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ABSTRACT This study analyzed information needs of Land Redistribution for Agricultural Development (LRAD)
beneficiaries in Waterberg district, Limpopo. A simple random sampling technique was used to select 120 farmers
and a structured questionnaire was used to collect data which were analyzed with SPSS using frequency counts,
percentages, and regression analysis. The results showed that the respondents were predominantly married (52%),
with household size of between 6-10 members (52.5%). The results showed high information need in the areas of
pesticides (51.7%), agricultural equipments (50.0%), disease management (61.7%), market prices (79.2%) and
collaterals (64.2%). Extension agents (96.7%) were the main information source. Farming experience (t = -1.96,
p < 0.05), farmers group membership (t = -4.03, p < 0.05), farm income (t = -2.10, p < 0.05), extension contacts
(t = -3.29, p < 0.05), farm size (t = -1.74, p < 0.05), labor sources (t = -1.68, p < 0.05) and information sources

(t = -2.69, p < 0.05) showed significant relationships with information needs of farmers.

INTRODUCTION

In South Africa, land distribution, ownership
and accessibility have largely been due to the
influence of apartheid regime. The Native Land
Act of 1913 formalized the distinction between
African reserves and white farming areas, pro-
hibiting Africans from acquiring, owning, and
renting land in the latter. This limited their eco-
nomic options so severely as to compel many to
sell their labor to mines and white farms (Aliber
2003). Morris (2007) revealed that during the
colonial times, only about 14% of the total land
and 15.2% of the potentially arable land in the
country was available to non-White farmers,
mostly in the former Black homelands.

After the collapse of apartheid in 1994, land
reform policy was introduced which was to en-
sure security of tenure for rural dwellers, elimi-
nate overcrowding and supply residential and
productive land to the poorest section of the
rural population (Adams and Howell 2001). The
land reform program of the South African gov-
ernment is conventionally described as having
three sub-programs: restitution, tenure reform
and redistribution. While restitution deals spe-
cifically with historical rights on land, and ten-
ure reform with forms of land holding, redistri-
bution is specifically aimed at transforming the

racial pattern of land ownership (Jacobs et al.
2003). Land reforms are therefore required to meet
multiple needs in different situations, including
people’s needs for secured title to residential
lands, access to land and related support ser-
vices to engage in agriculture, and to provide
historical redress and promote national recon-
ciliation. According to van Zyl et al. (1996) the
most obvious motivation for land reform is the
unsustainability from a political, social and, eco-
nomic and equity point of view of the present
distribution of the ownership of agricultural land.

According to Jacobs et al. (2003), the gov-
ernment’s redistribution policy has undergone
anumber of shifts since 1994. From 1995 to 1999,
it was implemented largely by means of the Set-
tlement/Land Acquisition Grant (SLAG), which
provided a modest grant to poor people, usually
in groups, to purchase land on open market.
Mokhatla et al. (2000) opined that the SLAG ap-
proach was adopted by the Department of Land
Affairs and this system allocated cash grants of
R16 000 per household, to previously disadvan-
taged individuals, for farm purchases. The SLAG
program was re-evaluated and in 2001, the Land
Redistribution for Agricultural Development
(LRAD) was introduced.

In terms of support given to farmers after
they have received land, the LRAD has closely
allied itself with the Comprehensive Agricultur-
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al Support Program (CASP) which is aimed at
providing post-settlement support to land re-
form beneficiaries and others involved in value-
added agricultural enterprises in the following
priority areas: (1) information and knowledge
management, (2) advisory and regulatory ser-
vices, (3) training and capacity building, (4) fi-
nance. (5) on/off-farm infrastructures, and (6)
marketing. The National Department of Agricul-
ture (NDA) disburses CASP funds to Provincial
Departments of Agriculture (PDAs) for imple-
mentation (Mokhatla et al. 2000). Morris (2007)
points out that recent prominent failure of group
and individual farming enterprises on redistrib-
uted land have highlighted the crucial need for
skills, training, and knowledge transfer, the pro-
vision of good information support to resettled
communities and emerging farmers and, agri-
business entrepreneurs.

Majority of previously disadvantaged emerg-
ing farmers, especially land reform beneficiaries,
are finding it difficult to make a success of their
enterprises in the complex and risky agricultural
sector. They are still experiencing poverty as
they are only generating low income. Some are
even leasing out their lands to White farmers
and they believe that they will be better-off with
the rental payments from the White farmers, and
they commonly depend on the social grants or
other sources of income. However, those that
are still taking part in agricultural activities are
only producing at a subsistence level and there-
fore opposing the LRAD mission of commer-
cializing Black-owned farms.

