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ABSTRACT

Everybody knows: rural regions offer fewer posdiles for non-farm employment than
urban areas. For this reason, it was the semistiebsie farm structures that had to absorb
the released workers from the big rural state pntss and the urban-rural migrants
fleeing unemployment in the towns in the courseecdnomic transformation. This has
created hidden unemployment in farm households thwod low agricultural labour
productivity in the European transition economiEsom a policy point of view, it is
therefore desirable to promote new jobs outsidefdh® sector in order to decrease the
livelihood dependency on agriculture. But do ryrabple actually have a choice? And if
so, will they go for non-farm employment? In Eurgpeansition economies rural people
taking up non-farm jobs seem to do this predomigatiie to distress-push and not so
much due to demand-pull factors. The former woulgly that distress pushes them to
earn money even in very low-paid jobs. The latteiigates better remunerated job options
because there is demand.

When individuals decide what kind of employmengtofor, they consider among other
factors also the support they can get from relati&ed friends, the opinion of the local
society in general, the resources they can mobdim the barriers they are supposed to
overcome.

Since the late 1990s, a number of studies have teea with respect to non-farm rural
employment (NFRE) and its contribution to rural eeeyyment. However, the role of social
capital and the underlying networks in getting ascéo NFRE has not yet been
researched. The objectives of this paper are te giv overview of the social capital
concepts, stressing on bonding, bridging and liglsacial capital.

Keywords: Rural non-farm employment, social networks, tramsi

1 INTRODUCTION

Imagine you live in a rural region in Eastern Ewojfou have spent there all your life.
You have worked in the local plant producing a m@ssgluct - let it be components for
electric machines. Your children are in ti&ahd 4" grade and your wife is a nurse in the
local small hospital. And one day, your world chesiglramatically. The plant you have
worked in for so many years is stopping productiéou are laid off. Your wife still has
her job, but the money is not enough to provideeeedt livelihood for the whole family.
What do you do? Look for a job in the village? ©lcse, you try this way, but because
the plant relied on local workforce, there are laofs people like you looking for
employment. It does not look good — no decent jabsgontracts, no social benefits, and
long working hours. Imagine also you have somelar&nd and see most of your co-
villagers start to do agriculture, some other &ryfihd a job in the big city or in the small
town nearby. And very few try to start their owrsimess. Which option will you take?
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This is a typical story. Millions of people haveedal and are still facing this problem and
have to find a way to deal with it. Their livelinda@ecisions have a huge impact on rural
landscapes and on the wellbeing of the peopleditirere. Governments cannot make the
right decisions if they do not understand whahis tnotivation of the rural people when
they make, for instance their employment decisiding promotion of non-farm activities
iIs now on the agenda of the EU policies as welnasy national policy strategies. But
more understanding is needed in terms of the m®twvel constraints that people face in
their rural environments. This paper attempt tolemf on insights from different
disciplines and provide a theoretical base thgidhekplaining what drives people to start
non-farm businesses.

Our interest goes specifically self-employmentin rural areas for two reasons: First,
small non-farm businesses are often a last reboid wage jobs are available. Second,
successful start-ups offer the potential of cregatomparably higher family incomes and
additional jobs for family or non-family membersedilar wage employment is often the
first choice of rural job seekers. However, evidesaggests that often the capacity of the
local labour market is limited, with the public swcdominating it (RAIKOVA 2005). The
state employs usually in the domains of medicak,caducation, public security and
administration. Even though these types of jobs fatend in almost every village,
possibilities of employment are narrow. Other secttame almost to a standstill in the
transition process and thereafter. In the procésgstructuring some of them might be
awaken to new life by private initiative in the fioof small start-ups.

