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ABSTRACT 
 
The study aims to analyze the socio economic determinants of the level 
commercialization level between male and female crop farmers in Iwo local 
government area of Osun state. A field survey consisting of 85 farmers was made 
to reach an estimated 9.9 percent sampling error with 95 percent confidence level. 
The sample size represented the actual number of the arable crop farmers as other 
farmers specialized into other types of farming in the study area.The result of the 
commercialization index revealed cassava as the most commercialized crop by 
both farmers. Also, farming households were categorized into quintiles with 
female farmers having the highest level of commercialization index, indicating 
high level of their participation in the market frequently compared to male 
farmers. Based on the empirical results in this study, it was found out that farm 
profit significantly influenced the level of commercialization of female farmers 
unlike male farmers influenced by year of farming experience, farm size, inorganic 
fertilizer, farm profit, total output and access to credit. Increasing household 
income was identified as the ultimate benefit from commercialization. As a whole, 
the rural farmers dwell on the use of traditional technology associated with low 
productivity, extension services which are not properly funded and lack of farmers 
access to agricultural inputs are the main barriers to commercialization. Further 
communication and policy modifications are needed to reinforce farmers’ access 
to agricultural inputs. 
 
Key words: Agriculture, crop's commercialization index, gender in agriculture, 
household commercialization agriculture, smallholder farmers. 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Agriculture plays critical roles in livelihoods including: 
employment, income growth, food security, poverty 
alleviation, socio-economic development and 
environmental sustainability in developing countries 
(Word bank 2008).  It represents the second largest sector 
after oil despite the drastic fall of GDP from 48% in 1970 to 
20.6% in 1980. However, the conventional roles of 
agriculture include: producing food for the growing 
population, producing raw materials for agro-industry, 
providing labor and market for urban industry, supplying 
savings for investment and providing export earnings (CBN, 
2002, Daramola, 2007, Pingali, 2010). However, agriculture    
is    predominantly   on   a   smallholder  basis in Nigeria and  

 
 
about 90% of farm holdings are less than two hectares in 
size (CTA, 1999, FAO, (2010). This means that, a greater 
percentage of farmers in Nigeria operate at a subsistence 
level. Kristen et al. (2012) commented that, these 
subsistence oriented small holders have the greatest need 
to commercialize in order to satisfy the growing demand 
and practice in the resultant income-mediated benefits. 
Commercialization of agricultural production refers to the 
process, involving transformation from production for 
household subsistence to production for the market 
(Sokoni, 2007, Pradhan et al., 2010). This 
commercialization has been noted to be gender biased with 
little attention focused on female crop farmers. Crop
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commercialization among small holder farmers in 
developing countries has often been identified as being 
hazardous to the financial strength and food security of the 
farmer’s household (Immink and Aharcon, 1993). This is 
because these small holder farmers find it so difficult to 
offer part of their harvested products to the markets due to 
a wide range of constraints and barriers reducing the 
incentives for commercialization (Moraka – Nakedi et al., 
2001). The role of gender in agriculture can't be 
overemphasized. Gender is a social difference between men 
and women (Oladeebo, 2012). FAO (2008) reported that, 
women make up over half of the agriculture labour force 
yet they are frequently subjected to discrimination, poverty 
and hunger. Commercialization is known to be gender 
biased with little attention focused on female crop farmers 
in Nigeria.  

