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ABSTRACT

This study was conducted to assess the determinants of commercialisation of
recapitalised farms in Gauteng Province. ,.1e specific objectives of the study a to
determine the monetary value of recapitalisation versus the current level of
production on farms, when measured on a commercial scale; to determine the
constraints that affect recapitalised farms in operating on a commercial scale; and to
determine whether the recapitalisation of farms has improved the livelihoods of
beneficiaries, the socio-economic status of farm workers, farm infrastructure,
machinery, implements and farm cash flow. The purposive sampling instead random
sampling was used in the current study, based on the accessibility and availability of
the limited number of recapitalised rural development and land reform farms in
Gauteng. A questionnaire was used as the data-gathering tool in the current study. A
multiple regression model and correlation coefficient will be used to explore the
relationship between government capital spending, farm operation, productivity,
benefit of farm beneficiaries and farm profits. The results revealed that
R28 382 452.00 was used for recapitalisation investment on 20 farms, with the total
capacity of 6 606.85ha. Recapitalisation fund spending was largely implemented on
crop farming, at 54%, followed by mixed farming (crop and animals) at 28%. The
determinants of commercialisation on recapitalised farms in Gauteng were assessed
through production improvement, and expenditure versus return variables for

sustainable operations.

Key words: Determinants, farms, commercialisation, recapitalisation



CHAPTER 1

1 INTRODUCTION

The 1913 Native Land Act, which forced black Africans to move
land to overcrowded areas, led ) skewedness of the land owners
As a result, a large number of highly | )ductive farms becam
60 000 white farmers (a minority group), which represented 1
population. The poverty-stricke majority of 13 million African peo
over-crowded in restricted areas (now referred to as the former
the rights to the land were generally unclear. These areas experi
infant mortality and illiteracy, low or no income opportunii

mainutrition (Lahiff & Li, 2012).

It is in this context that the 1996 Constitution was developed for a
which placed more emphasis on socio-economic rights and
redress the injustices of the apartheid government. The const
property articulates the rights « existing owners, and also grants
redress to victims of historical dispossessions of their land, there

legal basis for land reform programmes in South Africa.

The land reform programme thus strives towards achieving both
and ownership of land) and effii :ncy (by improving the land use
towards the development of rural economies. The 1997 White P
these objectives and favoured certain avenues for achieving the
many purpos  of land redistribution, the F »er highlighted

providing the poor with access to land for residential and produc

improve their income and quality of life .. spartment of Land Affair

The programme aims to assist the poor, labour tenants, farm wc
emergent farmers. Redistributive land reform is largely based on \
seller arrangements. Government will assist in the purchase

general not be the buyer or b > the owner. Wiggins et al., (

1 large tracts of
-in South Africa.
o be owned by

percent of the
remained in the
nelands), where
;ed high rates of

, and extreme

eral democracy,
ar objectives to
ional clause on
articular rights of
establishing the

luity (i.e. :cess
thile contributing
ar elaborated on
and among the
3 importance of
2 use in order to

1997).

s, women, and
ng buyer-willing
land, but will in

11) repc  d the



processes of commercialisation as being uneven, with a focus placed on higher
prices, improved market access, and agricultural innovations that may ow
commercialisation in a particular zone, although the response to these stimuli will

vary across individual farms.

Government, through the Department of Rural Development and Land Reform, has
introduced capital investments for the farms that were acquired and redistributed to
historically disadvantaged people. The purpose of capital investment was to improve
farm infrastructure, machinery and implements, and to provide access to farm inputs
needed to make farms productive in order to grow them from an emerging farming

scale to a commercial scale.

Agricultural commercialisation refers to the process of increasing the proportion of
agricultural production that is sold by farmers (Pradhan et al., 2010). Kibirige (2016)
defines commercialisation as the development of infrastructure and introduction of
cash crops that are the current major contributors to the national GDP of most
developing countries (such as coffee exports from Uganda and tea exports from

Kenya).

In many instances, economists tend to think of commercialisation as large-scale
farming and consequently ignore the fact that small-scale farmers and poor farm
households participate in the market, although they produce a little surplus or only
sell to earn cash income that meets other family necessities. Different commodity
farms participated in the current study. The commercialisation of the different farms
was measured according to recapitalisation investment, skilled human resources,
farm input, total capacity of farm, actual capacity used for production, farm revenue
and farm profit. Okezie et al. (2012) explored the determinants of agricultural
commercialisation, utilising an aggregated all-crop production function of the Cobb-
Douglas with the following variables: constant, land, capital, labour, production

materials, inputs, off-farm income and total farm income.

..1e advantage of agricultural commercialisation allows farms to produce for the
household as well as providing a surplus that can be sold to the available market.

The growing demands for particular farm products often give small-scale farmers an






1.2

1.3

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

a.

WI  are the personal characteristics of the beneficiaries of recapitalised
farms and what are their attitudes towards commercialisation?

What is the monetary value of recapitalisation versus the current level of
production on farms when measured against a commercial scale?

What are the constraints that affect recapitalised farms in operating at a
commercial scale?

Did the recapitalisation of the farms improve the livelihoods of
beneficiaries and the socio-economic status of farm workers, and improve

the farm infrastructure, machinery, implements and farm cash flow?

AIM AND OBJECTIVES

1.3.1 Aim

The aim of this study is to determine the factors that affect the commercialisation of

farms redistributed to historically disadvantaged farmers in Gauteng province.

1.3.2 Objectives

The objectives of this study are:

1

a. To determine the characteristics of beneficiaries and their attitudes
towards the commercialisation of recapitalised farms.

b. To determine the monetary value of recapitalisation against the current
level of production on farms, when measured on a commercial scale.

c. To identify the constraints that affect recapitalised farms in operating at a
commercial scale.

d. To determine whether the recapitalisation of farms has improved the
livelihoods of beneficiaries, socio economic status of farm workers, farm
infrastructure, machineries, implements and farm cash flow.

HYPOTHE

The hypotheses to be examined in this study are that:






business manager.

1.6 OUTLINE OF THE DISSERTATION

The layout of this dissertation is as follows. Chapter 1 outlines the background of the
current study. The problem statement, the aim, and the objectives of the study are
well presented in Chapter 1 to indicate the intention and fundamental aim of the
study. The null hypotheses were stated to lead the investigations which will result in
rejection or acceptance, based on the outcome of the study. Chapter 2 presents an
extensive literature review that is aligned to the objectives and the main themes of
the study. Chapter 3 deals with the methodology employed in the current study. It
describes the materials and methods used to gather data, together with the data
analysis method that was employed to analyse the data. Chapter 4 presents the
outcome the current study in the form of tables and figures. Textual elucidation is
used in conjunction with the figures and tables to explain the outcomes that were
revealed in the cur it study. Chapter 5 presents a discussion of the key results,
with discussion of what other researchers has discovered in their studies similar to

the current study.

