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ABSTRACT

The study evaluated small-scale farmers' perceptions of extension service delivery during the
COVID-19 pandemic, from hard lockdown level 5 to level 3, to inform policymakers on current
extension service delivery and its challenges in Ga-Mothapo village. Agricultural extension is
important for enhancing agricultural productivity and food security, and is generally provided
through face-to-face contact. However, during the COVID-19 pandemic, restrictions on people's
movement were put in place to control the virus. This challenged farmers and extension officers
to perform their work correctly. The study was conducted in Ga-Mothapo Village, Polokwane
Local Municipality, Limpopo Province. The study used a quantitative research methodology and
applied Cochran's formula to determine the sample size, which yielded 73 farmers, from whom
data were collected using a semi-structured questionnaire. Data was analysed using Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) IBM software version 29 (2022). The key findings revealed
that small-scale farmers did not have direct, individual communication with extension officers.
Furthermore, extension officers ceased disseminating information and knowledge, rendering
extension services largely inaccessible. Despite the challenges, farmers have experience with
information and communication technology (ICT) channels, and marketing programmes should

be established to better support farmers in future pandemics. The study recommends that the
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Limpopo Department of Agriculture and Rural Development provide farmers with ICT tools such

as cellular phones and vouchers.

Keywords: Small-Scale Farmers, Extension Service, COVID-19 Pandemic.

1. INTRODUCTION

The COVID-19 pandemic became a threat and affected service delivery to farmers and extension
and advisory services. Providing extension and advisory services was challenging due to the South
African government's restrictions on individual movement implemented in 2020. The concept of
extension service is defined differently by various authors. For example, Hlatswayo and Worth
(2019) described it as the entire set of organisations that support and facilitate people engaged in
agricultural production in solving problems and obtaining information, skills, and technologies to
improve their livelihoods and well-being. According to Agholor et al. (2013), providing
agricultural extension services is one of the best ways to enhance agricultural production. The hard
lockdown, which lasted 6 weeks, created a complex situation for small-scale and subsistence
farmers. The nature of extension services is that farmers should consult the extension advisor when
undertaking farming activities; therefore, it becomes the responsibility of the extension officer to
guide and support the farmer with knowledge and skills. Small-scale farmers are sometimes
equated with subsistence farming because of their mode of operation, whereas smallholder farmers
include those who farm for household consumption and market the surplus of their produce
(Agholor et al., 2013). During the COVID-19 pandemic, restrictions on people's movement were
imposed to prevent the spread of the virus, creating a challenge for farmers and extension officers
to find alternative ways to communicate and work together. Small-scale farmers and extension
officers had limited direct access to one another due to travel restrictions and prohibitions on public
gatherings (Bright ef al., 2021). Furthermore, small-scale farmers were not permitted to continue
farming during the hard lockdown in South Africa (Buthelezi et al., 2020), even though there are

agricultural extension approaches to promote service delivery and agricultural development.

The COVID-19 pandemic presented a considerable challenge to these extension approaches used
for providing services to small-scale farmers. According to Muvhuring et al. (2021), the COVID-

19 pandemic disrupted the flow of agricultural commodities to markets and the implementation of
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agricultural extension services. Farmers' perceptions of the effectiveness of agricultural extension
services were limited due to COVID-19 restrictions (Somanje et al., 2021). These restrictions
meant that extension officers had to review how they provide services to small-scale farmers and
adjust their approaches, methods, and tools to suit the pandemic situation. The study aimed to
evaluate small-scale farmers' perceptions of extension service delivery during the COVID-19
pandemic, during hard lockdown levels 5 to 3. The study aims to inform policymakers about the

current extension service delivery and its challenges in Ga-Mothapo village.

Objectives of the study are as follows:
1) To describe the perception of small-scale farmers towards extension service delivery
during the COVID-19 pandemic from hard lockdown levels 5 to 3.
i1) To assess the accessibility of agricultural extension services during the COVID-19
pandemic from hard lockdown levels 5 to 3 by farmers.
iii) To identify and describe the methods of information and communication technology
(ICT) channels used to deliver agricultural extension services during the COVID-19

pandemic, from hard lockdown level 5 to 3.

