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Abstract

Investment on agriculture by countries is esserii@dause it is core to every nation’'s developmienKenya,
people particularly youth are involved in agricukuyet it attracts limited investment. This studyicli was
aimed at highlighting age, gender patrticipation ahe role of literacy in small scale farming amahg trained
youth in Kiambu County, Kenya. This was mixed nusthdescriptive and cross sectional study that also
employed triangulation to enhance confidence in fihdings. This design underscored the current goci
demographic benefits to rural youth small scalerfarsin Kabete constituency, Kiambu County, Kenya. Kabet
Constituency, was non-probabilistic and purposiveldglected due to limited time and resources, its
cosmopolitan, high agricultural potential comprigirboth subsistence and commercial farmers and yeasil
accessible to the Nairobi city which is a high pdi@ market for agricultural produce. The study sva
conducted over a five-month period from SeptemiBd520 January 2016. The study population comprised
trained agri-business young rural farmers aged @B5 years who farmed on no more than 0.75 acrésnaf
resident in Kabete Constituency. The key informastis were old farmers and a sample of 111 youths el
practiced farming for more than five years were pld purposively and using simple random design,
respectively. Parents were conveniently sampledterinterviews and focus group discussions (FGBjew
conducted in two selected locations. The relevata dvas solicited through the use of questionnaioeus
group discussions and observation on youth smalétotrends and farm management practices especially
during the data collection period. The instrumewre pretested and scrutinized for validity andadgility.
Quantitative data was analyzed on descriptive sti@8 using Statistical Package for Social Scien@&RSS)
version 21.0 while qualitative data was analyzeehthtically using content analysis. This study shibthat a
large majority (53%) of the trained youthful rurdrmers had attained at least form four level otieation
compared to 40% of them who had college or Unitelsivels of education. Only (15%) had primary sho
level of education and only 4% of the youthful farsnhad no formal education. These findings corirthat
guaranteed literacy among trained rural youthfulmfars in Kiambu County, Kenya was high (93%), an
indicator for the likelihood of effective and susskil farming. Over two-thirds (67.4%) of the rusaiuthful
small-scale farmers in Kabete Constituency in Kian@ounty, Kenya, has access to financial credivises
compared 26.7% who did not have access and 5.9%habonot made up their mind about access to credit
services. The rural youthful farmers had above ageraccess to credit services in the study ara#hduthe
study established that slightly less than half $46). of the farmers accessed their capital from rtii@milies
through inheritance, 36% made savings and 17.5%ssmd loans. Post-harvest challenge was the mosepr
challenge among youth framers and smallholder fagrin Kabete constituency had improved lives ofthymu
To concluded, smallholder farming was offering aeavpotential for rural youths by creating employmen
encouraging savings, reducing food expenses andueaged self-reliance among the youth. The study
recommended review of agricultural policies thall accommodate the youth’s representation and mtite of
environment that supports farm. Also recommendeddption of ICT in agricultural practice in Kenya.
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1. Introduction

Agriculture was found to be an important consideratn poverty reduction and economic growth in fiest
century, given that 75% of the world’s poor liveriral settings and they practice small scale fagr{World
Bank, 2008). Youth aged 10 and 24 years constiRités of the world’s population and 33% of the peyioin
is in Africa (Nugent, 2006). The general definitiof a youth for statistical purposes accordingJidDP
without prejudice to other definitions by membeatss is a person between 15 and 24 years old (URODERY).
However, Kenya raised its cut off age to 35 yelrsvas acknowledged and understood that the glgbath
population was a heterogeneous group and thassies and challenges addressed in this paper Badkbewn
to plague the subset youth populations differe(@ignnell, 2010 & UNESCO, 2015). The heterogeneftihe
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global youth population has mainstreamed their gertives, knowledge and voice into programmes,tjgec
and policy development to successfully and effitieaddress their diverse needs (UNDP, 2014).

