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At present, South Africa has an estimated 1.3 million hectares of land under irrigation for both
commercial and subsistence agriculture (Fanadzo, Chiduza & Mnkeni 2010). Irrigation was
introduced to South Africa soon after the arrival of European settlers, although it only really
started developing from 1912 onwards. According to Bruwer & Van Heerden (1995) and (Van
Averbeke, M’Marete, Igodon & ielete 1998) describe this evolution thoroughly; moreover, they
stress the early gap that existed etween white and black irrigation. In the former Bantustans or
Native Areas, minor irrigation developments occurred before 1950. Most irrigation schemes
were started after the publication of the report from the so-called Tomlinson Commission on the
socio-economic development of the Bantustans. This report and the implementation of some of

its recommendations had a major effc - land use patterns and irrigation

development in black rural areas. Its e dent today. Based on information
cc ected at existing schemes, the Commi it irrigated holdings of 1.3 to 1.7 ha
were adequate to provide a fam ' with a atisfy them, and whereby the whole

family would work on the holding (Bruwe. v 1 995).

According Denison & Manong {3497% [Sgyﬂt_y Ofida ht fopareél 7 smallholder irrigation

schemes covering some 50 000 ha add €88 SChdinks. e t@niaey located in former homelands.
The schemes are estimated to support approximately 32 000 families across the country. In a
database of sm: holder irrigation schemes compiled by Denison & Manona (2007) it is shown
that about 57% of the smallhc ler schemes are found in Limpopo province located in the
northern part of the country, 23% in the Eastern Cape and 11% in KwaZulu Natal. The
remaining 9% is distributed across the other four provinces Mpumalanga, North West, Free State
and Western Cape. Denison & | nona (2007) stated that the other two provinces, Gauteng and
Northern Cape were excluded because it could not be established if there are any smallholder
schemes. Denison & Manona (2007) noted that, in post-1994 South Africa, most of these
schemes were supported financially by the government but there is a notion that these schemes

have not performed to expectations.

In South Africa, smallholder irrigation schemes are of secondary importance in terms of land
area and farmer participation. In 2010, smallholder irrigation schemes covered 47 667 ha,

compared to the 1 675 822 ha of registered irrigation land in 2008, of which 1 399 221 ha was



























and can be referred to as the peasant and mission diversion scheme era, because it was associated
with mission activity and the emergence of African peasantry (Van Averbeke & Mohamed
2006). Situated within the broad history of irrigation development in South Africa, the peasant
and mission diversion scheme era coincided with the early part of the individual diversion
scheme era identified by (Van Averbeke & Mohamed2006). Smallholder irrigation

developments were also private and the technology used was similar (river water used).

Irrigated agriculture can be del ed as agriculture in which the supply of water is increased by
artificial means, involving the use of water control technology, including drainage to dispose of
excess water. The analysis of information from Asia reveals that the yields per area, for most

crops, have increased as a result of irrigati rlade 1990).

2.2.1 Measuring Adoption

The study by Mullen, Norton & Reave: 1at adoption is usually a matter of
degree; this is not to state that the measurel"tion is simple. The rate of adoption is

usually measured by the length tﬁijﬁwﬁiﬁ’m{)f ngntpfgf%e of members of a system

to adopt an innovation. Depending orqtb@gﬁhéplgg}ﬂtﬂ% pyyegtigated, various parameters may

be employed to measure adoption. Measurements also depend on whether they are qualitative or

quantitative (Nkonya, Schroeder & Norman 1997).