This stagnation that is experienced by most
beneficiaries is believed to be caused by their
underutilization of highly productive lands.
These land reform beneficiaries, are actually blam-
ing the government for poor support services.
They are complaining that they do not receive
sufficient marketing information, training, financ-
ing and other important factors needed for the
prosperity of their farming businesses. Accord-
ing to Oladeji etal. (2011), information is one of
the resources required for the improvement of
agricultural production that must be acquired
and used to make informed decisions. Consider-
ing the roles played by farmers, it is important to
provide information to them so as to boost their
production and ensure their economic role in
the South African economy. Hence, in order for
these new agricultural entrants to succeed in
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production processes, they need information on
Operating capital, credit, marketing, training and
skills acquisition, extension services and ICTs.

Obijectives of Study

The main objective of the study is to identi-
fy and analyze informational needs of the LRAD
beneficiaries. The specific objectives of the
study were to determine the socio-economic
characteristics, investigate the sources of infor-
mation, determine the preferred sources of in-
formation, and ascertain the types of agricultur-
al information needed by LRAD beneficiaries.
The study also explored the significant relation-
ship between socio-economic characteristics
and information needs of LRAD beneficiaries

METHODOLOGY

The study was conducted in the Waterberg
district, Limpopo. Limpopo province is located
in the far north of South Africa and on its south-
ern flank from east to west, the province shares
borders with Mpumalanga, Gauteng and North
West. Limpopo province also shares internation-
al borders with three countries: Botwana, Zim-
babwe and Mozambique. The climate is hot and
dry, with annual rainfall of about 60mm and a
high evaporation rate. Rainfall is predominantly
in summer with an estimated average range of
20.8 t0 123.3mm between September and April,
and 3.7 to 7.8mm between May and August.
Average evaporation rate per day ranges from
3.6 to 5.5 between April and August, and from
6.0 to 8.0 between September and March. Aver-
age minimum temperatures range from 2.2t0 6.0
degree Celsius from May to August and 9.0 to
16.7°C from September to April. The average
maximum temperatures range from 20.2 to 23.4°C
from May to August and 26.7 to 29.6°C from Sep-
tember to April. The population of study con-
sists of all crop farmers under LRAD programme
in the Waterberg district, Limpopo. Waterberg
district has six municipalities from which three
municipalities were randomly selected. The list
of farmers under LRAD obtained from DRDLR
served as the sampling frame for the study and
has 258 farmers. A sample of 120 farmers was
selected randomly from three municipalities, with
40 farmers selected from each municipality by
the use of the lottery-technique, that is, all names
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of farmers were put in a box and only one name
was picked at a time. Data was collected through
a structured questionnaire developed based on
the objectives of the study. Frequency count
percentages, mean, and standard deviation were
used to describe the data, while multiple regres-
sions were used to identify the determinants of
information needs among farmers.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 1 presents the personal characteris-
tics of LRAD beneficiaries in the study area.
Majority of the respondents (60%) are males,
with females being the minority (40%). Even
though one of the objectives of the LRAD pro-
gamme is to empower women the most, in terms
of involvement in agricultural production, men
are still dominant in farming. This agrees with
Moloi (2008) who reported that despite the gains
that have been made with respect to gender
equality, the redistribution of resources and
power has not shifted the structural forces. The
study revealed that 33.3% of the respondents is
within the age bracket of 51-60. This is support-
ed by Moloi (2008) that farming is mostly con-
sidered as an alternative job for people who are
retiring from their lucrative jobs and, the educat-
ed, young and active people migrate to the ur-
ban areas to seek better employment and they
do not consider farming as a potential business.

Findings of this study revealed that 86.7%
of the respondents’ farming experiences ranged
between 1 and 10 years and only 1.6% of the
farmers have 21-30 years of experience. This can
be accounted for by the fact that the LRAD pro-
gramme was initiated in 2001. The table shows
that farm sizes of most farmers (35%) ranged
between 21 and 40 ha and 19.1% of them have 20
or less hectares of land. This contradicts the
results of Oboh and Ekpebu (2011) who con-
cluded that farmers in Nigeria had an average
farm size of 2.8 ha. A large percentage of the
respondents (42.1%) indicated that they fall un-
der the income bracket of R500-R10 000 per an-
num whereas 6.6% falls under the income brack-
et of R30 001-40 000 per annum. Schwalbach et
al. (2001) revealed that farmers earn income of
R1000 or less per year from their farming activi-
ties.