Root and tuber crops, including maize, cassava, sweet 
potato, potato and yam are the most important food crops 
for direct human consumption in Africa. The listed crops 
are grown in different agro-ecological and production 
systems contributing to more than 240 million tons 
annually, covering around 23 million hectares. The total 
value of yam, cassava, potato and sweet potato exceed all 
other African staples, including cereal crops (cereals 
annually producing on average 169 million tons on 108 
million ha of land (IITA, 2015). Cassava is one the most 
important arable crops in Nigeria and Africa (Nweke et al., 
2002). It is generally regarded as the major food security 
and poverty alleviation crop for Nigeria and entire Sub-
Saharan Africa (SSA) because of its special attributes which 
include ability to make return of root yield even in extreme 
stress condition, high tolerance to unfavorable condition 
and requirement of minimal external inputs all year round 
(Awah and Tumanteh, 2001). Smallholder farmers, in most 
southern African countries, have remained substance 
oriented characterized the use of traditional technology 
associated with low productivity, extension services which 
are not properly funded and lack of farmers access to 
agricultural inputs (Yemisi et. al, 2009). Also their economic 
contribution has not been properly accounted for (World 
Bank, 2008). This is because they face multiple challenges 
mostly related  to unfavorable historical policies and 
institutions, transaction costs and access to productive 
resources, finance, technology, markets information, 
infrastructure and skills development services (Hazel, et al., 
2007). In addition, female farmers are highly discriminated 
in the use of critical inputs such as land, family labor and 
fertilizer but are favored in the use of agro-chemical and 
seeds, resulting to low agricultural production (Ogundele et 
al., (2002). In light of the above problems, this study has 
five purposes. Firstly, it seeks to profile commercialization 
level by farmers' socio-economic/demographic factors. 
Secondly, it seeks to identify the crops grown. Thirdly, 
determine the levels of crop and household 
commercialization. Fourthly, identify the benefits derived 
from commercialization. Lastly, analyze the factors that can 

determine commercialization level between male and 
female crop farmers. 
 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Smallholder commercialization occurs when a farmer offers 
parts or all of the produces from the farm to the markets 
either as a seller or buyer. It can also be viewed when part 
of the inputs are acquired from the agricultural markets 
(Pingali 1997; Osmani and Hossain 2015). Therefore, input 
or output side should be put in consideration while 
discussing agricultural commercialization. Smallholder 
commercialization can occur in two ways either by 
increasing productivity and marketed surplus of the food 
crops or by specialising in cash crops (Osmani and Hossain 
2015; Sharma and Wardhan 2015). Viewing smallholder 
commercialization from cash crop production has open up 
to arguments on the impacts of such a move on food 
security. This is because the smallholder farmers would 
need to take out for household consumption instead of 
producing for themselves. However, this results in higher 
incomes for the farmers because cash crops usually have 
higher economic benefits than the food crops. According to 
the surplus production route, it postulates that household 
food security will be achieved while earning income for the 
producer. However the income might not be the maximum 
amount like the crop production (Govereh et al. 1999). The 
advantage of this route is that the farmers will leverage on 
the experience they have and will continue to produce the 
same kind of output they have been producing. If the 
farmer is to supply the crop, they need to start out to find 
out the way to roll in the hay and this might take time 
before they really master how to do it. Smallholder 
commercialization does not only require well-functioning 
output markets, but also efficient and low cost factor 
markets that truly reflect opportunity cost of farm inputs 
(Abu, 2015). Such conditions are usually a problem in the 
poor regions especially in Africa, whereby smallholders 
may not be able to purchase inputs due to liquidity 
problems or higher transaction costs and malfunctioning 
markets (Latruffe and Desjeux 2014).  
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Research design and sampling 
 
The target population was limited to arable crops farmers 
in Iwo local government area of Osun State, Nigeria. To aid 
in questionnaire design and to gain overall understanding 
of respondents' attitude towards commercialization, pilot 
survey was carried out to select the effect any possible 
corrections based on the carefully reviewed results from 
the experienced farmers to ensure the validity of the 
measures. Data was collected between April of 2014 and
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July of 2014. A total of 85 valid copies of questionnaire 
were obtained, generating results with an estimated 14.5 
percent sampling error and a 95 percent confidence level. A 
three stage sampling technique was used to select the 
respondents for the study. The first stage involved the use 
of simple random technique to select 2 wards from 15 
wards from the list of registered crop farmers in Iwo local 
government area. The second stage involved the selection 
of 3 randomly from each of the ward. Third stage involved 
stratification of the respondents in the village into male and 
female farmers, from which 6 female farmers were chosen 
from all the villages and 9 male crop farmers were chosen 
from the selected villages except Igege, where 8 farmers 
were  selected which represented the actual number of 
male farmers in this village. 
 