1.7 SUMMARY OF CHAPTER 1

Chapter 1 has outlined the background of the current study, together with presenting
the intention and hypotheses of the study. It further gives an outline of the entire
dissertation by highlighting the key content of each chapter.



CHAPTER 2

2 LITERATURE REVIEW

21 LAND REDISTRIBUTION IN SOUTH AFRICA

After 1994, the new South /

redistribution, tenure reform and restitution, with the purpose of

ican constitutional dispensation

issue problems for historically disadvantaged people. The aim ¢
redress historical race-based deprivation. The post-apartheid er
embark on a multifaceted programme of land reform, designed tc
imbalance in landholding and secure the land rights of historic
people (DRDLR, 2012).

rovided for land
raddressing land
and reform is to
saw the country
edress tt  racial

y disadvantaged

South Africa’s policies and implementation of land reform have, however, not

generated the expected results and have ultimately fallen sho
targets. The land transferred appears to have had a minimal i
livelihoods, mostly because of inappropriate project design, a
support services, and shortages of working capital, leadir

underutilisation of the redistributed land.

These occurrences led to the introduction of a post-settlement s
the Recapitalisation and Development Programme (RADP), w
aimed at addressing the shortage of working capital, with the ¢
efficient utilisation of rain. The redistributed farms were given to al
million black people between 1994 and March of 2017, who o

million hectares of land (Buthelezi, 2013).

Rural developme¢ ¢« ilandre is crucial in South Africa for sl
and social improvement in future. International experiences over

reveal that rural development is a strong option for achieving the

of their delivery
»act on people’s
ck of necessary

to widespread

port programme,
ch grants funds
il to achieve the
>st a quarter of a

Ipy more than 4

ssful economic
rast few years

iration of total

overall economic growth, poverty reduction, and improving fo.. .zcurity (World

Bank, 2008).



..1e suggested land recovery approach in South Africa offers the affected white
landowners an unconditional choice when it comes to making decisions on selling
their land. The landowners can decide to whom they will sell the land, as well as their
own deciding price. The outcome of the proposed land sales did not work effectively
for land reform since the Department has failed to achieve its target of securing 30%
of land redistribution within the set time frame. Most of landowners do not have
knowledge of the land reform process required for the negotiation of prices, and they
prefer to sell their land to other buyers. They lack confidence because they are

politically opposed to issues of land redistribution (DRDLR, 2012).

2.2 TARGETED BENEFICIARIES FOR LAND REDISTRIBUTION

The beneficiaries of South Africa’s land reform programme have been defined in
very wide, and almost completely ethnic, terms. The historically, previously
disadvantaged poor people, including labour tenants, farm workers, women and
emerging farmers, were included in the White Paper of 1997 as being priority groups
for receipt of socio-economic benefits (DRDLR, 2012). In 2001, when LRAD was
introduced, there were serious shortages in data from the South African government
that has led to many assumptions being made on the socio-economic profile of
beneficiaries. Due to the lack of data, farm workers, youth and unemployed people
were poorly represented on the list of those who were to benefit from land
redistribution (Lahiff & Li, 2012). The lack of selection criteria for targeting land
distribution beneficiaries has led to self-selection by those who were close to
administration officers. Instead of undertaking selections based on their agricultural
experience or qualifications, youth and farm worker knowledge, those who were in
the low-income segment in the agricultural sector were the least targeted. Some of
those who benefited were grouped into large numbers of more than 100 people and
placed on one farm that was occupied by one farmer. Such large numbers of
grouping | to poor productivity, with no income, which quickly led to no fa
activity being undertaken. Masterson (2007) observes that the distribution of farm
zo ac s countt ; should motivate our inquiry into their importance when
inting for tl  large productivity gaps that are observed in agriculture between

rich and poor countries.






Featherstone, 1998; _anjamin & Philmister 2002; Penson, Romain & Hughes, 1981).
The higher the level of wealth is, the higher the chance will be for the farm enterprise
to accumulate more debt. A high level of wealth in a farm enterprise often leads to
high confidence in investors, since they can use the farm enterprise as collateral.
Research has shown that over the 20" century, a farm’s debt was higher than the
farm’s wealth. High debt was incurred by the initial capital investment. The costs of
machinery, implements and farm inputs that were invested for achieving farm
production or the functionality of a farm are those that inflate the farm debt. Farm
debt was higher in periods of high farm wealth. In fact, farm debt correlated more
strongly with farm wealth. In a regression controlling for profits, a 1.0 percent
increase in farm wealth was associated with a 1.2 percent increases in farm debt.
The strength of the relationship varied by type of farm debt: instead of being aligned
to the real estate, the farm wealth had a stronger association with non-real-estate
debt than with real estate debt (Henderson & Kauffman, 2013).

The Department of Rural Development and Land Reform has stated it has the
resources it needs to return all farms that were given to black people back to full
production within the next three years. It is now chasing a target to ensure that all
4 860 farms transferred under land restitution programmes are fully productive by
2015/16. The Department planned to invest R2.7 billion on recapitalising 552 farms,
and acquiring 170000ha of land. The Minister has added that since the land
restitution process began in 1994, some of the farms had become dysfunctional, as
there were no financial support structures to back the new landowners (Buthelezi,
2013).

The absence of infrastructure and shortage of machinery and equipment often limits
the farmers from gaining access to high value markets. Deficiencies in infrastructure,
such as irrigation and water resources, electricity/power sources, animal dip tanks,
and road networks, often obstruct farmers in their attempts to increi 2 their
production capacity by requiring eater efforts to participate in lucrative markets. In

) wi grc s farm e Icc ssfulint oming mart  or lin
terms of their production, the physical isolation/remoteness, as well as the lack of
telecommunication infrastructure, prevents them from responding to higher market

prices. The organised groups end up forming a commodity association, such as

10



poultry association or potato association, to align their operatir

happens in the industry in order to respond to higher market dema

The farming sector in the United States of An ica has rece

area with what

Is.