2.2.2. Determinants of Adoptic

According to McNamara, Wetzsteina & Douce (1991) different studies are aimed at establishing
factors underlying adoption of various technologies. Study such as Bt Cotton Adoption: A
Double-hurdle Approach for North Indian Farmers: www.agbioforum.org/v15 n3 a05-mal.htm
and Factors that Affecting the A ptionof Roundup Ready Soybeans Technology in the U.S. by
Mensah,E.C. : www.jepson.gonzaga.edu/jeb bp/volumes/v1 papers/mensah.pdf

Several factors have been found to affect adoption. These include government policies,
technological change, market forces, environmental concerns, demographic factors, institutional
factors and delivery mechanism. They include Market forces: availability of labor, technology
resource requirements, farm size, level of expected benefits, and level of effort required to

implement the technology; Soci factors: Age of potential adopter, social status of farmers,
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2.4. Food security

Food security refers to the availability of food and one's access to it. A household is considered
food secure when its occupants do not live in hunger or fear of starvation. Approximately 852
million people worldwide are chronically hungry due to extreme poverty, while up to 2 billion

people lack food security intermittently due to varying degrees of poverty (FAO 2003).

According to FAO (2003) food security exists when all people, at all times, have physical, social
and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food
preferences for an active and healthy life. Food security for a household means access by all

members at all times to enough food fo "'y life. Food security includes, as a

minimum, the ready availability of nutriti d safe foods, and an assured ability
to acquire acceptable foods in socially acc 12003).
The socio-economic setting plays an impc security or insecurity. National food

self-sufficiency should not be used as an alter i I®Rousehold food security or as an index of
national welfare. While South élhqq/epd}lq_ey offiforiodd 4ire in no way ensures food
security at the individual household {@@E{REYj MM, THK is because ensuring access to
food at the household level depends not only on secure food supplies, but also on stable demand
or purchasing power. If families are unable to grow or purchase enough food, and social welfare
nets are absent or ineffective, there may be hunger. This is the case in many South African
societies; it is estimated that 39% of the South African population is vulnerable to food

insecurity (Mgijima 1999).

2.4.1. Food security status in South Africa

South Africa is largely deemed a food secure nation which produces enough staple foods or has
the capacity to import food, if needed, in order to meet the basic nutritional requirements of its
population (FAO 2008). DAFF (2011) supported the argument that South Africa seems to be
food secure at the national level but the same cannot be said about households in rural areas. The
national food self-sufficiency index (Figure2.1) clearly illustrates that South Africa is food self-
~ sufficient or nearly self-sufficient in almost all major food products, with the ability to import

due to shortages when necessary.
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between poverty, income and ousehold food security is, however, not clear. While some
households are poor, they might experience food security by means of their own food

production.

DAFF (2011) indicate that f d security is a broad concept and the meaning and the
measurement thereof is not as obvious as it may seem. Food security is multidimensional in
nature. Accurate measurement and policy targeting, therefore, remain a challenge due to the

many dimensions involved.

2.4.4. The role of agriculture in food sec

According to FAO (2004) agriculture is curity in many parts of the world.
Furthermore, the FAO (2004) r ort indi re contributes to poverty alleviation
by reducing food prices, creating employme™SJJ?Thg farm income and increasing wages.
Making agriculture work must §g gy ggpgsgt W@tﬂﬁép{liﬂwaches to the reduction of
food insecurity and increasing econahtig gititéth. incseagdtCin@@stment in agriculture will help
redress current inequalities. Empowering people to grow their own food for subsistence or

income generation will provide nourishment and potential income to many people in the country.

FAO (2008) stated that agriculture is considered as one of the sectors that can play a significant
role towards food security in the country. According to Aliber &Hart (2009) the Strategic Plan
for South African Agriculture 2007 reveals further that there were approximately 240 000 black
farmers in South Africa who provided livelihoods for more than a million family members as
well as temporary employment to 500 000 people. It further confirmed that approximately 3

million small-scale farmers produce food primarily to meet their household consumption needs.

2.5. What influences the adoption of new technology by farmers?

A variety of factors appear to have been critical in determining the rate at which farmers have
innovated new ideas and so been able to increase productivity for the benefit of growth and the

pace of poverty reduction. Farmers will innovate to increase subsistence production, but as
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innovation generally implies s ie type of investment in cash or labour the chances of farmers
investing and innovating are greatly enhanced by the existence of secure markets. As the
evidence shows, it is difficult to overestimate the importance of reliable output markets as an
incentive to the adoption of new technology. Dorward , Kydd, Morrison & Urey (2004) argue
that a key feature of many successful early Green Revolution environments was government’s
role in stabilizing output prices, a function which has been progressively dismantled in Africa

where innovation has been limited.

