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ABSTRACT 

The agricultural industry is developing in South Africa and worldwide. This suggests that 

smallholder vegetable farmers should shift from producing for consumption to producing 

mostly for the market. However, factors are impeding the commercialisation of vegetable 

production among smallholder farmers. This study investigates factors influencing smallholder 

farmers' decision to commercialise their vegetable production. The study used purposive-

stratified random sampling and selected vegetable farmers as the target population. The two 

district municipalities were referred to as strata, and 108 vegetable farmers were randomly 

selected from each stratum, for a total of 216. The binary probit model was used to analyse the 

data. The analysis shows that factors such as educational levels, distance to market, access to 

credit, and farm income play a significant role in influencing their decision to commercialise. 

The significant positive relationship between education and commercialisation decisions 

indicates that higher levels of education among farmers are associated with more market-

oriented practices. Increased farm income further motivates farmers to engage in commercial 

activities, as higher earnings from farm produce create an investment cycle. Policymakers 

should enhance policy frameworks that promote agricultural commercialisation in the two 

districts, thereby improving the livelihoods and resilience of smallholder farmers in South 

Africa. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

Commercialisation is the process of transitioning farmers from subsistence agriculture to 

market-oriented production, aligning their practices with prevailing market demands (Nwafor 

& Westhuizen 2020). Jebesa (2019) indicated that this involves developing the capacity to 

compete and succeed effectively in the marketplace. Governments in most African countries, 

including South Africa, have recognised the potential of commercialising food crops as a 

strategy to alleviate poverty and improve the economic well-being of smallholder farmers 

(Ater, Mutai & Bett, 2021). This approach has also been a focal point for international 

development efforts aimed at reducing poverty and food insecurity (Ayele, Goshme & Tamiru, 

2021). However, a fundamental shift in mindset is required, from prioritising consumption for 

household needs to production for market gain. 

Despite efforts to encourage commercialisation through various support mechanisms, farmers' 

decisions to adopt this approach are influenced by a complex interplay of socioeconomic and 

institutional factors (Tirra et al., 2019). Additionally, achieving commercial success requires 

meeting specific market requirements regarding product quality and quantity (Maponya et al., 

2018). Smallholder farmers are crucial to the development of rural economies in African 

countries, including South Africa (Kamara et al., 2019). The transition to commercialisation 

can have far-reaching impacts on various socioeconomic groups (Abdullah et al., 2019). This 

process is often associated with positive outcomes such as improved living standards, increased 

production, higher incomes, job creation, and poverty reduction (Endalew et al., 2020). 

Getahun (2020) defines smallholder farmers as those who keep few livestock and grow crops 

on less than two hectares of land. For this study, smallholder farmers are defined as those 

earning between R50 000 and R1 million annually (Statistics South Africa, 2020). While these 

farmers are increasingly linked to markets, they often face challenges in accessing formal 

markets and lack essential market information (Dangia, Dara and Daniel, 2019). 

Vegetable production is a vital component of food security and nutrition, and its growing 

demand is driven by population growth and heightened awareness of the health benefits of 

vegetable consumption (Onyishi, 2021; Schreinemachers, Simmons, & Wopereis, 2018). This 

presents significant economic opportunities for farmers. To capitalise on this potential, it is 

expected that smallholder farmers should adopt improved crop varieties, advanced farming 
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practices, and supportive infrastructure (Mariyono et al., 2020). Governments in countries like 

South Africa can play a crucial role in facilitating this transition through effective agricultural 

extension services. 

Previous research has examined various aspects of vegetable production and commercialisation 

in South Africa, particularly in the Eastern Cape Province (Maponya et al., 2018; Mayekiso et 

al., 2019; Nkunjana & Zantsi, 2018; Sebetha, Oluwatayo & Ojo, 2021). While these studies 

have provided valuable insights, they have primarily focused on specific factors or regions, 

leaving gaps in understanding the broader challenges faced by smallholder vegetable farmers 

in commercialising their production. Moreover, research into the root causes hindering 

commercialisation in the Eastern Cape is limited. This article aims to address this knowledge 

gap by comprehensively investigating the factors impeding the commercialisation of vegetable 

production among smallholder farmers in two districts of the Eastern Cape Province. The 

article is organised into three sections: the theoretical background, the methodologies used in 

the study, and the main research findings and recommendations.  

