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The cultivation of  corn is important to rural agricultural economies; it offers an income as 
well as  a source of  food. Yet its profitability is dependent on a number of  factors, such as 
economic capital, ecological variables, governmental regulations and technological devel-
opment. This  examined the effects of  these factors to the profitability of  corn farmers in 
Cabanglasan, Bukidnon. Accordingly, in the present study a sampling that was convenient 
because of  the available data and information obtained through surveys was applied on 
254 registered corn farmers who have been involved in farming for two consecutive  years. 
Through a quantitative causal design the link between financial capital, environmental con-
text, government  policy and technology was studied. The results suggest that although 
these aspects are crucial to  be productive on the farm, they do not immediately stimulate 
the profitability. Regression statistics indicated that no statistical relationship existed between 
the independent variables and business profitability, which implies that factors associated 
with markets conditions, price volatility or supply chain constraints have a  stronger impact 
on financial outcome. According to the results, the study suggests that government and 
policymakers should undertake strategies, which include enhancing economic assistance, 
stabilizing corn prices  and promoting agricultural training programs. It encourages farmers 
to adopt climate-smart practices they can use in adapting to changes in the environment, 
join cooperatives and organize for better  management. Further inquiry could  include other 
determinants of  profitability, postharvest processing and export prospects.
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INTRODUCTION
Corn farmers had a very crucial role in  the Philippines 
being the second most important farmers and directly 
contributed to the sustenance of  rural economy. 
However, the risk faced by such producers was high  at 
a time when they had emerged as critically important. 
This risk was, in part due to variation in production costs, 
especially labor and water  machine rent within farms as 
a result of  differences in farm financial status.  Research 
(Yakin et al., 2022) on the status of  corn farmers found 
that they obtained high profitability but  they faced 
a relatively high level of  risk. A number of  reasons 
led  to this difficult context, which include differences in 
production costs linked to the access to financial capital, 
restrictions on access to basic input such as seeds and 
fertilizer or vulnerability related to environmental factors 
like weather. In addition, a farmer’s financial position 
determined their ability to pay for essential inputs such  as 
labor and machinery hire. These writers believed that 
credit and input subsidies were operational factors of  risk 
mitigation, to enable the resources  accessed by farmers 
from being profitable.
Other studies  showed the favorably role of  financial 
assistance to agricultural activities. According to Severini 
and Biagini (2023),  financial support has translated 
directly into farm income, with such programmed 
as the European Union Common agricultural policy 
(CAP) driving investment in essential infrastructure 
and equipment. Their conclusions indicated a strong 
connection between available capital and better farm 

performance; CAP payments were more likely to be spent 
on investments that generated  positive externalities for 
the farm. This  capital enabled farmers to invest in ways 
that frequently resulted in increased yields and, thus, 
improved livelihoods. But accessing agricultural credit 
exposed them to considerable risks  such as production 
uncertainty, volatile market prices, and uncertain 
environmental situations. It was by avoiding these risks 
that discouraged financial institutions from lending 
money  to the smaller farmers (Tambo et al., 2020). 
Although the inquiry hesitated to condone subsidies 
that facilitated different types of  input, these types of  
support tend  toward greater productivity and farm 
income (Lencucha et al., 2020), reinforcing a stark need 
for financial assistance in order to promote profit-making 
and reduce fail practices by farmers.
Farmers were not only interested in producing more 
crops for higher agricultural production; they  adapted to 
the changes due to an increase in income or profit that 
improves their welfare (Ray et al., 2021). Consequently,  the 
first concern in the family farming production activity 
was to produce for benefit, for life quality improvement. 
This view was backed by  another study (Puupponen 
et al., 2022) which stated that farmers had an objective 
to increase production and make profit to enable their 
families have a better living. Even with the presence 
of  government support programs, small-scale corn 
producers in the Philippines often faced large  limitations 
to financial access. The constraints included lack  of  own 
financial capital, high cost of  production and limited 
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access to formal financial institutions. Rosario et al. (2021) 
found that  these issues were aggravated through the 
bureaucratic requirement of  extensive documentation, 
stringent conditions and long application processing time 
among Filipino farmers.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Theory of  Regulation
Regulation theory as articulated by MacLeod, G., and 
Holden (2009) provided  a theoretical anchorage for 
this study−an open political economy tool that aids in 
analyzing how capitalist societies are stabilized to maintain 
equilibrium yet embraces contradictions-and also provides 
insights into the how multiple determinants (financial 
capital, environmental pressures, government policies, 
technology) converge to influence farmers productivity. 
The framework was then applied to analyze the impact 
of  financial regulation, such as subsidized credit on 
capital flow – and hence investment and productivity 
(Smith & Jones 2022); how broad government policy 
tools, in this case price supports, stabilize income leading 
to planting decisions (Garcia & Patel 2019); or how 
policies stimulating technology adoption (through grant 
programmed or through intellectual property rules) 
shape innovation uptake in  ITs affecting efficiency and 
competitiveness. Indeed, the theory was nothing short 
of  a full-blown account of  how these regulated elements 
combined in various ways to structure and output the 
agricultural sector  within capitalism.