Agriculture remains be the highest contributorhte tountries’ Gross Domestic Products (GDPs) amphed
by Ghana that created employment for the majo80#4) of the Youth (Neumark, 2004 pp.223-248). Y catld
farming were important themes in the global develept agenda in the world quest for decent you#itiwods
through self-employment and entrepreneurship (Naatome & Bagson, 2013 pp.60-68). Youth populatiohs
most nations are increasing and food insecuriglige an issue (Antoniades, 1998 p.371). Youth wemlent in
agriculture was a very much explored field of stggtybally (Neumark, 2004 p.223-248). For a longgjmolicy
makers and industry leaders had lamented the appack of interest in the agricultural sector lmuyg people
(Emmanuel, 2016). Concern had been expressed Higoescalating average age of farmers and thedatfgns
for the survival and sustainability of agricultugaoduction, particularly in the poor and develapiountries
(Mangal, 2009 pp.1-37). Largely, the youth popwolasi were unemployed vulnerable to severe poverakash-
Mani (2013) estimated that 25% of the global foogmied in the world came from smallholder farmars
Africa, Asia and Latin America. It was estimateattB0% of all farms in Sub-Saharan Africa contrialtip to
90% of the production in some of these countrietvifigton et al, 2011). Youth unemployment and
underemployment in the developing world were masues (Chinguta, 2016 p.48). Small-scale agricailhad
been the leading source of employment, yet youthldeen disinterested in agriculture as a way ef liiespite
lacking alternative opportunities, leading to “youatisis” (Bennell, 2010, FAO, IFAD and CTA, 20#AO and
MIJARC, 2014). The growing disinterest in agricoétuelated careers had serious implications foh lgtabal
youth populations and the future of global agriaxdt production (Emmanuel, 2016). Bihaniregal, (2012)
highlighted that in East Africa, small holder fangiaccounted for more than 75% of the total emplynand
75% of agricultural output, the average age ofrenéa being 55 years (Bihanirvedt al, 2012). To support the
argument on viability of smallholder farming, snhallder farming was found to be technically moracesht
than large scale because it was manageable edpédarahe rural youth $imonyan, Umoren, and Okoye, 2011

pp. 17-23.

African smallholder farming sector was dominatedalging farmers who were not only less productivedtsp,
could not guarantee sustainable development fofutiuee (Visser and van Marle-Késter, 2016). Whiies was
the case, the youth still find farming an unatikgcsource of livelihood (Haggblade S. et al, 20 F8w youths
who were engaged in farming had a bleak futurdi@g faced many challenges, which made them eitiverup
or remain underdeveloped (Rice, et al., 2015)).1aG¢1014) observed that rural youth in Ethiopiagétia,
Uganda and Kenya practiced smallholder farminghaslast resort (Gella, 2014). The current statenahy
nations such as high youth population, unemployraant reducing employment opportunities in formaitee
left many youths with no option but to eke livingn the informal sector (Banks, 2016). Rural ang@Esent
livelihood strategies like smallholder farming, mdtike, handicraft, barber and salon businessesy(@ta,
2016 p.48).