This study's question was to what extent extension officers adjusted their service delivery
approaches to meet the needs of small-scale farmers in Ga-Mothapo village. Hence, the study
evaluated farmers' perceptions towards extension service delivery during the COVID-19

pandemic.

2. RESEARCH METHODS

2.1. Study Area

The study was conducted at Ga-Mothapo Village, located in the Polokwane Local Municipality.
Agriculture is the primary source of food security for many households in the Polokwane Local
Municipality. Ga-Mothapo is approximately 28 km east of Polokwane with a latitude of
23°52'0.02" and a Longitude of 29°43'0.01"(Geoview.infor, 2022). Some of the research areas are

indicated in Figure 1.
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2.2. Research Design and Sample Size

The study used a descriptive research design. Primary data collected through questionnaires and
face-to-face interviews were used to evaluate farmers' perceptions of agricultural extension
services during the COVID-19 pandemic, from hard lockdown level 5 to level 3. The purposive
sampling method was applied. Sampling can be used to generalise the population based on existing
theory (Taherdoost, 2016). The researcher purposively selected participants based on the
availability of farmers willing to participate in the study, ensuring the study's timeline
management. A questionnaire was used to collect data on farmers' perceptions of the accessibility
of agricultural extension services during the COVID-19 pandemic. In addition, farmers' levels of
satisfaction with agricultural extension service delivery during the COVID-19 pandemic were
assessed. The study's target population was small-scale farmers in Ga-Mothapo village. The
sample size of the study was 73 small-scale farmers, calculated using Cochran's formula (Cochran,
1977):

n = (z"2 Pq)/e"2

n = Sample size

Z =is Z- Value at 1.96

P = is the estimated proportion of the population

q=1-p

e = Sample error 5% (0.05)
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2.3.  Data Collection

Both closed- and open-ended questions were used to collect data. The questionnaire was designed
to gather information on farmers' perceptions of extension service delivery during the COVID-19
pandemic. Farmers who voluntarily participated in the study were interviewed face-to-face. The
questionnaire consisted of three sections. Section A covered the methods and communication
channels used to deliver extension services. Section B comprised a five-point Likert-type scale to
evaluate respondents' perceptions of the accessibility of extension services. Response options were
structured as follows: 1 = highly not accessible, 2 = not accessible, 3 = rarely accessible, 4 =
accessible and 5 = highly accessible. The response options for the level of satisfaction with
agricultural extension service delivery during the COVID-19 pandemic were structured as follows:
1 = very dissatisfied, 2 = dissatisfied, 3 = Undecided, 4 = satisfied, and 5 = very satisfied. Section

C comprised the socio-economic characteristics.

2.4. Data Analysis

Descriptive statistical techniques were used in this study. The qualitative data were coded with
arbitrary numbers, which were analysed using a frequency table and Pie Charts to illustrate the
socio-economic characteristics of farmers, such as levels of education and employment status,
represented as percentages. The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (IBM SPSS) software
version 29 (2022) was used to determine means and standard deviations. Likert-type scale data
were analysed utilising this mode. McLeod (2019) states that the mode is the most appropriate for
simple interpretation. Data collected using the Likert scale were further analysed using descriptive

statistics to obtain frequencies, standard deviations, and mean scores.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

3.1. Socio-Economic Characteristics of Small-Scale Farmers

3.1.1. Gender of Respondents

The study found that the majority of respondents (56%) were males (41), and 44% were females
(32). This result indicates that fewer women than men are involved in farming activities. Nkosi et
al. (2022) reported similar findings: more men than women were engaged in agricultural activities.

This may be because women historically had greater difficulty acquiring agricultural resources
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than men did. Wegerif (2022) reported that women have greater difficulty accessing land and

securing land rights. The involvement of women in farming activities will promote equality, help

them support their families, and improve food security in many households.