 

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

A researcher builds a theoretical framework, which is a logically developed and interconnected 

set of concepts and premises derived from one or more theories to support a study (Varpio et 

al., 2020). Various theories have been advanced over the years regarding the commercialisation 

of smallholder farmers. There are numerous ways in which entrepreneurial bricolage addresses 

resource scarcity. Bricolage is defined as the process by which entrepreneurs who possess local 

knowledge and resources are more likely to establish businesses using what they already have 

at hand than by expending excessive effort on qualities that are externally directed and require 

resources beyond reach (Preece, 2014). The discussion centres on three dimensions of 

entrepreneurial bricolage, such as familiness, pluriactivity and networking, that have more 

significance for the family business, even though the model identifies multi-level dimensions 

of this phenomenon (Tindiwensi et al., 2020). This study uses a collection of entrepreneurial 

bricolage behaviours in smallholder farms to explain the commercialisation of vegetable 

smallholder farmers in the study area. 

Familyness, as introduced by Habbernshon and Williams in 1999, refers to the unique resources 

and capabilities a family brings to a business. It can impact a family business's competitive 

advantage and its ability to adapt to change (Belling, Pidun & Knyphausen-Aufseß, 2021; 
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Cano-Rubio et al., 2016). Research has shown that familiness can positively influence 

outcomes such as creativity and performance (Belkhodja & Dahgfous, 2020; Pearson, Carr & 

Shaw, 2008; Tindiwensi et al., 2020). However, further exploration of this concept from 

different theoretical perspectives is needed (Zellweger, Eddleston & Kellermanns, 2010). 

Familiness can be a powerful tool for smallholder farms if managed effectively. 

Pluriactivity involves farmers and their households engaging in additional economic activities 

beyond farming to manage risk and increase income (Bashiri et al., 2023; Igwe et al., 2020). It 

is a common strategy to mitigate agricultural risks (Ullah &Shivakoti, 2014) and has evolved 

over time, with farmers diversifying their income sources (Ceriani, Djouak, & Chaillard, 2023). 

Pluriactivity offers a risk management strategy and potential income diversification. 

Other critical pillars for advancing the theory of commercialisation could include collaboration 

and networking. Collaboration and networking with other farmers and stakeholders can benefit 

smallholder farms by improving access to information, production practices, and product 

quality (Tindiwensi et al., 2020). Business network theory highlights the importance of 

relationships and networks in organisational success (Owen-Smith, 2020; Todeva, 2015). 

Farmers' groups can facilitate resource sharing and access to inputs (Sebuliba-Matumba, 

Kibwika & Kyazze, 2017). Ultimately, familiness, pluriactivity and networking are 

interconnected factors that influence the success and resilience of family farms. Networking is 

vital for accessing knowledge, resources and markets. Applying these concepts can inform 

strategies to support and strengthen smallholder agriculture.  

 

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Research Area and Description 

The study was conducted in the Alfred Nzo and O.R. Tambo district municipalities, located in 

the Eastern Cape Province of South Africa. The province is one of the poorest regions in the 

country, incorporating sizeable portions of the former homelands (O.R. Tambo District 

Municipality [ORTDM], 2022). The official unemployment rate in the Eastern Cape was 

47.4%, while the expanded unemployment rate was 54.5% (Parliament of the Republic of 

South Africa [PRSA], 2022). However, the Eastern Cape's farming and forestry capabilities are 

exceptional. These two districts were chosen because of their rural nature with a considerable 

number of smallholder farmers (Nkunjana & Zantsi, 2018). The importance of agriculture as a 

non-formal rural-centred activity cannot be understated. After the district’s rural-based farming 
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is taken out of the equation, the industry becomes a key component of O.R. Tambo District’s 

Local Economic Development framework by leveraging its capacity to improve community 

lives, generate employment opportunities, and combat the district’s pervasive poverty. 