Recently youth have been engaging in smallholdenifay as a source of livelihood despite their higbel of
education (Emmanuela, 2016). While this is the c#élse question that needs to be answered is whether
smallholder farming offers the rural youth a viabtaurce of income and livelihood (FAO, 2012). Aseaalrock
of rural areas; smallholder farming has been capitim the Millennium Development Goal (MDG) 2015as
driver for poverty eradication with a target of 70%éfore 2030. This drive was evident in land scaks&n
countries such as India, Vietham, and South Korbarg smallholder farming had crucial roles on ptwer
reduction, food security and economic growth (Salath al, 2010). Rural youth in Africa had limited
opportunities to attain sustainable livelihood heeathey were unemployed, lacked competitivenead, h
limited access to opportunities for self-employmeéney lacked professional qualification and initiapital for
engaging in agricultural activities (White, 2014urther observation by Paisley (2012) revealed thaal
youths had limited access to infrastructure, ses/&nd opportunities for self-actualization andyttliel not link
their fate to farming. According to Tadele (2014)ral youth in Ethiopia considered farming theistlaesort
while those in Kenya practiced farming as they #ahformal employment (Tadele, 2014). The challeofje
youth sustainable development started with the maiststood concepts of who was a youth (Bray, Mchaho
Siegle and Mobley, 2016). Because of the confufdoimg the definition of a youth (Bennel, 2000) ealed that
most policies formulated in Africa bore a visiorathdid not address the livelihood needs, expectatend
aspiration of young people and they lacked cohes&ategy to support youth in agriculture. Morentff®% of
the rural youth are unemployed and live below thgepty line (Afande, 2015). While this is the casay
participated in farming because youth find it ursative source of livelihood (Emmanuela, 2016). Thany
challenges farmers experienced, especially podds/iand low prices of agricultural products makeriag a
challenge to youths, hence, they shunned it (Adesu2016).
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Many studies have delved at the reasons for lowthyimyvolvement in agriculture but few have concated on
youth already engaged in the activity (Joshi, 20T8jerefore, this paper finds it imperative to expl the
challenges faced by the youth practicing smallhofdeming for a better understanding of how to médeening
a sustainable career for the youth (Yadav, 20184s49). The youths’ negative perceptions of agtizel and
agriculture-related occupations stemmed from stgpes reinforced by cultural beliefs and/or the rad&usis,
Miltovica and Feldmane, 2014). Lithuanian and Latviyouth based their perceptions of agriculture on
reinforced stereotypes of “old” ways of farmingcliding back-breaking hours in the field, low skill
requirement and low wages. The researchers cortlindé the youth “did not appreciate the large piaéthat
agriculture could bring” (Kusigt al., 2014). Chinsinga and Chasukwa (2012) found out thataMi&n youth
perceived the agricultural sector as “dirty and daning work,” to which the viable alternatives wayamigrate
to urban areas in search of formal employment, gadga business or migrate to South Africa ehose @D
standards of living were much higher in their shefor “good life”. Youth viewed agriculture’s relagly small
profit margins difficult to reconcile with the higabor requirements (Chinsinga & Chasukwa, 201Xiget al.,
2014, Man, 2012, Webster and Ganpat, 2014). Additlg, youth in the Caribbean Islands reported that
negative stigma tied to agriculture was due telitse association with the region’s history of slgv(Mangal,
2009 ppl-37, Webster and Ganpat, 2014). A studyoaorth in the Caribbean viewed agriculture as aa &f@r
failures and persons who were punished for notglewell in the pure sciences and other more prestmi
academic fields” (Mangal, 2009 pp.1-37). The déferes reported in the findings of the studies cotedl
across various regions and localities demonstrttiedheterogeneity of the global youth populationtheir
perceptions, experiences, attitudes and needs (Boet@ 2016). It was imperative that all programmnin
actively solicited and integrated their target dafians’ perceptions, attitudes and needs intodénelopment
process (Yankson and Owusu, 2016 p.94).

Additionally, there must be revitalization in efferand initiatives to interest and reengage youththie
agricultural sector (Onyango and Nyaberi, 2016).aRyouth across regions reported seasonal migratithin
their own countries or abroad as a way of avoidimgchallenging rural unemployment situation (FARAD
and MIJARC, 2014). Due to internal migration, thesésted a disproportionate representation of yauttural
versus urban areas and the youth who were engagadriculture or agriculture-related activitiesiedl on
multiple sources of income outside of agricultyi@gpartment of Economic and Social Affairs, New K @ity,
USA, 2008). They indicated that this pluri-activityas a means to build resilience against incomiste
employment or wage security in the agriculturaltee¢~AO, IFAD and MIJARC, 2014). Despite the nded
labor within the agricultural sector and lack ofpoptunities in urban areas, youth migrated to urbeas and
away from rural and agricultural livelihoods (Mbahal., 2016 pp.14-20). Echoing Smith and Leavy (2010),
Eissler and Brennan (2015) asserted that thereawfisndamental tension between MDGs, universal arim
schooling and the desire to see young people niairta engagement in farming”(Eissler, Brennan, and
Pennsylvania, 2015).

Agriculture and agriculture-related activities werat included in the formal education settings #mely were
also not encouraged, driving the youth (particyladral) away from these careers (Amadi, 2012, vizigha,
2012 & Lietenet al, 2007). Thus when the youth left formal educatibiey had no agricultural skills; however,
due to lack of formal employment and other oppdties they could not acquire jobs elsewhere (FAAD
and CTA, 2014). The deskilling of youth exacerbathd issue of youth unemployment and inability or
disinterest for seeking employment in the agrigaltsector (Gough, 2016).