ed huge capital

investments. These huge capital investments have led to booming farm profits that

have enabled US farmers to reinvest profits in real estate, build
such as grain bins and machine sheds, and improve productivity
pivot irrigation. Their farm machinery, implements and vehicles we
supplemented. The fast growth in US farms was experienced from
(Bierlen & Featherstone, 1998). However, the decline in capital iny

few years of 1980s has led to limited debt accumulation by farm el

According to Boumtje, Barry and Elliger (2001), farmers who gain
choose to tap into their wealth and equity to finance their farm sj
utilising their current profits. The lenders such as banks are more
farm enterprises that have high levels of equity which can be us
loans. The cornerstone of capital investment and debt is the
wealth (Henderson & Kauffman, 2013). Research reveals that
assets skew to real estate, which has lowered land prices and
trend is predicted to be a major factor that will trigger the next del
US agriculture (Federal Reserve Board of Governors, 2012; Henc
2013). Economic profitability analysis and financial feasibility anal
as two fundamental keys that can be used during the selection of
improve the financial performance of a business (Boehlje &
Sometimes, an investment may ot show the element of financial
cash flow may be insufficient while it is still repaying its ¢
1in

accumula

2.6 COMMERCI/" "SATION OF AGRICl  TURE

According to Doward and Kydd (2002), there is no definite
commercialisation of agricultural production, although it can be d:
the farmers’ aims/goals and aspirations. However, Mahaliyanaara

(2006) define the commercialisation of agricultural production as
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that is aimed mainly for sale, and oriented towards profit maximisation, while
satisfying the different needs and interests of the consumer. von Braun (1995)
described the commercialisation of agriculture as a process production system that
sells the surplus production to raise farm income, and improve the welfare, food
security and nutritional status of the broader community. Smallholder
sommercialisation of agricultural production can be defined as representing small-
scale farmers who are more integrated into available local, national and international
narkets (Doward & Kydd, 2002). The commercialisation of agriculture is classified
nto three groups. The first group comprises subsistence farmers who produce a
narketable surplus of under 25% of the total production. The second group
somprises the emerging farmers who produce a marketable surplus ranging between
25% and 50% of total production. The third group is made up of commercial farmers
who produce a marketable surplus of more than 50% of the total production (FAO,
1986; Mahaliyanaarachchi & Bandara, 2006; Kibirige, 2016). The commercial-scale

farmers set up business with the intention of marketing all produce.

The commercialisation of agricultural production has positive attributes in developing
countries, during and after colonial periods. Commercialisation has also contributed
to relatively efficient land markets, the construction of infrastructure such as roads
from farms to exiting points for export, and the establishment of agro-industries.
Furthermore, commercialisation has resulted in the identification and categorisation
of specific crops for specific regions within countries and those with shared
international boundaries. New crops (coffee, tea, cotton and jute, livestock, exotic
cattle, goats and sheep) and new varieties of crops and livestock breeds have been
introduced under commercialisation, and commercial agriculture has played a great
role in employing a large number of mostly peasant farmers (Jedwab & Moradi,
2012).

According to Mahaliyanaarachchi and Bandara (2006), the commercialisation of
agriculture is an inevitable reality throughout the whole world. The evidenc shows
that models for agricultural commercialisation have succeeded greatly in certain
countries, but have failed dismally in some countries in Africa and in others parts of
the world. Comprehensive support that is provided to smallholder farmers leads to

great achievements of sustainable, commercial operations in farming.

12



Comprehensive support, from either government or the private sector, leads to this
success by smallholders through assisting them to overcome multiple market
challenges, institutional failures, and other constraints that othen e prevent these
farmers from participating in market opportunities within the entirc igricultural value
chain (Kristen et al., 2012).

Large-scale commercialised a¢ culture, using modern machinery nd sophisticated
technologies, has largely contributed to economic and industrial g  vth in developed
countries. In developing counti i, especially in sub-Saharan Afric  Asia and South
America, commercial farming was mainly introduced by Europez colonial masters
for purposes of feeding their industries in Europe. TI  commercialisation of
agriculture led to the development of infrastructure and introducti~n of cash crops,
which are still today major contributors to the national GDPs ¢ most developing
countries (Kibirige, 2016).

In South Africa, European settlers introduced large-scale comr ‘:rcial agricultural
farming back in the year 1658 (Kodua-Agyekum, 2009; McA iter, 2010). The
highest representative population of commercial farmers in Sou Africa comprise
white people, as compared with black counterparts at less than 0%. Commercial
agriculture contributes significantly to South African Gross D..nestic Products.
Researchers revealed that most rural farmers, especially in the Eastern Cape
Province of South Africa, are still locked in low agricultural produc*'-A, with littie or no
marketable surpluses, which are well below the threshold neede: > lift them out of

widespread, increasing poverty (McAllister, 2010; Zuma, 2011).

In South Africa, smallholder commercialisation of agriculture proc tion was started
as early as 2500 years ago ' Khoisan | )ple who traded liv. ock with peog

from the north and with the Bantu group of people who had settlt  along the banks
of the Limpopo River (Byrr i, 1996). The I itu group we then practising
subsistence food crop proc ction, mainly for household __isumption. The
commercialisation of subsistence agriculture implies increased participation, or,
rather, an improved ability to articipate, in competitive market: Thus, the South
African government, through the Department of Rural Devel yment and Land

Reform, decided to implement a recapitalisation of investment in distributed farms



as providing a strategic path for commercialising subsistence farmers (DRDLR,
2012). In the developing areas of South Africa, as in other developing countries,
smallholder farmers find it difficult to participate in markets because of a range of
constraints and barriers that reduce the incentives for participation. The
commercialisation of smallholder agriculture in sub-Saharan Africa was initiated as a

key strategy for sustainable growth and reduction of poverty (Kristen et al., 2012).

2.7 THE VALUE OF FARM CAPITAL INVESTMENT

Farmers in the USA have experienced huge profits because of agricultural exports
and strong bio-fuels demands, which have underpinned the rise in farm profits. This
has been experienced since 2006 and the profits were translated into capital
investments, which were also aligned to exploiting the demand for bio-fuels fuel and
the exports of agricultural products. Annual real net returns to farm operators topped
$45000 per farm in 2011 and 2012, their highest level since 1973. Rising profits
have spurred capital investment. According to the most recent available data from
the US Department of Agriculture (USDA), real capital expenditures per farm topped
$12 000 per year in 2011, their highest level since the farm boom and bust cycle of
the 1970s and 1980s (Gloy, 2012; Federal Res ve Board of Governors, 2012).

2.8 PRODUCTIVITY AND PROFITS VERSUS CAPITAL INVESTMENT

The regression analysis shows that farm capital investments have fluctuated with
shifts in farm profits and wealth (Livingston Survey, 2012). Given the correlation
between current farm capital expenditures and past net returns to farm operations, a
five-year moving average of lagged net returns was used to measure farm profits.
The five-year period was chosen because the five-year moving average maximised
the explanatory power of the model. Real capital expenditures per farm operation
were found to be significantly related to the real net returns to farm operators
(Neeley, 2013). In South Africa, the values in December 2012 indicated that the
farms that had been bailed out had generated a net income of R126 million. Tt

generation of this income was the result of the introduction of the recapitalisation

programme, under which the government has spent R2.14bn. The issues of
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productivity and profits were not measured when the figur
(Buthelezi, 2013).