 

Measurements and analysis 
 

This study first explores level of crop commercialization by 
dividing the aggregate output of individual crop in the last 
seasons by the aggregate output of all the crops in the last 
seasons grown. This study also investigates the relationship 
between farmers’ socio-economic characteristics and the 
commercialization. Attitudinal variables included concerns 
of benefits of commercialization measured by a five-point 
Likert Scale with five possible agreement levels: strongly 
agree, agree, undecided, disagree, and strongly disagree (1 
point). Socio-demographic variables, such as respondents’ 
gender, age, educational level, household size, religion, 
marital status, farm size, land tenure, labor use, fertilizer 
use and farm profit were included to control their possible 
intervening or spurious effects on the relationship socio-
economic characteristics and the commercialization index. 
Age was classified into four categories: below 31, 31-40, 41-
50, 51-60, and 61-70. Respondents’ educational levels were 
categorized into no formal education, primary, secondary 
and tertiary education. Years of farming experience and 
labor use, were categorized into below 10, 11-20, 21-30, 
31-55 and family, hired and both respectively. Land tenure 
and fertilizer type were categorized into inherited, 
purchased, lease, rent and gift and organic and inorganic 
fertilizer respectively. There were four categories for crops 
grown: maize, cassava, oil palm and yam. 
Commercialization index was employed to determine the 
level of crop and household commercialization. Weighted 
Mean Score was employed to rank the benefits derived 
from commercialization. In case of knowing the factors 
influencing the levels of commercialization between male 
and female crop farmers, the four functional forms of 
Multiple Regression were employed and the one who gave 
the best fit was selected as the lead equation. 
 
 

RESULTS 
 

The distribution of the respondents according to their sex, 

age, years spent in school, religion, household size, is 
presented in Table 1. The gender distribution of the 
respondent in the study area showed that 57.65 % were 
male while the remaining 42.35% were female. This agrees 
with the findings of Adenegan et al. (2013), which claimed 
that a typical Nigerian farming system is predominantly 
dominated by men. The results also showed that 44.44% 
and 55.10% of male and female farmers have their 
household size ranging between 1 and 4 members with an 
average household size of 5 and members and standard 
deviation of 1.96 and 2.05 respectively. Large households 
with more dependents are likely to have a lower level of 
commercialization due to increased household 
consumption. This is confirmed by Lapar et al. (2003) that 
propensity to commercialize declines with the number of 
household members. The results also showed that, both 
male (94.44%) and female farmers (85.71%) have between 
0.4-4.0 hectares of farmland with mean values are 2.71 
and2.97 hectares and standard deviation of 2.89 and 2,74 
respectively. These figures demonstrate that majority of the 
arable farmers in the study area are smallholders which 
could negatively affect commercialization as larger farm 
sizes serves as incentive to produce surplus for market. 
This is supported by the study of Makhura et al. (2001). 
Table 1 revealed that majority (33.33%) of the male 
farmers had less than 10 years’ experience in farming and 
market participation with mean value of 21.64 years and 
standard deviation of 14.61, while majority(32.65%) of the 
female farmers had between 21-30 years’ experience in 
farming and market participation with average value of 
21.51 and standard deviation of 10.87. This implies that, 
the larger average farming years of experience of female 
farmers could be an indication of higher level of 
commercialization among them than male farmers in the 
study area. This is in line with the findings of Adenegan 
(2013). The results showed that, male and female crop 
farmers fall in the age bracket 41-50years with the mean 
values of 47.33 and 45.45 and standard deviation of 12.55 
and 11.15 respectively. This implies that, both farmers are 
still in their active age of engaging in farming activities. This 
finding corroborates with the results by Adenegan (2013). 
The results showed that, majority (55.56%) of the male 
farmers had no access to credits while most of the female 
farmers (69.39%) had access to credit facilities in the study 
area. This is in contrast to the report of FAO 2008 that 
despite the facts that, women make up over half of the 
agriculture labour force yet they are frequently subjected to 
discrimination, and non access to credits. However, credits 
are expected to enhance farmer skills and knowledge and 
link farmers with modern technology through the purchase 
of inputs (planting  materials, fertilizer and crop 
protection), thus access to credit are  expected to increase 
agricultural productivity, induce market orientation and 
participation and cause greater commercialization 
(Lerman, 2004; Martey et al., 2012). This implies that, 
female farmers are most likely to participate in the market
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Table 1: Description of the household socioeconomic characteristics. 
 