3.1.2. Age of Respondents
Age in farming plays an important role. The researcher observes that older farmers are
conservative and are afraid of change. Young farmers, on the other hand, are full of energy and

are willing to test innovations. The age of respondents is presented in Table 1.

TABLE 1: Age of Respondents

AGE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
20 and below 0 0

21-40 23 32

41-60 33 45

61 and above 17 23

TOTAL 73 100

Table 1 illustrates that small-scale farmers were older; the majority were 41 years or older (68%).
Kom et al. (2022) reported that youth perceive agricultural activities as for older people, and older
farmers are more comfortable with traditional farming methods than modern ones. Only 32% of
small-scale farmers were between the ages of 21 and 40, with a frequency of 23. These results
indicate that extension officers must encourage young people to participate in farming. Ntsiapane
et al. (2023) reported that youth are unwilling to participate in agricultural activities, and there is
a need to recruit youth to support the agricultural sector. No small-scale farmers aged 20 years and
below participated in the study. Myeni ef al. (2019) reported similar findings that young people
are less involved in farming. Young people are more likely to adopt modern agricultural farming
methods than older farmers, which can improve farm production and ensure food security amid

the world's growing population.

127



S. Afr. J. Agric. Ext. Zwane & Bopape

Vol. 54 No. 2, 2026: 122-143

10.17159/2413-3221/2026/v54n2a18963 (License: CC BY 4.0)
3.1.3. Educational Status

Farmers who can read and write have different perceptions of development because they can
understand sophisticated innovations. Qwabe ef al. (2022) reported that farmers with low levels of
education cannot fully interpret market information that would assist them in properly planning
production and marketing strategies. The educational status of respondents is presented in Table

2.

TABLE 2: Educational Status

EDUCATIONAL STATUS Frequency Percentage
Primary 6 8
Secondary 46 63

Tertiary 21 29

None 0 0

TOTAL 73 100

Table 2 shows that the standard of small-scale farmers in the study area was good, with 92% having
at least secondary education. Most farmers have a secondary education level (63%). The level of
education will assist extension officers in identifying the best approaches to deliver extension
services to small-scale farmers. Ntsiapane ef al. (2023) reported that educated farmers can easily

access government funds and extension services to improve their farm productivity.

3.1.4. Employment Status in Other Professions
Agriculture is known to create jobs. According to the National Planning Commission (2010),
agriculture can create more jobs (National Planning Commission, 2010). The employment status

in other professions is presented in Figure 1.
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FIGURE 2: Employment Status of Small-Scale Farmers Employed in Other Professions.

Figure 1 shows that most small-scale farmers are not employed in other professions besides
working as farmers. 90% of the small-scale farmers were unemployed, and only 10% were
employed in other professions. Most small-scale farmers mentioned that farm income from their

produce helps them care for their families and maintain themselves.
3.2. Farm Income and Production Cost
The researcher's observation is that farmers use mechanisms to reduce production, thereby

increasing their profits. The status of farmers is presented in Table 3.

TABLE 3: Farm Income and Production Cost

FARM INCOME FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE %
Increase 3 4

Decrease 57 78

Same 13 18

TOTAL 73 100

FARM PRODUCTION COST

Increase 73 100

Decrease 0 0

Same 0 0

TOTAL 73 100
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Table 3 illustrates the farm income and production costs of the farm products during the COVID-
19 lockdown, from level 5 to level 3. The top part of Table 3 shows the frequency with which
small-scale farmers reported increased farm income. A small number of (4%) small-scale farmers
reported that the announcement of the COVID-19 pandemic hard lockdown found their farm
products ready for market. Therefore, most local people bought from farm gates because they
avoided long-distance travel to avoid contracting COVID-19. On the other hand, the majority of
small-scale farmers who experienced a decrease in farm income during the COVID-19 hard
lockdowns were reported to be 78%. Small-scale farmers were unhappy with extension services
because there was a lack of assistance in obtaining permits to sell produce. Due to a lack of storage,
they had to lower the prices of perishable products below their actual market value. Table 3 further
indicated that all small-scale farmers experienced an increase in farm production costs during the
COVID-19 pandemic due to higher prices of farm inputs such as seeds, fertilisers, feeds,

herbicides, and livestock medication.