Additionally, it is recognised that the district's enormous farming industry potential can be 

effectively exploited through the right kinds of investment. The most cultivated crops in the 

districts are vegetables and maize.  

 

3.2. Research Design 

The research design that was used in this study was a survey. Surveys work by questioning 

numerous people about their opinions, attitudes and behaviours. Certain surveys report 

respondents' stated opinions and behaviours, while other survey research seeks connections 

between respondents' reported behaviours and opinions and their characteristics (Marczyk et 

al., 2010). The study used a quantitative research method. This research method was chosen 

because it would enable the study to use both open- and closed-ended questions to obtain 

satisfactory answers that would help achieve the specific objectives. Quantitative research is 

research that measures quantity or amount; for example, it involves the use of closed-ended 

questionnaires, surveys, or interviews (Ashley & Boyd, 2006). 

 

3.3. Sample and Sampling Techniques 

According to the Department of Rural Development and Agrarian Reform (DRDAR) statistics 

for the Eastern Cape Province in April 2022, there were 213 smallholder farmers in Alfred Nzo 

District and 255 in O.R. Tambo District, for a total of 468 farmers (DRDAR, 2021). It should 

be noted that this statistic is not static; it is updated quarterly as farmers continue to register 

with the DRDAR. This study made use of Yamane's method to calculate the size of the sample: 

𝑛 =
𝑁

1+𝑁(𝑒)2
, which represented the entire population. Where it was assumed that n is the 

sample size, N is the population, e is the acceptable sampling error at a 95% confidence level, 

and p = 0.05. The following is how the size of the sample was calculated: 𝑛 =
𝑁

1+𝑁(𝑒)2
  = 

468/1+468(.05)2 = 216 farmers. 

The study used purposive-stratified random sampling. These vegetable farmers were stratified 

by district municipality. The district municipalities were referred to as strata, and 108 vegetable 

farmers were chosen randomly from each stratum. 
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3.4. Research Instrument 

Primary data on smallholder farmers were collected using a semi-structured questionnaire 

distributed in person to inform the study outcomes. The Department of Agriculture was 

approached and informed through physical visits and emails. With the assistance of the 

agricultural extension personnel, the researcher contacted vegetable farmers by phone to 

schedule appointments. Other farmers were scheduled for meetings with agricultural extension 

personnel, and questionnaires were distributed.  

 

3.5. Reliability and Validity of the Study 

The most essential criterion, validity, indicates how closely a tool measures what it is intended 

to measure. Validity can be viewed as the degree to which an estimating tool accurately reflects 

differences between the subjects of the test (Kothari, 2004), while reliability in research can be 

viewed as the consistency and stability of measurement, indicating that the same results would 

be obtained if the study were repeated under similar conditions (Krippendorf, 2009, p. 351).  

Before data collection, the tool’s validity and reliability were pre-tested at Mbashe Local 

Municipality. The Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was used to assess the centre consistency 

reliability. The formula for Cronbach’s coefficient alpha is α = nn−1(σX2−∑i=1nσi2)/σX2, 

where n is the number of items, σX2 is the total test score variance, 0i2 is the item variance. A 

score of 70 or higher is acceptable, while a score of 60 indicates an unacceptable score. Internal 

consistency reliability for each questionnaire section was assessed. According to the 

Cronbach’s alpha test across sections, every item should be retained. The values attained for 

the first section were α = 73. The instrument for this study was deemed suitable for primary 

data collection based on the pre-test results. 

