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Abstract

The transition to adulthood is marked by interrelated changes in the areas of education,
employment and family formation. Using frameworks on gendered transitions to adulthood and
links between assets and livelihoods, we analyse nationally representative, sex-disaggregated
data from 42 countries to characterize rural youths’ transition to adulthood by gender and
according to a four-category typology of low and high levels of structural and rural transformation.
Overall, we find that young women and men experience the transition to adulthood differently
according to the structural and rural transformation classification of the countries where they live.
Across all structural and rural transformation categories, young women are more likely to be
married and living with their spouses or in-laws, less likely to be in school or employed, and less
likely to own land solely. Gender gaps in secondary school education favour young women only in
countries with higher levels of structural and rural transformation, and favour young men in the
other three categories. Moreover, a larger proportion of young women than young men are not in
education, employment, or training (NEET), but many NEET youth, especially young women,
have transitioned into domestic and reproductive roles (i.e. are more likely to be married and/or
have children.) Additionally, we review impact evaluations of interventions targeting youth. We
find limited evidence on the gendered impacts of such programmes, and these programmes
seldom consider how constraints differ for young men and young women. Addressing gaps in
programmes and building an evidence base on the gendered impact of interventions can provide
insights into how gender roles can simultaneously limit options and offer opportunities to young
rural women and men in the context of structural and rural transformation.
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1. Introduction

Although there is increasing policy interest in rural youth, many efforts do not simultaneously consider
how gender – the socially determined roles of young men and young women – affects transitions into
adulthood. The transition into adulthood involves preparation for adult roles, through investments in
schooling and health, and the actual transition into adult roles, through the transition to work, transition
to citizenship or community engagement, the transition to marriage and the transition to parenthood
(National Research Council and Institute of Medicine, 2005). These transitions are interrelated, and
decisions made by young people and their families are important, affecting not only the young
person’s own well-being throughout the life course but also the well-being of future generations.

Between the ages of 15 and 24 years, rural youth are deciding whether to continue studying, to leave
school, to leave their natal households, to work, to become engaged in their communities, to form
unions, and to have children – and these experiences differ vastly for young men and young women.
Many doors open to boys as they become men, though in many societies, windows of opportunities
begin to close for girls. As boys and girls enter adolescence, they bring with them the investments
made in them since childhood. These may include investments in their human capital – education,
health and nutritional status – and in their social capital – the networks that facilitate opportunities for
learning, employment and status attainment. Opportunities to accumulate both social and human
capital are highly gendered, and thus male and female youth have often accumulated vastly different
amounts of these resources. Although they may not yet be owners or holders of physical assets, they
may expect to inherit them, or may work to acquire them as they grow older. Young women may stop
schooling earlier or leave the labour force to form a union (whether marriage or informal); some begin
childbearing.

This background paper aims to: (1) present a framework for understanding the gendered transitions to
adulthood, focusing on how human, physical and other assets of young men and women shape their
livelihood strategies; (2) explore how gender roles affect the resources, constraints and opportunities
that rural youth face, based on the existing literature; (3) characterize what young rural women and
men are doing in the transition to adulthood, using nationally representative datasets from many
countries, classified according to their levels of structural and rural transformation; (4) review rural
youth interventions with a gender lens, to identify elements of appropriate and gender-sensitive
investments and supportive programmes; and (5) identify the gaps in knowledge and practice, and
how we can close them.

2. Conceptual framework

The empirical work in this paper is grounded in two complementary conceptual frameworks: (1) the
transitions-to-adulthood framework developed by the National Research Council (US) Panel on
Transitions to Adulthood in Developing Countries; and (2) the Gender, Agriculture, and Assets Project
(GAAP) framework that links assets, livelihoods and well-being outcomes.

The transitions-to-adulthood framework (National Research Council and Institute of Medicine 2005)
focuses on young people in developing countries and their entry into adult roles in the interrelated
areas of work, citizenship and family (marriage and parenthood). This framework divides contexts into
three levels: the changing global context, the changing national context and the changing local
community context. All three are undergoing a process of widespread structural transformation,
making this a useful framework for embedding the lives of rural youth in the context of structural
transformation, which is the focus of this paper.
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Three aspects of this framework are noteworthy: (1) it emphasizes change – in the global and
immediate environments, in young people themselves and in the transition process; (2) although the
focus is the entry of young people into adult roles in their own societies, the framework acknowledges
their transitions are shaped by the contexts in which their daily lives are embedded; (3) the framework
highlights the interlinkages between the context and individual behaviour, and pays special attention to
changes in the individual resources and attributes during transition (health/reproductive health, human
capital, sense of agency, beliefs, attitudes and perceptions) and changes in the timing, sequencing,
duration and nature of transition to adult roles. The framework emphasizes “changes in the acquisition
of various kinds of attributes or capabilities and in orientation towards the changing structure of
opportunity” (Ibid., 35), which are all relevant to changes in the timing and nature of the transition to
adulthood. Finally, the framework recognizes that changes in global, national and local environments
will have different implications for young men and women – transitions to adulthood are gendered –
and young people themselves undergo various transitions at different ages depending on culture and
context.

The GAAP conceptual framework, which is inspired by the Sustainable Livelihoods Framework
(Bebbington, 1999; DFID, 2001), takes the gendered nature of use, ownership and control of assets as
a starting point (Meinzen-Dick et al., 2011). Households and individuals hold a range of tangible and
intangible assets: (1) natural resource capital (land, water, trees); (2) physical capital (houses and
vehicles); (3) human capital (education, knowledge, skills); (4) financial capital (savings, credit);
(5) social capital (membership in organizations or groups); and (6) political capital (citizenship and
participation). These assets provide means for people to earn a living, give individuals the capability to
act (agency) and give meaning to people’s lives (Bebbington, 1999). Men and women – young or
old - hold different types of assets and may do so individually or jointly. Human capital embodied in a
person’s schooling or experience is clearly an individual asset while others, such as land or savings,
can be held either jointly or individually. Others are created by association with others (social capital).

In adapting the GAAP conceptual framework to the analysis of young women and men in their
transition to adulthood, we look at the pathways through which assets influence young men’s and
women’s transition to adulthood and the way these transitions, in turn, affect their assets, their
livelihoods and their well-being (see below). The GAAP framework shows the strong link between
assets and well-being and the ways gender relations influence how young men and women
experience constraints and opportunities. Each component of the framework is shaded to remind
readers that these assets and activities may be individual or joint. Joint assets and activities may
involve spouses, a parent and child, siblings, another household member, or someone outside the
household.

The framework includes the following elements:

Context. Ecological, social, economic and political conditions affect young men and women differently.
Economies undergoing rapid structural transformation with relatively egalitarian gender norms may be
more able to absorb young women into the wage sector compared with a similar economy with
restrictive gender norms. The transitions-to-adulthood framework emphasizes the role of different
contexts in shaping the links leading from assets to livelihoods to well-being. The household context –
whether youth are children or in-laws of the head of household or are household heads themselves –
is especially relevant in their transition to adulthood.

Assets. Access to and control over assets are key determinants of individual agency. Within a
household, some assets are held or used by women, some by men, and some jointly. Although in
most countries the majority of natural, physical and financial assets are held by men, young men
frequently do not hold assets until they form a separate household (for example, when they marry). In
some cases, they may be expected to accumulate assets to demonstrate that they are eligible to
marry. Young women typically own fewer of these assets than men. However, in contexts where
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marriage confers property rights to both spouses, women who marry young may acquire joint assets
earlier than men. The gender gaps tend to be smaller for human capital in comparison with natural and
physical capital.

Livelihood strategies. Stocks of assets, in turn, affect livelihood strategies, which involve decisions
about how to invest assets to generate returns (income, food and so on). Whether young men and
women work on or off the farm, become entrepreneurs or migrate is conditioned by their stocks of
assets and their strategies to use them. Some assets can be built or enhanced, as represented by the
reverse arrow from Livelihood Strategies to Assets in Figure 1. These livelihood strategies – farm and
off-farm work, entrepreneurship and migration – may differ for young men and young women.

Shocks. Negative and positive shocks (unanticipated events) can be caused by weather, disease,
conflicts, thefts or policy changes, among others. Some shocks are specific to a household (the death
of an income earner), some to individuals (divorce or abandonment) and still others affect entire
regions. Young men and women experience shocks differently, depending on their resources, roles
and responsibilities, and may be more vulnerable owing to their youth, lack of experience and lack of
legal status, particularly for the younger cohort. In addition, they have different capacities to withstand
shocks. For example, families may be more likely to keep girls out of school when they lack money for
school fees or when additional labour is needed at home.

Full incomes. Full income is the total value of products and services produced by household
members, including that consumed within the household and that traded or sold. It also includes the
value of time spent on domestic responsibilities and childcare, even if unpaid. Household members
differ in their contributions to household income and in their control over how that income is used.
Because young women often work as unpaid family workers, or do domestic chores and care for
younger children, their contribution to the household is often undercounted unless a full income
measure is used.

Consumption and savings. Often men and women spend money differently, with women spending a
higher proportion of the income they control on food, health care and children’s education. Women’s,
men’s and joint income – as well as income contributed by young people within the household – can
be used for different types of investment. Savings are the balance of income that is not consumed.
Both saving and consuming can affect asset accumulation or loss. Consumption of nutritious food,
clean water and adequate shelter contributes to human capital. Individual consumption and savings
will be influenced by the amounts of income that individuals control. Youth, especially young women,
may earn relatively little and control only a portion of their earnings.

Well-being. Measures of well-being range from those associated with consumption (education and
food security) to those that are less tangible (self-esteem, empowerment and status). Assets positively
impact well-being by (1) increasing status and empowerment; (2) providing opportunities to pursue
various livelihood strategies; (3) providing a buffer against shocks; and (4) strengthening household
members’ positions in the household and the broader community.
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Figure 1. The Gender, Agriculture, and Assets Project (GAAP) Conceptual Framework

Source: Meinzen-Dick et al. (2011)

3. Evidence on the gendered resources, constraints
and opportunities facing rural youth

The accumulation of assets and pursuit of livelihood strategies are the two components of the
conceptual framework that are key to understanding the constraints and opportunities facing rural
youth. Young men and women may face different constraints and opportunities in using these assets
for their livelihoods. Though other syntheses of livelihood and/or asset acquisition strategies in rural
contexts exist, few examine the overlaps between youth and gender and these themes. This review
addresses this knowledge gap through a review of the evidence specific to rural youth. Although this
review is not a systematic review, it employed similar principles in identifying papers for inclusion,
using pre-specified selection criteria to screen papers for subsequent synthesis. Eligibility was
determined by the following criteria: (1) English-language, peer-reviewed publications and working
papers; (2) published between 2000 and 2017; (3) conducted in low- and middle-income countries;
(4) using quantitative, qualitative, mixed method, observational or impact assessment methodologies;
and (5) focusing on male and female youth aged 15-24. These criteria were applied to three major
topics: the resources, constraints and opportunities of rural youth. Resources included different forms
of assets: land (natural capital), physical capital, and financial, social and political capital; constraints
and opportunities included farm and non-farm employment, self-employment, entrepreneurship and
migration. Because other chapters in the 2019 Rural Development Report deal with migration and
nutrition of rural youth, this was not a primary emphasis of our search; also, because IFAD does not
focus on human capital investments such as schooling and health, we did not include these topics in
our review. Education eventually emerged as an important correlate of some opportunities (notably
employment and migration). Google Scholar was searched in March and April 2018, and abstracts
were examined against the pre-specified inclusion criteria. Additional articles were identified from the
reference lists of these articles and through the authors’ prior familiarity with research on rural youth.
The review identified a total of 40 papers. Five papers were about land; three were about education;
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five were about social and political capital; four were about farm and non-farm employment; 11 were
about self-employment and entrepreneurship; and 12 were about migration (appendix 1). The country
in which the research was conducted, publication type, methodology, sampling strategy and size, and
principal findings were noted for each paper. Since the papers included represented a variety of
research methodologies and geographic contexts, the review used a narrative approach to synthesize
findings.

The small number of papers included in our review suggests that, while there are extensive literatures
on these topics, very few focus on rural youth, and even fewer provide a gender analysis. The
relatively small number of countries covered by these studies makes an analysis of multi-country data
essential to provide a broader perspective (see section 4). The literature review, therefore, should be
interpreted as providing an introduction to the gendered opportunities and constraints experienced by
rural youth.

3.1 Land
Only a small proportion of the work on land (a type of natural resource capital) analyses the data by
both sex and age. Only recently has land ownership data been collected at the individual, rather than
the household, level. These data have been used to analyse landownership patterns by sex (Doss et
al., 2015; Kieran et al., 2017) but rarely by age. One analysis of four countries in Asia that looks at
differences by age finds that the probability of being a landowner is higher for the 20-29 age group in
Bangladesh and Vietnam compared with the 18-20 age group, owing to marriage and the formation of
new nuclear households in the older age group. In many cultures, marriage signals the beginning of a
new family unit, and often (but not always) includes the transfer of land from parents to child. The
differences between these age groups are not statistically significant in Tajikistan and Timor-Leste
(Kieran et al., 2017). While youth may not yet own land, their expectations of inheritance will differ by
gender. For example, while 40 per cent of Burundian young men expect to inherit land from their
family, only 17 per cent of young women have similar expectations (Berckmoes and White, 2014).
Access to land may be related to other outcomes for youth. In an analysis of Ethiopia, Kosec et al.
(2018) find that larger expected land inheritances for youth (defined as age 15-34) decrease the
likelihood of permanent migration. Inheriting more land also leads to a higher likelihood of employment
in agriculture and a lower likelihood of employment in the non-agricultural sector. These patterns are
driven largely by the behaviour of male youth; land inheritance is not a significant predictor of
permanent migration by women. Also, while larger inheritances predict a greater likelihood of working
in agriculture for both men and women, the magnitude of the effect of inheritance is statistically larger
for men, and the lower likelihood of working in a non-agricultural sector is statistically significant only
for men.

3.2 Education
Much more evidence is available on human capital accumulation, and this information is frequently
disaggregated by sex and age. Human capital includes education, nutrition and health. Education is
key to taking advantage of many opportunities available to rural youth, but in many contexts, girls
remain disadvantaged in this area, although gender gaps in education are closing in most places (see
Demographic and Health Survey (DHS) analyses below). Parental aspirations may favour boys with
respect to schooling (see Favara, 2017 for Peru), while gender priming in terms of expectations may
worsen educational outcomes for girls (Mukherjee, 2015 for India), but the effect of aspirations is
context specific. Expectations about girls’ contributions to household work may also limit their
schooling. In rural Ghana, for example, mobility constraints and household work burdens were found
to have more negative implications for the schooling outcomes of girls compared with boys (Porter et
al., 2011).
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3.3 Social and political capital
Youth groups may play an important role in facilitating the building of social and financial capital. The
BRAC model in Uganda and Tanzania, for example, provides young women with programming about
healthy education, life skills and financial literacy, and it offers microcredit opportunities (Banks, 2015).
Such programmes aim to enhance health, educational and economic outcomes – and evidence
suggests that well-run youth groups do achieve these aims. Additionally, social networks offered
through youth groups help young women foster self-confidence, develop meaningful peer relationships
and share a sense of solidarity (Ibid.). However, lack of community buy-in, inadequate funding, poor
mentorship and bad management may undermine the success of youth groups (Ibid.).