 Male Female 
Variables Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 

Age     
˂30  3 8.33 7 14.29 
31-40 9 25.00 10 20.41 
41-50 12 33.33 23 46.94 
51-60 8 22.22 5 10.20 
61-70 4 11.11 4 8.16 
     
Sex 49 100 36 100 
     
Years in School     
0 6 16.67 18 36.73 
1-6 10 27.78 8 16.32 
7-12 11 30.56 13 26.53 
13-17 6 16.67 1 2.04 
Above18 3 8.33 9 18.37 
     
Household Size     
1-4 16 44.44 27 55.10 
5-7 14 38.89 14 28.57 
8-10 6 16.67 8 16.33 
     
Farm Size     
0.4-4.0 34 94.44 42 85.71 
4.1-7.7 1 2.78 2 4.08 
7.8-11.4 0 (0) 5 10.20 
11.5-15.1 0 (0) 0 (0) 
15.2-18.8 1 2.78 0 (0) 
     

Years of farming Experience 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

˂10     
11-20 12 33.33 15 30.61 
21-30 9 25.00 11 22.45 
31-55 8 22.22 16 32.65 
     
Access to credit     
Yes 16 44.44 34 69.39 
No 20 55.56 15 30.61 
     
Land tenure     
Inherited 9 25.00 14 28.57 
Purchased 6 16.67 9 18.37 
Lease 0 (0) 5 10.20 
Rent 
 

6 
 

16.67 
 

11 
 

22.45 
 

Gift 15 41.67 10 20.41 
     
Labour Used     
Family 9 25 12 24.49 
Hired 15 41.67 22 44.90 
Both 12 33.33 15 30.61 
     
Fertilizer type     
Organic 7 19.44 7 14.29 
Inorganic 26 72.22 39 79.59 
None 3 8.33 3 6.12 
     
Marital Status     
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Table 1: 
 

Single 1 2.78 7 14.29 
Married 8 22.22 32 65.31 
Widowed 15 41.67 4 8.16 
Divorced 12 33.33 6 12.24 

 
 

Table 2: Distribution of crops and their levels of commercialization. 
 

Crop Gross Value of Crop Sales Gross Value of all Crop Sales Percentage Ratio 

Cassava 266885.9 488071.8 54.68 
Maize 146429.4 488071.8 30.00 
PalmOil 41397.65 488071.8 8.48 
Yam 33358.82 488071.8 6.83 

 
 

Table 3: Distribution of household levels of commercialization. 
 

 Male Respondents Female Respondents  
HCL(Quintile) Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage Mean 

Ist 8 47.06 9 52.94 0.18 
2nd 6 35.29 11 64.71 0.32 
3rd 10 58.82 7 41.18 0.50 
4th 4 23.53 13 76.47 0.62 
5th 8 47.06 9 52.94 0.84 

 
 

Table 4: Distribution of benefits from commercialization. 
 

Benefits Weighted Mean Score Rank 

Increase household income 5 1 
Improving farming household welfare 4.95 2 
Allows for diversification 4.89 3 
Increase crop productivity 4.79 4 
Orientation of different types of crop 4.75 5 
Catering for children education 4.66 6 
Production of different crops 4.22 7 
Allow for planned schedule of agricultural activities 3.91 8 
Encourage large production for export 3.67 9 
A risk coping mechanism 3.64 10 
Enhancement of food security 3.61 11 

 
 
compared to male farmer in the study area. 

The distribution of respondent according to the crops 
being commercialized is presented in Table 2. According to 
Strasberg, et al. (1999), the closer the index is to 100 the 
higher the degree of commercialization. It is revealed that, 
cassava has the highest level of commercialization with 
54.68%, followed by maize (30.00%), palm oil 8.48% and 
yam accounted for the lowest level of commercialization 
(6.83%). This finding corroborates with the result of 
Adenegan, (2013) that cassava was fully commercialized 
smallholder farmers in Oyo state, Nigeria. The distribution 
of the household level of commercialization is presented in 
Table 3. This study employed the Household 
Commercialization Index (HCI) to measure household level 
of commercialization of arable crops grown by the farmers. 