The traditional backbone of the rural economy, agdtiire, generally looses importance in
the course of economic development, but is plagimngmportant new role since it turned
to be a safety-net for those who lost their wades.jdAfter 1990, “distress-push”-forces
drove many rural residents to find in farming & l&sort relief of their worsening income
situation (BJCHENRIEDERaNd MOLLERS 2006). It was assumed that this will be temporary
solution until other employment opportunities wodklelop and “pull-out” the workforce
from the farming sector. In the context of this @apghe emergence of self-employment
cannot be understood without considering also itivi@tson in the farm sector as both are
interconnected. Often farm and non-farm busineasesindertaken in the same household
(TRAIKOVA 2005). Moreover, when the majority of the ruralpplation is engaged in
farming, its success determines what income willalailable for spending in the local
economy, respectively in the non-farm sector.

Most of the rural businesses are family businesBais. implies that the people employed
there have quite different motivation than the pe@mgaged in wage employment of big
commercial enterprises. Family businesses have igquenattribute because of the
simultaneous obligations to the family and the canyp Personal relations here are
supposed to be especially important.

The idea on which this paper is based is that gemimg up of non-farm income sources in
transition economies is closely connected to tlmasometworks, in which rural decision-
makers are embedded. Networks can do both, locgl@ao, but also pull them out of a
difficult situation. Moreover, it is assumed thabaomic theory with its focus on rational,
income maximising individuals goes too short. Fanm there is much more besides
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income as for example the trade-off between a laia b in the village and loosing your
childhood friends and being separated from yourilfaihyou go for better wage in the
city.

These trade-offs and respectively ties that keeal ppeople in the villages are usually
ignored. The main reason is that they are hardet dith solely applying the homo
economicus concept, they are too abstract anctuliffto measure. Nonetheless, the role
they play for employment decision can undoubtediyslgnificant. In the following the
issue of social networks is addressed in the cordéxural non-farm employment by
introducing some key theories and combine them inglghts from behavioural theory.

2 THE NOTION OF SOCIAL CAPITAL AND NETWORKS

There has been a wide discussion around the teyamriscapital”. It is out of the scope of
this paper to provide a comprehensive overviewhenlarge body of publications on the
topic, but for a good literature review see fotamee WFHUES et al. (2006), NHAYLOVA
(2004) and RobucTiviTY CoMmmissION (2003). This paper concentrates rather on relevant
issues of the concept that might explain the dewisnaking process, when it comes to
diversifying into non-farm employment, especialligwself-employment.

Individuals live rarely alone; they are usually esdfled in networks of people with whom
they interact in the one or the other way. Thesefar example the family, close friends,
the people who one meets everyday at work, andrgpnisations with which rural people
have to deal. Interaction can be formal or infornmabular or not, but because of the
social nature of people, it has its own rules thake its outcomes more predictable. These
rules or social norms influence the behaviour ajbe to a different degree, but usually in
the same direction. @EMAN (1988) states that norms arise as attempts to tiegative
external effects or encourage positive ones.

The scholarly literature struggles to overcomedeéfciencies of the myriad of definitions
of social capital that sometimes contradict witkreather. But there are some aspects on
which there seems to be an agreement:

» Social capital is about ties between people. Itsdoat refer to persons, but to the
relationships among them @BDIEU 1985).

» Social capital is conceived as networks plus resesjr(e.g. credit, information)
(DuUFHUES et al. 2006).

» Social capital is a context dependent phenomertodepends on the history and
local circumstances @»DUCTIVITY COMMISSION 2003).

MIHAYLOVA (2004) categorises three groups of definitionsaxfial capital laying a focus
either onnetworks, trust, or civic participation. In some aspects, all of them can be
relevant for the choice of non-farm employmentod/cock andNARAYAN (2000, p. 1)
define social capital as referring to “the normsl arxetworks that enable people to act
collectively”.



Intuitively, the term social capital implies somiet positive. Economists are used to the
idea of maximising income and according to thiglitran think of “capital” as something
good. But is this true also for social capital? rEhare voices arguing that it is costly to
maintain a network and thus its scope should banmged (DUFHUES et al. 2006; $ONE
2001; WooLcock and NARAYAN 2000). Rose (1999) shows that individuals can use social
capital in order to “get things done”, often withitcomes that cause high costs for the
society as a whole. So, how to deal with this natiegjative side of social capital?