Political participation is widely recognized as an important catalyst of change in rural development,
particularly when youth are engaged. However, gender disparities in political participation may limit
progress in this area. Several studies show that women’s participation often lags behind that of men;
for example, a survey from India found that while 68 per cent of young men voted in the most recent
election, only 57 per cent of young women did (Acharya et al., 2010). A 2011/2013 Afrobarometer
survey found that youth participation in protests is lower among young women (8 per cent) than young
men (13 per cent) (Lekalake and Gyimah-Boadi, 2016). The same survey found that young women
are also significantly less likely than young men to report having an interest in politics (48 per cent
versus 60 per cent) or discussing it with family and friends (61 per cent versus 74 per cent) (Ibid.).
However, two separate studies – both from Africa – found no gendered differences in preferences for
democratic systems of governance (Resnick and Casale, 2011; Keulder and Spilker, 2002). A study
from India found that political participation is associated with age, marital status and rural residence for
men and women (Acharya et al., 2010). In India, economic status is also positively related to political
participation, though only for young women relative to young men (Ibid.).

3.4 On-farm and off-farm employment
Rural young men and women face numerous challenges as they take a more active role in pursuing
livelihoods. Both farm and non-farm work offer rural youth important opportunities. Regardless of
sector or country context, young men are much more likely to be employed than young women (Fares
et al., 2007). Among youth who are not employed, young men tend to become discouraged and cease
their job search without taking on additional activities, meaning that their full incomes decrease, while
unemployed young women engage in non-market activities, such as uncompensated household work
(Ibid.). Additionally, education may determine who seeks off-farm opportunities. To an extent this may
be driven by the skills needed in off-farm activities, but education may also transform perceptions of
ideal work.

Whether youth work or not, and their experiences working in both on-farm or off-farm activities, is
governed by social norms. For example, on Ethiopian farms, ploughing, sowing seeds and threshing
are seen as men’s work, while women tend household gardens, clean animal pens and perform the
milking (Gella and Tadele, 2015). Though women may work alongside men weeding and harvesting,
they are often regarded as “helpers” rather than workers (Ibid.). Norms also shape preferences about
on-farm and off-farm work. In Nigeria, young women prefer off-farm work, because they can control
their earnings; whereas when working on the family farm, other household members control the
income (Bryceson, 2002). Workplace safety is often a more substantial concern for female youth, and
sexual assault is a common reason why they leave their jobs, as documented in rural Malawi (Hajdu et
al., 2013).
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3.5 Self-employment and entrepreneurship
Among off-farm work activities, self-employment or entrepreneurship is a significant youth livelihood
strategy. Youth entrepreneurship has many benefits, including creating employment, increasing
resilience and utilizing innovation (Chigunta et al., 2005; White and Kenyon, 2007). Although the
proportion of entrepreneurs who are women is increasing, men are still more likely to be involved in
entrepreneurial activities than women (Vossenberg, 2013). Globally, 52 per cent of entrepreneurs are
men and 48 per cent are women (Ibid.). However, the patterns vary across countries, possibly
reflecting underlying gender norms within those countries. In Jordan, for every female entrepreneur
there are four male entrepreneurs, while in Brazil, there is gender parity (Kelley et al., 2011). The
increase in young female entrepreneurship may continue, as some studies find that young women
prefer non-farm work and have higher aspirations to start their own businesses than young men
(Chigunta et al., 2005).

Many barriers to starting and running businesses are deeply rooted in gender norms. Women,
including young women, are hindered by domestic work/childcare burdens, lack of family support,
greater risk aversion, negative attitudes towards women in business, sexual harassment, lack of proof
of identity, and limited access to financial services (Aggarwal and Klapper, 2013; Ahaibwe and
Kasirye, 2015; Elder and Kring, 2016; Mehta and Mehta, 2011; Johnson et al., 2013; White and
Kenyon, 2007). In Uganda, young women’s access to credit markets is limited because they are less
likely than young men to own assets or the property required as collateral for loans (Ahaibwe and
Kasirye, 2015). Given that female youth are also more likely to be involved in primary agricultural
production or work as unpaid family workers, banks may consider them risky and not creditworthy.
Additionally, distances to financial institutions may raise safety concerns, and restrictions on young
women’s mobility may further limit access to services (Sykes et al., 2016). Women are also likely to
bear a disproportionate burden of financial illiteracy, lacking the knowledge, skills and information
required to access financial services (Aliero and Ibrahim, 2013). Some of these barriers are structural,
and when barriers to accessing financial services are addressed, for example in the YouthSave project
implemented in Colombia, Ghana, Kenya and Nepal, female youth save as much or more than male
youth (Johnson et al., 2013).

3.6 Migration
Migration provides opportunities for both male and female youth. It is driven both by the lack of rural
opportunities and perceived potential opportunities elsewhere. Traditionally, migration has been
framed in terms of labour opportunities. Increasingly, evidence suggests that youth also migrate to
increase their human capital (education and training) as part of an extended period of parental
investment (Heckert, 2015; McKenzie, 2008). In addition to the structural drivers of migration, youth
migration is also embedded in the coming-of-age experience and offers youth the opportunity to earn
and manage income and make decisions independently from their natal households. Female youth, in
particular, may appreciate these opportunities, since they often do not have them in their home
communities (Hertrich and Lesclingand, 2013). Whether migration is more common among male or
female youth varies across contexts. Perhaps more important than the absolute numbers is the fact
that the drivers, experiences and expectations of young migrants are highly gendered, and female
youth experience migration in terms of both departure from (e.g. earning wages, living apart from
family members) and continuity with (e.g. gender-specific employment, filial piety by providing
monetary support) traditional gender roles (Castellanos, 2007; Chiang et al., 2013). The different
migration experiences of male and female youth further differentiate the gendered accumulation of
assets.



Gender, rural youth and structural transformation:
Evidence to inform innovative youth programming

8

Female youth may experience unique migration obstacles. Their more intensive household labour
contributions may tie them to their natal homes (Hsin, 2005), but also make them ideal candidates to
reside with urban families and provide domestic service (Moya, 2007). Families may be less willing to
support female youth in education and labour migration if they perceive that the labour market will not
reward young women (Buchmann, 2000). Evidence from Haiti has found that female youth migrants
are less likely to receive financial support from their natal household than male youth migrants
(Heckert, 2015).

Labour opportunities for migrants are often highly gendered. In China, young male migrants are
formally channelled into manual or construction work, and female migrants into factory work, domestic
work and the service industry (Fan, 2003). In other contexts, young men are often sought for mining or
labour-intensive agriculture, while the growth of the service sector and the demand for domestic labour
as more urban women enter the formal workforce creates opportunities for young, female rural-to-
urban migrants (Moya, 2007; Palmer, 2009). The accumulation of resources and the development of
autonomy that occurs alongside migration may alter transitions in other domains. Migration may allow
female youth to accumulate more resources prior to marriage and help them delay marriage. Such
delays may have a large impact on the transition to adulthood, especially in countries such as Mali
where the early marriage of girls is common (Hertrich and Lesclingand, 2012).

In addition to those youth who migrate, youth may also be left behind by migrant parents or spouses,
providing them with opportunities to access land for farming. The outmigration of rural men may lead
to the reallocation of household responsibilities, which may increase young women’s participation in
agricultural or other rural production activities (Fan, 2003). The outmigration of rural youth may have
different effects on those left behind, depending on the gendered division of labour in agriculture,
which varies by culture and context. Mueller et al. (2018) show that, while migration of any child of the
household head could potentially create labour shortages, the migration of the household head’s sons
produces a greater burden, particularly for female heads/spouses (in Ethiopia) and brothers (in
Malawi). Because of the labour shortages created at home, migration may not result in net gains to the
family. In Ethiopia, gains from migration in the form of increased total net income justified the
increased labour efforts, while in Malawi, households substituted hired labour for migrant family labour
at the expense of total household net income.

3.7 Summary of existing evidence
In examining the existing literature on the gendered resources, constraints and opportunities facing
rural youth, we are struck by the sparseness of literature that focuses on gender and rural youth. With
the exception of education (human capital), there is limited work on the gendered accumulation of
resources among youth. From the existing literature on asset accumulation, it is important to note that
expectations of inheritance may be important, in addition to actual assets owned, and that some
assets (e.g. land) may be acquired as a part of the marriage processes. Young men and women in
rural areas engage in a variety of employment activities, both on and off farms. In some contexts, off-
farm entrepreneurial work may be one way for young women to maintain control over their earnings.
Young women’s engagement in off-farm entrepreneurial activities is increasing, but their full
involvement may be constrained by access to assets and credit. Both young men and women migrate,
many of them from rural to urban areas, and are affected by the migration of other household
members. Recognizing the outmigration of rural youth is important for how we interpret data on a
cross-section of youth currently living in rural areas.
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4. Data analytical approach

We draw on multiple nationally representative datasets to analyse the household context, the
livelihoods and current activities and assets of rural male and female youth. Although the definition of
youth varies across countries, we standardize our definition of youth as those between 15 and
24 years of age. Since 18 is the age of majority in most countries, we also analyse two groups of
youth, those aged 15-17 and those aged 18-24. We limit our samples to youth who currently live in
rural areas, as defined by each country’s national statistics office at the time of the survey. In brief,
countries are classified into categories depending on the levels of their structural and rural
transformation. The World Development Indicators (WDI) were used to construct indicators of the
levels of structural and rural transformation, with the non-agricultural value-added share of GDP as the
indicator for structural transformation (ST) and the agricultural value added per worker (constant
2010 US$) as the indicator of rural transformation (RT). High and low classifications for typologies are
defined by the global mean of ST and the global median of RT. Weighting is based on the survey
weights provided by the survey designers, which are then adjusted to account for the population size
in each group according to the ST-RT typology. All estimates are pooled according to the ST-RT
typology and weighted.

To describe the current household context of rural youth, their employment patterns, education, and
land and housing ownership, according to the ST-RT typology, we use data from countries where a
DHS survey has been conducted since 2010, excluding countries that are not included in the typology
(ICF International, 2018). 1 The high structural and high rural transformation category (high ST-high
RT) includes the following datasets: Colombia 2015, Dominican Republic 2013, Egypt 2014, Ghana
2014, Guatemala 2014/15, Honduras 2011/12, Indonesia 2012, Kyrgyz Republic 2012, Namibia 2103,
Peru 2012 and Philippines 2013. The high structural and low rural transformation category (high ST-
low RT) includes the following datasets: Bangladesh 2014, Cameroon 2011, Gambia 2013, India
2015/16, Lesotho 2014, Senegal 2016 and Zambia 2013/14. The low structural and high rural
transformation category (low ST-high RT) includes Cote d’Ivoire 2011/12, Chad 2014/15, Nigeria
2013, Pakistan 2012/13 and Tajikistan 2012. The low structural and low rural transformation category
(low ST-low RT) includes Afghanistan 2015, Benin 2011-12, Burkina Faso 2010, Burundi 2010,
Cambodia 2014, Ethiopia 2016, Guinea 2012, Kenya 2014, Malawi 2015/16, Mali 2012/13,
Mozambique 2011, Myanmar 2015/16, Nepal 2016, Niger 2012, Rwanda 2014/15, Sierra Leone 2013,
Tanzania 2015/16, Togo 2013/14 and Uganda 2016. Data from Bangladesh, Egypt, Tajikistan and
Peru are included only for estimates of the proportion of youth who ever married, as there is no data
on male youth for other outcomes.

Three datasets contain information on whether youth are in possession of a national identity card: the
2012/13 DHS for Pakistan, where identity cards are made available and compulsory at age 18; the
2014 Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey (MICS) for the Dominican Republic, where identity cards are
made available starting at age 16; and the 2012 Housing and Population Census for Bolivia, where
identity cards are made available even to children and are compulsory at age 18 (Oficina Nacional de
Estadística and UNICEF, 2014; National Institute of Statistics in Bolivia, 2012).

Two datasets disaggregate asset ownership by individual: the 2011/12 Ethiopia Rural Socioeconomic
Survey and the 2009/2010 Ghana Socioeconomic Panel Survey (Ethiopia Central Statistical Agency
and World Bank, 2011/12; ISSER and Economic Growth Center, 2009/10). We calculate the mean
number of agricultural assets, non-agricultural assets and consumer durables. In Ghana, we also

_____________________________________________
1 The following countries for which DHS data exist, but are not included in the typology, are dropped: Yemen, Haiti,
Jordan, Angola, the Comoros, Republic of the Congo, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Gabon, Lesotho, Liberia
and Zimbabwe.
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calculate the mean number of chicken/poultry and the mean number of non-poultry livestock owned. A
full list of items in each category is provided in table 2. All country and survey information is available in
appendix 2.

5. Results

This section presents our findings from the analysis of the DHS datasets, using the ST-RT typology.
We also point out some features of the regional distribution of countries across these categories,
where we use regional distribution as a rough proxy for social, cultural and gender norms. The high
ST-high RT countries, for example, have many countries from Latin America and the Caribbean, and
two South-East Asian countries (Indonesia and the Philippines) – all of which have relatively
egalitarian gender norms and generally strong property rights for women. Bangladesh and India (two
South Asian countries with more restrictive gender norms and patriarchal traditions) are two countries
with large populations in the high ST-low RT category together with four African countries. It is
noteworthy that the low ST-low RT category is dominated by African countries (15 countries) and four
countries that have a history of recent or ongoing political unrest in South Asia (Afghanistan, Nepal)
and South-East Asia (Cambodia, Myanmar). We have relatively few countries in the high ST-low RT
and the low ST-high RT categories.

In the following analysis of ST and RT and gender differences among rural youth, it is important to
keep in mind that ST and RT can interact with gender norms, and the assumption should not be that
ST and RT are driving gender differences. One could hypothesize, for example, that returns to
women’s education would be higher in high ST countries, which could both benefit from more
egalitarian norms that encourage investments in women’s education, as well as be reinforced by an
increased demand for educated labour. Whether high levels of RT similarly encourage the
participation of female versus male youth depends on the gender division of labour in agriculture and
the structure of property rights in a specific context.