In the advent of lack of agricultural educationdrmorated in primary and secondary schools, fordaication
played a considerable role in “deskilling” youthpatations in skills, knowledge and experience in@dture

and agricultural-related occupations (Crawford, ZOKatz, 2004 and Lieteat al, 2007). Some low-income
countries’ policy makers did not target their yoath vulnerable populations, thereby marginalizimgr from
receiving government support and programming; aangMe being Malawi’'s Poverty Alleviation Program,
Poverty Reduction Strategy and the Growth Develogn$grategy, which had been “almost silent on thle r
and involvement of young people in the sector” (Bhmga and Chasukwa, 2012). Subsequently, a policy
vacuum was directed towards young people, exadegbitie problem of youth reengagement and access to
resources to facilitate such engagement (Ahaib@&3R This should have been addressed to encouragble

or help the youth facilitate their integration irttee agricultural sector (Amadi, 2012, Bennell, @0Chinsinga
and Chasukwa, 2012, Naamwintome & Bagson, 20130p85. Bennell (2010) observed that Poverty
Reduction Strategy Papers rarely, if at all anyntio@ed the youth. The global youth population dkced
limited or no access to essential resources thaildvbave enabled their participation in agricultue
agricultural related occupations (Amadi, 2012, Bahaet al. 2010, Bennell, 2010, Chinsinga and Chasukwa,
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2012, FAO, IFAD and CTA, 2014, FAO, IFAD and MIJARQO014, Lyocks,et al., 2013, Man, 2012;
Naamwintome and Bagson, 2013 and Sharma, 2007).

Moreover, rural youth populations lacked the caya&nd skills training opportunities, especiallyedio higher
rates of unemployment than their urban youth copatés (Amadi, 2012, Bennell, 2010, Chinsinga &
Chasukwa, 2012, FAO, IFAD and MIJARC, 2014). Amariber inadequacies, rural areas had challenges such
as poor infrastructure, service provision, less meation and social facilities (Zeng and Zhon@l&). This
stripped the rural youth the opportunities to caj@é on such support for integration into the egtural sector
(Dirven 2010, FAO, IFAD and MIJARC, 2014 and WoBdnk, 2009b). This also assisted in spurring thmalru
exodus of young rural people into the cities inrskaof employment and opportunities (FAO, IFAD and
MIJARC, 2014).

Women and particularly the youth, received lespsup had less access to resources and they weneelikely
to be marginalized than their male counterpartssacall sectors including agriculture (Agarwal, 20Deere,
2005, Dolan and Sorby, 2003 ,FAO, IFAD and CTA, £0Mlastarria-Cornhiel, 2006; Leavy and Smith, 2010
and Rao, 2009). Paradoxically, women workers waseerdependent on agriculture than their male copatés
for survival due to their lesser access to non-fiobs (Agarwal, 2011). While increased levels otlihood
diversification and development had yielded a trawdy from agriculture and agriculture-related gations, it
had been shown to increase women’s responsibilfiestaking up previously non-traditional roles ihe
agricultural production (Deere, 2005, Dolan andb$pP003, Leavy and Smith, 2010). The number of @orim
the global agricultural workforce had increasednas were increasingly taking off-farm employmengéfwal,
2011). It was evident that women played a vitaé ol food production and security, as they wereeasingly
responsible for agricultural production and seayraccess to available quality food for their howades,
particularly the children’s well-being (Eissler al.,2015).

1.1 Methodology

This was mixed methods descriptive and cross swtistudy that also employed triangulation to ewlean
reliability and confidence in the findings. Thissiin was adopted for this study to underscore tineent socio-
demographic benefits to rural youth small-scalentansin Kabete constituency, Kiambu County, Kenya. The
study site, Kabete Constituency, was non-probaiciéily and purposively selected due to limited dirand
resources, its cosmopolitan nature, high agricaltypotential comprising both subsistence and coroialer
farmers and easy accessibility to the Nairobi aihich is a high potential market for agriculturabguce. This
study was conducted over a five-month period froept&mber 2015 to January 2016. The study population
comprised trained agri-business young rural farragesi 21 to 35 years who farmed on no more thahdries

of land and resident in Kabete Constituency in KianCounty, Kenya. They were sampled by simple remdo
sampling. The key informants who were old farmerd gouths who had practiced farming for more thaa f
years were sampled purposively. Parents of thehjolutarmers were conveniently sampled for the rivitavs
and focus group discussions (FGD) were conductédorselected administrative units (locations). Télevant
data was solicited through the use of questionsatandividual levels, focus group discussiongdidition to
observation on youth smallholder trends and farnrmagament practices especially during the data ctale
period. The instruments were pretested and scretinifor validity and reliability. Quantitative datsas
analyzed on descriptive statistics using StatiktRackage for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 2hilew
qualitative data was analyzed thematically usingteat analysis.

