

various rural communities was high. 

Table 5 presents the Chi-square analysis of the relationship between the socioeconomic 

characteristics of the youths and their interest in continuing living in their various rural 

communities and as well as generating their livelihoods from there. 

 

Hypothesis II: There is no significant relationship between the socioeconomic characteristics of 

the youths and their interests on sustainable rural livelihood. 

Table 5: Chi-square Analysis of Relationship between Interest Level and 

Socioeconomic Characteristics of the Rural Youths 

 

Variable 

 

Df 

 

X
2
 

Contingency 

coefficient 

 

Significance 

 

Remark 

Sex 1 0.401 0.060      0.527 Not significant 

Age 3 12.965 0.325 0.005* Significant 

Level of education 3 10.061 0.289 0.018** Significant 

Marital status 1 7.935 0.259 0.005* Significant 

Occupation 7 17.984 0.375 0.012** Significant 

Indigene/ non-indigene 2 1.301 0.108 0.522 Not significant 

Length of residence 3 3.738 0.181 0.291 Not significant 

Source: Field Survey Data, 2012 

* = Significant at 1%;  ** = Significant at 5% 

 

From Table 5, Age, Educational Level, Marital Status and Occupation are the socioeconomic 

variables that showed significant relationship with the interest of the youths on sustainable 
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livelihoods. The strength of these relationships were 0.325 (32.5%), 0.289 (28.9%), 0.259 

(25.9%) and 0.375 (37.5%) respectively, as shown by their contingency coefficients. Sex, 

Indigene Status and Length of Residence showed no significant relationship on the interest of the 

youths on sustainable rural livelihood. Hence, Hypothesis II was accepted for Age, Educational 

Level, Marital Status and Occupation. 

 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

From this study, it was observed that the sustainability of the youths‟ income on clothing, 

feeding, transportation and family care were high vis-à-vis the sustainability of their income on 

house rent, building of houses, health care, personal education and education of siblings, 

acquisition of productive and leisure assets which were low. This implied that the youths spend a 

greater portion of their income on clothing, feeding, transportation and family support. However, 

the overall sustainability of the youths‟ livelihood was low. The rural livelihood interest 

assessment revealed that the youths seek economic independence. Youths feel highly committed 

towards the development of their communities, although they believe that there are more and 

better opportunities in the cities. These youths devote their resources to the care and support of 

their family members even as they do not earn enough money to cater for their basic needs. 

Amidst the low sustainability of the youths‟ livelihoods, their interest in earning sustainable 

livelihoods was high. This is the common factor that engenders their migration, since the 

majority of youth migration is in search for better employment. Hypothesis I showed that there 

was no significant difference in the livelihood sustainability between male and female youths, 

while hypothesis II established significant relationships between the interest of the youths on 

sustainable rural livelihoods and their age, level of education, marital status and occupation at 

5% level of significance. It is therefore recommended that capacity building programmes be 

established for the youths. This would make them generate earnings that can take care of their 

basic needs, and as well, give adequate support to their family members and have improved 

standard of living. 
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