5.1 Household context
Across all ST-RT categories, nearly all sons, and a large share of daughters, live with parents; female
youth are ever married at rates three to five times higher than male youth.

The vast majority of male youth are sons of the household head in all four ST-RT categories (figure 2,
table 1). A notable proportion have also become heads of household in the high ST-high RT and low
ST-high RT typologies. Around half of female youth are daughters of the household head in three ST-
RT categories, but in the low ST-high RT category, only one quarter of female youth are daughters of
the household head. Among female youth, many have also transitioned into being spouses or
daughters-in-law of the household head. The result for the low ST-high RT category, which has a
relatively small number of countries, may be driven mostly by the larger populations of Nigeria and
Pakistan.

These patterns of household residence are closely tied to marriage patterns (figure 3). Across the four
categories, almost none of 15-17-year-old male youth have ever married, whereas a larger proportion
of female 15-17-year-olds have married in all four categories (figure 4, appendix 3). The low ST-high
RT category had the largest share of ever-married 15-17-year-olds (20 per cent). The obligations tied
to early marriage may limit the potential of female youth to accumulate resources (human and
physical). Across all four typologies, the proportion of female youth aged 18-24 who have ever married
is around 60 per cent. Young men aged 18-24 do marry, but a lower proportion are married compared
with young women (approximately 20 per cent). Thus, it is remarkable that, regardless of ST-RT
category, a higher proportion of female youth are married relative to male youth.
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Figure 2. Distribution of rural youth (aged 15-24 years) by relationship to the head of household, by gender
and structural transformation typology

Note: ST: Structural Transformation; RT: Rural Transformation

Figure 3. Per cent of ever-married rural youth (aged 15-24 years), by gender and structural transformation
typology

Note: ST: Structural Transformation; RT: Rural Transformation

Figure 4. Per cent of ever-married rural youth, by age group, gender and structural transformation typology

Note: ST: Structural Transformation; RT: Rural Transformation
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5.2 Assets of rural youth
Human capital

Although there is no systematic gender difference in secondary school attendance or in median years
of schooling completed, where there are large differences, they favour male youth. Countries with high
levels of structural and rural transformation are also those where male and female youth have similar
levels of educational attainment; the proportions of females having attended secondary school and
median years of schooling for young women may even be higher. High ST/low RT countries reveal a
sizeable male disadvantage in schooling.

Years of schooling or levels of education attained are often used as a proxy for human capital. The
patterns of education by gender vary across the four typologies. In high ST-high RT countries rural
female and male youth have similar levels of educational attainment (figure 5). A slightly larger
proportion of female youth have ever attended secondary school and female youth have, on average,
completed a little more than nine years of formal education, compared with a little less than eight for
male youth (figure 6). In rural areas of high ST-low RT countries, the female advantage disappears;
male youth are more likely to have attended secondary school (82 per cent versus 77 per cent),
though mean years of educational attainment are similar for male and female youth. The most
dramatic gender differences in rural areas are observed in the low ST-high RT countries. Whereas 54
per cent of male youth have attended secondary school, only 35 per cent of female youth have, and
male youth have attained nearly twice the number of years of education compared with female youth.
In rural areas of low ST-low RT counties, educational attainment is low, though male youth have a
slight advantage, having attained on average one additional year of education.

Figure 5. Per cent of rural youth (aged 15-24 years) who have ever attended secondary school, by gender
and structural transformation typology

Note: ST: Structural Transformation; RT: Rural Transformation
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Figure 6. Median years of schooling for rural youth (aged 15-24 years), by gender and structural
transformation typology

Note: ST: Structural Transformation; RT: Rural Transformation

Land and housing

A greater proportion of male youth own land solely or jointly in three out of the four ST-RT categories,
and overall a greater proportion of male than female youth own land solely. A sizeable proportion of
female youth do own land jointly; this is likely a consequence of marriage. There is an age-related
increase in the proportion of male and female youth owning land, possibly related to marriage,
increased responsibilities in the productive domain and the ability to legally own land.

The DHS surveys ask whether the respondent owns land and housing, and whether they own it
individually or jointly with someone else. Overall land ownership (not disaggregated by sex) is higher in
low RT countries. A larger proportion of male than female youth own land (whether solely or jointly) in
three of the four typologies; low ST-low RT is the exception (figure 7). However, the large share of
female youth owning land in low ST-low RT countries is mostly attributable to the joint ownership of
land among female youth, which is likely a consequence of marriage. We also observe an age-related
increase in the proportion of male and female youth owning land (from 15-17 to 18-24; see appendix 3
and appendix 4), possibly related to marriage, increased responsibilities in the productive domain and
the ability to legally own land. In general, the gendered patterns of housing ownership are relatively
similar to the patterns for land ownership.

Figure 7. Per cent of rural youth (aged 15-24 years) who own land, by gender and structural transformation
typology

Note: ST: Structural Transformation; RT: Rural Transformation
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Non-land assets

Data from Ethiopia and Ghana show that both male and female youth accumulate non-land assets
over time, with males owning more (number) assets than females. Proportionally, young men tend to
accumulate agricultural and non-agricultural productive assets; young women’s asset portfolios consist
mostly of consumer durables.

In both Ethiopia (low ST-low RT) and Ghana (high ST-high RT), where we examined individual
ownership of agricultural and non-agricultural assets, we find that male youth own larger numbers of
both agricultural and non-agricultural assets (Table 2). Across all asset groups, the younger group
(age 15-17) owns fewer items than the older group (age 18-24) for both male and female youth.
Notably, male youth accumulate more of these assets, and the gender gap in asset ownership also
grows between 15-17-year-olds and 18-24-year-olds.

For the younger group in both Ethiopia and Ghana, gendered ownership patterns for consumer
durables and productive assets are similar. Male youth own more items by a small margin (2-3 items)
(Table 2). Among 18-24-year-olds, however, this pattern is reversed, and female youth own more
items than male youth, by a small margin (2 items) in Ghana and a larger margin (9 items) in Ethiopia.
This pattern may be strongly tied to marriage, whereby female youth, who marry earlier, may acquire
consumer durables upon and as a part of marriage.

Political assets

Possession of a National Identity Card: In rural Pakistan (low ST-high RT), we find that that the
proportion of male youth (age 18-24) with a national identity card (67.4 per cent) exceed the proportion
of female youth with such a card (45.3 per cent) (Table 3). Meanwhile, in rural Bolivia (high ST-low
RT), a similar proportion of male (86.6 per cent) and female (87.1 per cent) youth (age 15-24) possess
identity cards, and in rural parts of the Dominican Republic (high ST-high RT), the proportion of female
(65.8 per cent) youth (age 16-24) with an identity card exceed the proportion of male youth with a card
(61.1 per cent). We have data on too few countries to be able to generalize about gender biases in
possessing an identity card, which could be required for political participation or to avail oneself of
government services. This may reflect stronger women’s legal rights and greater gender equity in
education and formal labour force participation in Bolivia and the Dominican Republic, although it
could also reflect stronger legal institutions and more equitable educational attainment and labour
force participation in high ST economies. Women’s legal rights and access to education and formal
employment are weaker in Pakistan in general.

Overall statement on assets

Gender gaps in human capital (proxied by schooling) are relatively small or beginning to close,
particularly in high ST/high RT economies. Where gender gaps in human capital exist (in low ST/high
RT economies), they tend to be large and to favour men. Land and physical asset ownership tends to
favour young men, although women also get access to land through joint ownership when they marry.
We have limited information on political assets (proxied by possession of an identity card): they appear
stronger in the high ST/high RT countries in Latin America compared with Pakistan. We hypothesize
that this mirrors the general strength of legal institutions as well as differences in gender norms, which
are more egalitarian in Latin America and the Caribbean than in Pakistan.

5.3 Livelihoods and current activities
Across ST/RT categories, a significantly larger proportion of male youth are currently employed.
Roughly equal proportions of male and female youth are in school (with the exception of the low ST-
high RT category, where more males are in school). Young rural women, however, are significantly
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more likely to be not in education, employment or training, with a large proportion already being
married, with or without children.

The natural, human, physical, political and social assets of rural youth affect their livelihood strategies.
Analysing the current activities of rural youth provides a glimpse into their livelihoods. Using self-
reported current activities, we classify youth as either currently enrolled in school, currently employed,
or not in education, employment or training (NEET). Because many youth, especially female youth,
may be NEET because they are engaged in reproductive activities (maintaining a household and
raising children), we further disaggregate NEET youth according to whether they are married and/or
have children (self-reported in individual interview). Among currently employed female youth, we also
consider whether they are employed on or off farms and whether they work for themselves, a family
member or someone else.

We find that current school enrolment is higher among male youth compared with female youth in all
four categories, when counting youth who are simultaneously working and in school (figure 8). The
gender gap in current school enrolment is largest in the low ST-high RT countries (20 percentage
points), possibly driven by Pakistan, and also large in low ST-low RT countries (16 percentage points).

The early withdrawal of female youth from the labour force, owing to early marriage, and their
disadvantage in terms of schooling, is reflected in differences in employment status between rural
male and female youth (figure 8). Across all four categories, a significantly larger proportion of female
youth (compared with male youth) are not in the labour force, in education, or in training. Many of the
NEET female youth, however, are married and/or have children. The high ST-low RT countries have
the highest proportion of NEET female youth who are not married and have no children, which may be
driven largely by India. Thus, childbearing, child-rearing and domestic responsibilities may preclude
their ability to work or to continue schooling or training, although we note that the influence could go in
the opposite direction – without schooling or employment opportunities, young women’s best option
may be to marry. Conversely, across the regions we examine, a larger proportion of male youth are
currently employed.

Figure 8. Per cent of rural youth (aged 15-24 years) currently in school, employed or NEET, by gender and
structural transformation typology

Note: ST: Structural Transformation; RT: Rural Transformation
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Type of employment of rural female youth

Most rural female youth who work on the farm work for family members in all but the low ST-high RT
countries. Across ST-RT typologies, relatively few female youth work on a non-family member’s farm.
Off-farm work is more common in high ST-high RT and low ST-high RT countries compared with on-
farm work. In low ST-high RT countries, entrepreneurial activities (off-farm employment for self) is
particularly high (nearly half of all employment among rural female youth).

Data on the type of employer is only available for female youth. Among rural female youth who work
on farms, in all but the low ST-high RT countries, most are working for a family member (figure 9);
conversely, relatively few female youth work on a non-family member’s farm across all four categories.

Figure 9. Per cent of rural female youth (aged 15-24 years) by work sector and type of employer, by
structural transformation typology

Note: ST: Structural Transformation; RT: Rural Transformation

In the low ST-high RT countries, slightly more rural female youth work on their own farms (compared
with for a family member); this likely includes farms on land that is jointly owned with their husbands.
Self-employment in on-farm work is less common, but accounts for a substantial share of employment
activities in high ST-low RT and low ST-low RT countries.

Off-farm work is more common in high ST-high RT and low ST-high RT countries compared with on-
farm work. In high ST-high RT countries, rural female youth who work off-farm are most often working
for someone outside the family. In low ST-high RT countries, entrepreneurial activities (off-farm
employment for self) rank particularly high (nearly half of all employment among rural female youth).
Entrepreneurial activities also account for around 20 per cent of rural female youth employment in low
ST-low RT countries.

5.4 Youth transitions over time
While gender gaps in the schooling attainment of young men and women are narrowing, with marked
increases in the percentages of young women attending secondary school, and both young men and
women are marrying at later ages, the employment patterns of those young people who remain in
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rural areas do not appear to have changed much. There are, however, visible differences across
countries. A larger proportion of young men continue to be employed in the rural sector compared with
young women in Bangladesh, where gender norms are more patriarchal. In Nepal, where gender
norms remain patriarchal and male outmigration is extremely high, potentially altering rural social
dynamics, the gender gap is smaller and continues to narrow. In rural Ghana and Bolivia, women
participate heavily in agriculture and gender norms are less patriarchal than the two South Asian
countries. Roughly similar proportions of male and female youth work in rural Ghana, and in Bolivia the
gender gap is narrowing largely because of declining male youth employment, though trends in Bolivia
in particular may be subject to the departure of significant numbers of both male and female youth
from rural areas. Even if changes in gender norms may expand young women’s potential opportunities
and choices, schooling and labour force opportunities are necessary conditions for young women to
participate equitably in rural and structural transformation. Thus this process cannot be taken in
isolation from the labour market in general and the process of structural transformation.

While cross-country analysis provides a picture of young rural men and women at a given time,
understanding how transitions to adulthood have changed over time requires longitudinal data. To
describe how the characteristics and activities of rural youth have changed in recent decades, we use
DHS data from four countries that have data covering up to a 20-year time span. While we have
representation across geographic regions, we cover only three of the four ST-RT groups. None of the
low ST-high RT countries had sufficient longitudinal data to undertake this analysis.

The countries we include are: Ghana (1993, 1998, 2003, 2008 and 2014) (high ST-high RT),
Bangladesh (1993/94, 1996/97, 1999/2000, 2004, 2011, 2014) (high ST-low RT), Bolivia (1994, 1998,
2003 and 2008) (high ST-low RT) and Nepal (2001, 2006, 2011 and 2016) (low ST-low RT). The
Bangladesh and Nepal (2001) samples were limited to ever-married women and men.

Ghana is a high ST/high RT economy. With such dramatic transformations of the economy one
expects that the transition to adulthood would have changed for youth over time. Indeed, in Ghana
(grey lines) we observe a huge decline in the proportion of female youth who have ever married: this
decreased by about 30 percentage points between 1992 and 2013 (figure 10, appendix 5). When the
transition to marriage is considered in terms of relative differences between male and female youth, in
Ghana the proportions of male and female youth who have ever married are both decreasing and
converging. Ever-married rates for both female and male youth have decreased over time, with the
gap in ever-married youth decreasing from 44 percentage points in 1993/94 to 23 percentage points in
2014. In 2008, Ghana (grey lines, figure 11) closed the gender gap in median years of schooling, but
the convergence was due to decreasing number of years of schooling for male youth, and an
increasing number of years of schooling for female youth.