The productivity and the distribution of innate (raw) ability in farn
differ between rich and poor countries, and in the context of our |
be interpreted broadly as farm-level productivity. Under this br
differences in the distribution of farmers’ abilities between rich .
can reflect differences in human capital and land quality. These
observed as differences in the mean and/or dispersion of pr
relative to rich, countries (Tasso & Diego, 2011). For instance, a
distribution of farmers’ productivity could result if farmers in p¢
lower human capital relative to non-agriculture than those in rich ¢
the entire mass of a country is  the tropics/subtropics, thus ent:
difference. Kirsten et al. (2012) reported that the Productivity
focuses on research to develop and test new production syster
smallholder producers to effectively and sustainability enter high-v_
Production conditions in develc ng countries seem to have certain
common: a bimodal production structure (large farms with larg:
land and small farms with excess labour); capitalist means of
prevalent than those in industrialised nations are; and in some ar
means of production are controlled by rich landowners (Masters
and Qureshi (1999) have revealed empirical evidence of the i
between farm size and total value of output per cultivated acre.
study revealed that an inverse relationship between farm size ai
been established for the overall Punjab province, and for
d Mul | that tr

between farms size and productivity is not found for all crops

Gujranv 1. The resul further rev 1

sugarcane depicted rather the opposite reli onship. The author
technical efficiency is positively associated with farm size, :
farmers realise greater potential outputs from a given level ol
technology. The empirical evidence further revealed that farrr
efficient, but allocation inefficient and thus economically ineffic
¢ ice to tl ™ ¢
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efficient (Ahamad & Qureshi, 1999). Tasso and Diego (2011) indicated that the
inability of the experiment to generate a low average farm size was related to its
failure in generating a large share of employment in agriculture. Their results indicate
that farms cannot reproduce the large share of employment in agriculture and

average farm size.

The three measures of productivity or efficiency: land productivity, LP (total value of
farm output divided by farm size), and the two technical efficiency (stochastic
technical efficiency, seff, and nonparametric technical efficiency, eff) measures, the
derivation of which was described in the previous section. The farm size and
production driving forces were factored against the land productivity and revealed a
progressive decrease in productivity of the farm, based on size (Masterson, 2007).
The relationship between farm size and the stochastic technical efficiency measure

show the similarities.

2.9 PROFIT OBTAINED IN THE FARM

Historically, declines in farm profits initially have not triggered a reduction in capital
investments as farmers tapped their wealth to finance and smooth their capital
investments over time. Regression analysis exploring the relationship between farm
debt and the three-year moving average of farm profits shows that a 1.0 percent
decline in farm profits has been associated with a 0.5 percent increase in farm debt.
A reduction in farm profits had a stronger association with farm real estate debt than
non-real-estate debt. About 1.0 percent reduction in farm profits was associated with
a 0.7 percent increase in farm real estate debt, compared with a 0.3 percent
increase in non-real-estate debt. Labour productivity leads to the improved socio-
economic benefits of the entire household (Savadogo et al., 1998). However, the
viability of farming enterprise that is profitable might well be under pressure due to
adverse situations, such as scarce availability of land, high prices for land, high
degrees of capital investment needed on production resources, and natural disasters

like drought and other climatic events.
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210 SUMMARY OF CHAP™™R 2

Chapter 2 covers the literature review. The subheadings of litel
aligned to the objectives of the study. The first subheading focus
and tt of tt

The pace has been painfully slow, and appears to have actually

pac land redistribution in  »uth Africa from white i
major concerns being expressed at all levels about the quality of
the prices of farms. While many of these problems can be trac
implementation, the

policy design weaknesses, or poor

performance of the land reform rogramme.

The second subheading focused on the impact of land and agral
local economy, and livelihoods of the beneficiaries has been des
major limits of land reform in South Africa. The capital inves
farming covered under subheading 3. The fundamental driver that
for the decision and value of capital investment in farming enterj
from previous researches. commercialisation i
subheading 4. Tt

extensively and it can be des:

Agricultural
description of agricultural commercialis.
bed as a process production sy:
surplus to raise farm income, improve welfare, food security and tt
of the broader community. The cc :lation between current farm c
and past net returns to farm operations, together with farm profit, v

last part of this chapter.
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Table 3.1: Gauteng municipality 1d estimated population as at 2(

World, 2016).

S.N. District and metropontan— vode City miea
municipalities (km?)

1 City of Johannesburg JHB  Johannesburg 1,645
Metropolitan Municipality

2 City of Tshwane TSH  Pretoria 6,345
Metropolitan Municipality

3 Ekurhuleni Metropolitan EKU  Germiston 1,924
Municipality

4 Sedibeng District DC42 Vereeniging 4177
Municipality

5 West Rand District DC48 Randfontein 4,087
Municipality

3.2 NATURE OF DATA

A structured questionnaire was developed according to the se
study. A consent form was developed and attached to each que
the participating farmers about the inten n of the study and the
identities, and their right to accept or decline to participate in the s
collected through face-to-face interviews with all participating
respective farms. The collected data was then organised and cap

then analysed.

The nature of the data and the probiem for iearch normally ¢
methodology. A qualitative research methodology was used in tl
its verbal methodology, instead of analysing numerical data
projects. According to Gibbs (2007), que ative research is no lol
opposite of quantitative research, but has developed an ident
nature of qualitative research involves approaching the wor
endeavouring to understand, describe and (sometimes) explain
from the ‘inside’ in a number of different ways. Three com

analysing the experiences of individuals or groups, analysin
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communications in the making and analysing documents. The practicality of
qualitative research involves two activities, firstly, developing an awareness of the
kinds of data that can be examined and how they can be described and explained.
Second, a number of practical activities that assist with the kinds of data and the

large amounts of it that need to be examined (Gibbs, 2007).

3.3 SAMPLING METHOD

The current study aims a focus on the determinants of commercialisation of the
farms that are recapitalised by the Department Rural Development and Land Reform
(DRDLRY) and distributed to beneficiaries in Gauteng province. A purposive sampling
approach was used in the current study, based on the accessibility and availability of
the limit number of farms recapitalised by DRDLR in Gauteng. Purposive sampling
was used on the current study based on the objective of the research project. The
current study targeted the emerging farmers who received recapitalisation
assistance in Gauteng for improving their production output. A total population
sampling method was used because there were limited numbers of farmers who
received large amounts of money for recapitalisation uses. The purpose of the
capital investment was to improve the production output of emerging farmers by
investing money in purchasing of machinery, implements and inputs, according to
farm commodity. The entire population of Gauteng’s recapitalised farmers were
selected, based on their common characteristics of having received farms and

capital investment from the South African government through DRDLR.