1.2 Findings

Out of a total of 111 questionnaires administeredhte farmers in this study, a return rate of 77.56%s
achieved. The sociodemographic characteristicatefést in this study were age, gender and theebigbvel of
education attained at the time this study was uallen because the study objective aimed at higiitigtage,
gender participation and the role of literacy inafirscale farming among the trained youth in Kian@aunty,
Kenya.
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Chart 1: Age (N=86)

The majority of the youthful rural farmers in Kiami€ounty, Kenya who participated in this study weged
31-35 years among whom almost half (48.8%) whites¢haged 26-30 years constituted 17.8% compartia to
most youthful at 21-25 (32.6%) years of age. Tharifhution of the rural youthful small-scale famevas a
reflection of their stages of careers, professionatupational and social developmental stagedy Earmid
ages were mainly at higher educational levels coeth&o the late ages most of whom were in or out of
employment, pursuing late university education Hrey appreciated agriculture more by virtue of itgher
levels of social responsibilities in their socist{€hart 1).

Chart 2: Gender (N=86)
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This study showed that there was more interestpanticipation in small scale farming by trainedaluyoung
males (65.1%) than females (34.9%) in Kiambu Coukgnya. This finding demonstrated a disparity émder
participation in small scale farming among the Yaititat had to do with the efficiency of males cesytof their
high energy levels and the divergent interest aidies towards other vocational jobs such as sewlitts,
food vending and hairdressing (Chart 2).

Chart 3: Education (n=86)
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This study showed that a large majority (53%) @& trained youthful rural farmers had attained asidorm
four level of education compared to 40% of them viaal college or University levels of education. rhadl
proportion (15%) had primary school level of ediaatand only 4% of the youthful farmers had no fatm
education. These findings confirmed that guarant&ecdhcy level among the trained rural youthfuinfers in
Kiambu County, Kenya, was high (93%), an indicdtor the likelihood of effective and successful fanm
However, the progressive increase in literacy redesrds university level found out in this studgyrturn out
to be a disadvantage for farming in the long ruoabse of the likelihood for increased demand coeth&o
supply for white collar jobs (Chart 3).

1.2.1 Sources of capital

Capital for farming was identified by the youthfulral farmers in Kiambu County, Kenya, as the main
determining factor for any business or entreprdaakactivity to succeed including agriculture.

Chart 4: Source of Capital (N=86)
17.50%

46.50%

36.00%

The findings of this study with regard to the regquient for agricultural capital showed that mo&t.%40) of the
rural youthful farmers’ sources of income in KiamBounty, Kenya came from their families or inherita
followed by their own savings at 36% while only 3% of the rural youth took loans from lenders. Tisling
also indicated that parents supported their childnetheir venture to earn a livelihood from rusahallholder
farming. Among sections of the study populationyéts noted that some mothers gave their girls sabvee
they got married so that they could raise livestanll use the milk to feed their children. The firg# further
revealed that bank loans were the least sourceapifal, implying that the youth were not taking taans to
invest in farming. This was attributed to the higsks and uncertainties involved in farming, loweraf
employment or due to lack information on where theyld get information on agro-loans (Chart 4).

2.1.2 Technology

Irrigation was found out to be the main technoledifized by most of the rural youthful farmers iry&thuna
and Kahuho parts of Kabete Constituency, KiambunBguKenya. Technology enabled the Nyathuna and
Kahuho youth to yield agricultural produce throughthe year unlike those in Gitaru who were fouind to
have used technology as a new and effective mdgmeauction, thereby bing limited in the productiof their
crops throughout the year. Youthful farmers préangdivestock production were found not to have fzdd
technology, therefore, most of their productioneetlon manual labour.