2.5.1. Effective input supply systems, including credit

While there is danger in relying too heav'=" ~= *~~t~~1~~on the shelf, effective input supply
systems are essential, particularly when t e or advance depends on purchased
inputs. Inadequate formal seed supply sys 'wn to dampen, or even preclude the
diffusion of new crop varieties (Tripp 20 ilizer use has long been plagued by

difficulties in providing the right products «.. sizes (Omamo & Mose 2001).

Establishing the systems to prc&ﬁq%rwm Hewavery 4 @ the major challenges for
many technologies, and not merely 1p& ébpivdhtibnegd tue@umd-chemical technologies. The

delivery of tissue culture banana plantlets in Africa requires the development of a network of
intermediary nurseries (Wambu  &Kiome 2001). Nurseries are also crucial for the spread of
many agro forestry technologies, and efforts at encouraging farmer groups to take on this role
have largely failed (Bohringer &Ayuk 2003). The delivery of veterinary technologies depends
largely on the delivery role of the private sector (Leonard 1993). However, an operational system
of input provision is often ineffective in the absence of effective credit systems. Previous
experiences with state subsidies’ credit provision have received much justified criticism (Adams
& Vogel 1990). The new approaches are being considered, including linking input supply and

output procurement (Dorward et al. 1998).

2.5.2. Supporting Infrastructure Particularly Irrigation

The presence of supporting infras icture is fundamental to effective innovation in terms of new
technology and was a major fact in Asia’s successful Green Revolution. Roads are critical to
supporting input and output marketing (Dorward et al. 2004), but the expansion of irrigation

probably constituted the most in ortant element of supportive investment. The expansion of

21










































increase the productivity of ag ultural water use by smallholders, a move that is already

" recognized nationwide (RSA 20(

2.14. Constraints of Smallholder Farmers and how they have been addressed in South
Africa.

There are different constraints tt  restrain the growth of smallholder farmers; these vary from
systems constraints to locative constraints to environmental-demographic constraints. Some of

the systems constraints are the lack of ac~ece t~ land ac wea]] as poor physical and institutional

infrastructure.
NDA (2005) stated that the land is debata tant asset in primarily agrarian rural
societies, especic y in the rural areas of S lacking in both ownership and size.

There are restrictive administrative and soc!GQJJ®s, such as land tenure, that should be
improved. Most smallholder far{nepg W@q@d@fciﬁ@tpdaﬂa@capital and have received
inade 1ate or inappropriate research gel ettamsitux ®ipena, resulting in chronically low
standards of living (NDA 2005).

Agriculture is carried out amidst : increasing pressure of scarce land resources managed under
systems of insecure customary land ownership and communal grazing land. These insecure
tenure systems such as the comm al land tenure system constrain the farmers from producing to
their highest potential (Kariuki  03). In South Africa, tenure reform is a component of a
national land reform programme which also embraces the restitution of land, to people
dispossessed by racially discriminatory laws or practices, and land redistribution to the poor

(Adams, Sibanda & Turner 1999).

According to Machethe (2005) 1 : South African government in partnership with NGOs has
intervened with initiatives to imp ve the quality and quantity of infrastructure in the rural areas
through programmes such as the ommunity Based Public Works Programme, Consolidated

Municipal Infrastructure Program e, Poverty Relief and Infrastructure Investment Programme.
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2.16.1. The problems of dry farming

According to FAO (1996) the dry-farmer should, at the outset, know with comparative accuracy
the annual rainfall over the area in which he intends to cultivate. He must also have a good
acquaintance with the nature of the soil, not only as regards its plant-food content, but as to its
power to receive and retain water from rain and snow. In fact, knowledge of the soil is
indispensable in successful dry-farming. Only through such knowledge of the rainfall and the

soil is the farmer able to adapt the principles outlined in this volume to his special needs.