 

3.6. Data Analysis 

The study used descriptive statistics by means of percentages and frequencies to analyse the 

data on SPSS version 29.0 to profile the socioeconomic characteristics of the smallholder 

vegetable farmers. It adopted the Binary Probit Model (BPM) and was run in SPSS to identify 

factors influencing the commercialisation of certain vegetable crops. As articulated by Nagler 

(1994, p. 3) “The probit model constrains the estimated probabilities to be between 0 and 1 and 

relaxes the constraint that the effect of the independent variables is constant across different 

predicted values of the dependent variables”. “The probit model assumes that although we 
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observe the values of 0 and 1 for the variable Y, a latent, unobserved continuous variable Y* 

that determines the value of Y. The other benefit of the probit model is realistic probabilities” 

(Nagler, 1994, p. 3). As a result, the probit model was selected as the ideal option for this study. 

It appears that Y* can be expressed as follows: 

Yᵢ* = β0 + β1 x1i + β2 x2i + ... + βk xki +υi (1)  

And that:  

Υi = 1 if Y* > 0 

Υi = 0 Otherwise.  

Where: x1, x2..., xk signify vectors of random variables, and υ signifies a random disturbance 

term (Nagler, 2002).  

 

3.6.1. Model Specification 

The probit model used in this study to analyse the farmers’ decision to commercialise their 

products can be stated as follows:  

Υi=β0+β1x1+β2x2+β3x3+β4x4+β5x5+β6x6+β7x7+β8x8+β9x9+β10x10+υ (2) 

Table 1 presents the dependent and independent variables described as influencing vegetable 

commercialisation among smallholders. Out of the 13 independent variables, eight are 

categorical (dummy variables), and five are continuous. 

 

TABLE 1: Description of Variables Using Binary Probit Model 

Variables Description Unit of 

measurement 

Dependent Variable Y   

The smallholder farmers’ decision to go 

commercial is 1 if the farmer 

commercialises, 0 otherwise. 

 Dummy 

Independent Variables   

Age X1 Actual age of the farmer Years 

Gender X2 1 if male, 0 otherwise Dummy 

Level of education X3 1 if formal, 0 otherwise Dummy 
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Variables Description Unit of 

measurement 

Family size X4 Figure of the family 

members 

Actual number 

Infrastructure X5 1 if the farmer has 

infrastructure, 0 

otherwise 

Dummy 

Distance to market X6 Distance travelled to 

market 

Km 

Access to credit X7 1 if the farmer accesses 

the credit, 0 otherwise 

Dummy 

Ownership of a vehicle X8 1 if the farmer owns one, 

0 otherwise 

Dummy 

The size of arable land X9 Size of arable land Hectares 

Farmers who are members of the farmers’ 

organisation X10 

1 if a member, 0 

otherwise 

Dummy 

Farmers’ off-farm income X11 1 if farmer has off-farm 

income, 0 otherwise 

Dummy 

Farm income X12 Farm income per annum Rands 

Access to agricultural extension services X13 1 if yes, 0 otherwise Dummy  

 

3.7. Ethical Considerations 

This research required ethical consent from the University of Limpopo Turfloop Research 

Ethics Committee (TREC). The researcher applied for TREC permission to begin with the 

project, and the ethical clearance certificate was obtained (TREC/12/2023: PG). The 

respondents in this research participated voluntarily and could withdraw at any time if they no 

longer wished to continue. The collected data were used only for this research, including 

publication. Participants were given a consent form to sign if they agreed to participate, 

provided they understood the terms fully explained to them. The informed consent was written 

and signed. It was further explained verbally to the smallholder farmers who could not read.  
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4. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1. Demographics 

Tables 2 and 3 present the socioeconomic details of smallholder vegetable farmers in 

percentages and frequencies. The majority (59.7%) of the farmers were under 30 years of age, 

while 23.6% were between 30 and 40 years old (Table 2). According to Khoza et al. (2019), in 

the preliminary stages of one’s involvement in a particular activity, there is often a steep 

learning curve. As individuals gain experience and expertise, their level of participation and 

productivity tends to increase. The data in Table 2 show that most of these smallholder 

vegetable farmers are male (60.2%), while females make up 39.8%. Table 2 presents results 

highlighting a significant prevalence of informal education among smallholder vegetable 

producers in the surveyed area. Specifically, 81.4% of them have informal education, while 

only 18.5% have formal education (Table 2). This highlights the need for improved formal 

education availability for farmers across the region. 