3.4 DATA COLLECTION METHOD
3.4.1 Method for collecting primary data

There are several types of research methods that can be used to collect primary
data. In qualitative research studies, interviews are often quite open-ended, perhaps
revolving around one or a few central issues, but otherwise going in different
directions for different participants. The current study used a questioni to collect
primary data by interv ving the beneficiaries of DRDLR-recapitalised farms in
Gauteng province. The primary data was collected by means of filling in the

questionnaires on farm sites, through face-to-face interviews.
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3.4.11 Interviews

The study used face-to-face interviews for data collection. A struct ed questionnaire

was developed and used to collect data that was aligned to the objectives of the

current study. The questionnaire was used as the main data-gathering tool in the

current study. The collection of quantifiable and qualitative -

structured questionnaire has allowed for the analysis of the ga
alignment of the objectives of the current study. The questionn
direct, seeking only essential information for current res¢
questionnaire was accompanied by a consent form that explained
study, the research process, confidentiality, and the rights of pote
participate or decline to partic ate. The last part of tt form hi
respondent had to fill in with his or her particulars to give conser

the study. The questionnaire was divided into 4 sections:
Section 1 -  Elicited questions on the demography of respondent

Section 2 - Sought information about the location of the farm
district or metropolitan municipality geographic

province.

Section 3 - Consisted of sets of structured questions that were
the objectives of the study. This section a:

commodities, value of capital investment received

jta through the
red data in the
e was brief and
ch study. The
e purpose of the
al respondent to
a portion which

) participating in

according to the

eas in Gauteng

nainly aligned to
ed about farm

production scale

before and after recapitalisation, skill per commodity, work 5, and

expenditure versus revenue.

Section 4 - Asked about divi :nd payouts to the beneficiaries

farm.

Face-to-face interviews were used in the current study since the
advantage of enabling the researcher to establish a relation:
participants and therefore gain their cooperation in responding tc

Face-to-face interviews yield the highest response rates in

the recapitalised

have the distinct
p with potential
1e questionnaire.

urvey research.

According to Leedy and Ormrod (2001), personal interviews allow the researcher to
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clarify unclear answers when is necessary and seek follow-up information to get

accurate data.

3.5 DATA ANALYSIS

The data was collected with the questionnaire and captured in Microsoft Excel. The
preliminary report of collected data was assembled according to individual farms.
The data was coded in Excel and then exported to SPSS for statistical analysis. A
multiple regression model will used to explore the relationship between government
capital spending, farm operation, productivity, benefit of farm beneficiaries and farm
profits. Multiple regressions was used to test significance among the variables at a
confidence interval of 95%. Descriptive statistical analysis is used to determine how
farm size has relationships with production variables by testing with regression

analysis.

3.6 ETHICAL CLEARANCE

An ethics approval application was submitted to the MBA Programme Research
Ethics Committee of the North-West University’s Graduate School, after the approval
of the application for ethical clearance was granted by that Committee, a supervisor
was allocated before data collection started. A consent form was developed to inform
farmers of their right to participate voluntarily in the study. Bio-security measures
were applied for visits to livestock farmers whereby disinfection procedures were
applied to car wheels, lab coats and shoes before entering every farm. The farmers

were made aware that the information they shared will be treated confidentially.
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range of people who had ability to apply for recapitalisation Jue to their life
experience and make in farming. Some of them, however, may be active in other

businesses or be capable entrepreneurs.

The investment of recapitalisation for people who are aged 66 1d above cannot
benefit the government in achieving its millennium goal of food  :curity since most
people become less active at this age. The purpose of recapitalis on is to graduate
emerging farmers to commercial farming and is also aligned to tt transformation of
redistributed farms. The large oportion of people in the 46 to 5 1ge range seems
to be perfect age for farming. They people who had gone throu¢. . many spheres of

life and are determine to take the challenges of farming.

4.1.3 Marital status and age of participants

There is strong correlation (0.760) between age range and the n ital status of the
respondents. Figure 4.3 below shows the marital status of respc lents. The figure
shows that 70% of respondents are married, and most are in the ‘gest age ranges
of 46-55 and 56—65 years. Most people between tt ages of «+ to 65 irs are
married and settled with their families, thus how 70% of marital s us relates to the
age ranges of the respondent. According to Bezu and Holden (-.14), the average

age of the household heads in rural areas of Ethiopia is 44 years, while 16% of them

are younger than 30 years. The current results reveal that the 1 are not active in
agricultural industry, especially as farmers. Many factors, such >cess to land and
capital for machinery, equipment and farm inputs, can contribt the status of the
current results. Youth unemployment has become a major glo oncern, following
the global economic crisis. The current global youth unemployi rate is estimated

to be 12.6% and is expected to remain high for the next fi :ars (ILO, 2013).
According to Bezu and Holden (2014), the majority of young p 2 in rural Ethiopia
do not have their own farmland, despite their constitutional righ iccess land in the
community in which they live. 1e 2012 National Level Lanc _.2: Survey showed
that the youth (18-29 years of age, in that case) accounted fc~ 21% of the rural
landholders in Ethiopia. As farm sizes in our study areas are si I, relative to the
household sizes, it is a challenge to allocate parents’ land a »ng children. An

estimate based on the current land holdings of parents in our sa >le shows that, if












require unique skills. There was strong correlation between the daily egg production
and farmers trained in poultry skills at (0.831). According to Inyang and Eko (2015),

an improvement in production and marketing techniques made - ' poultry farmers

can help them benefit from the rapidly growing demand for poulti
respondents in their study showed high knowledge of poultry f
Furthermore, skills gained from receiving extension service
assistance also showed a strong correlation of 0.945 when assor
the skills of poultry farmers received through training.

The purpose of recapiti sation is to increase the productivity on 1
the emerging farmers towards achieving a commercial scale. Th
egg production after recapitalisation has shown some correlation
turnover at (0.713). The level of annual turnover further correlates
through training, at (0.983). The criterion for accepting or rejectir
simple if the alternatives are mutually exclusive: accept an inv
positive net present value or reject that investment if it has a n

value. This simple criterion is pt sible because when the ber

oroducts as their
ning techniques.
and mentoring

ted with gains in

ns and graduate
ncrease on daily
vards the annual
the skills gained
an investment is
ment if it has a
itive net present

it stream or the

annual net cash flows for a particular investment are discountc.. with the cost of
capital, the resulting figure represents the maximum amount that you could afford to
pay for the investment and expect to just “break even,” including opportunity costs on

the money invested (Boehlje & wmke, 2005).