Since, under dry-farm conditions, water is the limiting factor of production, the primary problem

of dry-farming is the effective storage in iral precipitation (FAO 1996). Only
the water, safely stored in the soil within can be used in crop production. Of
equal importance is the problem of keep 1e soil until it is needed by plants.
During the growing season, water may soil by downward drainage or by

evaporation from the surface (FAO 1996). necessary, therefore, to determine the
p

conditions under which the natuﬁ ﬁlf&éﬁwtﬁfd%ﬁsﬁ qpees downward and by what

means surface evaporation may be pryw@ﬁl@q-rgﬂ% I3ys veil-water which is of real use to
plants is that taken up by the roots and finally evaporated from the leaves. A large part of the

water stored in the soil is thus used (FAO 1996). The methods whereby this direct draft of plants
on the soil-moisture may be regulated are, naturally, of the utmost importance to the dry-farmer,

and they constitute another vital problem of the science of dry-farming (FAO 1996).

FAO (1994) also state that the relation of crops to the prevailing conditions of arid lands offers
another group of important dry-farm problems. Some plants use much less water than others.
Some attain maturity quickly and, in that way, become desirable for dry-farming. Still other
crops, grown under humid conditions, may easily be adapted to dry-farming conditions if the
correct methods are employed and may in a few seasons be made valuable dry-farm crops (FAO

1994).

The individual characteristics of each crop should be known as they relate to low rainfall and
arid soils. After a crop has been chosen, skill and knowledge are needed in the proper seeding,
tillage, and harvesting of the crop. Failures frequently result from the deficiencies in adapting

crop treatment to arid conditions (FAO 1994).
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will be an advantage to him or her as compared to other rural households who do not have access
to a piece of land. Musotsi et a/.(2008) mention that in Kenya home gardening has been
identified as a means of providi ; year round access to food for rural households. There can be
much land available for food p1 uction, but if people lack the knowledge and skills to develop
and maintain food gardens and fields that would improve the nutrition and health of their
families, that would be a problem since they cannot produce without the requisite skills and
know-how (SASSIX 2009). The access and amount of land a household has is associated with

the amount of own household produce obtained in a harvesting season.

2.18.2. Productive inputs and resources

When there are no productive inputs to no agricultural production process
taking place. Rural households which use for themselves will find it difficult,

in the absence of agricultural productive inpuv: food for themselves (Gilimani 2005).

In the former homelands, access@ fﬁ{?élipé;ilts}"p&(ftﬁeaﬁﬁ ﬁf:lé' or factor constraining the

growth of agriculture. Without adeqm&élfﬁ%gs 1@ EBFPPN fppport services, improvement in

rural agriculture can hardly be achieved. According to Gilimani (2005) the scarce resources for

rural households are the cash nee :d to purchase inputs and limited seasonal labour.

A household may produce food when it has the human and material resources to do so, such a
household will have direct access to food. According to FAO (1997) the ability of households to
produce food in adequate amouv s and sufficient variety depends, to a large extent, on their
access to resources such as sufficient and fertile land, labour, tools, seeds, draught power, credit
and other essential agricultural services. The level of farming undertaken by a rural household
depends and relies on access to and amount of water, seeds, fertilizer and agricultural equipment
or resources that are available [atshe 2009). The productivity of subsistence production is
greatly increased by the use of improved inputs such as seeds and fertilizers. Improved access to
agricultural inputs and appropri : farmer support through extension services would have a
positive and significant impact on improved yields for food crop production by rural households

(Baiphethi & Jacobs 2009).
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Rural households with limited access to resources or with access to poor quality resources have
fewer options and they often fail to access or acquire enough food for their families through their
own production (Monde 2003). Those who own multiple resources are able to exercise a large
variety of livelihood options and are often in a better situation in terms of accessing or acquiring
food through farming. The lack of ownership and access to resources leads to rural households
not participating in farming whi ~ will lead to them not producing food for themselves. The lack

of access to resources other than land also deems agriculture a less viable livelihood option in

rural areas (Monde 2003).