The result revealed the average household 
commercialization indexes for male and female crop 
farmers as 0.50 and 0.62 respectively. This means female 
farmers in the study area are fully commercialized 
compared to male farmers; female farmers participate in 
the market which offers opportunities for increasing their 
farm income than male farmers. This is in line with the 
findings by Adenegan (2013) who discovered that arable 
crop farmers; cassava farmers had a greater sense of 
commercialization smallholder farmers in Oyo state, 
Nigeria. The distribution of the benefits derived from 
commercialization is presented in Table 4. Weighted Mean 
Score was used in Table 3 to rank farmers’ benefits derived 
from their commercialized activities. The result in Table 3 
showed that,  the farmers  had highest perception of the
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Table 5: Determinants of the level of commercialization of male and female arable crop farmers. 
 

Variables Linear Double Log Semi-log Exponential Linear Double Log Semi-log Exponential 

Age 
0.0001786 -0.3295104 -0.1809822 -0.0007594 -0.0023007 -0.0457214 -0.234324 -0.0040023 
(0.03) (-1.08) (-0.96) (-0.09) (-0.79) (-0.32) (-0.21) (-0.66) 

         
Years in 
school 

0.0094541 0.038212 0.027998 0.0140941 -0.00080 0.014012 0.01091 -0.003578 
(1.54) (0.57) (0.67) (1.39) (-0.23) (0.67) (0.67) (-0.49) 

         
Major 
Occupation 

0.008648 -0.30657 -0.17627 -0.02127 -0.00050 -0.02691 0.00152 -0.036169 
(0.07) (-1.31) (-1.22) (-0.10) (-0.01) (-0.32) (0.02) (-0.24) 

         
Farming 
experience 

0.0034178 0.25854 0.16425 0.005554 0.00040 0.13679 0.08469 -0.001532 
(0.71) (2.40)** (2.47)** (0.70) (0.13) (1.87)* (1.47) (-0.24) 

         

Farm Size 
0.0120565 0.2768443 0.1722289 0.0197491 0.0649429 0.1499011 0.0850988 0.1072834 
(1.05) (2.44)** (2.45)** (1.04) (3.73)*** (2.28)** (1.65)* (2.98) 

         

Land tenure 
0.0252621 -0.01768 -0.00507 0.0317557 0.0228019 -0.00223 0.0017631 0.0441025 
(0.44) (-0.17) (-0.08) (0.33) (0.52) (-0.05) (0.05) (0.49) 

         

Labor Use 
0.0068324 -0.00079 0.0008926 0.0044498 0.0600263 -0.00634 -0.00300 0.1522543 
(0.09) (-0.01) (0.01) (0.04) (1.20) (-0.11) (-0.06) (1.4) 

         

Fertilizer use 
1.967815 0.25244 0.15193 0.316760 0.1866395 0.2460656 0.1825136 0.2632970 
(1.49) (1.32) (1.28) (1.44) (1.98)* (2.38)* (2.24)** (1.35) 

         

Farm Profit 
0.00000113 0.050805 0.0357634 0.00000167 0.00000149 0.1749674 0.0791609 0.00000238 
(3.26)*** (1.80)* (2.04)** (2.91)*** (5.79)*** (11.75)*** (6.76)*** (4.48)*** 

         
Total output -0.0000007 -0.255093 -0.1711167 0.000000990 -0.00000107 -0.3495821 -0.1696896 -0.00000166 
 (-2.62)*** (-1.78)* (-1.93) (-2.31)** (-4.95) (-3.91)*** (-2.42)** (-3.73)*** 
         

Credit source 
-0.0483637 -0.0712237 -0.0428044 -0.0772587 0.0248832 0.1370334 0.1061183 0.0014125 
(-0.66) (-0.55) (-0.53) (-0.63) (0.48) (2.30)** (2.27)** (0.01) 

         

Distance 
0.0144123 0.014968 -0.01012 0.0261924 0.000300 0.0605941 0.0455089 -0.00535 
(1.10) (0.12) (-0.13) (1.21) (0.02) (1.04) (0.99) (-0.21) 

         