2.1.3 Accessto credit

Youths and women rural smallholder farmers weretdichin their access to credit services which hiadbeir
performance in their agricultural production.
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Chart 5: Access to Credit Services (N=86)

100.00% -~

0.00% - - . . -

Present
Absent ——

Slightly over two-thirds (67.4%) of the rural yofihsmall-scale farmers in Kabete Constituency iarkbu

County, Kenya, has access to financial credit sesszcompared 26.7% who did not have access and wt®%
had not made up their mind about access to crediices. The rural youthful farmers, therefore, lsddve

average access to credit services in the study(@feat 5).

2.1.4 Sour ces of labour

Labour as found to be an important component thhaeced performance in the rural youthful smalleold
farming in Kabete Constituency of Kiambu Countynia.

. Chart6:Type of Labour (N=86)
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Slightly over half (52%) of the farm labour in Kiku Constituency of Kiambu county, Kenya providedar to
their farms by themselves while their householdoanted for approximately 39% of the farm laboureTural
youthful farmers and their households accounteagfmroximately 91% of their total farm labour regonents.
Hired labour catered for approximately 5% of thaltdarm labour requirements while mechanizatioovjted
approximately 4% of the total farm labour (Chart 6)

2.1.5 Information

Information for rural youthful small scale farmesss found to be valuable in enhancing agricultaclvity
and productivity through information communicati@echnology (ICT).
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Chart 7: Acess Rates to Agricultural Information (N=86)
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This study identified four sources of informatiar the farmers, ICT contributing a paltry 27.0% qamed to
the highest source of information, other farmer8a0%. agro-dealers (14%) and extension offic&Bs006)
had almost equal impact in the provision of agtimall information to the rural youthful farmers Kiambu
County, Kenya while magazines contributed 9.0%gfcaltural information to the farmers. The low iaqh of
ICT in the agricultural sector denied the farmeal time information necessary for decision-makiRgs could
mean youth are not aware or do not know how to I@3e to access reliable agricultural information.eTh
findings also showed that farmers in the study &eaers did little reading about agriculture matead, they
heavily depended on word of mouth thereby lowetimg level of agricultural knowledge among the farsne
The farmers however, found information provided dther farmers to be reliable and they least trusted
information from radio and TV. Though most farmergdroid and ios cell phones, they did not use th@am
their agricultural needs (Chart 7).

i) Typeof information
The types of information sought by farmers was alsmeds and improved breeds (27.9), use of fetiliz
(23.3%), pesticide and herbicide control (31.4%fprimation about markets for their produce and rfaial
advice (7% each) and success stories (3.5%) inwdfynie and financial advisory services.

Table 1: Types of Agro-information

Types of information %
Seeds and improved breeds 27.9
Use of fertilizer 23.3
Pesticide & herbicide control 314
Markets 7.0
Success story 3.5
Financial advice 7.0

All the information sought after by the rural yofuthfarmers was of agricultural relevance. The farsnsought
information about pesticide and herbicide controlstn(31.4%), followed by seeds and improvementregts
(27.9%) and use of fertilizer (23.3%). There wamednterest in information about markets for th@mioduce
and financial advisory services, both at 7.0% arfidrimation about success stories (3.5%). Thesénfjsdwere
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indicative of threats to the farmers’ produce bytpeand herbs as the single largest type of thredhe
agricultural activities followed use of fertilizand seeds and improved breeds (Table 1).

Chart 8: Challenges (N=386)

Three challenges to rural youthful farming in Kiaim@Bounty, Kenya, were identified in this study, rdyn
agronomical, harvesting and post harvesting.

Chart 8: Challenges to rural small-scale farming (N=86)

91%

v

The leading challenges (91%) experienced by thades in Kiambu were found in the post-harvestinggaoe
The identified activities in the period includedrstge, cleaning, sorting and transportation, laparcessing the
vegetables and value addition, perishability, distato market, access to markets, consumptionrpatsmd
packing. The second challenge was agronomical (86%W}hich the farmers experienced handicaps intplan
health sciences including genetic studies, playsiofogy, meteorology, use of technology, plantdarmiry,
land preservation, reclamation and use among otleher agronomical challenges included accesmémdées
and other farm inputs, inadequate agriculturallskibw prices of farm produce, inaccessibilityibdormation,
communication technology (ICT), animal breeds,ilieers, animal feeds, drugs for animals, lack arfid and
poor quality seeds. Some of the techniques thehyasid to keep their produce were found less @ffie¢Chart

8).