Therefore, following V@oLcock and NaRAYAN (2000) for the purpose of the analysis, it
will be relied on the terms “networks” and “normsind not on the sometimes
controversially used term “social capital”. So ffaper states that people are influenced in
their decision to diversify by the networks andthg norms. Of course there are also other
factors that impact on their decisions, but thevoet aspect has hardly been researched
until now.

While the decision to diversify is an individualegrihe definition discussed above aims at
the community level. Despite this the network apploseems useful because individual
choices rest upon beliefs about the societal uigiits and organisations and the networks
behind them. This point will be discussed agaithennext section.

In the context of searching for employmengAROVETTER (1983; 1974) found that job
seekers are most likely to have heard about the joby eventually secured through
contacts or people they did not know well, thusgasing what he called “the strength of
weak ties (GRANOVETTER 1983, p. 201). These were people looking for wja@ys. But
how about starting an own business? What kindesfdioes one need for that?

In order to work with different types of ties beewmeindividuals, a useful classification has
been introduced by IGFEL and MDAL (1998): bonding and bridginggonding describes
ties between similar people. The key characteristi® is the similarity of individuals on
certain criteria. In this paper bonding is defiradclose family members and close friends.
Bridging is characterised by cross-cutting ties. Bridgieg tefer to individuals that differ
from one another. Other than with bonding, heresrogieneity is crucial. Bridges are
horizontal links. An example for a bridge is an atleague, who currently lives in
another city and holds a different jdanking is a special case of bridging, connecting
non-similar individuals vertically, that is with ftBrent power positions. In that case the
ex-colleague can be a decision-maker in the logedaaity, while oneself is e.g. a small
farmer.

Regional and local differences in economic develapimmight to a great degree depend
on different combinations of bonding and bridginydoLcock and NaRAYAN 2000).
Thus their influence on individual responses toarpmities in the non-farm sector is
relevant in the context of rural development.

Rural people use their networks in different walfsey cope (Sk 1994) with problems
that seem too difficult to be handled without higmm others. For instance, a sudden loss
of income can be softened by resources providefiéayds and relatives. But people can
also mobilize their networks if they see a goodaspmity that promises benefits to them
and their friends. This is the so callgcb behaviour (& 1994). A vivid example for this
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grab behaviour can be found in the privatisatioaocpss in post-communist countries,
where public property has been sold to people diogbe decision-makers on prices, far
below the market price. This practice can be see@ a@edistribution of resources that
would not have been possible without network coaipen; for those outside the network,
negative consequences resulted from this.

BURT (1992) explains how imperfect access to infornmatitakes such developments in
the privatization process possible. He states tmpgortunities arise everywhere: new
institutions and projects that need leadership, rfemding initiatives looking for
proposals, new jobs, and valuable items enteriegntlarket for which one may know
interested buyers. The information benefits of avoek definewho knows about these
opportunitieswhen they know andvho gets to participate in them. According tof8’s
(1992) Theory of Structural Holes, players witheawork optimally structured to provide
these benefits enjoy a higher success rate. Tmsegplain how the above mentioned
redistribution could reach a few, well connecteddiieiaries. They must have had a key
person (BRT calls it a structural hole) who knew more andieathan the others about
the procedure of privatisation. With regard to tdeversification into non-farm
employment, it is to expect that those who havé then non-farm business are among
others also better informed about market oppoisiflo better understand the influence
of networks it is necessary to gain particularlyren&nowledge about the channels of
information they use - whether they rely more omfal or informal communication over
their network for their business.

3 THE THEORY OF REASONED ACTION

Why are some rural people more open for non-farrpleyment than others? Why are
there not more start-ups? When trying to answeh suestions one needs among others
also to explain the reasoning behind human behavithe current analysis will rely on
the fundamentals of economic theory, namely ratighand utility maximisation, but also
will use the explaining variables offered by thee®ly of Reasoned Action bys2eN and
FIsHBEIN (2005). Their main assumption is that people’sabvedur follows reasonably
from their attitudes, norms and control beliefsd aheir respective intentions. These
determinants of behaviour have been discussed eén ctbntext of rural non-farm
employment by MLLERS and BJCHENRIEDER (2005).