Employment patterns reflect gender norms, which often dictate that men should be earning incomes,
but because these data do not include urban youth (and rural-to-urban migrants), they may not reflect
how migration has affected employment patterns (figure 12). Additionally, the increase in average
educational attainment across these countries may mean that youth are entering the labour force later
than earlier generations. In Ghana, similar percentages of young men and women are employed, and
this does not seem to have changed dramatically over time. This may reflect the consistently high
involvement of Ghanaian women in agriculture.
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Figure 10. Trends in marriage/union among rural youth aged 15-24 years, by gender

Figure 11. Trends in median years of schooling among rural youth aged 15-24 years

Figure 12. Trends in employment among rural youth aged 15-24 years
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Bangladesh and Bolivia, two high ST/low RT economies, offer interesting comparisons. Both married
female and male youth in rural Bangladesh are achieving higher levels of educational attainment. This
increase (from 0 to 7) is particularly dramatic for female youth and suggests that they are entering both
marriage and adulthood with a greater accumulation of human capital. In rural Bangladesh (blue lines),
where the sample is limited to ever-married youth, married female youth have completed more years
of schooling than married male youth. Though these groups may not be directly comparable (as men
typically marry later), the trends over time are noteworthy. In Bangladesh, where rural women’s
mobility is limited, women have lower levels of human and physical capital than men, young married
women are often tied to domestic work, and young rural women’s employment rates are much lower
than married male youth. These numbers, however, would look quite different if they accounted for the
large numbers of young unmarried women who migrate to urban areas to work in garment factories.

In Bolivia (green lines, figure 10Error! Reference source not found.) the percentage of ever-married
female youth is relatively constant across the time period covered, but a closer look at 15-17-year-olds
(Appendix ) reveals a small decline in the proportion of female youth who married early (from 10 to 9
per cent). When the transition to marriage is considered in terms of relative difference between male
and female youth, in rural Bolivia the proportions of male and female youth who have ever married are
converging, and the gap between female and male marriage rates decreased by seven percentage
points between 1998 and 2008. In Bolivia (green lines, figure 11), male youth have consistently had
higher number of years of schooling, and the gender gap in schooling has not changed over time.
Among female youth in Bolivia, the share of those working is increasing, while that of men is declining.

In Nepal (orange lines, figure 10) the percentage of ever-married female youth is relatively constantIn Nepal (orange lines, figure 10) the percentage of ever-married female youth is relatively constant
across the time period covered, despite a small decline in the proportion of female youth who married
early (from 22 to 20 per cent). While in rural Bolivia and Ghana the proportions of male and female
youth who have ever married are converging, in Nepal (orange lines, figure 10), this gender gap
increased by seven percentage points between 2006 and 2016. These trends are largely driven by the
18-24-year age group (appendix 7). Nepal had the lowest female educational attainment among all
four countries in 2001. However, the gender gap in schooling in Nepal is closing (figure 11), mainly
because of the steep increase in female educational attainment. The rising educational attainment of
both young men and young women has not led to increased employment in rural areas, however. In
Nepal, the declining percentage of rural youth who are employed, and the small gender gap in
employment, may partly reflect the rising outmigration of young men and the possible withdrawal from
the rural labour force of those left behind. How extensive male outmigration changes gender dynamics
in rural areas is worth investigating.

5.5 A summary of gender issues by ST-RT category
High ST-high RT countries 2

High ST-high RT countries tend to have relatively high levels of gender equality and include a large
number of Latin American countries and two South-East Asian countries with egalitarian gender
norms. There are high rates of education for both boys and girls, and the gender gap in schooling
favours girls. In this category, we observe the highest levels of off-farm employment for young women
who are working. A higher proportion of young women in rural areas are ever married, compared with
young men, but this holds across all ST-RT categories. Despite high educational attainment, many
female youth are still left out of the labour market, and a substantial share of NEET female youth are
married without children. This suggests that the full potential of their human capital is not being
realized.
_____________________________________________
2 High ST-high RT: Colombia 2015, Dominican Republic 2013, Egypt 2014, Ghana 2014, Guatemala 2014/15,
Honduras 2011/12, Indonesia 2012, Kyrgyz Republic 2012, Namibia 2103, Peru 2012, Philippines 2013.
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High ST-low RT countries 3

Young men and women in high ST-low RT countries have relatively high median levels of education
(greater than eight years of schooling) with little or no gender gap. (To the extent that there is one, it
favours boys). Among all four categories, this category has the highest proportion owning land, but a
large gender gap in landownership favours young men. Young women in rural areas also have the
highest levels of those not in education, employment or training across country typologies; this trend is
somewhat driven by Bangladesh, but 50 per cent of young rural women in Gambia, Lesotho and
Senegal are also NEET. One can hypothesize that the low levels of rural transformation have not
created opportunities for young rural women that could provide incentives for them to continue
schooling, undergo training or engage in gainful employment.

Low ST-high RT countries 4

Both male and female rural youth have relatively low levels of schooling in low ST-high RT countries,
but the gender gap in schooling favours males. Although the proportion of young women who are ever
married is not significantly different from the other categories, their experiences are distinct in two
ways. First, they marry early (between 18 and 35 per cent of 15-17-year-old girls in the African
countries in this category are married), which suggests that they may miss out on opportunities for
human capital accumulation. Second, these women are more likely to be living with their in-laws,
rather than with their parents or in nuclear households with their husbands. Young women in the low
ST-high RT category have the lowest median years of schooling; the gender gap in schooling
attainment is greatest. Low levels of human capital relative to young men and co-residence with in-
laws may have negative implications for young rural women’s relative empowerment within their
households as well as their ability to make decisions about their livelihoods. Interestingly, among
young women who are working, the highest proportion are working off-farm for someone else, rather
than on-farm. In the context of high RT, the returns to work on-farm may be higher than off-farm. The
labour force participation is primarily driven by the African countries in this group, and off-farm
employment for a non-family member is likely to be in the service sector.

Low ST-low RT countries 5

This category is primarily comprised of countries from sub-Saharan Africa. Both young men and young
women in the low ST-low RT countries have much lower levels of education – the lowest among all
country categories – with a slight gender gap favouring boys. Young women in this country category
have higher rates of land ownership than young women in the other categories, and in this age group
the gender gap in landownership favours women when both sole and joint landownership are
considered (a larger proportion of young men own land solely). A much larger proportion of young men
are in school and employed, and among young women who are employed, a large proportion work
on-farm for a family member. Rates of self-employment for young women are similar for off-farm and
on-farm work.

_____________________________________________
3 High ST-low RT: Bangladesh 2014, Cameroon 2011, Gambia 2013, India 2015/16, Lesotho 2014, Senegal 2016,
Zambia 2013/14.
4 Low ST-high RT: Cote d’Ivoire 2011/12, Chad 2014/15, Nigeria 2013, Pakistan 2012/13, Tajikistan 2012.
5 Low ST-low RT: Afghanistan 2015, Benin 2011/12, Burkina Faso 2010, Burundi 2010, Cambodia 2014, Ethiopia
2016, Guinea 2012, Kenya 2014, Malawi 2015/16, Mali 2012/13, Mozambique 2011, Myanmar 2015/16, Nepal
2016, Niger 2012, Rwanda 2014/15, Sierra Leone 2013, Tanzania 2015/16, Togo 2013/14, Uganda 2016.



Gender, rural youth and structural transformation:
Evidence to inform innovative youth programming

21

6. Gender-sensitive programming for rural youth:
lessons learned from impact evaluations of
youth-oriented interventions

Comprehensive reviews of impact evaluations of youth employment programmes (Fox and Kaul,
2018) and programmes addressing the economic empowerment of adolescent girls (Baird and Özler,
2016) have recently been completed. Thus, we do not undertake a new review for this paper. Instead,
we draw on these reviews, focusing on the studies that have made a deliberate attempt to measure
gender-differentiated impacts. The Fox and Kaul review includes programmes in vocational and skills
training, self-employment and a few programmes targeting adolescent girls; the Baird and Özler
review focuses exclusively on adolescent girls. For this paper, we draw on all the studies in the Fox
and Kaul systematic review of impact evaluations of youth employment interventions for which the
abstracts reported differential analysis by gender, regardless of whether results differed significantly for
male and female youth. We also included studies that focused on young women (typically adolescent
girls) that were included in both literatures (i.e. the Fox and Kaul and Baird and Özler reviews).
Because of the focus on economic outcomes in the IFAD report, we do not review the interventions in
the Baird and Özler review that are primarily on reproductive health but note that reproductive health is
an important consideration for young women and men alike. Our emphasis is not on the impacts of the
interventions per se, but on factors that may have led to differential impacts for young men and
women, and that should be considered when taking gender into account to design interventions for
rural youth.

The interventions addressing challenges facing youth fall into two broad categories. The first focuses
on youth employment and livelihoods programming and typically on narrow economic outcomes (with
some exceptions), primarily in urban or peri-urban areas. Many of these programmes target young
men, or may be directed at women, though not necessarily young women. The second focuses on
investment in adolescent girls, with an emphasis on delaying marriage and childbearing and avoiding
risky sexual behaviour, with economic outcomes being considered among a range of other outcomes
that may include well-being, empowerment and reproductive health. There is some overlap between
these two areas of programming, but it is small.

6.1 Vocational and skills training
Most of the studies on vocational and skills training reviewed by Fox and Kaul (2018) are based on
impact evaluations in urban or peri-urban areas and are not consistent in terms of the direction of their
gendered impacts. Because they are urban studies, the findings may not be completely relevant to
rural youth. Nevertheless, some findings may highlight the feasibility or appropriateness of some types
of programmes in rural areas. For example, the finding that a training programme for unemployed
urban youth in Colombia improved women’s productivity, but increased men’s earnings by increasing
the formality of employment (Attanasio et al., 2015) may indicate that this type of programme may not
be applicable in rural areas, where the possibility of formal employment is limited. Nevertheless, some
aspects of vocational training programmes may be transferable to rural areas. Acevedo et al. (2017),
for example, study the interaction between job and soft-skills training on expectations and labour
market outcomes in a youth training programme in the Dominican Republic. A year after completing
the programme, both male and female participants reported increased expectations for improved
employment and livelihoods, but the positive results were sustained for women and reversed for men
after 36 months. Interestingly, the authors conclude that the soft-skills training and internship, and not
vocational training, led women to achieve higher employment in jobs with higher salaries that are more
satisfying. In the longer run, the training was transformative for women, who were more optimistic and
had higher self-esteem and lower fertility, whereas it tended to discourage men, whose expectations
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increased but who did not get higher-wage offers. The positive impact of soft-skills training for young
women, but not the vocational training component, raises the possibility that soft skills may be valuable
because they are “portable” whereas hard skills may be specific to a particular industry or sector (e.g.
refrigeration, transport) and may be difficult to transfer if industries do not have sufficient demand for
workers. If these skills are portable, soft-skills training may be valuable for young women, even in rural
areas.

The success of vocational training programmes for young women, whether in rural or urban areas,
however, depends on whether men and women trainees start with equal endowments and whether
women face barriers to labour market participation. For example, an evaluation (Alzua, Cruces and
Lopez, 2016) of the short-, medium- and long-term impacts of a life-skills and vocational training
programme for low-income youth in Argentina, which included internships with private sector
employers, found that the programme benefits accrued mostly to men. This was because the
participating men tended to be younger and had a lower probability of having children and cohabiting.
Young men also had higher average educational achievements and substantially higher levels of pre-
intervention formal employment than did the young women. The programme might, therefore, have
been more effective for younger, more educated beneficiaries and more experienced participants,
which may explain the difference in results between male and female participants.

Even if female youth benefit from programmes, their design may favour those with more initial wealth
or schooling. For example, while a job skills programme in Liberia (Adoho et al., 2014) had
consistently positive impacts on employment and earnings across communities, educational
backgrounds and wealth levels, the highest impacts were obtained for those in the middle of the
wealth distribution, and for girls with higher educational levels. This is consistent with the programme’s
selection criteria, which included basic literacy so that participants would be able to make use of a
classroom-based skills course.

Other gender-specific constraints may limit women’s participation and completion in training
programmes. Maitra and Mani (2017) found that, while a subsidized vocational training programme
targeting women aged 18-39 residing in low-income households in India increased their employment,
hours worked and incomes, both in wage work and self-employment, many women were unable to
complete the programme. Although the programme was highly cost-effective, credit constraints,
distance and lack of proper childcare support were important barriers to programme completion.
These barriers could prevent women from participating and completing training programmes of any
kind, not just vocational training.

An evaluation of a training programme in Malawi (Cho et al., 2013) provides insights into how training
programmes may not necessarily benefit young women. Because self-employment is more
widespread than formal employment, the programme offered apprenticeships instead of classroom-
based training. The master craftsperson (MC) workshops were located in urban areas, while many of
the trainees lived in rural areas. Men had generally better training outcomes than women. While
improvements in self-reported skills were similar across genders, male trainees exhibited greater
improvement in subjective measures of well-being and confidence compared with women, but
women’s savings and earnings-related activities decreased. There are several reasons why women
may not have benefited as much as men from this training. First, women are more likely to drop out
due to adverse shocks (severe illness or injury), and to participate only when alternative opportunities
disappear (e.g. being fired from a previous job). Young women are also more constrained: girls are on
average less educated than boys at baseline, have more dependents and spend more time on
domestic chores as opposed to paid labour or business activities. Women (but not men) self-report
“family obligations” and “getting married” as the main reasons they drop out. Second, participating in
training is expensive and trainees – especially girls – have to draw down their savings to do so. This is
partly due to differences in the training experience: men are more likely to have received financial
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support from MCs during the training. Distance to the training facility is a greater constraint for girls;
boys attend more regularly and are three times as likely to receive a paid job offer from the MC
following the training period. Overall, women are significantly more constrained in their decision-
making, leading to a worse training experience, less support and ultimately worse training outcomes.

In contrast, BRAC’s Empowerment and Livelihoods for Adolescents (ELA) programme in Uganda,
which was implemented in a mix of urban and rural communities, appears to have been successful
(Bandiera et al., 2017). In this two-pronged intervention, adolescent girls are simultaneously provided
(1) vocational skills to enable them to start small-scale income-generating activities; and (2) life skills to
build knowledge, enabling girls to make informed choices about sex, reproduction and marriage. In
contrast to most skills programmes, the intervention is delivered from designated “adolescent
development clubs” rather than in schools, and can thus reach school drop-outs as well as girls
currently enrolled in school. Relative to adolescents in control communities, after two years the
intervention raises the likelihood that girls engage in income-generating activities by 72 per cent
(mainly driven by increased participation in self-employment) and raises their monthly consumption
expenditures by 41 per cent. Teen pregnancy falls by 26 per cent, early entry into
marriage/cohabitation falls by 58 per cent, the share of girls reporting sex against their will drops from
14 per cent to almost half that level, and preferred ages of marriage and childbearing increased. It is
interesting to note that the “girls’ clubs” modality was developed by BRAC in Bangladesh, where it
reached one million adolescent girls between 1993 and 2013.