4.4 RECAPITALISED BEEF CATTLE FARMS

Beef farming is one of the most popular farming activities in th iIck community.

Seven beef farmers participated in the study. However, only or the seven has

received recapi isation assistance (R2.4 million), while others still v ting for

recapitalisation funding. Figure 4.7 below illustrates the number ¢ ;apitalised beef
Ehmke (2005)

The cash flows

farms together with the overall value of recapitalisation. Boehlje
reveal that sometimes an investment may not be financially feasi
in a business enterprise like beef farming may be insufficient tc e the required
principal and interest payments. Business owners should com both analyses
before they make a final decision to accept or reject a busines 2 beef farming.

The invested capital in beef farming is distributed to infrastructur 2ck and inputs.









those relating to farm outcomes in Great Britain and France where the operating
costs were higher than the sales revenues were (Benjamin & Phimister, 2002). The
operating cost was £1 253 319.00, with sales revenue of £217 419.90, which was the
average for all British farms, with the ratio of 5.76. The French operating cost was
the equivalent of £526 923.6, with sales revenue of £123483.80, which was the
average for all France farms, with the ratio of 4.27 (Benjamin & Phimister, 2002).
1€ ratio used to analyse profitability of invested capital on beef farming enterprises.
However, the scenarios in the above countries indicate that a South African farmer
spends R0.08 to generate a sale at a value of R1.00, while those in France spend
£4.27 to generate sales at the value of £ 1.00, and those in Great Britain spend
£5.76 to generate sale revenue at a value of £1.00. The results showed that it should
be financially feasible to do business in South Africa with high profits; however, this
is not the case due the lack of farming skill among participants. Boehlje and Ehmke
(2005) noted that financial feasibility analysis determines whether or not the
investment will generate sufficient cash income to make the principal and interest
payments on borrowed funds used to purchase an asset. If you will be making the
purchase with equity funds and a loan is not required, then a financial feasibility
analysis is unnecessary. This means that for every R7.50 that a farm spends on
operational costs, the farm will receive R100.00. The margin is estimated to be
92.5%, which is unusual return to be encountered in any type of business. An
industry where a business that makes a 92.55% margin will not be sustainable
because it soon will not have consumers since it will be difficult for them to purchase

such products.
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However, the size of planted arable land has shown a strong correlation with farmers
who are skilled and experienced in crop farming, at the significance level of
(p<0.002). Savadogo et al. (1998) confirm that the capital investment on farms has

greatly improved the land and productivity.

Cash crops comprise one of the major farming businesses in South Africa, and
throughout the world. Crops are planted for the consumption of both humans and
animals. According to Sanchez et al. (2005), farmers more often decide to invest in
improved land management and care for the environment if it is profitable compared
with other investment options. The current study reveals that only six crop farms in
the study area had been recapitalised. The crop farm sizes ranged from 128 ha to
740 ha, and are shown in Figure 4.10. There was a strong correlation between the
crop farm size and size of arable land in hectares at (0.818), and it was highly
significant at the value of (p<0.0C., when tested at a sensitivity of 95%. There was
also a slight correlation (0.619) between the crop farm size and planted hectares
pre-recapitalisation, at significance level of (p<0.042). The size of the crop farm has
further shown a correlation with the skills and experiences of crop farmers, at (0.709)
with the significance level of (p<0.014). Figure 4.9 further shows the values of
recapitalised fund per farm and its proportional distribution on machinery,
implements and inputs. Amos et al. (2010) conducted a study on the efficiency of
agricultural land use, its contribution to improvement in food crop production in the
past, and its future sustainability. The study discovered that the more sustainable
agricultural practices available for improving Ghana's future food security included
mixed farming, intercropping, agroforestry systems, and managed fallows that
involve the use of legumes for nitrogen fixation and the incorporation of animal and

crop residues into the soil for improvement in soil organic matter content.
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improvements in their productivity subsequent to VC financing (¢
2011).

Table 4.1: Showing the actual hectares of farms, before

Farm Crop  Size Planted HA Planted HA T«

size farm Arable prerecap post recap i

size land
HA
103.63 334 140 334 4
128 128 85 40 85 45
144 144 106 30 106 530
246 246 0 120 176484
308 308 200 100 200 3.5
325 325 250 120 250 45
405 405 100 150 4
479 497 214 214 214 25
526 526 210 645 6.5
540 500 150 25 150 4
585.52 340 150 0 150 3.5
740 740 740 200 300 45

emmanur et al.,

lisation.

ase

ed

y

ip %

3
52.94
71.70
99.93
50.00
52.00
33.33
0.00
67.44
83.33
100.00

33.33

An increase in the area plante is expected to increase the opere
turnover according the increase in hectares planted. Figure 4.1.
value of recapitalisation, annual costs and turnover of the crop
costs corresponded to the invested values of recapitalisation
according to the demands of the farms for the performance of
required for production. The farm that measures 128 hectares wa
an amount of R1 900 000 and the majority of the money would |
the infrastructure, machinery and implements. The operational ¢

with the return of R650 000. If the records and calculations of the

nal cost and the
>elow shows the
rms. The annual
vhich were split
tivit ; that were
ecapitalised with
/e been used for
it was R384 500,

Irm are accurate,

it means that the farm has achieved a mark-up of 65%, whiun is equivalent to

=577 ). In tl il busine: world, there is nowhere where a farm can make a
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R1 700.00 per hectare. Such differences as there are in the market are influenced by
sales dates and the contract market. Sometimes, farmers will sign contracts before
ploughing, which guarantee the marketing of their products before they are
processed. Such contracts are signed due to the lack of access to markets and the
financial services needed to purchase machinery, implements and farm inputs.
According to FAO (2005), one of the principal causes of poverty among smallholder
farmers is the lack of farm power (labour saving tools and equipment, and animal
and mechanised power), and importantly, access to it. Farm power embraces all
forms of power inputs in agriculture and the commercialisation of its products,
ranging from human inputs, animal traction, and engine-driven technologies,
together with associated tools and implements. If the farm measuring 740 hectares
could increase its land planting from 300 hectares to 720 hectares, it would
significantly increase its revenue from R3 105 000.00 to R7 452 000.00. The
scenario of two farms that were critically analysed as to planted hectares, yield per
hectare and return per hectare clearly shows that these farms are not being used to
their fully capacity, although the recapitalisation investment is intend to increase

productivity.