The emphasis is that small-scale farmers believe that if extension officers had assisted them with
permits during the COVID-19 hard lockdowns, their farm income would not have decreased as
much as it did. Mthembu et al. (2022) also reported similar findings: small-scale farmers lacked
permits to travel to nearby towns and cities to access farm inputs. Wegerif (2022) reported that
during the COVID-19 pandemic, farmers experienced a drop in demand for their produce due to
customers' loss of income, which contributed to reduced buying. As a result, farmers experienced
a decline in farm income. Siankwilimba er al. (2022) reported that agricultural input prices
increased during the COVID-19 pandemic, posing challenges for farmers in sustaining farm
production. Small-scale farmers need to purchase personal protective equipment (PPE) to prevent

the spread of COVID-19, which has contributed to higher farm production costs.
3.3. Financial Support

In any business, finances are important for sustainability, including buying inputs and marketing,

as in agribusiness. The financial support situation is indicated in Table 4.
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TABLE 4: Financial Support During the COVID-19 Pandemic Hard Lockdown Level 5 to 3

FINANCIAL SUPPORT FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE %
Received 32 44

Not received 41 56

Total 73 100

Table 4 shows that most small-scale farmers did not receive financial support during the COVID-
19 hard lockdowns at levels 5 to 3, with frequencies of 41% and 56%, respectively. Mtero and
Gumede (2023) reported that only a handful of farmers received vouchers, while others who
applied did not receive anything or only a simple acknowledgement of their applications. However,
Ms Thoko Didiza, who was the Minister of Agriculture, Land Reform and Rural Development
(DALRRD), announced that a R1.2 billion fund from the Department's COVID-19 Agricultural
Disaster Fund was put aside to relieve small-scale farmers who are financially distressed to ensure
farm sustainability and to prevent food insecurity (DALRRD, 2020). The finding explicitly
indicated that the Department's COVID-19 Agricultural Disaster Fund did not cover all the small-
scale farmers. However, some small-scale farmers reported receiving farm inputs, including feeds,
seeds, and fertilisers, post-COVID-19 from extension officers. Table 4 further indicated that 44%
of small-scale farmers received financial support during the COVID-19 pandemic, during the hard

lockdown levels 5 to 3.
3.4. Type of Financial Support

Respondents were asked to indicate the type of financial support they received. The results are

indicated in Figure 2.
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FIGURE 3: Type of Financial Support

Figure 2 illustrates that 6% of the small-scale farmers received a loan to sustain their farms, which
also helped them adapt to new farm operating practices following COVID-19 regulations. Myeni
et al. (2019) reported that a minority of small-scale farmers had access to credit in South Africa,
and this limited access was due to their low incomes. The majority (72%) received financial
support from the Department of Agriculture, Land Reform and Rural Development (DALRRD)

through vouchers.

There were complaints about those vouchers, such as restrictions on the stores they could purchase
from, which resulted in long queues and prices above the market value of inputs when stores
accepted vouchers. Loki et al. (2020) report that the voucher system did not address the farmers'
needs because they were restricted to purchasing available inputs from selected distributors. Small-
scale farmers reported that they were not allowed to purchase certain farm production inputs using
vouchers. Some small-scale farmers reported that the vouchers helped them sustain their farming.
Twenty-two percent (22%) received financial support from other sources, including family

members and non-governmental organisations (NGOs).
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3.5. Accessibility of Extension Services

Respondents were asked to indicate their level of accessibility using a five-point Likert scale: 1 =
highly not accessible, 2 = not accessible, 3 = rarely accessible, 4 = accessible and 5 = highly

accessible. The findings are presented in Table 5.

TABLE 5: Accessibility of Extension Services During the COVID-19 Pandemic Hard
Lockdown Levels S to 3.