What made this intervention different from others? Bandiera et al. (2017) identify the following
elements: (1) it targets adolescent girls, the majority of whom do not already engage in self-
employment activities at baseline; (2) it has an intense training period lasting far longer than a few
weeks; (3) the training covers general business skills as well as technical knowledge and sector-
specific content; and (4) it bundles together vocational skills with life skills that aim to simultaneously
raise girls’ social empowerment. This suggests that programmes addressing both the productive and
reproductive spheres of adolescent girls’ lives may have greater impacts than those “single-pronged”
programmes that have focused on economic or reproductive health constraints in isolation.

6.2 Credit and cash grants for entrepreneurs
Given the size of the informal sector in rural areas, could programmes that provide credit and cash
grants to young rural entrepreneurs be effective? Again, while most studies on this topic reviewed in
Fox and Kaul (2018) were conducted in urban areas, and many of them with adult women, they may
offer some insights into interventions for rural entrepreneurs. We aim to extrapolate these findings
such that they are applicable to rural female youth, particularly those who are old enough to access
financial services.

Microfinance programmes have been proposed to reduce credit constraints that may hamper the
ability of women to take advantage of their entrepreneurial skills. However, recent studies, such as
Banerjee et al. (2015), cast doubt on the microfinance model. But neither are cash grants necessarily
the solution. In an experiment randomly providing cash grants to microenterprises in Sri Lanka, which
was not specifically targeted to youth, de Mel et al. (2014) found that the capital injections generated
large profit increases for male microenterprise owners, but not for female owners.

Could business training combined with loans or cash grants be a solution? An experiment in urban Sri
Lanka (Ibid.) provided business training by itself, and in combination with a grant, to self-employed
women. Again, this programme was not specifically directed at young women. For women already in
business, training led to some changes in business practices but not in business profits, sales or
capital stock. In contrast the combination of training and a grant led to large and significant
improvements in business profitability in the first eight months, but this impact dissipated in the second
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year. For women interested in starting enterprises, receiving a grant resulted in poorer women opening
businesses, but did not increase net business ownership. However, training appears to have
increased the profitability and business practices of the businesses started, suggesting it may be more
effective for new owners than for enhancing existing businesses. The authors highlight the challenge
in getting subsistence-level female-owned microenterprises to grow, and suggest that providing capital
and skills may not address the binding constraints that these entrepreneurs face in growing their
businesses. Although the authors suggest that targeting young women who are starting their
businesses may be more effective, this needs to be tested in other settings.

Findings from two labour market interventions targeting young women in Nairobi are similar
(Brudevold-Newman et al., 2017). One treatment offered participants a “microfranchising” programme
that combined vocational and life skills training with start-up capital and ongoing business mentoring; a
second treatment provided women with an unrestricted cash grant, but no training or other support.
Both interventions had economically large and statistically significant impacts on income over the
medium term (7 to 10 months after the end of the interventions), but these impacts dissipated in the
second year after treatment in both treatment arms. It appears that individuals in the sample were
savings-constrained, and launched unsustainable businesses to stretch out the capital infusions
provided by the interventions. The training component of the franchise intervention also did not
increase individual productivity sufficiently to create sustainable businesses. It also appeared that
credit constraints were not the main obstacle preventing the poor – particularly poor women – from
launching and expanding profitable, sustainable businesses.

A third study (Fiala, 2013) randomized the provision of loans, cash grants, business skills training, or a
combination thereof to microenterprise owners in Uganda, without any age-related targeting. This
programme ended up benefiting men: those with access to loans and training reported significantly
higher profits. The loan-only intervention clearly alleviated credit constraints for men, as the loans led
to large increases in business profits, but the impacts did not last. There were no impacts from the
grant intervention, and no effects for women from any of the interventions. Why were there no impacts
for women? The author points to family pressures, which are more constraining for women. Keeping
cash in hand was difficult when there is pressure to spend money on school fees, health care and
funerals; these pressures were particularly acute for women whose family members lived nearby. In
contrast, men often do not face the same pressures and instead benefit from having family nearby to
use as labour. Keeping cash in hand may be even harder for female youth, compared with adult
women, as they may feel pressure from older family members.

Finally, the only programme that was successful in improving economic outcomes for women had
much weaker impacts on social and empowerment outcomes. Blattman et al. (2014) study an NGO-
implemented programme that gave cash grants of approximately US$150 and basic business skills
training to the very poorest and most excluded women aged 14-30 in the war-affected region of
northern Uganda. The women were encouraged by the NGO to begin retail trading, while continuing
their farming and other miscellaneous activities. A year after the intervention, monthly cash earnings
doubled, cash savings tripled, and short-term expenditures and durable assets increased 30 to 50 per
cent relative to the control group. The treatment also had the biggest impact on people with the lowest
initial levels of capital and access to credit. However, although the programme leads to relatively large
increases in income and wealth, there is no effect on women’s independence, status in the community
or freedom from intimate partner violence (though the programme does not increase a woman’s
probability of experiencing partner violence).6 There is also little evidence that paying attention to

_____________________________________________
6 These results were obtained from a Randomized Controlled Trials comparing baseline and endline questions on
these topics, which were then aggregated into indices of economic decision-making, attitudes towards gender
norms, supportive behaviour, independence and domestic violence. Even if answers to these questions were self-
reported, the experimental design, the use of baseline and endline data to compute impact estimates, and the fact
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men’s roles in the household leads to better empowerment or economic success, although there is
promising improvement in partner support and relationships, and there is little effect on psychological
or social well-being from this reduction in poverty. The limited impacts on empowerment-related
outcomes may arise from the reality that gender norms are slow to change.

The experiences from the impact evaluations described above point to the limited potential for
increasing wage employment and mixed results for making self-employment more profitable,
particularly for young women who may start out with lower levels of human and physical capital than
men of the same age, and who may face particular gender-based constraints. Family pressures are an
important constraint for women – proximity of the family was a blessing for men, who could tap
additional labour, but not necessarily for women. Women also needed to balance their domestic
responsibilities and relationships within the family with the needs of their businesses. Maitra and Mani
(2017) also point out that cash injections directed at women could be confiscated by their husbands
and other members of their household, leading to considerable inefficiencies, especially for female
youth, who are likely to have lower status within their households. The most successful programme
that we reviewed, ELA in Uganda (Bandiera et al., 2017), may have succeeded because it deliberately
addressed both the productive and reproductive spheres of young women’s lives, compared with
“single-pronged” programmes that focused on economic or reproductive health constraints in isolation.

6.3 Programmes potentially affecting adolescents and their families
The above programmes focus on young men and women as wage earners and entrepreneurs, but not
on the younger group of youth, who may be living with parents and older relatives (including in-laws),
and who may not have the agency to make decisions regarding future investments in human capital
and/or seeking employment. Most of the programming in this area has focused on adolescent girls
(see the review by Baird and Özler, 2016, also see Quisumbing and Pinkstaff, 2016).

Two types of programmes deserve mention: (1) programmes that encourage parents to continue
investing in girls’ human capital (schooling) such as conditional cash transfers; and (2) programmes
that aim to delay marriage by providing incentives. Although these are different types of programmes,
they may be combined.

Conditional Cash Transfers (CCTs) in Latin America and elsewhere have increased schooling
participation rates, had larger impacts on children in poorer households and during years of transition
into school or between school levels, and had larger impacts on girls than boys (see review in de
Brauw et al., 2015). However, even in a “typical” CCT, impacts can be quite different across groups.
An evaluation of the Bolsa Familia (BF) programme in Brazil, for example, found that impacts vary by
sex, age and location (Ibid.). On aggregate, BF increased girls’ school participation by 8.2 percentage
points, and had no significant impact on boys. Further disaggregation by location showed that impacts
on participation and grade progression were driven by girls in rural areas. The authors conclude that
BF is widening a gap that already favours girls, suggesting that, in this context, it is important to
understand better why such programmes are more successful at promoting older girls’ education than
boys’ education.

Programmes that use cash and assets transfers to delay marriage include Apni Beti Apna Dhan
(ABAD) in India, Kishoree Kontha in Bangladesh, the Zomba Cash Transfer Program in Malawi, and
the Berhane Hewan programme in Ethiopia (see review in Baird and Özler, 2016). Although the
specific modalities differ, these programmes provide incentives (savings accounts, cooking oil, cash

____________________________
that indicators were based on an index rather than responses to individual questions about whether status improved
make it unlikely that the self-reported nature of the data introduced bias into the responses.
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transfers, a goat) to girls and their families, with varying degrees of success in changing gender norms
regarding early marriage.

A third type of programme could be information and mass media programmes that emphasize the
growth of employment opportunities for women. Jensen (2012), for example, reports on the impacts of
providing three years of recruiting services to help young women in randomly selected rural Indian
villages get jobs in the business process outsourcing (BPO) industry. Young women in treatment
villages were significantly less likely to get married or have children during this period, choosing
instead to enter the labour market or obtain more schooling or post-school training. Women also report
wanting to have fewer children and to work more steadily throughout their lifetime, consistent with
increased aspirations for a career. These results suggest that the process of structural transformation
could improve schooling and employment outcomes even without deliberate policy interventions, citing
the rise of the BPO sector, along with rapid growth in the white-collar service sector more generally,
which is shifting the Indian economy away from agriculture and manufacturing. This shift is likely to
continue to generate a greater demand for educated female labour and a corresponding increase in
female labour force participation. Structural transformation will eventually change opportunities for
women – the question is the speed at which the change occurs in societies with well-entrenched
gender discrimination.

7. Conclusions

In conclusion, we find that marriage, childbearing and gender norms surrounding the transition to
adulthood both shape the opportunities and constraints for youth and make them very different for
young men and young women. At the same time, where a particular country lies in terms of the ST/RT
typology, as well as its underlying gender norms, may influence the types of opportunities available to
young men and women. For example, countries with high levels of structural and rural transformation
and with relatively egalitarian gender norms may be associated with better opportunities for young
women. These are countries where the growth of non-agricultural GDP may create higher returns to
schooling, which in turn encourages parents to invest in their children’s education. If these countries
also have more egalitarian gender norms, parents would invest in both girls’ and boys’ schooling, and
the growth of the non-agricultural sector could create employment opportunities for young men and
women alike. Regardless of where countries fall in the ST-RT typology, investments in human capital
(including reproductive health) are important for young women and young men.

Programmes and interventions seldom discuss or address the structures of constraint that differ for
young men and young women, although these are sometimes acknowledged as reasons for the lack
of success. Using a gender lens reminds us that we must consider five key dimensions. First, social
norms define what is work and what is appropriate work for youth. These shape the opportunities that
youth have and the choices that they make – and these differ for young men and young women.
Second, care work and reproductive work also shape the choices of youth, and again these differ
markedly for young men and young women. This feeds into the third issue, concerning the differential
time constraints for young men and young women. These constraints are both in terms of the amount
of time that they have for work and the structure of these time constraints. It is not just the number of
hours that they have available, but which hours are available and whether they control their use of
time. Fourth, youth face structural barriers in labour markets, and the returns to labour will differ for
young men and young women. Finally, young men and young women differ in their access to a wide
range of assets and resources, including both those useful for self-employment and those needed to
find and keep wage employment.
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The limited evidence on the gendered impacts of interventions may stem from gaps in programming
for young men and young women, possibly arising from the failure to consider gender differences in
transitions to adulthood, and thus the failure to intentionally design interventions that take them into
account. The limited evidence may also arise from the tendency of reviews of impact evaluations to
focus on evaluations based on Randomized Controlled Trials as well as the possibility that
interventions are not even evaluated. Because of this, we may be missing important findings on
programmes on rural male and female youth for which impact evaluations have not been conducted.
Other evaluations, including those based on qualitative analysis, may provide insights into how such
programmes differently impact young men and young women. These types of analysis would also
provide insights into how gender roles provide different constraints and opportunities for male and
female youth in rural areas.
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Table 1. Weighted means of select indicators for rural youth aged 15-24 years, by gender and structural transformation typology

Female Male
High-High High-Low Low-High Low-Low High-High High-Low Low-High Low-Low
Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Ever married 43.91 45.96 47.52 45.99 13.10 15.28 13.11 15.62
(0.60) (0.21) (1.06) (0.55) (0.36) (0.13) (0.51) (0.37)

Ever attended
secondary
school

73.71 76.76 31.90 27.44 68.09 82.49 54.36 28.24

(0.76) (0.22) (1.46) (0.54) (0.94) (0.41) (1.80) (0.82)
Median years
of schooling 9.16 8.76 4.00 4.72 7.69 8.76 7.28 5.33

(in number of
years) (0.02) (0.01) (0.10) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.03)

Currently in
school 22.71 24.16 12.59 19.31 19.00 27.92 24.20 18.24

(0.56) (0.34) (0.75) (0.44) (0.69) (0.38) (1.13) (0.68)
Currently
employed 24.15 13.29 34.34 35.37 54.09 42.33 48.28 54.12

(0.63) (0.31) (0.95) (0.59) (1.02) (0.48) (1.37) (0.92)
In school and
employed 5.22 2.80 3.51 6.08 16.69 5.95 11.47 21.64

(0.28) (0.14) (0.26) (0.24) (0.65) (0.22) (0.80) (0.88)
On-farm:
Works for self* 2.99 9.43 13.73 18.46

(0.36) (0.45) (1.13) (0.49)
On-farm:
Works for
family
member*

22.20 44.80 11.87 29.03

(1.39) (0.94) (1.03) (0.83)
On-farm:
Works for
someone else*

3.62 6.05 4.21 4.19

(0.35) (0.36) (0.90) (0.22)

Tables and figures
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Off-farm:
Works for self* 10.95 7.59 50.62 20.99

(0.68) (0.44) (1.90) (0.59)
Off-farm:
Works for
family
member*

14.56 17.88 8.10 9.84

(0.81) (0.72) (0.65) (0.36)
Off-farm:
Works for
someone else*

30.66 4.97 7.64 10.29

(1.22) (0.41) (0.69) (0.49)
Not in
education,
employed or in
training
(NEET)

47.91 59.75 49.56 39.24 10.22 23.80 16.05 6.00

(0.77) (0.41) (1.11) (0.64) (0.58) (0.37) (0.88) (0.30)
NEET: Married
and has
children†

25.38 24.61 26.09 19.19 0.58 0.99 0.39 0.37

(0.64) (0.37) (0.77) (0.43) (0.19) (0.07) (0.09) (0.06)
NEET: Married
only† 7.85 12.03 13.27 6.08 0.07 1.35 0.67 0.27

(0.33) (0.26) (0.59) (0.18) (0.02) (0.09) (0.23) (0.04)
NEET: Has
children only† 1.81 0.37 1.69 1.88 0.09 0.03 0.22 0.04

(0.12) (0.05) (0.16) (0.13) (0.02) (0.01) (0.07) (0.01)
NEET: Not
married and
has no
children†