1.3 Discussion

The findings of in this study showed that the teginrsmall scale youthful rural farmers (65.1% mades
females 34.9%) on 0.75 acres of agricultural lamcKabete Constituency, Kiambu County, Kenya, a high
potential area on the periphery of Nairobi city,nga were mainly 31 years and above (48.8%). Sirfiitaings
and patterns were also documented by Chigunta & mad2016) and Chikezie (2012) Oladele et(@012)
showed that males were often more energetic anttl geadily be available for energy demanding joke |
agriculture production, a finding that was confidria this study. The older farmers (30-35 year9 altl those
aged 26-30 years (17.8%) both of whom constitug&@% of the study participants were consideredeteither

in gainful employment and or in late university edtion who found agriculture necessary to supplértreir
incomes compared to the most youthful at 21-256%2.years of age. The gender disparities had tavitlo
male preference for the high energy input agricaltactivities compared to the female gender wrante
towards vocational job-like engagements such asngewloths, food vending and hairdressing among the
farmers who participated in this study as reveddgdChikezie (2012) that the low percentage of tamdle
youth participation in agriculture production couwdttribute to the fact that female usually involviedseveral
other activities outside farming like food vendirigiloring, petty trading and hair dressing. In o study
Oladeleet al. (2012) also revealed that males are often moregetierand could readily be available for energy
demanding jobs like agriculture production. An imtew with one parentrevealed that women youth dblike
farming as a source of livelihood (Odladeleal 2012). Agwu, agodi, Onwukwe, & Iroh (2015) in ithstudy
case study on determinants of agribusiness entreprs’ participation in innovations in Nigeria gsimilar
results which they attributed to time and resowmmsstraints that women often face. High literacg r@3%)
was noted in this study with over half (54%) of th@ined youthful rural farmers having attainedeatst form
four level of education compared to 43% of them Wwhd college or University levels of education Tiimgling
was in agreement with that of Agwet al (2012) who predicted a reduced number of youthigjpation in
smallholder farming due to increased educatiorirattant. This differences in the findings could belained

by the high unemployment rate in the formal seatod increase in life economic demand that predse=gduth