Agriculture appears to be a viable livelihood option when sufficient amounts of the factors of

production such as land, labour and capi | accessible. When there is limited
access to any of these resources, it appear I people to seek non-farm activities
aiming at earning money so as to satisfy ncluding the need for food (Monde
2003). Rural households of South Afric: fected by poverty because of their

inability to attain sufficient resources (Kgap"SQ#€hoff 2002). According to Baiphethi &
Jacobs (2009) in former home@ﬁwmfiﬁyu@ A{ﬂ‘(ﬁg ﬂIeﬁiiS evidence that agricultural
resources are being underutilized. THo jetaes’ tmt_hcedlen zases in rural areas agricultural

resources are there but rural people do not efficiently utilize them.

2.18.3. Time

Matshe (2009) state that time is a very important factor in the production process of food. If, for
example, in a household everyone is employed, that means that no one will be responsible for
agricultural production; all of their time will be dedicated to work, not farming. When there are
adults in a household that are not employed, that means that there will be people available and
responsible to undertake the agricultural production process and produce their own food (Matshe
2009). According to Matshe (2009) farming requires a very high time input from family
members and hired labour in order for the agricultural production process to take place. People
who are employed and do not have time to produce food for themselves will only acquire food
through economic access (market) as they will have cash (money) since they will be working and

receiving an income.
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examined the Skewness of income for non-irrigating and irrigating farmers. When the Skewness
is greater than 0 that means that distribution is skewed. The kurtosis value less than 3 means that

the distribution is flatter than no 1al.

The Explore procedure produces summary statistics and graphical displays, either for all of
your cases or separately for groups of cases. There are many reasons for using the Explore
procedure to incorporate such aspects as data screening, outlier identification, description,
assumption checking, and characterizing differences among subpopulations (groups of cases).
Data screening may show that you have unusual values, extreme values, gaps in the data, or

other peculiarities. Exploring the data can help to determine whether the statistical techniques

that you are considering for data analysi: The exploration may indicate that
you need to transform the data if the techn nal distribution.

In statistics, M-estimators are a broad cla hich are obtained as the minima of
sums of functions of the data. Least-sq tors and many maximum-likelihood

estimators are M-estimators. T%ﬁv%@iw-ésﬁwﬁﬂ gloévated by robust statistics,

which contributed new types of M-q&g’g@m@, Thersteedlenlcerocedure of evaluating an M-

estimator on a data set is called M-estimation.

More generally, an M-estimator may be defined to be a zero of an estimating function. This
estimating function is often the derivative of another statistical function: For example, a
maximum-likelihood estimate is ften defined to be a zero of the derivative of the likelihood
function with respect to the parameter: thus, a maximum-likelihood estimator is often a critical
point of the score function. In many applications, such M-estimators can be thought of as

estimating characteristics of the ¢ ulation.

The decision of using Explore and M-estimator was to compare the two different groups of

small scale farmers, which is non-irrigating and irrigating farmers.
3.10 Chapter Summary

The main aim of this chapter was ) present the study area and the research methodology. The

framework of analyzing as well as its application in the study is also explained in this chapter.

63













































Table 4.15 present the various crops produced in the study area. The most produce crop is maize

which is produced by all intery

the respondents.

4.4. Comparing of non-irrigat

g and irrigating farmers

wed respondents. The green paper is only produced by 5% of

Table 4.16, distributes the results of the Explore for total income and total expenditure.

Table 4. 16: Summary of comparing of non-irrigating and irrigation farmers

Total Income in Rands Total Expenditures in
Rands
Descriptive Statistics ) : No.n . C
I ition | Irrigation Irrigation
Mean 2 7.067 | 531.5300 5137.6283
95% Confidence Lower 1 1161 446.1380 4436.0445
Interval for Mean Bound
Upper Bound 2456'234.973 616.9220 5839.2121
5% Trimmed Mean . 1850.822 _1'4582.3_8_9 511.3296 4936.5574
Median Nrsmebyo TIEHOS8.00bAFR 2500  4492.9500
ToggsR443 36 sbgilsr493(109268.09]  7375953.510
Variance 9 18 4
Std. Deviation 17402840 | 7772.7181 [330.55725] 2715.87067
Minimum .0 5200.0 .00 659.60
Maximum 7500.0 43110.0 | 1500.00 13574.90
Range 7500.0 37910.0 | 1500.00 12915.30
Interquartile Range 2585.0 5508.8 359.63 2487.63
Skewness 1.083 1.594 .903 1.291
Kurtosis 1.749 2.579 1.189 2.637