About 52.5% of the respondents revealed
that their households consisted of 6-10 people,
and 13.3% of them indicated that their house-
holds consisted of more than 10 people and

these larger households are often poor and they
have limited sources of income. A large number
of farmers (47.5%) indicated that they use hired
labor and most of these farmers (39.9%) have 1-
3 workers and only 4.1% of them have 10-12
workers. One of the reasons for having few work-
ers is that farmers cannot afford to hire more
people or that the farm size is just not too big.

Table 1: Personal characteristics of LRAD bene-
ficiaries

Personal characteristics Frequency  Percentage
Gender
Male 72 60
Female 48 40
Age
21-30 19 15.9
31-40 18 15
41-50 23 19.2
51-60 40 33.3
Above 60 20 16.6
Farming Experience
1-10 104 86.7
11-20 6 4.9
21-30 2 1.6
Above 30 8 6.4
Farm Size (Ha)
1-20 23 19.1
21-40 42 35
41-60 19 15.9
Above 60 36 29.4
Farm Income
500-10000 51 42.1
10001-20000 27 22.3
20001-30000 11 9
30001-40000 8 6.6
Household Size
1-5 41 34.1
6-10 63 52.5
Above 10 16 13.3
Sources of Labor
Non response 2 1.7
Self 17 14.2
Family 44 36.7
Hired 57 47.5
Number of Workers
Non response 19 15.8
1-3 48 39.9
4-6 35 29.2
7-9 13 10.9
10-12 5 4.1
Extension Contacts
Yes 116 96.7
No 4 3.3

The results on personal characteristics fur-
ther show that majority of the respondents
(90.8%), were Christians, 37.5% had high school
education and (9.2%) had no formal education.
This finding disagrees with Mabe et al. (2011)
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who revealed that majority of the farmers (65%)
did not attend school. A large proportion (96.7%)
of the respondents indicated that they do have
contacts with extension officers whereas 3.3%
do not have contact with extension agents. This
can be attributed to the fact that the LRAD pro-
gramme is a government initiative; hence most
of the resources are from the government. Over
half (66.7%) of the farmers indicated that they
are not part of any farmers associations and only
33.3% of them are affiliated members of various
farmer’s associations. This contradicts Oladeji
etal. (2011) whose findings showed that 83.3%
of farmers belonged to farmers’ associations.

Table 2 shows the sources of information
used by farmers. Majority (95.8%) of the farmers
highlighted that extension agents are their most
common sources of information. The second
most used source is television which is utilized
by more than a half (51.7%) of the farmers. Pam-
phlets, internet and library were found to be the
least used channels as they were only accessed
by 19.2%, 16.7% and 5.0% of farmers respec-
tively. The results of this study disagrees with
Ozowa (2011) that majority of the farmers use
radio as the most common information channel
but agrees with him that the second most used
channel is television.

Table 2: Information sources used by farmers

Information sources Yes No

Extension agents 115(95.8) 5(4.1)
Television 62(51.7) 58(48.3)
Radio 41(34.2)  79(65.9)
Newspapers 42(35.0) 78(65.0)
Pamphlets 23(19.2) 97(80.9)
Library 6(5.0) 114(95.0)
Internet 20(16.7) 100(83.3)
Other farmers/association 50(41.7) 70(58.3)
Friends/relatives 38(31.7) 82(68.3)

The information needs of farmers are pre-
sented in Table 3. These are categorized into
agricultural inputs, production and market and
supply chain. Most farmers 51.7%, 50.0% and
41.7% indicated high need for information on
pesticides, agricultural equipments and agric-
input companies respectively, while areas where
low information was needed included seeds
(46.7%) and fertilizers (38.3%). According to
Okwu and Umoru (2009), the areas in agriculture
where majority of Nigerian farmers needed in-
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formation on, included pesticides, fertilizers and
improved farm implements. A good proportion
of farmers; 61.7%, 54.2% and 50.0% revealed that
their information needs on disease management,
insects and pests management, and technical
knowledge respectively, is of great importance.
This can be justified by their level of farming
experience. The table further reveals that 54.2%,
52.5% and 40.0% of the respondents only need
less information on weather and climate, weed-
ing and sowing respectively. The findings con-
tradict Narula (2010) who observed that infor-
mation on weather and climate, and sowing prac-
tices was the most important. Majority (79.2%)