to adapt to any available strategy of livelihoodesorted by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MoF2011) that
increased educational levels made it easy for thethy to easily adapt to modern technology for high
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productivity within smallholder farming. Whetherghi literacy rate could sustain small-scale farnongnot in
preference to white collar jobs could not be esthbHd in this study. In a study by Naamwintome, &gBon
(2013) on Youth in agricultunearticularly Prospects and challenges in the Sissada of Ghana, they found that
majority of the respondents (77.84%) had no forediication (Naamwintome, & Bagson 2013). The study,
further established that slightly less than haB.586) of the farmers accessed their capital froeir ttamilies
through inheritance, 36% made savings and 17.5%saed loans. The same finding was observed by Mituru
al. (2010) & Anietal 2009) who cited lack of acces<tedit facilities as an impediment to youth veimg into
farming. According to sustainable livelihood frammtw of the Department for International Development
(DFID 2000) of the United Kingdom, for a livelihodd be sustainable the participants needed to hewessed
to structures and processes such as bank loarexplain the low credit intake for the youth frameascording
revelation of the Food and Agricultural Organizati#AO 2010), the youth often lacked knowledge ow fto
draft business plans and thus they had difficultiezelling their business ideas to financial ingibns for loans.
The findings of this study confirmed those of theG-and DFID, making the Kenyan findings comparable
globally. Furthermore, in this study, mothers offiriivestock to their newly wed daughters when tgey
married as part of economic stability among the Ipewarried. These findings were consistent withsthof
Mburu et al (2010) and the International fund for AgricultuBevelopment (IFAD 2009) when it was observed
that smallholder farmers depended on borrowings figends and relatives as capital at start fomfag with
minimal use of loans from financial institutionsoi@ributing factors to the low uptake of loans udgd risks
and uncertain outcomes in farming including climatenge, low access to agricultural and agro-bssine
information (Njoroge, 2012). This implied that thieuth acknowledged the difficulties that existed tloem to
get capital to start venturing into agriculturatigities. This finding was supported by that of Mada, Frank, &
Saruchera (2014). Quoting Dalla Valle (2012), heesbed that there was still much to be done to avpithe
availability of such services to young people ia #gricultural and rural enterprises (Muraedaal 2014). Over
half (52%) of the farmers provided labour by thelvse on their farms, their households contribut@&of the
labour, 5% was hired labour and mechanization adeoufor 4% of the labour. Cumulatively, the farsmand
their households accounted for 91% of their lab@guirements. This resonates with findings in altin
Malawi by Peters (1998) and data collected sugdettat, in some years, ganyu and other copingesfied
would be used by the majority of farmers for arofimgr months (Peters, 1998). This was similar siuagly by
other studies where youth cited lack of accesshéorntecessary resources as a major hindrance feuipgr
agriculture or an agriculture related career (Am2@12; Chinsinga & Chasukwa 2012; FAO, IFAD, & CTA,
2014; FAO, IFAD & MIJARC 2014; Lyocks, et al. 2018lan 2012; Naamwintome & Bagson 2013; Swarts &
Aliber 2013; Webster & Ganpat 2014). While not ahaustive list, these resources for youth inclubdading
access to trainings and education, governmentgiastihuman resource in the form of labour and |anadst of
the farmers (73%) had minimal access to informagéind communication technology (ICT) for the edwratn
agriculture and their main source of information @ducation on agriculture (37%) was a word of tha@rmong
themselves, meaning that the word of mouth plafiecbtggest role in access to agro-information ahgation.
The Kenyan farmers did not seek much informatiamfragro-dealers (14%), extension officers (13%) and
reading magazines on small scale farming (9%), yinglthat there was little contact with expertstie field
and or a weak technical support programme in Kia@bunty, KenyaReal time access to agro-information in
this study was limited due to low level of acces$GT facilities in the county in spite of the higlicess of the
farmers to internet using their android and iOSr@soand easy access to internet cyber cafes (Lebgh
2011pp. 383-395). Shaffrdt al. (2009) found out that Malaysian youth relied hgawin their mobile phones
which were readily available to youth globally ahds, it was suggested that the agricultural sdwoness the
potential of mobile phones to disseminate infororatto exchange knowledge and increase intereshean t
agricultural sector. Use of technology such as teophones, led to greater social cohesion, infaonat
exchange (Goodman 2005; llahiane 2007; Kwaku, Ke&@kieMaire, 2006 & Shaffril et al. 2009). The farme
mainly sought agro-information and education alsseids and improved breeds (27.9), use of ferti{2213%),
pesticide and herbicide control (31.4%), informatabout markets for their produce and financialiGel{7%
each) and success stories (3.5%) in agriculturdiaadcial advisory services. Njengaal (2012) observed that
youth had modern phones but were not using theraddcultural information such as the “Mkulima chaion
initiative”. In addition, Irunguet al. (2015) noted that the youth needed to incorpor@i ih their farming to
enable them access markets and agricultural infiommand access by youth farmers. This implied that
youth were not aware or they did not know how te I3T to access reliable agricultural information.

1.4 Conclusion

This study concluded that there was huge potefdrathe rural small scale youthful farmers in Kenyhich
could reduce shortage of food and that the incngasational population was unlikely to give chancdarge
scale farming. The small scale youthful farmers laadhance of self sufficiency in food productioe)fs
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employment and support to their families if thegessed loans, mechanized their industry, used oémim to

access agro-information in real time and got texdinsupport from extension services. The studyhéurt
concluded that farming was likely to be effectivelgven by males than females and it further cometuthat
positive changes had taken place among the farfolesving trainings on agro-business imparted oanth

Furthermore, no mention was made of insuring thedas to cushion them from losses or compensasomedl

as strengthening the technical support to the ydangers. This argument was reinforced by the fhat

supporting the youth in agriculture was a sustalitglstrategy for food security in Kenya due teetlikelihood

of trans-generational transfer of know-how. Howetleere was for abandonment of this successfueptdj the

farmers continued pursuing education up to usitiedevel, which would increase interest of theutyoin

white-collar jobs at the expense of food securitich in turn would lower morbidities and mortadii

associated with food insecurity. It is thereforecammended that the government gets more interesidd
involved in this pilot project to spur interestfarming among the youth in Kenya.
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