ACCESSIBILITY OF  EXTENSION FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE
SERVICE

Highly not accessible 0 0

Not accessible 11 15

Rarely accessible 47 64

Accessible 15 21

Highly accessible 0 0

TOTAL 73 100

Table 5 indicates that the minority (15%) of small-scale farmers selected the option not accessible
coded option (2) on the five-point Likert scale. Qwabe et al. (2022) report that farmers had
difficulty accessing information about market accessibility. Small-scale farmers reported that
extension officers never visited their farms during the COVID-19 pandemic. This behaviour might
be due to extension officers' fear of contracting COVID-19. Dlamini et al. (2021) reported that
extension officers discontinued face-to-face dissemination of information and knowledge during
COVID-19 to avoid its spread, and that there was no extension service delivery support system.
However, Table 5 indicates that most small-scale farmers' (64%) perception of accessibility of
extension services was recorded as rarely accessible, which was coded as option 3 using a five-

point Likert scale.

Some small-scale farmers reported that the Department of Agriculture, Land Reform and Rural
Development (DALRRD) and extension officers should have designed programmes to assist them

in marketing their farm products, as they lost customers because of people losing income and street
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hawks were no longer buying their farm products because their operation was disrupted by the
COVID-19 regulations, especially during lockdown levels 5 and 4. Table 5 further indicates that
21% of small-scale farmers reported that extension services were accessible. Still, farmers would
seek them by joining farmer's groups and developing relationships with other farmers. They also
noted that farmers' groups provided information on extension services available from governments
and non-governmental organisations during the COVID-19 pandemic, at hard lockdown levels 5

to 3.

3.6. Level of Satisfaction

The respondents were asked to indicate their satisfaction with the extension service during the
COVID-19 pandemic, from hard lockdown level 5 to level 3. A five-point Likert scale was used
to rate satisfaction. The response options were as follows: 1 = very dissatisfied, 2 = dissatisfied, 3

=undecided, 4 = satisfied and 5 = very satisfied. The findings are presented in Table 6.

TABLE 6: Level of Satisfaction
LEVEL OF SATISFACTION FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE

Very dissatisfied 8 11
Dissatisfied 54 74
Undecided 4 5
Satisfied 7 10
Very satistied 0 0
TOTAL 73 100

Table 6 presents the satisfaction of small-scale farmers with the extension services provided to
them during the COVID-19 pandemic, level 5 to 3. Only 10% of small-scale farmers were satisfied
with the extension services provided by agricultural extension officers. Most small-scale farmers
were dissatisfied with the extension service; 11% were very dissatisfied, and 74% were
dissatisfied, as indicated in Table 6. Small-scale farmers reported that during the COVID-19 hard

lockdowns, from level 5 to 3, extension officers did not visit their farms to assist them with their
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challenges. They also noted that extension officers visited their farms before the COVID-19 hard

lockdowns.

The COVID-19 pandemic regulations affected agricultural production; although the agricultural
sector was considered essential, extension officers feared contracting COVID-19, which hindered
the effective delivery of their services. Five percent of small-scale farmers were undecided about
extension services because they had not tried to contact extension officers for assistance. Still, they

were aware of agricultural extension services.

3.7. The Mean, Mode, and Standard Deviation of Small-Scale Farmer's Opinions on

Accessibility and Satisfaction Towards Extension Services

TABLE 7: Mean, Mode, and Standard Deviation of Small-Scale Farmer's Opinions on

Accessibility and Satisfaction Towards Extension Services

MEAN MODE STANDARD
DEVIATION
Satisfaction level 2 2 0,7
Accessibility of |3 3 0.6
extension service

Table 7 indicates the satisfaction of small-scale farmers with the extension service during the
COVID-19 pandemic, during the hard lockdown levels 5 to 3. Farmer's satisfaction is
conceptualised as the fulfilment of farmer's expectations towards the quality of extension services
(Elias et al., 2015). Table 7 indicates that most small-scale farmers were dissatisfied with the
extension services. The dissatisfied point was coded with 2. Small-scale farmers reported that the
Department of Agriculture, Land Reform and Rural Development (DARLRRD) did not assist them
in accessing markets or in providing free personal protective equipment (PPE) during the COVID-

19 pandemic, when hard lockdown levels 5 to 3 were in place.