Before introducing the essence of the theory, saeknitions are needed. Aingle
behaviour can be viewed as involving an action directed t&rget, performed in a given
context at a certain point in time. In this conteqening a shop in the village (action) for
earning money (target) in order to provide for ftdmily (context) after a job loss (time) is
a single behaviour.

An attitude is defined as a learned association in memory d@twan object and a
positive or negative evaluation of that object. Ttheory argues that specific attitudes
towards specifically defined behaviour have a $igant predictive power (MSTEAD et
al. 1983). The key rule is to ask general opiniabsut general topics or specific opinions
about specific and precisely defined actions. Quigler this condition the prediction
holds. The dimension should be the same. Thislisdcéhe principle of compatibility .
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As illustrated above, attitudes towards starting-faym business can be seen as single
attitudes.

How to find out what is someone’s opinion towarah+iarm self-employment? In order to
register an attitude, it first needs to be actidat€his can happen in two ways: In
controlled fashion or in an automatic (spontanedashion (GAIKEN and TORPE 1999).
When people are sufficiently motivated and havectbgnitive capacity to do so, they can
retrieve or construct their attitudes toward areobjn an effortful manner. For example
when rural citizens are asked about their attittedeards the European Union, they are
confronted with a complex problem. First they h&wdigure out what they know about
the construct of the European Union, what they Has@&d about it and recall probably
what kind of expectations they hold in this contékis is difficult for most of them,
because they know the term mostly from the telemisind can not really anticipate what
impact can it have on their lives. When their mation or cognitive capacity is low,
attitudes become available only if they are autacaly activated. This is the case when
the respondents are tired or in a hurry. In thisecquick automatic answers can be
expected only on subjects, for which people halongs attitudes.

Strong attitudes involve issues of personal relegaand are held with great conviction
and certainty (BrTy and KROsNICK 1985). They are more likely to be resistant tongjea
than are weak attitudes. There is evidence, theieddnterest and involvement, as well as
direct experience of interacting with the attitumlgect tend to produce relatively strong
attitudes (Rzio 1990). So it is more likely to be able to predethaviour if people are
asked about things, in which they have been inwbivereality and that matter for their
everyday life. Employment generally is such a nmateople hold fairly strong attitudes
towards their jobs (#zeN and FsHBEIN 2005). However, not all rural people might be
explicitly interested or involved in self-employnten

Individuals, who hold favourable attitudes aboutmmg own non-farm business are likely
to notice and process primarily its positive atitéds, whereas individuals with
unfavourable attitudes toward it are likely to dirattention to its negative qualities. Once
activated, the attitude can automatically biasrmiation processing and judgements. This
is especially true for strong attitudes.

Strong attitudes look like promising determinantttoé behaviour taking up of non-farm
employment. Furthermore better results are to Ipeard if the questions get much more
specific and ask the potential entrepreneurs wiveeye and how they will carry out their
intentions. According to Ajzen and Fishbein thisajty increases the likelihood that they
will do so.

Sometimes external obstacles hinder individualpeédorm behaviour. For example if
someone wants to start up a new shop, but dodsavetthe money needed for the initial
investment. This implies that it is important tone@er also the degree of control which an
individual has over certain behaviour.

Considering all this, #&zeEN AND FISHBEIN setup their Theory of Reasoned Action
(Figure 1). They identify three major kinds of cmesations that influence the decision to
perform an action:



 The outweighing of expected positive and negativasequences of behaviour
(attitudes),

 The approval or disapproval of the behaviour byeeted individuals or groups
(norms), and

» The factors that may impede the desired behavamiuél and perceived control).

The termbehavioural belief’ stands for the likely consequences of behaviour. Fo
example, one may think that if a person starts nem-farm business this will result in
better income situation for the family. In gendatak assumed that these beliefs produce
an overall positive or negativattitude towards the particular behavioun the given
example the result will be a positive attitude todgastarting a family business.