The mean total value of non irrig ng farmers of 2006.907 is less than the mean total income of
irrigating farmers. Also the mean )tal expenditure of non irrigating farmers of 531.5300 is less
than the mean total expenditure of irrigating farmers which is 5137.6283. This result distributes

the impact of adopting new agricu ral technology.
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The results confirming the significance association in Table 4.18, where irrigation is highly
significance. Huber’s M-Estimator® statistic value of total income for the non-irrigating
(1822.108) is less than that of the irrigating (13441.702) and also in the total expenditure the
Huber’s M-Estimator® statistic value for non irrigating (500.8806) is less than that of irrigating
farmers (4728.0624).

In Table 4.17, Huber’s M-Estimator® statistic value of total income for the non-irrigating farmers
(1822.108) is less than that of the irrigating farmers (13441.702) and also in the total expenditure
the Huber’s M-Estimator® statistic value for non irrigating farmers (500.8806) is less than that of
irrigating farmers (4728.0624), confirming the significance association in Table 4.16, where

irrigation is highly significance.
4.5. Linear Regression Model

Table 4.16 shows that seven (7) varial ed with crop production in rural
households. These are household source of 'ﬁtion, age of the household head, total

size of the household, level OUﬂWéQP T{ f&f%sélﬁ}d Tﬁ% total land owned by the

household and the total expenditure fqr J&@@h@foﬂlﬁff@%ﬁ&f each factor’s association with

total yield are explained below:

Table 4. 18: Multiple regression results for the adoption of technology

Parameter Coefficient Standard

Biyere f£7) Error t - Statistic Significance
(Constant) 503.035 -0.618 0.538
Irrigation 0.240 199.021 3.034 0.003**
Source of income -0.016 135.735 -0.290 0.773
Age of household head -0.010 6.819 -0.169 0.866
Total size of household 0.064 26.447 1.313 0.192
Level of education 0.095 85.457 1.692 0.093*
Land owned 0.641 33.537 11.452 0.000**
Expenditures 0.030 0.029 0.448 0.655

** =5% significance; *=1% signi ance
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Household size: Positive coefficient of 0.064 (8,) for household size shows a positive relation
between a household size and total yield production of the households. This means that
household size does affect total yield production by rural households. A significant value of
0.192 shows that there is insuf ient evidence to support that the household size influences a

change away from total yield pr. uction by rural households, as 0.192 is greater than 0.05.

Level of education: Regression coefficient of (f85) 0.095 proves a positive relationship between
total yield and the highest education level that the household head has. This implies that the
higher the education level a person has the greater the total yield a person will produce. The

possible reason for the positive relationship between education level and total yield can be that

when a person is educated he/she will t tional decisions and use resources
efficiently that will result to more yield be genous knowledge of farming plays
a very important role in rural areas as the esidents are not educated; however,
as they are not educated they produce diff dducts themselves without any kind
of help from extension officers. The signif GG of 0.093 which is greater than 0.05

implies that we cannot claim thaUﬂW@FWfﬁctb@irﬁ]mT@le total yield produced by
rural households, and a significance ldv@lJéfRd93 alko@eld e ERat there is insufficient evidence

to support that education level has influence to change the total yield production of rural

households.

Land owned: Regression coefficient of (35) 0.641 proves a positive relationship between total
yield and the total land owned by the household head. This means that the total land owned by
the household does affect the to  yield production of households. A significant value of 0.000
shows that there is sufficient evi nce to support that the total land owned by the household
influences a change away from t 1l yield production by rural households, as 0.000 is less than
0.05.