12.87 22.74 8.51 12.06 9.48 21.43 14.77 5.32

(0.44) (0.37) (0.39) (0.35) (0.56) (0.35) (0.84) (0.28)
Relationship to head of household
Self 1.79 1.05 2.81 4.07 13.39 5.07 19.76 11.50

(0.19) (0.04) (0.22) (0.15) (0.68) (0.18) (1.02) (0.64)
Spouse 26.66 12.75 44.33 30.31 1.29 0.09 0.00 2.51

(0.70) (0.14) (1.20) (0.47) (0.23) (0.03) (0.00) (0.32)
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Child 50.79 52.56 26.57 44.56 63.81 78.98 63.73 71.46
(0.79) (0.20) (0.87) (0.52) (0.96) (0.40) (1.14) (0.79)

Child-in-law 9.17 21.50 14.75 8.25 5.62 0.40 0.29 1.03
(0.38) (0.15) (0.90) (0.24) (0.67) (0.05) (0.11) (0.12)

Other 11.60 12.13 11.55 12.81 15.89 15.47 16.22 13.49
(0.41) (0.13) (0.50) (0.28) (0.62) (0.35) (0.82) (0.49)

Land and house ownership
Owns land
(any
ownership)

11.77 24.64 8.55 26.21 12.30 38.73 20.06 20.20

(0.46) (0.48) (0.45) (0.49) (0.63) (0.67) (1.32) (0.82)
Owns land
solely only 3.22 4.25 2.47 7.21 6.66 13.08 11.59 11.69

(0.27) (0.21) (0.22) (0.24) (0.41) (0.43) (0.71) (0.71)
Owns land
jointly only 7.59 11.20 4.50 16.99 3.93 15.06 7.49 7.33

(0.38) (0.29) (0.29) (0.43) (0.43) (0.46) (1.03) (0.42)
Owns land
solely and
jointly

0.97 9.20 1.58 2.02 1.71 10.59 0.98 1.18

(0.10) (0.29) (0.23) (0.12) (0.20) (0.40) (0.23) (0.12)
Owns house
(any
ownership)

14.11 29.51 12.33 29.47 12.24 46.64 27.97 19.82

(0.47) (0.51) (0.66) (0.52) (0.66) (0.71) (1.60) (0.75)
Owns house
solely only 2.58 5.56 1.91 6.09 4.38 17.43 10.37 11.66

(0.23) (0.23) (0.21) (0.26) (0.41) (0.52) (0.77) (0.61)
Owns house
jointly only 10.28 13.85 8.65 21.05 4.89 16.72 15.18 7.02

(0.42) (0.33) (0.56) (0.49) (0.46) (0.49) (1.35) (0.40)
Owns house
solely and
jointly

1.26 10.10 1.78 2.33 2.98 12.49 2.42 1.14

(0.11) (0.30) (0.26) (0.13) (0.27) (0.43) (0.40) (0.16)
N 30 433 40 599 17 253 63 952 9 122 30 133 6 138 24 775
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Notes:
Source: Authors’ computations from Demographic and Health Surveys post-2010
Estimates are weighted means for the 15-24-year-old population, with corresponding clustered standard errors in parentheses
Countries are classified as follows: High-High (Colombia, Dominican Republic, Egypt (Arab Rep.), Ghana, Guatemala, Honduras, Indonesia, Kyrgyz Republic, Namibia, Peru, Philippines); High-Low
(Bangladesh, Cameroon, Gambia, India, Lesotho, Senegal, Zambia); Low-High (Cote d’Ivoire, Chad, Nigeria, Pakistan, Tajikistan); Low-Low (Afghanistan, Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia,
Ethiopia, Guinea, Kenya, Mali, Malawi, Mozambique, Myanmar, Nepal, Niger, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Tanzania, Togo, Uganda)
Marital status estimates are calculated using the household member roster. Data are missing for Bangladesh, Honduras and Kenya
Due to missing data on men for Bangladesh, Peru, Philippines and Tajikistan, these countries are excluded from the calculations, excluding never-married estimates, for both men and women
Data from Burkina Faso, Gambia, Mozambique, Peru and Uganda do not have employment category labels. Therefore, on-farm versus off-farm employment categorization is not available
Colombia does not have data on employer: self, family member or someone else
Indonesia did not ask the question on current school status of household member, so the indicator on whether the household member is still in school was used instead
Philippines does not have data on whether the household member is currently in school, and consequently NEET
* Among those employed; data available for female youth only
† Among those who are NEET
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Table 2. Asset ownership among rural youth, by asset type, gender and age group

Ethiopia Ghana

Agricultural Non-agricultural Consumer
durables Agricultural Livestock Chicken/

Poultry Non-agricultural Consumer durables

Sample
size

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Sample
size

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Fe
m

al
e

15-24
years

1,467 13.90 4.98 34.87 902 6.71 0.31 2.84 10.09 20.71

(1.57) (0.73) (1.91) (0.89) (0.25) (0.57) (1.33) (1.80)

15-17
years

522 2.63 2.10 12.45 356 1.81 - 1.51 4.76 12.69

(1.07) (0.69) (1.78) (0.74) (0.62) (1.41) (1.92)

18-24
years

945 20.30 6.62 47.60 546 10.46 0.55 3.86 14.16 26.85

(2.24) (1.05) (2.40) (1.50) (0.44) (0.83) (1.80) (2.55)

M
al

e

15-24
years

1,512 17.19 15.24 28.65 994 10.43 0.31 4.21 15.40 20.39

(1.59) (1.83) (1.92) (1.39) (0.18) (0.73) (1.56) (1.93)

15-17
years

598 5.14 6.29 14.20 452 5.83 - 2.87 7.84 15.65

(1.64) (1.68) (2.10) (1.68) (0.99) (1.73) (2.34)

18-24
years

914 25.34 21.29 38.42 542 14.86 0.61 5.50 22.69 24.96

(2.28) (2.42) (2.71) (1.94) (0.35) (1.04) (2.29) (2.73)

Source: Authors’ computations. Estimates are weighted means, with corresponding standard errors clustered at the primary sampling unit level
Data for Ethiopia comes from the 2011/12 Rural Socioeconomic Survey. Data for Ghana comes from the Socioeconomic Panel Survey (2009/10).
Ethiopia agricultural assets are: Axe (gejera), mofer and kember, pickaxe (geso), plough (modern), plough (traditional), sickle (machid), water pump, water storage pit.
Ghana agricultural assets are: two-wheel tractor, four-wheel tractor, Allen key, axe, basket, cane-crusher, canoe, chisel, cutlass, cutter, fishing net, float, hammer, harrow, head-pan, hoe, irrigation pipe,
mattock, nap sack, outboard motor, pickaxe, pincers, pinch bar, plane, plough, plough, pumping machine, rake, saw, screwdriver, scripper, shovel, sickle/reaping hook, spanner, spirit level, spou-shape,
spraying machine, square, tape measure, thread mill, tiller, trailer/cart, trowel, vulcanizing machine, water can, water pump, wellington boots, wheelbarrow.
Non-agricultural assets are: bicycle, cart, hand-pushed or animal-drawn (Ethiopia only), fixed telephone line, mobile phone, motorcycle, sewing machine (Ghana only), weaving machine (Ghana only)
Ethiopia consumer durables are: kerosene, butane gas or electric stove; blanket; mattress or bed; wristwatch or clock; radio/radio and tape/tape; television; CD/VCD/DVD/Video deck; satellite dish; sofa set;
electric or power-saving mitad (Ethiopia only); refrigerator; car; jewellery, including gold and silver; wardrobe; shelf for storing goods; biogas stove (pit).
Ghana consumer durables are: 3-in-1 radio system, air conditioner, animal-drawn implements, bag, barrel, basin, bedsheet, blender, book (textbook), bowl, box iron, bucket, buta, camcorder/video camera,
camera, carpet/door mat, chainsaw, coal pot, computer accessories, cooking pot, corn mill, cups and plates, cutlery/ utensils, desktop computer, electric power generator, fan, freezer, gallon, game cards
(chess, ludo, etc.), glasses, gun, hairdryer, wheelbarrow, head-pan, house, ice-chest, iron (electric), kettle/heater, land (non-farm), lanterns/gas lights, laptop computer, mat/mattress, microwave,
mortar/pestle, motor-driven lawnmower, musical instrument, other sound system, outdoor furniture, parabolic satellite, printer, radio, radio cassette player, record player, refrigerator, room furniture, solar
lamp, speaker, stove (electric), stove (gas), stove (kerosene), torch, toy, TV, VCD/DVD player, video player, walking stick, wall clock, washing machine/dryer
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Table 3. Per cent of rural youth who have an identity card, by gender and age group

Bolivia Dominican Republic Pakistan

Mean Sample size Mean/SE Sample
size Mean/SE

Fe
m

al
e

15-24 years 90.83 3 539 65.84
(1.42)

15-17 years 84.24 674 18.22
(2.28)

18-24 years 94.59 2 865 80.93 3 523 45.31
(1.31) (1.34)

M
al

e

15-24 years 89.96 2 998 61.12
(1.50)

15-17 years 83.99 612 12.89
(2.13)

18-24 years 93.48 2 386 74.13 3 230 67.40

(1.59) (1.37)
Source: Authors’ computations.
Data for Bolivia comes from the 2012 Population and Housing Census
Data for the Dominican Republic comes from the Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey (MICS) in 2014, and represents individuals aged 16 years and over
Data for Pakistan comes from the Demographic and Health Survey in 2012/13, and includes those aged 18 years and over (identity card eligibility age)
Dominican Republic and Pakistan estimates are weighted means, with corresponding standard errors clustered at the primary sampling unit level
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Appendices
Appendix 1. List of papers identified in literature search

Issue (number of papers) Papers
Issue

(number of
papers)

Papers

Education (3)

(Favara, 2017)

Social and
political capital
(5)

(Acharya et al., 2010)

(Mukherjee, 2015) (Banks, 2015)

(Porter et al., 2011) (Keulder and Spilker,
2002)

Farm and non-farm
employment (4)

(Bryceson, 2002) (Lekalake and Gyimah-
Boadi, 2016)

(Fares, Montenegro and Orazem,
2007)

(Resnick and Casale,
2011)

(Gella and Tadele, 2015)

Self-employment
and
entrepreneurship
(10)

(Aggarwal and Klapper,
2013)

(Hajdu et al., 2013) (Ahaibwe and Kasirye,
2015)

Land (5)

(Berckmoes and White, 2014) (Aliero and Ibrahim,
2013)

(Doss et al., 2015) (Chigunta et al., 2005)

(Kosec et al., 2018) (Elder and Kring, 2016)

(Kieran et al., 2017) (Kelley et al., 2011)

(Richards, 2005) (Johnson et al., 2013)

Migration (12)

(Buchmann, 2000) (Mehta and Mehta, 2011)

(Castellanos, 2007) (Sykes et al., 2016)

(Chiang, Hannum and Kao, 2013) (Vossenberg, 2013)

(Fan, 2003) (White and Kenyon,
2007)

(Heckert, 2015)

(Hertrich and Lesclingand, 2012)

(Hertrich and Lesclingand, 2013)

(Hsin, 2005)

(McKenzie, 2008)

(Moya, 2007)

(Mueller, Doss and Quisumbing,
2018)

(Palmer, 2009)
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Appendix 2. Surveys included in analysis, by structural transformation typology and survey year

Country DHS year Other surveys Notes
High ST – High RT
Colombia 2015

Dominican Republic 2013 MICS: 2014 Dominican
Republic Multiple Indicator
Cluster Survey

MICS: Identity card estimates are for youth
aged 16-24 years

Egypt 2014 DHS: Female youth sample only includes
ever-married women; male youth data not
collected

Ghana 2014 LSMS: 2009/2010 Ghana
Socioeconomic Panel
Survey

Guatemala 2014/15

Honduras 2011/12

Indonesia 2012

Kyrgyz Republic 2012

Namibia 2013

Peru 2012 DHS: Male youth data not collected

Philippines 2013 DHS: Male youth data not collected; male
and female data excluded from regional
estimates

High ST – Low RT

Bangladesh 2014 DHS: Female youth sample only includes
ever-married women

Cameroon 2011
Gambia 2013
India 2015/16
Lesotho 2014
Senegal 2016
Zambia 2013/14
Low ST – High RT
Chad 2014/15
Cote d’Ivoire 2011/12
Nigeria 2013
Pakistan 2012/13 DHS: Female youth sample only includes

ever-married women; estimates also
included for identity cards for youth aged
18-24 years

Tajikistan 2012 DHS: Male youth data not collected
Low ST – Low RT
Afghanistan 2015
Benin 2011/12
Burkina Faso 2010
Burundi 2010
Cambodia 2014
Ethiopia 2016 LSMS: 2011/12 Ethiopia

Rural Socioeconomic Survey
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Country DHS year Other surveys Notes
Guinea 2012
Kenya 2014
Malawi 2015/16
Mali 2012/13
Mozambique 2011
Myanmar 2015/16
Nepal 2016
Niger 2012
Rwanda 2014/15
Sierra Leone 2013
Tanzania 2015/16
Togo 2013/14
Uganda 2011

Source: Authors
DHS: Demographic and Health Survey
LSMS: Living Standards Measurement Survey
MICS: Multiple Indicator Cluster Survey
ST: Structural Transformation; RT: Rural Transformation
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Appendix 3. Weighted means of select indicators for rural youth aged 15-17 years, by gender and
structural transformation typology

Female Male
High-
High

High-
Low

Low-
High

Low-
Low

High-
High

High-
Low

Low-
High

Low-
Low

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Ever married 8.53 4.88 20.06 11.97 0.79 1.65 2.19 1.92
(0.45) (0.11) (1.19) (0.44) (0.11) (0.06) (0.33) (0.14)

Ever attended secondary
school 79.65 84.78 37.88 27.84 65.61 84.04 50.37 22.15

(0.87) (0.26) (2.01) (0.73) (1.14) (0.56) (2.24) (0.95)
Median years of schooling 8.45 8.84 5.00 5.35 6.97 8.71 6.59 5.23
(in number of years) (0.02) (0.01) (0.07) (0.03) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)

Currently in school 56.27 63.23 31.65 40.93 41.85 64.47 41.12 29.32
(1.18) (0.70) (1.86) (0.84) (1.18) (0.73) (2.03) (1.26)

Currently employed 10.95 7.23 21.20 21.60 19.59 15.11 25.92 31.88
(0.71) (0.39) (1.39) (0.67) (0.98) (0.54) (1.71) (1.10)

In school and employed 9.44 6.94 7.63 11.71 32.40 11.87 13.60 32.52
(0.62) (0.36) (0.65) (0.51) (1.15) (0.49) (1.21) (1.45)

On-farm: Works for self* 1.68 7.91 8.91 9.66
(0.32) (0.76) (1.43) (0.56)