Normative beliefs are about perceived social pressure. That is ie@qn is to leave
agriculture, what will the family, friends, colleags, boss and so on say about this
decision. Here social networks play an importarie ras opinion-forming factor. For
example, a person has a good business idea, batideedtis best friends or the most
respected persons in the village are very scefoutait, he may feel pressure not to
follow it. A subjective norm is the social pressure resulting from normativeelf®l
corrected by the degree of willingness to followTihe potential entrepreneur may know
that everyone in the village will say that he iszy to take an expensive credit for
investing in the new non-farm idea, but he miglsbalo not care about that and choose
not to conform. So a subjective norm is what anviddal believes to be right.

Control beliefs concern the presence or absence of factors that thakperformance of
behaviour easier or more difficulActual behavioural control — the objective possibility
one has to exercise control over the situatidarceived behavioural controlis the
degree to which a person thinks he is able to obttie situation. It is in the head of the
individual. For example a potential entrepreneuy kaow about a program supporting
start-ups, but decides not to apply because hehaay heard that the applying procedure
is quite complicated. It could be that in the rigalhe procedure is far less difficult than
perceived (that is the actual control), but becaois¢he subjective biased perception
(perceived control) the resulting action is alsasked — the idea to take credit is given up.



Figure 1 The Theory of Reasoned Action
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Subjective norms and perceived behavioural consbladed in the figure) are those
aspects of intentions formation, where networkssagposed to have most importance.

Rural villages do not have the anonymity of bigesit Usually most people in the village
know each other. There seems to exist a higheredegf closure among peers who see
each other daily, have expectations towards edcbr @nd develop norms about each
other’'s behaviour (BLEMAN 1988). Closure creates trustworthiness in a s@tratture,
because it eases also sanctions. Thus it is tocexpat normative beliefs have more
pressure in rural than in the urban regions andemmently these norms deserve more
attention if it is to try to explain participation rural non-farm activities.

Perceived control is much dependent on the whaléegd of the background factors listed

on the left side of Figure 1, and networks is ohé¢hem. Here is to be highlighted that

networks could support the perception for highegree of control, for example when a

diversifier has to decide whether to adopt an imtion or not. And this support can have
all the dimensions discussed in the social capt&hture — trust, resources that could be
mobilised over the network, the capability of cotiee action due to cohesion in the

village, the belief that by voting one could chatige rules of the political game.

Similarly, a lack of connections (especially inaxiety where the state is not performing
well) may be a reason for an individual to think ieeincapable to handle the task of
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starting a new business and cope with complicaggstration procedures or required
bribes. In such a case one may see lack of entreprial initiatives despite good
endowment with human capital, modern infrastrugtessy access to credit and available
market opportunities. The weaker the state andotbser the formal rules, the more these
perceptions are supposed to gain on importance. iSiparticularly the case in the post-
communist economies, where a giant shift of then&drrules took place, triggering a
major change in the power structures.

It is important to note that all three types ofiéisl described by this theory (behavioural,
normative and control) are influenced by a wideietgr of cultural, personal and
situational factors. So it can be expected to fiiiferences in the beliefs of men and
women, young and old, educated and uneducated, aiwh poor, dominant and
submissive, shy and outgoing and, last but not,leasl and urban people {ZeN and
FisHBEIN 2005). This complements the uniqueness of soetaarks as a context-specific
phenomenon.

Despite all the complexity, it is reasonable touass that there must be some kind of
pattern in the social networks and the norms o$ehoho do farming as opposed to those
who started own off-farm business. In search tihig paper tries to give an overview of

features that come up in the process of startingrafarm business and then make a first
attempt to propose an analytical framework.