Table 7 indicates the level of accessibility, with a standard deviation of 0.6, which slightly differs
from the standard deviation (0.7) of satisfaction towards extension service. The accessibility of

extension service mode (3) indicates that most small-scale farmers perceive that extension service
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delivery is rarely accessible, and three were coded as rarely accessible using a five-point Likert

scale to measure the level of accessibility.

3.8. Methods Used to Communicate With Agricultural Extension Officers During the
COVID-19 Pandemic Hard Lockdown Levels 5 to 3
Effective information and communication technology (ICT) channels used to deliver extension
services significantly improve farm productivity (Ndimbwa et al., 2021). Small-scale farmers
reported that extension officers stopped visiting their farms due to restrictions on movement during
the COVID-19 pandemic, disrupting verbal communication between them and the extension
officers. The minority of small-scale farmers in the study reported communicating with extension
officers via WhatsApp and phone calls. Baffoe-Bonnie et al. (2021) report that during the COVID-
19 pandemic hard lockdowns, Cell phone applications facilitated communication between
agricultural extension officers and farmers. However, some small-scale farmers reported

challenges with airtime costs.

Most small-scale farmers reported not having direct individual communication with extension
officers during the COVID-19 pandemic hard lockdown levels 5 to 3. Information was sought
through radio, television, and Facebook. Siankwilimba et al. (2022) reported that during the
COVID-19 pandemic, farmers were encouraged to participate in agriculture through social media,
radio, and television. Small-scale farmers faced different challenges with communication
technologies (ICTs), such as the difficulty of catching information on the radio and television.
Monica et al. (2020) reported the same finding: the major limitation for farmers in accessing

extension services through radio and television was a lack of time for the programs.

3.9. Preferred Information and Communication Technology (ICT) Platforms for
Accessing Extension Services

Information and communication technology channels help farmers communicate with extension

officers. Their customers purchased farm inputs online. The researchers believe that ICT channels

are most significant for communication, especially when there is a verbal communication barrier.

Marsden et al. (2023) stated that information and communication technology channels also

enabled farmers to make online purchases and market their farm produce, which assisted them
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during the COVID-19 pandemic, when face-to-face communication was at high risk. The results

of the most preferred ICT channel are indicated in Figure 3.

Percent

TELEVISION ~ RADIO  CELLPHONE

FIGURE 4: Preferred Communication Channels for Assessing Extension Services

Figure 3 indicates that 1% of small-scale farmers prefer radio, the least preferred communication
method. Yusuf et al. (2022) reported findings that differed from our conclusions. For example, he
found that radio is an effective medium for communicating extension services to rural farming
communities. The study found that small-scale farmers reported that programs on television and
radio could be easily missed. Cell phones were the most preferred ICT for communicating
information on extension services, with 92% of small-scale farmers preferring them. This indicates
that most small-scale farmers own cell phones. Small-scale farmers also reported that cell phones
are better because they are always on hand. Dlamini ef al. (2021) reported that most people in
developing countries have access to mobile phones and that these devices are multifunctional.
Therefore, this can be considered one of the reasons that influenced small-scale farmers' decision

to choose cell phones as their preferred ICT channel for delivering extension services.

Figure 3 shows that 7% chose television as their most preferred ICT channel. They mentioned that
television exposes them to demonstrations that are not easy to forget. Small-scale farmers who
prefer cell phones reported that programs on television and radio sometimes fail to address
individual farmers' needs. They noted that high airtime costs sometimes hinder them from
effectively selling their products and watching relevant, informative agricultural videos on

YouTube channels. Therefore, some farmers reported that the Department of Agriculture, Land
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Reform and Rural Development (DALRRD) must provide free access to online channels where
information and videos can be accessed without data charges. In their questionnaires, some small-
scale farmers indicated that, to improve communication via ICT channels between farmers and
extension officers, information about extension services must be sent to them via SMS, including

updates on radio and television programs.