4.6 CAPITAL INVESTMENT ON INTEGRATED BEEF AND CROP
PRODUCTION FARMS

The recapitalised farmers in South Africa are still relying on the historically organised
markets that were established under the apartheid regime. Some farms are
operating as integrated faming system where crop and beef farming activities are
mixed together. This type of mixed farming is very common and helps farmers since
crop residues complement cattle feed, while beef revenue maximises farm income.
Most of the sustainable agricultural practices available to improve Ghana'’s future
food security include mixed farming, intercropping, agroforestry systems, and
managed fallows. It also involves the use of legumes for nitrogen fixation and tt
incorporation of animal 1d crop residues into the )il for improvement in soil organic
n cor it ch wov t it b in ¢ d i
genetics often making it easier to achieve synergies by combining different
enterprises. For example, crop-breeding research may result in new crop varieties

where their stubble is more nutritious to particular new animal breeds, at different
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Crop production represents the second largest percentage (30%) in the distribution
of farm produce commodities. ,.1e comparisons of the quantity of products that can
be produced per ha between crops and beef have revealed huge differences. On 1
hectare, a crop can produce 4.5 tons with an estimated average return of R2 000.00
((R1700.00 + R2 300.00) / 2), as was shown in Figure 4.16 above. Examining the
average revenue from cattle per hectare, extensive beef farming needs an average
of 12 hectare per animal, giving an average revenue of R4 800.00 from 12 hectares.
This means that the average revenue for one hectare of beef farming stands at
R400.00 (R4 800.00 / 12 ha). If a crop farmer gets 25% profit from a hectare, it will
work out to an overall amount of R500.00 profit gain per hectare and an estimated
R750 000.00 from a 500-hectare farm. Comparing this to a beef farmer, 25% of
R400 will amount to R100.00, and an overall profit gain of R50 000.00 from the farm
of 500 ha. In Ethiopia, livestock inputs contribute10 151.6 million birr, animal health
trading 22 308 889 million birr, although it was not clear how much of the revenue is
derived from animals, and how much from their products (Metaferia et al., 2011). The
input cost per hectare on a crop farm is high, although it also has a high return. The
scenario shows that crop farming is better than extensive beef farming, if rainfall is
good. Crop farmers can become R700 000.00 richer than beef farmers within a year,
and R3 500 000.00 richer than beef farmers in 5 years.

4.7 FARM WORKERS ON RECAPITALISED FARMS

Farming contributes to food security in many ways. Farmers have to produce food
that is accessible and affordable to the larger community. The production of the food
will involve the employment of people at different levels according to their skills.
Recapitalisation was expected to contribute significantly to the increase of
production, which should have been complemented by increases in the numbers of
employed people on those 'ms. I 'ming activities require employing permanent
staff and seasonal staff. Permanent staff are the key people who should master the
day-to-day activities on the farm and understand the yearly production plan.
Permanent staff know when specific activities will be performed on the farm, such as

the preparation of land after harvesting.
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4.10 DETERMINANTS OF COMMERCIALISATION ON RECAPITALISED
FARMS

In South Africa, farming is classified according to the size of the farming activity. The
current study has revealed three classifications, namely emerging, subsistence and
commercial farming. Commercial farming has the largest share at 65%, followed by
emerging farming at 25%, and subsistence farming at 10%, as presented in Figure
4.6. However, different a scenario was achieved when ranking commercialisation
based on operational cost, productivity and profitability ranking. Table 4.3 shows that
only one farm generates an income above one million Rand (5%), while four farms
(2010%) have incomes in the range from R10 000 to R40 000.00. A large number of
farmers (50%) had an income below R10 000, and 25% of them were running their
farms at a loss. Benjamin and Phimister (2002) have reported great losses for British

and French farmers.

The current results, supported by the findings of other researchers, show a
classification of farmers as follows. Firstly, subsistence farmers produce marketable
surpluses of under 25% of their total production. The second group comprises the
emerging farmers, who produce a marketable surplus ranging between 25 and 50%
of total production. The third group are the commercial farmers who produce
marketable surpluses of more than 50% of their total production (FAO 1986;
Mahaliyanaarachchi & Bandara, 2006; Kibirige, 2016). The purpose of
recapitalisation is to develop and graduate redistributed farms to commercial
farming. Although 65% of participants classified their farms as commercial, the

productivity of their farms is very poor.
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generated from the farms that were recapitalised with the ..2.14 billion. Huge capital
i itment on fa ; has been made in United States of America, where the

aximum [ fits generated from farms led to the fast commercialisation pace from
1970 to 2006 (Bierlen & Featherstone, 2002). During the US capitalisation, farmers
slashed their capital investment spending on farm structures, on land improvements,
and on vehicles, machinery and equipment. The current study has revealed that a
large proportion of 54% (R15391720) was spent on crop farms, followed by 28%
(R8 431 730) spent on mixed farming of both beef and crop production farms. Large
amounts of this capital investment were spent on tractors and implements. It is noted
that established US commercial farmers do spend some portions of profits on
structure and land improvements (Bierlen & Featherstone, 2002). The approach to
making farm capital investments differs from one country to another, with the aims of
achieving sustainable food security to feed the populations of their countries. Hutson
(1987) reported on the adoption of mechanisation and the increased use of
contractors, where the majority of farms that produced for commercial sales were
mechanised, with very few of them (14%) sharing machinery on regular basis. To
overcome the challenge of a shortage in machinery and capital, one farmer shared
machines with two sons who were farming nearby, and another with a brother who

farmed 10 miles away.
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The South Africa government initiated capital investment per farm, whereby
beneficiaries decide how to spend the funds received. Thus, expenditure was
distributed in different amounts to different farmers. Lack of sharing of equipment
has resulted in an increase in the use of contractors, where 66% of farmers use
regular contractors. The different factors are categorised into four key areas, which
comprise the socio-economic characteristics of the smallholder producers, the lack
of access to sufficient agricultural support services, transaction costs and institutional
factors, as well as the lack of appropriate agricultural and developmental

infrastructure (Hutson, 1987).