4  THE WAY TO START UP A NON -FARM BUSINESS

For starting an own business some crucial precoenditshould be fulfilled. The first of
which is the existence oflausiness ideaHow to generate such an idea? It is likely that
this will happen if more people with different bgc&iund get together and exchange ideas.
This will probably depend also on the educatiorakl and other personal characteristics.
For example, if one really enjoys farming and taea lifestyle it is less likely that one
will think a lot about non-farm opportunities. Bt general it is to suggest that if many
different people pool together their knowledgellskinterests and perspectives, it is much
more likely that a good idea will spark in the hediddome of them. Thus it is to expect a
positive influence will arise from the presencenudre bridging ties. In this sense going
out (not only in the village) and keeping in towsle quite important.

Then, if the idea becomes an intention, treed of market information arises. Is it
possible to sell the service or the product? Whihestarget group? Will there be enough
purchasing power? Rural people are rarely eduaatedomists, but intuitively they look
for a way to sell what they have to offer. Agaiocisl networks might be crucial in
opening up channels that they will use to colldéias information. It is to expect that
informal sources as well as impressions about tisinbss stories of co-villagers will be
also used as a reference and will have impact®pdihsonal decision.

If there is a demand, a way to provide the producservice in question has to be
developed. Here the next element needed in orddatba non-farm activity are tiskills
and know-how required for that. Beside individual knowledge gmdvious experience,
networks could facilitate the start of the businessouple of questions will be asked:
Who could be useful to facilitate the start-up@ [Fartner is needed, will know-how be the
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only criteria for the choice? Maybe there are sgests in the village, but they are
considered to be hostile, or just disliked? Isabg to work with friends? No clear-cut
answer here. It will be interesting to check whetivorks are mobilized to solve that.

Assuming there are sufficient know-how and skillse next issue is abounitial
investment Is there enough equity capital or an affordaldleeas to credit? If not, who
can help? Are helpers bonds or bridges? Does ove tha courage to ask for that? Can
the business pay back the debts?

Furthermore, are themmpeting interestsin the village? Who are the strong of the day?
Is this favourable or not for the future busineldsWv is the potential diversifier embedded
in the local power structure? Here networks aree@sfly important. The flow of
information can decide about life or death of th&ufe business. Linking could be of a
great help. The scope of ones network will probatiiyence his self-confidence

Regulations determine the formal rules of the game. The futemérepreneur should

assess whether it will be possible to comply witlenh or not. Is the state seen as
something suppressing private initiative? Is th&rstimulus not to pay taxes honestly?
Will it be costly to get permission? Are laws emable? Do you need friends to cope
with that? Or can one bend the rules by payingdsriio grab an opportunity without being
sanctioned? There is evidence that significant est@dr the economies in transition

countries is informal (ADERSONand GRAY 2006). This should apply also to rural regions.

Probably these are not all the relevant considmrati but should suffice to gain the
impression that networks and perceptions can ea#yntoelp to a certain extent to explain
the variance in self-employment participation.

As an attempt to make these considerations workaforempirical testing, the paper
proposes to use the following explanatory varialidesa model that has participation in
off-farm self-employment as the dependent variaBlshort description of the proposed
variables will follow.

Variables related to networks:

» General stock of overall trust in the particular vilage — It is to expect that rural
businesses have rural partners and clients. Tsukhawn to decrease transaction
costs for business operation and thus it is reddpta assume that this would have
a positive impact on the probability to start amawen-farm business.

* Prevailing level and structure of bonding versus. bdging ties — As explained
above, the probability to get a good business isl@gsumed to positively correlate
with the frequency of bridging contacts.

» Perceived access to credit- If no or little problems are to be expected, the
probability for credit application should increai®ys solving the issue of the initial
investment. In this case a positive impact is etguec

» Perception for corruption scope in public authorities— Depending on the chosen
behaviour (grab or cope) this can have positivenegative impact for the
probability to start new business. Grabbing indial$ will find it easier to pay a
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bribe and just start operation, while coping pessfot willing or not able to pay)
will struggle in attempts to get all the thingstive legal way and experience stress
and dissatisfaction by knowing that other peoplk uge corruption as a “feature”
of the system. The direction of the effect is retac

» Perceived probability to secure a wage job off-farm— In the context of the
distress-push theory one can assume that, if thecels are low to find a wage job
through the own network as well as the formal whgn people turn to the option to
create employment themselves. A negative effeexpected

* Reliance on informal sources for market related inbrmation — If potential
diversifiers rely more on informal than formal soes, this could give them an
advantage, especially if the information comes frstnactural holes. On the other
side, depending on the scope of the utilised nétwibie information received may
be not so trustworthy or not in time as compareithéoformal sources. It is not clear
what effect this will have on the probability t@agtown off-farm business.