The COVID-19 pandemic disrupted the usual way of doing things, forcing people, institutions,
and businesses to adopt the new normal, including agribusinesses. Small-scale farmers reported
that during the COVID-19 pandemic, especially during lockdown level 5, they experienced a
significant loss of customers due to COVID-19 regulations. Therefore, they were advertising their
farm products on WhatsApp and Facebook groups. Marsden et al. (2023) reported that lockdowns
severely hampered market access. Some farmers reported that during the COVID-19 pandemic,
due to hard lockdowns, they lost their hawk customers who bought their farm products in bulk to
resell. Neither themselves, as farmers and hawks, were given permits to sell their produce.
However, some small-scale farmers reported adopting the method of taking orders online via

phone, WhatsApp, SMS, and Facebook, and delivering them to customers' doorsteps.

Some small-scale farmers reported a loss of perishable farm produce because they could not deliver
to other locals due to a lack of transport and poor storage facilities. Jaacks et al. (2021) reported
that most farmers had to pay high transport prices during the COVID-19 pandemic lockdown, and

the lack of storage facilities led to farm product losses.

4. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1. Conclusion

The COVID-19 pandemic's hard lockdown, from levels 5 to 3, disrupted small-scale farmers'
markets and reduced their income due to limited marketing. The provision of extension services
to farmers was insufficient for them to adopt and sustain their farm operations during the COVID-
19 hard lockdown at levels 5 to 3. The study found that during the COVID-19 pandemic,
production costs increased, leading to reduced farm income. This made it difficult for small-scale
farmers to maintain their farm operations. Extension services were rarely accessible, and most

small-scale farmers did not receive financial support during the COVID-19 hard lockdowns.
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Small-scale farmers were dissatisfied with the lack of extension services received. The
accessibility of extension services is directly proportional to small-scale farmers' satisfaction, as
indicated by the study's standard deviation. Therefore, the study concludes that improving access
to extension services will satisfy small-scale farmers. The impact of COVID-19 showed that small-
scale farmers lack storage facilities. The vouchers given to farmers during the COVID-19

pandemic restricted their purchasing at certain stores, leaving them with only the available inputs.

The study concludes that cell phones are the most suitable information and communication
technology (ICT) channel for extension officers, small-scale farmers, and their customers to
communicate. The findings will assist extension officers and other extension providers in choosing

the appropriate communication channels to deliver extension services.

4.2. Recommendations

Based on the results and discussion of this study, the following recommendations are made:

4.2.1. Adaptation to New Ways of Working
The COVID-19 Pandemic has demonstrated the importance of rapid adaptation to new ways of
doing things; therefore, extension officers must recruit youth to participate in agricultural

activities, as they can adopt agricultural innovations more readily than older farmers.

4.2.2. Responsibility of the Department of Agriculture, Land Reform and Rural Development

e The Department of Agriculture, Land Reform and Rural Development, when supporting
farmers with vouchers to buy farm inputs, should not restrict farmers' purchases to selected
stores.

e Small-scale farmers must be prioritised when issuing permits during lockdowns because they
play an important role in ensuring food security and improving people's socio-economic
status.

e The government must create a policy that allows farmers to obtain free personal protective

equipment (PPE) to reduce farm production costs.
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e Cell phones should be encouraged as the primary ICT channel for communicating information

to farmers, such as sending videos of farming demonstrations and updating them on different

agricultural programs.

4.2.3. Responsibility of Government
e A government policy should be established to ensure market prices remain stable during
pandemics.
e Shared storage facilities could be established to address the lack of on-farm storage and reduce
crop spoilage losses, especially during crises such as pandemics.
e Governments, DALRRD, banks, and non-government organisations (NGOs) need to work

together to find solutions to make financial support easily accessible to small-scale farmers.
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