Constant 
0.364439 2.68181 2.63279 -0.866226 0.6166054 1.422564 1.470715 -0.3974914 
(1.34) (1.34) (2.13) (-1.92) (3.08)*** (1.23) (1.62) (-0.96) 

         
R2 0.578 0.480 0.497 0.541 0.607 0.849 0.682 0.504 
Adjusted R2 0.329 0.172 0.199 0.269 0.460 0.793 0.564 0.320 

 

Note***,**,*significantat1,5,and10 percent levels of probability 

 
 
fact  that increasing household income was the ultimate 
benefits received from their commercialization activities, 
followed by improving their farming household welfare, 
allowing for diversification ranked third while 
enhancement for food security ranked the lowest benefit 
derived from commercialization. This finding corroborates 
with the results by Yusuf et al. (2018) who reported that, 
commercialization of Smallholder Farming significantly 
contributes to the improved household incomes and farm 
outputs. Kirsten et al. (2012) opined that 
commercialization can significantly increase the income 
and welfare of the farmers. 

The   result  of    the   determinants   of  commercialization 

between male and female crop farmers is presented in 
Table 5. From the four functional forms of the regression 
result for female crop farmers, Linear function was chosen 
as the lead equation based on some econometric 
considerations, such as number of significant  variables, F- 
ratio and the R2 value. In case of the coefficient of 
determination (R2), it has value of 0.58%, implying that, 
58% of the variability in commercialization can be 
explained by the selected explanatory variables while the 
remaining 42% is explained by the error term. The 
coefficient of farm profit was significantly influencing 
commercialization in the study area. The coefficient of farm 
profit was significant at 1% level with a positive sign,
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implying that, increasing income of the farm households 
will lead to an increase in the quantity traded in the market 
thus encourages commercialization among the farmers. 
Household income both farm and non-farm has the 
potentials of reducing dependency on the agricultural 
output and thus commercialization. This finding is 
consistent with the result by Agwu et al. (2013) that 
increasing income has a positive impact on the 
commercialization. Not surprisingly, Agwu and Ibeabuchi 
(2011) opined that income leads to increase in volume or 
quantity traded and thus expansion of enterprise. Also, 
from the four functional forms of the regression result for 
male crop farmers, double log function was chosen as the 
lead equation based on some econometric considerations, 
such as number of significant  variables, F- ratio and the R2 
value. In case of the coefficient of determination (R2), it had 
the coefficient of 0.85%, implying that, 85% of the 
variability in commercialization can be explained by the 
selected explanatory variables while the remaining 15% is 
explained by the error term. The coefficient of year of 
farming experience, farm size, inorganic fertilizer use, farm 
profit, total output were  all significant at various 
probability levels and with different signs in influencing 
commercialization in the study area. The coefficient of year 
of farming experience was significant at 10% probability 
level with a positive sign. By implication, a unit increase in 
the years of farming experience will increase the quantity of 
output to be traded, thus influencing farmers’ decision 
towards commercialization. In other words, the result 
implies that as the number of years of the farmers’ 
increases, the probability of commercialization also 
increases. Experience has been known to lead to perfection 
in activities. This resultantly manifests in increased 
knowledge of techniques or otherwise involved in any 
enterprise. This result is consistent with Agwu (2009) and 
Agwu and Ibeabuchi (2011). 

The coefficient of farm size was significant at 5% 
probability level with a positive sign. This means that,  farm 
size will increase the volume of commodity to be offered for 
sales in the market, thus encouraging commercialization.  
In other words, as the farm size increases, the probability of 
commercialization increases. Martey et al. (2012) had 
opined that farm size influences the level of agricultural 
commercialization in a study in Ghana. The coefficient of 
inorganic fertilizer was significant at 5% probability level 
with a positive sign. This could be viewed from the side of 
Accessibility to credits by the farmers which had a positive 
influence on the quantity traded in the market thus 
influencing the farmer’s orientation towards 
commercialization. Lack of credits has been noted as one of 
the major constraints militating against agricultural 
productivity among farmers, particularly small holder 
farmers. Credits are expected to enhance farmer skills and 
knowledge, link farmers with modern technology through 
the purchase of inputs (planting materials, fertilizer and 
crop protection), pay wages, invest in machinery, or to 