Table 3: Information needs of farmers on agri-
cultural inputs, production and market and sup-
ply chain

High Moderate Low

Agricultural Inputs
Seeds

36(30.0) 28(23.3) 56(46.7)

Fertilizers 47(39.2) 26(21.7) 46(38.3)
Pesticides 62(51.7) 23(19.2) 34(28.3)
Agric equipments 60(50.0) 34(28.3) 25(20.8)
Agric-input 50(41.7) 28(23.3) 40(33.3)
companies
Production
Weather and climate  19(15.8) 36(30.0) 65(54.2)
Soil fertility 40(33.3) 37(30.8) 43(35.8)
Land preparation 42(35.0) 32(26.7) 46(38.3)
Sowing 40(33.3) 32(26.7) 48(40.0)

Fertilizer application
Irrigation methods
Disease management
Insect/pests manage-
ment
Weeding
Time and techniques
of harvesting
Post-harvest techni-
ques (handling)
Technical knowledge
Market and Supply Chain
Available agric markets 85(70.8) 22(18.3) 13(10.8)
Market prices 95(79.2) 16(13.3) 9(7.5)
Procurement (supply) 57(47.5) 24(20.0) 39(32.5)
companies
Products’ demand
Products’ supply
Grading
Processing
Transportation
Storage methods
Export procedures

Marketing companies 68(56.7)

48(40.0) 31(25.8) 41(34.2)
49(40.8) 33(27.5) 38(31.7)
74(61.7) 27(22.5) 19(15.8)
65(54.2) 27(22.5) 28(23.3

14(11.7) 43(35.8) 63(52.5)
54(45.0) 32(26.7) 34(28.3)

54(45.0) 33(27.5) 33(27.5)
60(50.0) 33(27.5) 27(22.5)

60(50.0) 31(25.8) 29(24.2)
58(48.3) 27(22.5) 35(29.2)
70(58.3) 34(28.3) 16(13.3)
36(30.0) 19(15.8) 65(54.2)
40(33.3) 33(27.5) 47(39.2)
43(35.8) 19(15.8) 58(48.3)
80(66.7) 26(21.7) 14(11.7)

29(24.2) 23(19.2)

of the farmers highlighted that their information
need on market prices is high, followed by infor-
mation on agricultural markets (70.8%). They
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also reported a high information need on export
procedures (66.7%) and grading (58.3%). The
table also shows that processing (54.2%), stor-
age methods (48.3%) and transportation (39.2%)
score lowest as areas in which information is
needed by LRAD farmers. Respondents com-
mented that their marketing opportunities are
limited. A study by Narula (2010) corroborates
that information on commodity prices and agri-
cultural markets is extremely important.

In Figure 1, collaterals (64.2%) and loan terms
(59.2%) had highest percentage of information
needs by farmers. This might be because most
of the respondents are old, with limited educa-
tion and language barriers, and therefore they
cannot cope with the complexities of English
language that is commonly used in the banking
sectors. The result justifies Ozowa (2011) who
opined that farmers need information on the
terms of loans such as the interest rates, loan-
able amount and mode of repayment.

Percentage

)
e

=
o
=,

-
o

o
I

Source

Terms of Colla- Bookkeeping
of Loan terals and financial
funding management

% High # Moderate ® Low

Fig. 1. Information needs of farmers on credit

The results of the multiple regression analy-
sis of relationships between demographic char-
acteristics and information needs of farmers on
agric inputs, production and market supply chain
and credit are presented in Table 4. For agricul-
tural inputs, the independent variables were sig-
nificantly related to information needs on agric
inputs with an F value of 4.07. The R value of
0.59 showed that there was a strong correlation
between the independent variables and infor-
mation needs on agric inputs. The results fur-
ther predicted 35% of the variation in informa-