 

TABLE 2: Demographics of Respondents (n=216) 

Demographic Factors Description Frequency Percentage 

Age (Years) <30 

30–40 

41–50 

>50 

129 

51 

23 

13 

59.7 

23.6 

10.6 

6.0 

Gender Male 

Female 

130 

86 

60.2 

39.8 

Education level Formal 

Informal 

40 

176 

18.5 

81.4 

 

4.2. Socioeconomic Factors 

The family size of smallholder vegetable farmers, as shown in Table 3, ranged from 6 to 10 

(54.6%). The findings reveal that the maximum distance travelled by smallholder vegetable 

farmers to reach the market was 2.9 kilometres, with the largest proportion of farms (31.0%) 

located at this distance (Table 3). Proximity enables more direct communication with market 

players, such as traders, buyers, and extension services, providing prompt and relevant market 

information (Abate, Mekie, & Dessie, 2022). Corresponding to the findings from Table 3, the 
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greatest number of smallholder vegetable farmers used 1.1–3.0 hectares of their land for 

vegetable production. This suggests that the farmers have a small amount of arable land. The 

annual farm income earned by many smallholder vegetable farmers (45.4%) was between 

(100 001-500 000ZAR) per year (Table 3). The percentage (30.1%) of smallholder vegetable 

farmers with farming experience was between 5 and 10 years (Table 3). 

 

TABLE 3: Socioeconomic Factors of Respondents (n=216) 

Socioeconomic factors Description Frequency Percentage 

Family size 

0–5 

6–10 

11–15 

>15 

54 

118 

33 

11 

25.0 

54.6 

15.3 

5.1 

Distance to market (km) 

<5 

5–10 

11–15 

16–20 

>20 

48 

46 

29 

26 

67 

22.2 

21.3 

13.4 

12.0 

31.0 

Arable land (ha) 

<0.5 

0.5–1.0 

1.1–3.0 

3.1–5.0 

>5.0 

18 

59 

71 

42 

26 

12.0 

19.4 

32.9 

27.3 

8.3 

Farm income (R) 

<50000 

50000–100000 

100001–500000 

500001–1000000 

>1000000 

98 

78 

31 

6 

2 

45.4 

36.1 

14.4 

2.8 

0.9 

Farming experience (Yrs) 

<5 

5–10 

11–15 

16–20 

>20 

28 

65 

49 

23 

51 

13.0 

30.1 

22.7 

10.6 

23.6 
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4.3. Socioeconomic Factors Influencing Smallholder Farmer Commercialisation 

A variety of socioeconomic characteristics influence smallholder farmers' decision to 

commercialise. According to Kahenge et al. (2019), factors that influenced crop 

commercialisation included gender, land size, access to credit, household size, off-farm income 

and distance to the markets. Certainly, these factors play crucial roles in influencing crop 

commercialisation among smallholder farmers. The results for the factors that influence the 

commercialisation of smallholder farmers are presented in Table 4. 

 