According to Martey, Al-Hassan and Kuwornu, (2012), agricultural commercialisation
refers to the process of increasing the proportion of agricultural production that is
sold by farmers. The commercialisation of agriculture, as a characteristic of
agricultural change, is more than the question of whether or not a cash crop is
present to a certain extent in a production system. It can take many different forms
by either occurring on the output side of production, with increased marketed
surplus, or occurring on the input side, with increased use of purchased inputs.
Commercialisation is the outcome of a simultaneous decision-making behaviour of
farm households to improve their production and marketing in areas with few
marketing opportunities, where those households had been engaged primarily in
subsistence agriculture, which has constrained the improvement of their quality of
life. Martey et al. (2012) reported the commercialisation levels of households
engaged in the production of ___1ize and cassava produce which is jointly sold by the
majority of households in Effutu Municipality, ranging from 41 to 60%. The proportion
of cassava sold by 90% of the cassava-producing households ranged from 81 to
100%. The maize yield per hectare is low, compared with the cassava yield per
hectare. Households selling cassava are, therefore, described as being highly
comn cialised hou: 10olds. The successful agricultural production entails
inve  ment of resources, and farmers will have no incentive for n <ing investments
1 wi t liti ity © on Lt if J
a ruing from the sales of agricultural products do not reflect the opportunity cost of

investment. As a result, most farmers (Martey, Al-Hassan and Kuwornu, 2012)
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amount to R100.00 and an overall profit gain of R50 000.00 from a farm of 500

hectares.

The majority (81%) of farmers indicated that they do receive dividends from their
farming businesses. Thirteen percent indicated that they do not get dividends, while
six percent did not understand the dividends. The two categories of labour workers
employed on the farms stood at 65 permanent and 191 seasonal workers before
recapitalisation, with significant post-recapitalisation increases being experienced,
with 157 permanent and 314 seasonal workers being employed. According to von
Braun (1995), the assessment of farm income or profits and employment benefits
arising from the commercialisation of agriculture is not complete if only the farm
household situation is evaluated. Accordingly, the current study has assessed the
impact of recapitalisation on both farm beneficiaries and farm workers. The current
study reveals that recapitalisation contributes significantly to the employment of
permanent and seasonal workers. Such increase is very good for socio-economic
activities which also results in food security for larger numbers of household
members that will benefit from that employment. The analysis of variance has
revealed a significance difference (p > 0.006) between permanent employees, before
recapitalisation and after recapitalisation. Increased labour productivity led to
improved socio-economic benefits for the entire household (Savadogo et al., 1998).
However, the viability of a farming enterprise that is profitable is put under pressure
in situations such as a lack of availability of land, high prices of land, high degrees of
capital investment required on production resources, and natural disasters like

drought.
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determining which crop would be required, and when and at what quantity, results in
most of the smallholders’ products being wasted after harvest or being sold at very
low prices. Although recapitalisation was undertaken to improve the productivity of
farmers and graduate the beneficiaries to a commercial scale, the findings for
Objective 3 reveal that constraints, such as lack of access to financial services and
to guaranteed, organised markets, will continue to affect recapitalised farms in

operating at a commercial scale.

The majority (81%) of beneficiaries indicated that they do get dividends from their
farming businesses. Thirteen percent indicated that they do not get dividends, while
six percent did not understand the dividends. Although the values of dividends were
not indicated, 81% indicated a substantial amount and this is expected to improve
the livelihoods of those beneficiaries who benefit from dividend payments. The socio-
economic status of farm workers depends on their active employment. The current
study revealed that 65 workers had been employed permanently and 191 as
seasonal workers before recapitalisation, with significant post-recapitalisation
improvements, when permanent employees now stand at 157 and seasonal
employees at 314. The increase in numbers of employed workers shows how
recapitalisation has improved the socio-economic activity of farm workers for
securing their livelihoods. The recapitalisation of crop farms and crop—beef farms

has improved the holdings of machinery and implements on the participating farms.

The actual recapitalised investment provided for the crop farms in Gauteng
amounted to R15 391 720. The largest amount (83 %) of money went to tractor and
implement purchases, while the remaining 17% was used for farm inputs. An
investment of R12 200 000 was split among six farms, and the average investment
amounts to R5230.44 per hectare. The study further revealed the improved cash
flow and annual returns on crop farms, where the farm measuring 740 hectare could
inc ¢ its planting land from 300 hectare to 720 hectare, with a significant increase
in its revenue from R3 105 000 to R7 452 000. Objective 4 was attained, since the
study has revealed that the recapitalisation of crop farms in Gauteng has improved
the livelihoods of beneficiaries and the socio-economic status of farm workers,
improved the holdings of farm machinery and implements, and has enhanced farm

cash flow.
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5.2

RECOMMENDATIONS

The current study recommends that government should
the qualified agricultur: youth who are unemployed to p
like this to smooth transformation in agriculture and f
commercial farming in the hands of black farmers.

It is fundamentally important for the South African govern
the methodology that will be used to determine the actu:
used for the acquired redistributed farms. The »Hals
productivity must be set and monitored >r a minimum of
financial feasibility, productivity and profitability at a comm
The majority of historically disadvantaged South Africar

access finance due to

nsider facilitating
cipate in projects

sustainability of

:nt to standardise
:apital investment

improvement in
ren years to build
ial farming scale.

lacks struggle to

1eir lack of collateral that is consistiently required by

financial institutions. The guaranteed marketing and collusion on prices by big

co-operatives exclude

these identified con: aints, the study further

government should make finance available to agricultu

rec

done in Great Britain, should provide continuous trai
through bank consultants in running a bankable busines
system.

Opening opportunities for black agricultural graduates
agricultural transformation, high productivity and a lar¢
black farmers, while overcoming the pr¢ lem of unemploy
growing in South Africa (and globally). Agricultural gre
entrepreneurs who can stabilise food security in the
worldwide common food chain practices smoothly durin

process.

sveloping farmers from the markets. To overcome

mends t = the
graduates, as is
g and mentoring

1 an open market

| lead to smooth
market share for
:nt of youth that is
ates are capable
intry by adapting

he transformation
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WITHDRAWAL CLAUSE
| understand that | may withdraw from the study at any time. | therefore participate

voluntarily until such time as | request otherwise.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS OF THE STUDY

The results will be published on a journal while your anonymity is still preserved.

INFORMATION
If | have any questions concerning the study, | may contact Prof. O. Oladele
(018 389 2746)

CONSENT

I, the undersigned, Mmagabayo Ruth Mogoje (full name) have read the above

information relating to the project and have also heard the verbal version, and
declare that | understand it. | have been afforded the opportunity to discuss relevant
aspects of the project with the project leaders, and hereby declare that | agree
voluntarily to participate in the project.

| indemnify NWU and any employee or student of NWU against any liability that |
may incur during the course of the project. | further undertake to make no claim
against NWU in respect of damages to my person or reputation that may be incurred
as a result of the project/trial or through the fault of other participants, unless
resulting from negligence on the part of NWU, its employees or students.

A copy of this consent form can be obtained from the researchers.
Signature of partiCipant: ...

Signedat ... ON L
WITNESSES
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cant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

1 because at least one of the variables is constant.
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