 Number of persons to ask for money when in need If the person is well
embedded in a network, where more people could b#ép in times of hardship,
this would probably decrease the risk aversion aagpectively have a positive
impact on the willingness to start own business.

Additionally to the network aspect, it is known thiaere are also diverse other factors,
that have impact on the participation in non-faeti-employment. Some of them will
be listed below accompanied with short explanafioriheir reasoning:

* Urban closeness- A study on Bulgaria (@#aikova 2005) found out that in peri-
urban regions it is thirteen times more likely itadf non-farm self-employment than
in rural areas. Integration with the urban econolower transport costs and easier
commuting are the reason to expect positive impeau.

* Endowment with human capital— The more educated a person is, the greatee s th
expected chance for the respective person to lgetalbsin an own business and to
deal with complex regulations. Also active age \{ls=tn 16 and 64 years) and good
health should influence positively the probabitibystart self-employment.

* Previous off-farm experience— Has to do with know-how and skills. They should
increase the self-confidence and be supportivedtential entrepreneurs.

» Average income level in village- Determines the purchasing power in the target
market. The higher it is, the greater the potemiahey to be earned for start-ups. A
positive impact is expected.

» Population size in village— Relates to the size of the potential target etark he
bigger the expected demand, the better for theessaaf a new businesses.

* Infrastructure — It is assumed as necessity for the operatiomooffarm firms. A
positive effect is expected.
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» Perceived attractiveness of agricultural opportunites in village— If farmers in the
village make good money and agriculture is peraki@s something positive, this
should decrease the pressure to leave the farorsect

» Desire to be independent or to be own boss Some people are “marked” by the
bad experience of being laid-off or being suppreésse“less capable” seniors. They
have the impulse to take the responsibility inrtlo@n hands and probably to run a
successful firm. Considered as supportive for gigdtion in non-farm self-
employment.

» Dependency ratio— The number of elderly and children related tons@mbers of
the family. If high, it is expected to increase firessure to provide for the family,
and thus increase the probability to find one iiresmployment.

» Perceived wellbeing- If someone is happy as a farmer or at lowernmetevel, no
pressure to diversify will be present and thusmaentives for big changes. That is
why negative effect is expected.

Of course, each study should consider the speminclitions in the examined sample. In
order to better understand the historical, politieaonomic and other unique determinants
of the participation in self-employment in a pautar village, it is good to combine the
quantitative data defined by the variables disalisdg®ove, with qualitative inputs. This
will allow interpreting the results in the light tfe local context

5 CONCLUSIONS

To sum it up, this paper states that networks eae la significant impact on the decision
to participate or not in non-farm self employmenhey can lock individuals into an

unfavourable low-income situation, or pull them afitit. Networks have a crucial role

when it comes to information exposure and recoggipossible opportunities. Another
aspect is that power structures represent vertiealvorks. They are present in every
human society. The position which a potential emyplent diversifier holds within such a
structure may influence the perception of capabilt deal with issues, relevant for self-
employment. Such issues are for example gettinguigsion, or believing that the new
start-up will be backed up by the group in orderhtd the competition. Networks

facilitate the access to resources thus deprivingromoting fragile new-born start-ups.
And last but not least, the norms that are livedhi@ network, where rural people are
embedded, play a role in the opinion-forming preceshich determines their future
intentions and plans.

Considering all this, it is reasonable to inclubde hetwork aspect in the analysis of the
participation in self-employment outside agricuttland believe that future research will
deliver more precise insights, especially with reg the observed choice of particular
non-farm activity, the potential for growth and tp&ans for the future that potential

diversifiers have.
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