On-farm: Works for family
member* 29.02 51.55 15.03 37.57

(2.41) (1.47) (1.45) (1.32)
On-farm: Works for
someone else* 4.95 7.94 3.40 4.26

(0.77) (0.70) (1.48) (0.37)
Off-farm: Works for self* 5.52 4.64 50.31 17.11

(1.04) (0.59) (2.66) (0.86)
Off-farm: Works for family
member* 20.09 15.28 13.80 13.34

(1.74) (1.06) (1.38) (0.67)
Off-farm: Works for
someone else* 26.21 4.05 4.82 9.63

(2.48) (0.57) (0.81) (0.80)
Not in education, employed
or in training (NEET) 23.35 22.60 39.52 25.77 6.16 8.55 19.36 6.27

(1.04) (0.58) (1.73) (0.80) (0.56) (0.37) (1.47) (0.46)
NEET: Married and has
children† 3.33 0.99 6.50 3.20 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00

(0.31) (0.15) (0.64) (0.25) (0.01) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
NEET: Married only† 4.14 3.15 17.22 5.49 0.01 0.04 0.66 0.03

(0.37) (0.25) (1.17) (0.27) (0.01) (0.02) (0.53) (0.02)
NEET: Has children only† 0.47 0.05 0.91 0.95 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00

(0.07) (0.01) (0.15) (0.14) (0.02) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
NEET: Not married and has
no children† 15.42 18.41 14.89 16.13 6.12 8.52 18.70 6.24

(0.92) (0.54) (0.90) (0.63) (0.56) (0.37) (1.44) (0.46)
Relationship to head of household

Self 0.55 0.10 1.31 1.09 0.62 0.27 4.19 1.17
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Female Male
High-
High

High-
Low

Low-
High

Low-
Low

High-
High

High-
Low

Low-
High

Low-
Low

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

(0.27) (0.01) (0.26) (0.14) (0.19) (0.06) (1.00) (0.22)

Spouse 4.04 0.85 25.77 7.26 0.54 0.00 0.00 2.16
(0.34) (0.06) (1.67) (0.35) (0.11) (0.36)

Child 73.94 78.15 49.58 68.95 77.55 80.69 78.53 80.33
(1.02) (0.25) (1.42) (0.63) (1.03) (0.55) (1.41) (0.78)

Child-in-law 2.94 3.50 5.60 3.44 0.79 0.05 0.06 0.15
(0.28) (0.12) (0.93) (0.23) (0.16) (0.02) (0.06) (0.08)

Other 18.53 17.41 17.75 19.27 20.50 18.99 17.22 16.20
(0.97) (0.23) (1.00) (0.52) (1.00) (0.54) (1.14) (0.69)

Land and house ownership

Owns land (any ownership) 4.71 20.66 5.56 11.73 4.59 34.43 8.44 9.72
(0.40) (0.61) (0.54) (0.50) (0.39) (0.83) (1.22) (0.74)

Owns land solely only 1.38 3.30 1.87 3.13 1.87 10.21 3.53 4.29
(0.22) (0.27) (0.32) (0.21) (0.24) (0.52) (0.56) (0.54)

Owns land jointly only 2.56 9.38 2.48 7.45 0.76 13.65 4.36 4.48
(0.31) (0.41) (0.32) (0.42) (0.13) (0.57) (1.04) (0.52)

Owns land solely and jointly 0.77 7.98 1.21 1.15 1.96 10.57 0.55 0.95
(0.10) (0.38) (0.26) (0.12) (0.28) (0.51) (0.22) (0.17)

Owns house (any ownership) 5.93 24.49 7.46 13.11 5.11 40.52 14.65 8.63
(0.50) (0.65) (0.67) (0.58) (0.44) (0.88) (1.61) (0.66)

Owns house solely only 0.87 4.47 1.21 2.00 0.53 13.50 1.74 2.98
(0.22) (0.31) (0.34) (0.18) (0.11) (0.61) (0.35) (0.37)

Owns house jointly only 3.75 11.37 5.05 9.61 1.13 14.94 10.85 4.75
(0.40) (0.44) (0.53) (0.52) (0.16) (0.59) (1.51) (0.50)

Owns house solely and
jointly 1.32 8.64 1.20 1.50 3.45 12.08 2.06 0.89

(0.14) (0.40) (0.27) (0.17) (0.40) (0.55) (0.55) (0.20)
N 10 845 58 522 5 328 20 669 4 594 10 232 2 274 9 160

Source: Authors’ estimates from Demographic and Health Surveys post-2010
Estimates are weighted means for the 15-17-year-old population, with corresponding clustered standard errors in
parentheses. Countries are classified as follows: High-High (Colombia, Dominican Republic, Egypt (Arab Rep.), Ghana,
Guatemala, Honduras, Indonesia, Kyrgyz Republic, Namibia, Peru, Philippines); High-Low (Bangladesh, Cameroon,
Gambia, India, Lesotho, Senegal, Zambia); Low-High (Cote d’Ivoire, Chad, Nigeria, Pakistan, Tajikistan); Low-Low
(Afghanistan, Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Ethiopia, Guinea, Kenya, Mali, Malawi, Mozambique, Myanmar,
Nepal, Niger, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Tanzania, Togo, Uganda). Marital status estimates are calculated using the
household member roster. Data are missing for Bangladesh, Honduras and Kenya. Due to missing data on men for
Bangladesh, Peru, Philippines and Tajikistan, these countries are excluded from the calculations, excluding ever-married
estimates, for both men and women. Data from Burkina Faso, Gambia, Mozambique, Peru and Uganda do not have
employment category labels. Therefore, on-farm versus off-farm employment categorization is not available
Colombia does not have data on employer: self, family member or someone else
Indonesia did not ask the question on current school status of household member, so the indicator on whether the
household member is still in school was used instead
Philippines does not have data on whether the household member is currently in school, and consequently on NEET
status
* Among those employed; data available for female youth only
† Among those who are NEET
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Appendix 4. Weighted means of select indicators for rural youth aged 18-24 years, by gender and structural transformation typology

Female Male

High-High High-Low Low-High Low-Low High-High High-Low Low-High Low-Low

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Ever married 61.90 62.72 59.83 60.95 20.06 21.96 19.11 24.04
(0.72) (0.24) (1.16) (0.63) (0.53) (0.19) (0.73) (0.54)

Ever attended secondary school 70.84 73.24 29.80 27.25 68.91 81.71 56.37 31.82
(0.90) (0.25) (1.42) (0.58) (1.12) (0.47) (1.93) (1.02)

Median years of schooling 9.26 8.71 3.69 4.21 8.51 9.75 8.71 5.94
(in number of years) (0.02) (0.02) (0.11) (0.04) (0.02) (0.02) (0.08) (0.02)

Currently in school 8.45 6.81 5.89 9.25 9.70 9.49 15.70 11.72
(0.39) (0.23) (0.42) (0.37) (0.65) (0.29) (0.93) (0.61)

Currently employed 29.85 15.98 38.96 41.78 69.19 56.05 59.50 67.22
(0.80) (0.38) (1.07) (0.66) (1.15) (0.55) (1.49) (1.05)

In school and employed 3.31 0.97 2.05 3.46 9.50 2.97 10.40 15.23
(0.25) (0.09) (0.22) (0.20) (0.56) (0.17) (0.83) (0.84)

On-farm: Works for self 3.37 10.00 14.93 21.59
(0.43) (0.45) (1.19) (0.57)

On-farm: Works for family member 20.26 44.80 11.09 25.98
(1.37) (0.94) (1.16) (0.83)

On-farm: Works for someone else 3.24 6.05 4.42 4.17
(0.36) (0.36) (0.85) (0.25)

Off-farm: Works for self 12.50 7.59 50.69 22.37
(0.80) (0.44) (2.00) (0.63)

Off-farm: Works for family member 12.99 17.88 6.68 8.59
(0.90) (0.72) (0.69) (0.36)

Off-farm: Works for someone else 31.93 4.97 8.34 10.52
(1.27) (0.41) (0.79) (0.50)

Not in education, employed or in 58.38 76.24 53.09 45.51 11.61 31.49 14.40 5.84
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Female Male
High-High High-Low Low-High Low-Low High-High High-Low Low-High Low-Low

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

training (NEET)

(0.86) (0.43) (1.15) (0.69) (0.76) (0.51) (0.93) (0.38)

NEET: Married and has children† 35.19 35.09 32.99 26.62 0.86 1.49 0.59 0.59
(0.80) (0.49) (0.92) (0.54) (0.29) (0.11) (0.14) (0.09)

NEET: Married only† 9.43 15.97 11.88 6.35 0.11 2.01 0.68 0.41
(0.44) (0.35) (0.62) (0.23) (0.03) (0.14) (0.22) (0.07)

NEET: Has children only† 2.41 0.52 1.96 2.31 0.12 0.05 0.33 0.06
(0.17) (0.07) (0.21) (0.16) (0.03) (0.01) (0.10) (0.02)

NEET: Not married and has no
children† 11.36 24.66 6.27 10.16 10.53 27.94 12.79 4.78

(0.46) (0.45) (0.37) (0.34) (0.72) (0.48) (0.87) (0.35)
Relationship to head of household

Self 2.35 1.47 3.33 5.45 19.80 7.52 27.58 17.59
(0.23) (0.05) (0.27) (0.20) (0.98) (0.26) (1.28) (0.93)

Spouse 36.82 18.00 50.86 41.02 1.67 0.13 0.01 2.71
(0.86) (0.18) (1.28) (0.57) (0.35) (0.04) (0.01) (0.47)

Child 40.38 41.28 18.47 33.23 56.92 78.10 56.30 66.24
(0.86) (0.23) (0.81) (0.54) (1.23) (0.48) (1.33) (1.07)

Child-in-law 11.97 29.44 17.97 10.48 8.04 0.57 0.40 1.56
(0.51) (0.20) (1.00) (0.31) (0.98) (0.08) (0.16) (0.19)

Other 8.49 9.80 9.37 9.81 13.57 13.67 15.72 11.90
(0.39) (0.13) (0.50) (0.28) (0.74) (0.39) (0.92) (0.58)

Land and house ownership

Owns land (any ownership) 14.91 26.43 9.60 32.89 15.99 40.89 25.89 26.37
(0.63) (0.53) (0.50) (0.60) (0.90) (0.74) (1.59) (1.10)

Owns land solely only 4.00 4.68 2.68 9.08 8.87 14.52 15.63 16.05
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Female Male
High-High High-Low Low-High Low-Low High-High High-Low Low-High Low-Low

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

Mean
(SE)

(0.37) (0.24) (0.26) (0.32) (0.60) (0.50) (1.00) (0.99)

Owns land jointly only 9.77 12.01 5.21 21.38 5.41 15.78 9.06 9.01
(0.51) (0.33) (0.34) (0.51) (0.63) (0.52) (1.13) (0.49)

Owns land solely and jointly 1.13 9.74 1.70 2.43 1.71 10.59 1.19 1.31
(0.13) (0.32) (0.24) (0.14) (0.26) (0.43) (0.29) (0.14)

Owns house (any ownership) 17.85 31.77 14.05 37.00 15.73 49.73 34.65 26.40
(0.64) (0.57) (0.75) (0.61) (0.92) (0.77) (1.83) (1.01)

Owns house solely only 3.32 6.05 2.15 7.97 6.28 19.41 14.70 16.78
(0.32) (0.27) (0.23) (0.35) (0.60) (0.60) (1.09) (0.91)

Owns house jointly only 13.11 14.96 9.91 26.33 6.59 17.61 17.35 8.35
(0.56) (0.38) (0.65) (0.58) (0.67) (0.55) (1.49) (0.47)

Owns house solely and jointly 1.42 10.76 1.98 2.71 2.86 12.70 2.60 1.28
(0.14) (0.34) (0.29) (0.15) (0.32) (0.47) (0.45) (0.18)

N 20 431 130 995 11 940 47 113 6 557 19 905 3 865 15 621

Source: Authors’ estimates from Demographic and Health Surveys post-2010
Estimates are weighted means for the 15-17-year-old population, with corresponding clustered standard errors in parentheses.
Countries are classified as follows: High-High (Colombia, Dominican Republic, Egypt (Arab Rep.), Ghana, Guatemala, Honduras, Indonesia, Kyrgyz Republic, Namibia, Peru,
Philippines); High-Low (Bangladesh, Cameroon, Gambia, India, Lesotho, Senegal, Zambia); Low-High (Cote d’Ivoire, Chad, Nigeria, Pakistan, Tajikistan); Low-Low (Afghanistan,
Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Ethiopia, Guinea, Kenya, Mali, Malawi, Mozambique, Myanmar, Nepal, Niger, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Tanzania, Togo, Uganda).
Marital status estimates are calculated using the household member roster. Data are missing for Bangladesh, Honduras and Kenya.
Due to missing data on men for Bangladesh, Peru, Philippines and Tajikistan, these countries are excluded from the calculations, excluding ever-married estimates, for both men
and women.
Data from Burkina Faso, Gambia, Mozambique, Peru and Uganda do not have employment category labels. Therefore, on-farm versus off-farm employment categorization is not
available.
Colombia does not have data on employer: self, family member or someone else.
Indonesia did not ask the question on current school status of household member, so the indicator on whether the household member is still in school was used instead.
Philippines does not have data on whether the household member is currently in school, and consequently on NEET status.
* Among those employed; data available for female youth only.
† Among those who are NEET.
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Appendix 5. Weighted means of “time-trend” country estimates for rural youth aged 15-24 years, by gender

Country
(Year) N Never married Ever married Ever attended

secondary school
Median years of

schooling Currently employed NEET
(Total)

Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males

Bangladesh
(1993-94)

2 851 167 16.09 20.36 0.00 11.40 98.43 86.74 1.57

(1.05) (3.03) (0.90) (1.11) (0.95) (1.11)

Bangladesh
(1996-97)

2 575 188 21.60 17.80 1.00 0.00 30.14 96.59 66.33 2.34

(1.27) (2.61) (1.48) (1.41) (1.45) (1.19)

Bangladesh
(1999-00)

2 439 117 32.07 22.46 4.00 3.00 15.83 98.60 79.95 0.82

(1.34) (3.54) (1.22) (1.00) (1.28) (0.82)

Bangladesh
(2004)

2 566 189 46.52 25.84 5.00 5.00 12.78 98.66 83.68 1.34

(1.48) (3.13) (0.95) (0.81) (1.00) (0.81)

Bangladesh
(2007)

2 288 195 55.82 34.21 6.00 4.00 22.89 96.98 64.55 0.81

(1.50) (3.82) (1.54) (1.38) (1.55) (0.81)

Bangladesh
(2011)