TABLE 4: Binary Probit Regression Coefficients of Factors Affecting Vegetable 

Smallholder Farmers' Decision Whether to Commercialise or Not 

Variables Estimated 

coefficients 

Standard 

errors 

t-

ratios 

Probability 

Age X1 0.014 0.0107 1.753 0.185 

Gender X2 –0.343 0.2451 1.953 0.162 

Level of education X3 0.627 0.2748 5.208 0.022* 

Family size X4 –0.026 0.1551 0.028 0.867 

Infrastructure X5 0.398 0.2942 3.399 0.499 

Distance to market X6 –0.210 0.0795 7.008 0.008* 

Access to credit X7 0.653 0.2995 4.748 0.029* 

Own vehicle X8 0.408 0.2467 2.735 0.098 

Land size owned X9 0.115 0.1384 0.691 0.406 

Size of arable land X10 –0.165 0.1588 1.086 0.297 

Farmers’ organisation 

membership X11 

0.458 0.2921 2.462 0.117 

Off-farm income X12 0.206 0.2298 0.806 0.369 

Farm income X13 0.383 0.1517 6.369 0.012* 

Agricultural extension 

services X14 

–0.514 0.4169 1.520 0.218 

* Indicates the significance at a 5% level. Number of observations= 216; Pearson Chi-Square= 

218,429; Log Likelihood= –86,352; Likelihood Ratio Chi-Square (16) = 76.598 
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4.3.1. Level of Education 

The statistical results in Table 4 suggest a positive and meaningful relationship between the 

level of education (X3) and the decision to commercialise among smallholder vegetable 

farmers. The coefficient for the variable (X3) is 0.627. This indicates that an escalation in the 

education category suggests the prospect of smallholder vegetable farmers commercialising is 

moderate. The p-value associated with the level of education variable is 0.022. This p-value is 

below the standard significance level of 0.05, suggesting that the relationship between formal 

education and the decision to commercialise is statistically significant and strong. This, in 

simple terms, means that formally educated farmers are more likely to commercialise than 

those who are not.  

The findings suggest that when more household heads are literate, production and market 

surplus tend to rise because educated household heads tend to implement effective methods to 

enhance their productivity, thereby increasing market supply (Endalaw et al., 2020). Therefore, 

farmers with higher levels of education or different educational backgrounds are more likely 

to participate in commercial activities than those with lower levels or different backgrounds. 

In addition to the above-mentioned study, Anthony, Lenah, and Egerton (2020) also reported 

that the level of education attained by the farm head of household enhances the likelihood of 

adopting a market-oriented approach. 

 

4.3.2. Distance to Market 

According to Table 4, smallholder vegetable farmers' decisions to go commercial are 

significantly and negatively correlated with the distance to market (X6). The coefficient for the 

variable X6 is –0.210. This suggests that an increase in the distance farmers travel to the market 

reduces the likelihood of their commercialising. The p-value for the distance-to-market 

variable is 0.008. This p-value is lower than the conventional significance level of 0.05, 

indicating that the probability of a link between closeness to the market and the decision to 

commercialise is statistically significant and strong. This indicates that smallholder vegetable 

farmers near the market are more likely to commercialise than those farther away. 

Subsequently, the coefficient is negative, and the link is statistically significant; it shows that 

a decrease in the distance travelled by smallholder vegetable farmers to the market is associated 

with an increase in the probability of commercialisation decisions. According to Anteneh and 

Endalew (2023), farmers living near the central market are more likely to engage in commercial 
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agriculture than those living farther away, due to higher transportation costs associated with 

producing and selling over long distances. Summarising this data reveals a clear trend: as 

previously noted, individuals become more engaged in commercial activities as they live closer 

to urban areas (Belay et al., 2021). 

 

4.3.3. Access to Credit 

As shown in Table 4, smallholder vegetable farmers’ decision to commercialise is positively 

and significantly influenced by their access to credit (X7). The coefficient for the variable X7 

is 0.653. This suggests that the probability of commercialisation decisions could be made as 

finance becomes more widely available. The p-value linked to access to credit is 0.029. The p-

value is lower than the conventional significance level of 0.05, suggesting that the association 

between the ability to access credit and the decision to commercialise is statistically significant 

and strong. This indicates that smallholder vegetable farmers with access to credit are more 

likely to commercialise than those without.  