tion needs of farmers on agric inputs. Signifi-
cant determinants were farming experience (t = -
1.96, p<0.05), member of farmers group (t=-4.03,
p<0.05) and information sources (t = -2.69,
p<0.05). These findings imply that, as farmers
gain experience, become members of farmers
groups, utilize more sources of information, their
information needs become less. In terms of the
determinants of information needs on produc-
tion, the independent variables were significant-
ly related to production with an F value of 4.35.
The R value of 0.61 showed that there was a
strong correlation between the independent vari-
ables and information needs of farmers on pro-
duction. The results further predicted 37% of
the variables in informational needs on produc-
tion. Significant determinants were farming ex-
perience (t=-3.48, p<0.05), farm income level (t=
-1.10, p<0.05) and member of farmers’ group (t =
-2.25, p<0.05). These findings imply that, as the
level of farmer’s experience and farm income in-
crease, their information needs on production
decrease. Also, as farmers become members of
farmers groups, their need for production infor-
mation decreases. Farmers’ information needs
on market and supply chain was significantly
influenced by demographic characteristics with
an Fvalue of 2.85. Also, an R value of 0.53 showed
that there was a strong correlation between the
independent variables and information needs on
market and supply. The results further predicted
28% of the variation in market and supply infor-
mation needs. Significant determinants were
farming experience (t=2.24, p<0.05), contacts with
extension agents (t=-3.29, p<0.05) and member
of farmers’ group (t=-2.78, p<0.05). These find-
ings imply that, an increase in farming experi-
ence will lead to an increase in information needs
on market and supply. However, as farmers get
fewer visits from extension agents and do not
affiliate to any farmers’ groups, their need for
market and supply information will increase. For
information needs on credit, the independent
variables were significantly related to informa-
tion needs on credit with an F value of 5.78. The
R value of 0.66 showed that there was a strong
correlation between the independent variables
and information needs of farmers on credit. The
results further predicted 44% of variation in in-
formation needs on credit. Significant determi-
nants were educational level (t=-2.76, p<0.05),
farming experience (t = 2.25, p<0.05), farm size
(t=-1.74, p<0.05), sources of labor (t = -1.68,
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Table 4: Determinants
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of information needs on agricultural inputs, production, market and supply,

and credit
Agric inputs Production Market and supply Credit

(Constant) 20.365 (3.630)" 30.623(6.355)" 44.963(4.583)" 14.506(2.960)"
Gender -.682 (.540) 1.323(.945) -.866(.681) .036(.440)
Marital status -.032 (.307) .226(.537) -.049(.387) .313(.250)
Ethnic group -.827 (.676) 1.594(1.183) 1.056(.853) .230(.551)
Religion -.336 (.274) .339(.481) -.066(.347) .152(.224)
Age .002 (.026) -.047(.045) -.048(.032) .028(.021)
Educational level .187(.248) -.369(.435) -.068(.313) -.558(.202)"
Farming experience -.055(.028 )" -.170(.049)" .079(.035)" .051(.023)"
Farm size -.012(.008) .008(.014) -.010(.010) -.011(.006)*
Farm income 3.21E-6(.000 ) -2.283E-5(.000)" 3.309E-6(.000) 4.924E-6(.000)
Household size -.030(.102 ) .215(.179) -.153(.129) .076(.083)
Labor sources .204(.389) -.299(.681) .780(.491) -.535(.317)"
Contacts with extension -1.286(1.484) -.801(2.598) -6.170(1.874)" -1.163(1.210)
Member of farmers group -2.666(.662) ~ -2.608(1.159)" -2.321(.836)" -1.134(.540)"
Info sources -.346(.128 )" -.115(.225) -.252(.162) -.147(.105)
R 0.59 0.61 0.53 0.66
R Square 0.35 .37 .28 .44
F 4.07 4.35 2.85 5.78
Sig. .000 .000 .001 .000

“Figures that are in parenthesis are significant at 5%

p<0.05) and member of farmers’ group (t =-2.10,
p<0.05). These findings imply that, as the level
of education decrease, information needs of farm-
ers on credit increases. An increase in farming
experience also results to an increase in the need
of credit information. Furthermore, as the farm
size increase, information needs of farmers on
credit decrease. Farmers who have less sources
of labor require more information on credit. And,
as farmers become members of farmers’ groups,
their need for credit information decrease.

CONCLUSION

For farmers to succeed in their businesses,
information support is vital. From the findings
of the study, it can be concluded that majority of
the LRAD farmers do not have access to neces-
sary agricultural information or, the information
they receive is just inadequate. The farmers in
the study area have high information needs par-
ticularly in the areas of agricultural inputs, pro-
duction, market and supply chain and, credit.
These information needs were found to be influ-
enced by various socio-economic characteris-
tics of farmers; this justifies the variation in the
types of information needed by individual farm-
ers. The usage of information channels also
varied amongst the farmers but, the most uti-
lized source of information was found to be ex-
tension agents, followed by television. Even

though most farmers ranked extension agents
as their most preferred source of information, it
is imperative that they use other sources of in-
formation to enhance their agricultural knowl-
edge and improve their farming businesses in
every way possible.
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