Expenditure: Regression coefficient of (7) 0.030 proves a positive relationship between total
yield and the total expenses the household used in production. This means that total expenditure
used by the household does affect 1e total yield production of households. A significant value of
0.655 shows that there is insufficient evidence to support the notion that the total land owned by
the household influences a change away from total yield production by rural households, as

0.655 is greater than 0.05.
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The prior expectations that the development of irrigation schemes improves the yield production
among farmers and that would positive influence the production yield, there was a positive and
significant of 0.003 relationship. This suggests the need of adopting technology changes to
farming. The study conducted by »jemat-Pettersson (2009) states that smallholder irrigation has
become the main source of income for the most rural population and, therefore, there exists a
need to improve resource use in 1is subsector. The optimal use of these critical resources in
irrigation will not only help produce enough food for everyone, but will also ensure
sustainability.

The belief that age is a primary underlying characteristic in adoption decisions, the study

conducted by Adesiina & Baidu-Forson (100SY in ¢hi~ ~edy there is a negative and significant

relationship. The significant value of 0.86 in 0.05 it does not allow us to claim
that the age of the household head has a r p with production. The result of the
study agrees with the result of study cond & Baidu-Forson (1995) stating that
age is the primary underlying characteristi. .. ...ons.

N 4

The coefficient of (85) 0.095 pff fejplqf itt!ysa@etn 1XPFEs 4 Agsgive relationship between
adoption decision and the highest edutatret kesr! thdtxieeheaseBold head has. This implies that

the higher the education level a person has the greater the total yield a person will produce. The
study conducted by Waller ez al (1998) agrees with the result of this study, Waller et al (19980
states that generally education is thought to create a favorable mental attitude for the acceptance

of new practices especially of information-intensive and management-intensive practices.

The study conducted by Machet (2005) ensures that smallholder farmers have access to land
for residential and productive purposes so as to improve their livelihoods. The result of this study
shows a coefficient of (f5) 0.641 proves a positive relationship between total yield and the total
land owned by the household head. This means that the total land owned by the household does
affect the total yield production of households. A significant value of 0.000 shows that there is
sufficient evidence to support ti  the total land owned by the household influences a change

away from total yield production by rural households.
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CHAPTER §

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1. Introduction

This chapter attempts to draw together the most important findings of this study and discuss the
implications thereof for future research, which will be proftered as policy recommendations. The
conclusion relates to the research problems stated at the beginning of this study; this is achieved

by trying to provide answers to each of the research auestions presented in Chapter 1.

Small-scale farmers and the farming con sseholds) of South Africa have the
potential to contribute to growth in rural : ty and income disparities, and thus
contribute to economic growth. People in zaged in different activities as their

livelihood strategies. Rural areas used to be ['which a surplus of food crop products
was transferred to urban market& m ‘r]eéti:% Wi&s[riyfﬂ.flﬂaf%longer being the case, as
residents of rural areas now purchase ﬁmg@pﬁéwimf@ﬁayﬁén@@ from urban markets. The most
employed food procurement strategies in rural areas are the acquisition of food from markets and
from one’s own food production. Rural households grow different food crop products in their

backyard gardens and in their fields, those which are still using them to grow crops.

The main objective of this study was to identify the socio-economic impact of irrigation schemes
in the livelihood of rural households. The focus of this study was the contribution of own food
production to rural households; in addition to which the researcher looked at the possible factors

affecting crop production of rural >useholds.

5.2. Summaries

The aim of this section is to summaries all the chapters covered in this study, Chapter Two which
is the literature review, Chapter 1ree which is the selection of the study area and research

methodology and Chapter Four covers the study finding.
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Assets

Yes No

Quantity

Cattle

Goats

Chickens

Donkeys

Horses

Sheep

Pigs

7. Farming assets owned

Assets

Quantity

Year boug

Land

Tractor

Oxen

Hand hoe

‘hen bought

Value today

8. Does the family own the following items?

Items

Yes

No

TV

Radio

Cell phone

Compute
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