Hoang (2021) states that smallholders with access to credit programmes and participation in 

training courses are more likely to market their vegetable crops compared to those without such 

opportunities. The statistical significance and positive coefficient indicate a positive 

relationship between the probability that smallholder vegetable farmers make 

commercialisation decisions and the availability of funding. The outcome aligns with earlier 

research, reinforcing the significance of agricultural credit in easing household 

commercialisation, as seen in prior studies (Madududu et al., 2022). Similarly, the availability 

of credit increases farmers' use of advanced inputs, thereby boosting agricultural productivity. 

 

4.3.4. Farm Income 

The outcomes shown in Table 4 indicate that smallholder vegetable farmers’ farm income (X12) 

is positively and significantly associated with their decision to commercialise. Farm income 

(X12) has a coefficient of 0.383. This means that an upsurge in farm income escalates the 

probability of commercialisation decisions. The p-value linked to access to credit is 0.012. This 

means that the p-value is lower than the conventional significance level of 0.05, indicating that 

the probability of a relationship between farm income and the decision to commercialise is 

statistically significant. This demonstrates that smallholder vegetable farmers with the highest 
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farm income are more likely to commercialise, whereas those with lower farm income are less 

likely to do so. 

The results show that as the farmer earns more income from selling farm produce, the 

likelihood of taking part in commercial activities increases (Ater et al., 2021). The results are 

consistent with those of Anthony et al. (2020), who found that households with higher earnings 

from selling are perceived as well-off, thereby strongly influencing smallholder farmers' 

decision to market their produce. 

Given that the coefficient is positive and the link is statistically significant, it may be inferred 

that smallholder farmers' increased farm income is positively correlated with their increased 

likelihood or degree of commercialisation decisions. This suggests that as the farmer earns 

more income from selling farm produce, the likelihood of participating in commercial activities 

increases (Ater et al., 2021). The findings are consistent with those of Anthony et al. (2020), 

who found that households with higher earnings from selling are seen as well-off, strongly 

influencing smallholder farmers' choice to market their produce. The findings can be 

summarised in Figure 1.  

 

 

FIGURE 1: Factors that Support the Commercialisation of Smallholder Farming  
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5. CONCLUSION 

Most farmers are in their prime working years, suggesting a productive, experienced 

workforce. The farmers come from small families, which may influence labour availability and 

household resource allocation. The farmers are located close to markets, facilitating easier 

access to buyers and reducing transportation costs. The average farm size is small, which can 

present challenges in terms of scale, resource access and income generation. The amount of 

arable land available for vegetable cultivation is also limited, impacting the scope of farming 

operations. The average farm income is low, indicating a need for interventions to improve the 

economic livelihoods of these farmers. The farmers possess significant farming experience, 

which can contribute to their agricultural knowledge and skills. Farmers with higher levels of 

education are more likely to adopt commercialisation practices, suggesting that education plays 

a crucial role in enhancing the knowledge and skills necessary for market-oriented farming. 

Proximity to markets is a significant factor influencing commercialisation decisions. 

Availability of credit is positively correlated with commercialisation. Access to financial 

resources can enable farmers to invest in improved inputs, technology, and infrastructure, 

enhancing their capacity to produce and sell larger quantities of crops. Higher farm income is 

associated with increased commercialisation. Farmers with higher incomes may have more 

resources to invest in commercialisation activities and can better absorb the risks associated 

with market-oriented farming. 

 

6. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the findings from the study, the following recommendations are made: 

• Promote participation in microfinance programmes that offer small, low-interest loans 

specifically tailored to the needs of smallholder farmers.  

• Implement credit guarantee schemes to mitigate lenders' risk, encouraging them to provide 

loans to smallholder farmers with limited credit histories.  

• Develop tailored financial products for smallholder farmers, especially with the support of 

credit guarantee schemes.  

• Explore value chain financing models in which stakeholders, such as processing companies 

or retailers, can provide farmers with upfront credit, secured by future produce purchases.  

• Introduce strategies for agricultural extension personnel to use in adding small-scale 

livestock or poultry raising alongside vegetable production.  
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• Train farmers on income-generating activities they could pursue during the off-seasons 

when vegetable production is limited.  
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