2 288 165 60.47 32.25 6.00 4.00 7.41 97.23 88.98 1.03

(1.51) (4.01) (0.67) (1.44) (0.73) (0.73)

Bangladesh
(2014)

3 473 65.14 7.00 22.05 71.72

(1.54) (1.37) (1.43)

Ghana
(1993)

941 267 40.49 84.27 59.51 15.73 5.53 9.36 6.00 8.00 57.07 56.93 28.69 19.10

(1.94) (2.40) (1.94) (2.40) (0.91) (1.73) (2.12) (4.36) (1.85) (2.62)

Ghana
(1998)

1 168 384 50.66 84.75 49.34 15.25 57.05 68.11 6.00 8.00 52.26 54.66 28.32 14.13

(1.76) (2.02) (1.76) (2.02) (2.17) (2.77) (1.76) (3.08) (1.52) (1.89)

Ghana
(2003)

1 120 1 061 52.68 88.59 47.32 11.41 49.89 58.43 6.00 7.00 55.13 47.97 23.35 14.31

(1.89) (1.16) (1.89) (1.16) (2.30) (2.35) (1.85) (2.19) (1.65) (1.30)

Ghana
(2008)

1 040 948 62.67 90.73 37.33 9.27 58.85 63.15 7.00 7.00 55.32 56.94 18.74 13.26

(1.92) (1.08) (1.92) (1.08) (2.18) (2.28) (1.98) (2.47) (1.35) (1.41)

Ghana
(2014)

1 764 833 70.03 93.33 29.97 6.67 63.57 71.83 7.00 7.00 47.79 65.72 30.78 11.68

(1.60) (0.99) (1.60) (0.99) (2.35) (2.64) (1.85) (2.23) (1.97) (1.63)
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Country
(Year) N Never married Ever married Ever attended

secondary school
Median years of

schooling Currently employed NEET
(Total)

Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males

Bolivia
(1994)

1 155 61.24 38.76 35.97 5.00 59.51 30.78

(2.00) (2.00) (2.55) (2.16) (1.90)

Bolivia
(1998)

1 271 372 57.63 79.61 42.37 20.39 37.93 63.29 5.00 7.00 42.75 69.10 43.65 8.44

(2.03) (2.41) (2.03) (2.41) (2.25) (3.36) (2.29) (3.09) (2.19) (1.83)

Bolivia
(2003)

2 287 728 59.61 74.55 40.39 25.45 32.34 46.59 7.00 8.00 52.36 79.51 33.00 4.74

(1.52) (1.91) (1.52) (1.91) (2.06) (2.73) (2.07) (2.12) (1.70) (1.07)

Bolivia
(2008)

2 110 625 61.69 76.62 38.31 23.38 47.26 56.75 8.00 9.00 55.95 65.35 23.75 1.33

(1.55) (2.36) (1.55) (2.36) (1.99) (2.92) (2.08) (2.85) (1.50) (0.46)

Nepal
(2001)

2 270 332 0.00 0.00 100.00 100.00 19.68 46.21 0.00 5.00 75.33 94.27 23.86 1.31

(1.66) (3.30) (2.57) (1.53) (2.56) (0.68)

Nepal
(2006)

3 250 1077 43.91 68.49 56.09 31.51 44.31 66.64 5.00 7.00 64.90 74.37 22.68 4.27

(1.60) (1.80) (1.60) (1.80) (2.47) (2.52) (2.46) (2.19) (2.17) (0.89)

Nepal
(2011)

3 614 1131 46.81 75.65 53.19 24.35 62.61 81.51 7.00 9.00 53.19 59.84 26.77 6.66

(1.36) (1.75) (1.36) (1.75) (2.52) (1.95) (2.43) (2.43) (2.26) (0.95)

Nepal
(2016)

1 773 523 41.35 73.13 58.65 26.87 66.14 77.50 8.00 9.00 49.75 59.96 34.22 12.43

(1.81) (2.38) (1.81) (2.38) (2.57) (2.61) (2.72) (3.06) (2.82) (1.82)

Notes:
Authors’ estimates. Data are from Demographic and Health Surveys for Bolivia, Ghana and Nepal between 1993 and 2016
Estimates are weighted means, with corresponding standard errors clustered at the primary sampling unit level
Bangladesh (all years) and Nepal (2001) samples consist only of ever-married women and men
No male youth data were collected in the Bolivia (1994) survey
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Appendix 6. Weighted means of “time-trend” country estimates for rural youth aged 15-17 years, by gender

Country
(Year) N Never married Ever married Ever attended secondary

school
Median years of

schooling
Currently
employed

NEET
(Total)

Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males

Bangladesh
(1993-94)

718 13.07 1.00 6.99 89.40

(1.47) (1.04) (1.32)

Bangladesh
(1996-97)

717 19.68 2.00 21.17 73.58

(1.86) (1.92) (1.99)

Bangladesh
(1999-00)

719 32.08 4.00 10.54 83.12

(1.91) (1.59) (1.83)

Bangladesh
(2004)

678 53.44 5.00 7.76 87.01

(2.44) (1.23) (1.54)

Bangladesh
(2007)

416 62.47 6.00 9.88 79.75

(2.97) (1.98) (2.53)

Bangladesh
(2011)

607 59.94 6.00 4.89 87.56

(2.67) (1.23) (1.58)

Bangladesh
(2014)

647 68.46 7.00 11.24 76.35

(2.49) (1.53) (2.23)

Ghana
(1993)

253 87.35 12.65 4.35 7.00 30.04 31.23

(2.11) (2.11) (1.29) (3.23) (3.15)

Ghana
(1998)

350 147 92.48 99.21 7.52 0.79 65.05 65.39 7.00 7.00 18.65 26.08 30.26 11.52

(1.45) (0.79) (1.45) (0.79) (3.10) (4.36) (2.20) (3.94) (2.66) (2.88)

Ghana
(2003)

349 438 87.49 100.00 12.51 - 49.16 53.80 6.00 6.00 30.67 25.79 22.18 11.20

(2.00) (2.00) (3.42) (2.93) (3.08) (2.59) (2.39) (1.82)

Ghana
(2008)

353 352 94.55 99.53 5.45 0.47 60.57 55.85 7.00 6.50 29.01 40.25 12.36 10.59

(1.62) (0.47) (1.62) (0.47) (3.20) (3.22) (2.97) (3.87) (1.86) (2.00)

Ghana
(2014)

630 309 96.77 100.00 3.23 - 60.54 61.30 7.00 7.00 28.43 50.57 25.05 12.08

(0.73) (0.73) (2.76) (4.10) (2.52) (3.99) (3.02) (2.39)



50

Country
(Year) N Never married Ever married Ever attended secondary

school
Median years of

schooling
Currently
employed

NEET
(Total)

Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males

Bolivia
(1994)

421 89.97 10.03 42.48 5.00 51.60 31.04

(1.61) (1.61) (3.42) (3.06) (2.72)

Bolivia
(1998)

474 166 88.45 97.50 11.55 2.50 47.43 68.66 6.00 8.00 40.88 52.13 28.62 9.06

(1.71) (1.46) (1.71) (1.46) (3.17) (4.50) (3.11) (4.79) (2.54) (3.18)

Bolivia
(2003)

859 279 90.73 97.84 9.27 2.16 38.15 46.45 8.00 8.00 49.32 68.83 24.96 4.36

(1.18) (0.95) (1.18) (0.95) (3.28) (3.99) (2.74) (3.66) (2.26) (1.46)

Bolivia
(2008)

803 279 90.69 97.34 9.31 2.66 48.72 54.59 8.00 9.00 51.03 41.51 11.21 1.47

(1.15) (1.05) (1.15) (1.05) (2.61) (4.18) (2.60) (3.92) (1.32) (0.80)

Nepal
(2001)

351 - 100.00 19.48 - 71.50 25.61

(2.74) (4.26) (4.17)

Nepal
(2006)

1 119 441 77.88 97.49 22.12 2.51 50.05 71.71 5.00 7.00 61.23 56.59 15.12 5.46

(1.68) (0.74) (1.68) (0.74) (3.19) (2.93) (3.11) (3.73) (2.62) (1.35)

Nepal
(2011)

1 217 433 82.93 96.84 17.07 3.16 71.90 82.26 7.00 8.00 52.38 44.35 14.09 4.68

(1.47) (1.28) (1.47) (1.28) (2.72) (3.03) (2.89) (3.58) (2.34) (1.44)

Nepal
(2016)

598 201 80.07 98.00 19.93 2.00 75.93 84.51 8.00 8.00 47.54 41.74 20.10 8.94

(2.47) (1.31) (2.47) (1.31) (2.62) (3.17) (3.11) (4.49) (2.83) (2.82)
Notes:
Authors’ estimates.
Data come from Demographic and Health Surveys for Bolivia, Ghana and Nepal between 1993 and 2016.
Estimates are weighted means, with corresponding standard errors clustered at the primary sampling unit level.
Bangladesh (all years) and Nepal (2001) samples consist only of ever-married women and men.
No male youth data were collected in the Bolivia (1994) survey.
Data for male youth aged 15-17 years for Bangladesh (2004), Ghana (1993) and Nepal (2001) were excluded because of N<100 observations.
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Appendix 7. Weighted means of “time-trend” country estimates for rural youth aged 18-24 years, by gender

Country

(Year)
N Never married Ever married Ever attended

secondary school
Median years of

schooling Currently employed NEET
(Total)

Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Female
s Males

Bangladesh

(1993-94)

2 262 162 16.55 20.40 0.00 12.42 98.38 86.24 1.62

(1.12) (3.09) (1.01) (1.14) (1.05) (1.14)

Bangladesh

(1996-97)

1 986 186 21.86 17.99 1.00 1.00 32.66 96.56 64.19 2.36

(1.39) (2.64) (1.58) (1.43) (1.55) (1.20)

Bangladesh

(1999-00)

1 862 115 31.50 22.24 3.00 3.00 17.15 98.59 79.14 0.83

(1.48) (3.56) (1.33) (1.01) (1.38) (0.82)

Bangladesh

(2004)

1 983 185 44.23 25.38 5.00 5.00 14.04 98.63 82.86 1.37

(1.52) (3.23) (1.03) (0.83) (1.07) (0.83)

Bangladesh

(2007)

1 872 194 54.33 33.93 6.00 4.00 25.79 96.97 61.16 0.81

(1.58) (3.82) (1.72) (1.39) (1.76) (0.81)

Bangladesh

(2011)

3 050 162 60.12 32.26 6.00 4.00 7.93 97.18 88.99 1.05

(1.54) (4.08) (0.72) (1.47) (0.77) (0.75)

Bangladesh

(2014)

2 826 64.44 7.00 24.33 70.75

(1.63) (1.53) (1.56)

Ghana

(1993)

688 169 23.26 75.15 76.74 24.85 5.96 13.61 6.00 9.00 67.01 73.37 27.76 14.79

(1.83) (3.43) (1.83) (3.43) (1.03) (2.80) (2.18) (4.61) (2.08) (3.07)
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Country

(Year)
N Never married Ever married Ever attended

secondary school
Median years of

schooling Currently employed NEET
(Total)

Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Female
s Males

Ghana

(1998)

818 237 32.32 75.69 67.68 24.31 53.55 69.81 5.00 9.00 66.93 72.55 27.47 15.77

(1.94) (2.96) (1.94) (2.96) (2.42) (3.29) (1.92) (2.89) (1.79) (2.54)

Ghana

(2003)

771 623 36.21 80.26 63.79 19.74 50.24 61.81 6.00 7.00 66.70 64.17 23.91 16.58

(2.30) (1.91) (2.30) (1.91) (2.56) (2.90) (2.12) (2.46) (1.97) (1.91)

Ghana

(2008)

687 596 46.86 85.67 53.14 14.33 58.00 67.36 7.00 8.00 68.38 66.55 21.91 14.80

(2.60) (1.65) (2.60) (1.65) (2.61) (2.74) (2.12) (2.33) (1.74) (1.72)

Ghana

(2014)

1 134 524 56.59 89.44 43.41 10.56 65.09 77.97 7.00 8.00 57.55 74.52 33.66 11.45

(2.09) (1.53) (2.09) (1.53) (2.99) (2.55) (2.27) (2.55) (2.19) (2.05)

Bolivia

(1994)

734 45.11 54.89 32.30 5.00 63.96 30.64

(2.72) (2.72) (2.72) (2.32) (2.16)

Bolivia

(1998)

797 206 39.77 64.78 60.23 35.22 32.43 58.84 5.00 7.00 43.83 83.16 52.36 7.93

(2.37) (3.77) (2.37) (3.77) (2.39) (4.26) (2.49) (3.36) (2.52) (2.28)

Bolivia

(2003)

1 428 449 39.48 59.65 60.52 40.35 28.59 46.68 6.00 9.00 54.33 86.35 38.20 4.99

(1.81) (2.68) (1.81) (2.68) (1.94) (3.30) (2.17) (1.99) (1.99) (1.29)

Bolivia

(2008)

1 307 346 43.55 57.90 56.45 42.10 46.34 58.70 8.00 9.00 59.02 86.90 31.60 1.20

(2.18) (3.69) (2.18) (3.69) (2.21) (3.78) (2.37) (2.49) (2.05) (0.49)

Nepal 1 919 312 - - 100.00 100.0
0 19.72 46.75 0.00 5.00 76.04 94.42 23.53 1.38
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Country

(Year)
N Never married Ever married Ever attended

secondary school
Median years of

schooling Currently employed NEET
(Total)

Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Female
s Males

(2001) (1.75) (3.30) (2.55) (1.58) (2.55) (0.72)

Nepal

(2006)

2 131 636 25.53 49.12 74.47 50.88 41.20 63.26 4.00 7.00 66.88 86.25 26.77 3.47

(1.64) (2.33) (1.64) (2.33) (2.48) (2.87) (2.41) (1.73) (2.19) (0.88)

Nepal

(2011)

2 397 698 28.56 62.44 71.44 37.56 57.92 81.04 7.00 9.00 53.60 69.50 33.18 7.89

(1.56) (2.42) (1.56) (2.42) (2.75) (1.92) (2.51) (2.41) (2.56) (1.25)

Nepal

(2016)

1 175 322 22.12 57.57 77.88 42.43 61.27 73.11 8.00 9.00 50.85 71.35 41.23 14.61

(1.65) (3.44) (1.65) (3.44) (3.00) (3.10) (2.94) (3.23) (3.05) (2.34)

Notes:
Data are from Demographic and Health Surveys for Bolivia, Ghana and Nepal between 1993 and 2016.
Estimates are weighted means, with corresponding standard errors clustered at the primary sampling unit level.
Bangladesh (all years) and Nepal (2001) samples consist only of ever-married women and men.
No male youth data were collected in the Bolivia (1994) survey.
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