smooth consumption as well as markets, ease liquidity and 
input supply constraints, thus are expected to increase 
agricultural productivity, induce market orientation and 
participation and thus greater commercialization (Lerman, 
2004; Martey et al., 2012). The coefficient of farm profit 
was significant at 1% level with a positive sign, implying 
that, increasing income of the farm households will lead to 
an increase in the quantity traded in the market, thus 
encourages commercialization among the farmers. This 
finding corroborates with result by Agwu et al. (2013) that 
Increasing income has a positive impact on the 
commercialization. Not surprisingly, Agwu and Ibeabuchi 
(2011) opined that income leads to increase in volume or 
quantity traded and thus expansion of enterprise. 

The coefficient of total output was significant at 1% 
probability level with a negative sign, implying that, a unit 
increase in the total output will discourage 
commercialization. This could be as result of a large 
household size, consuming significant portion of the 
produce rather than selling them. The compromised ideal 
market system including: non favorable market price for 
produces could discourage farmers from participating in 
the market since the farmer knows that, it won’t be 
profitable for him. Although, this finding is not consistent 
with the result by Agwu et al. (2013) that revealed that, 
increase in quantity traded in the market will encourage 
commercialization. Access to credit other than inorganic 
fertilizer was significant at 10% probability level with a 
positive sign. Accessibility to credits by the farmers was 
significant and positive at 10 percent level, thus positively 
influencing farmer’s orientation towards 
commercialization. Lack of credits has been noted as one of 
the major constraints militating against agricultural 
productivity among farmers, particularly small holder 
farmers. Credits are expected to enhance farmer skills and  
knowledge, link farmers with modern technology through 
the purchase of inputs, pay wages, invest in machinery or to 
smooth consumption as well as markets, ease liquidity and 
input supply constraints, thus are expected to increase 
agricultural productivity, induce market orientation and 
participation and  thus greater commercialization (Lerman, 
2004; Martey et al., 2012).  
 
 
CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 
 
Summary and discussion 
 
This study investigated the different levels of 
commercialization among smallholder farmers, with the 
above results it brings us to a conclusion that 
commercialization among smallholder farmers should 
involve making broad agricultural production decisions 
based on market demands not just basic community needs, 
a positive significant correlation between welfare and 
commercialization. The comparative studies on smallholder
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farmers’ participation in the market and its effects on their 
welfare have been rarely explored in prior studies. Based 
on the empirical results in this study, it was found out that 
commercialization level of female farmers was majorly 
determined by farm profit while year of farming 
experience, farm size, inorganic fertilizer, farm profit, total 
output and access to credit determined the male farmers’ 
commercialization level. It was also found out that, cassava 
was mostly commercialized among other crops grown in 
the study area. Female farmers were revealed to participate 
in the market compared to male farmers. Increasing 
farmers’ income was identified to be the ultimate benefit 
from commercialization. 
 
 
Policy implications 
 
Instituted structures, policies and directives to transform 
smallholders farmers from subsistence oriented farming 
towards farming for markets has yielded positive 
significant results over the years, though little welfare 
improvement results have been registered. In the past, 
those wishing to study the level of commercialization 
among smallholder farmers utilized a strategy of Ordinary 
least Square Regression model by Adenegan, et al. (2013), 
to investigate the determinants of commercialization level 
and Ordinary Least Square Regression Analysis uses only a 
linear functional form in the analysis. However, in this 
study, Weighted Mean Score and Multiple Regression 
Analysis adopting the use of four different functional forms. 
There is need for specific institutional structures and 
supportive policies mainly designed to smallholder 
farming. Skills assessments need to be conducted and 
identify training gaps not only on the farm skills but also 
basic business skills in market activities and personal 
financial management. 
 
 
Limitation and future research 
 
One limitation of this study is that, among several farmers 
present in the study area, arable crop farmers took small 
proportion which affected the sample size used for this 
study. This may affect its general ability. Central limit 
theory states that, as sample size increases, the distribution 
of the sample mean approaches that of the normal 
distribution. Future studies could use more advanced 
method of including more elements in the sampling frame. 
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