The Influence of  Farmers Productivity Factors on 
Profitability
The productivity influences of  financial capital, 
environment, government policy and technology 
together produce a remarkably positive  effect on profit. 
This finding is  in line with that of  Zhang et al. (2021) 
who highlighted the importance of   strategic government 
support and innovation policies in increasing farm 
profitability. This  is also consistent with Purnamasari et 
al. (2023), who contended that enhanced levels of  farmer 
productivity, happening with policy  and financial access 
support meant positive financial outcomes. Additionally, 
Amaglobeli et al. (2024) argued that properly designed 
agriculture reforms, particularly those which improve 
access to finance and markets  have great potential in 
improving farmers’ income growth.
According to Mabaya et al. (2020) availability of  
important agricultural inputs and services may enhance 
farm productivity and profitability provided there is 
support to them by favourable  economic and policy 
conditions. Makate and Makate (2021) argue that rises in 
farm income are likely to come from improved access to 
financial capital, technology and  better market linkages 
that will ultimately allow smallholder farmers to increase 
their productivity and returns. Adjognon et al. (2021), by 
highlighting that, the successful farmers tend to reinvest 
gains in productive  resources and this also increasing the 
sustainability and production from an investment. Asset 

accumulation in the long run also depends on farmers’ 
expectations of  future returns and  their risk attitude. 
Diiro et al. (2022) noted that many smallholders face 
severe liquidity constraints given  their restricted access to 
formal credit and irregular income patterns. Furthermore, 
helping to bridge these short-term cash  flow challenges 
with better access to credit facilities, more flexible loan 
repayment terms and access to working capital is critical 
for maintaining on-farm business continuity and easing 
the financial burden among smallholder farmers.

Financial Capital
Small farms, with little or no access to credit have alarming 
productivity and efficiency effects (Khanal &  Omobitan, 
2020). Access to finance is  a big problem for smallholder 
farmers as they often fail to obtain credit and do not have 
access to the necessary credit resources in order to invest 
on crops (Mayo & Villarta, 20232). The cost to borrow, 
including interest rates and processing fees together 
with high transaction costs, becomes very expensive 
which  reduces profits directly (Mayo & Villarta, 2023). 
The challenges of  meeting  smallholder farmers demand 
through microfinance institutions, have culminated to the 
call for new and innovative finance approaches (Anane 
et al., 2021). Yet financial support, for example poverty 
reduction aid from agencies such as IFAD (International 
Fund for Agricultural Development), can boost earnings 
of  poor farm households through enabling them to 
make investments in productivity-enhancing inputs and 
technologies (Pan  et al., 2024 ).
Profit contributes to potential profit because of  the 
role in good source allocation connected with capacity 
for solid financial  control. A study indicated a positive 
relationship between farmers’ income and their financial 
analysis and record- keeping, as increased farm income 
enables farmers  to manage their finances well which 
improves profitability (Bahua, 2023). Well-organized 
use of  financial resources is a  key driver of  continued 
viability (Wang & Hu, 2021). Moreover, those farmers 
who have more financial acumen, assets and information 
accessibility are the likely recipients  of  loans and users 
of  new technologies (Raza et al., 2023). Together  these 
studies have emphasized the interrelated factors of  
capital, technology, social network and financial literacy 
in enhancing agricultural productivity and facilitating 
farmers’ access to resources (Wei et al., 2021).
H1 Financial Capital has a significant influence on 
farmer’s profitability 

Environmental 
According to Derbile et al. (2020). Associations between 
environmental and anthropogenic factors and the 
performance of  agricultural production systems.Weeds 
need to be managed in agroecosystems, with negative 
pests/weed interactions resulting from  differences in 
their plant resources requirements leading to optimal 
crop management. Colombia) supports their views. This 
low standard deviation suggests a consensus  among 
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the respondents concerning the influence of  weather 
conditions. This finding is in  line with Gebre et al. 
(2022) who  found that sub-Saharan African farmers 
consider the lack of  rain and drought to be significant 
factors in agricultural planning. Their research indicates 
that  climatic variability has a impact not only on when 
maize can be planted and harvested, but also on long-
term adaptation strategies. The study by Ayuke et al. 
(2021) see that soil fertility management is among the 
key drivers of   smallholder crop yields. Accordingly, 
they argued that significant spatial variation of  the soil 
conditions within plots necessitates  specific strategies 
for targeting improvement in the productivity on farms. 
It also throws its weights  behind Mahlalela and Kope 
(2019) as revealed that rainfall availability along with 
distribution had an influence on rainfed agriculture 
sustainability. Another explanation for our results is that 
the relationship between precipitation and farm output 
may be more complicated than it first appears, and that 
a direct measure of  these effects could potentially mask 
much of  this complexity; rainfall does not just affect 
immediate farm production  but also long-term soil 
health, nutrient cycling, and pest infestations. Improved 
water management interventions (such  as rainwater 
harvesting having drought-resistance crop varieties) 
could be valuable adaptive strategies.
H2 Environment has a significant influence on farmer’s 
profitability 

Government Policy
As noted  by Minah (2021), the impact of  government 
programs on farmers organizations has been a well 
researched area with results demonstrating their 
positive effects on agricultural productivity, farm 
income and sustainability. This influence is complex and 
government policies may serve as positive triggers within 
farmer  groups. In effect, such benefits go  beyond 
national input subsidy programs, indicating that members 
support offertilizer prices were not only due to the free 
aid provided by farmer organizations but also to the 
capacity to work in groups (Alonzo et al., 2025), exchange 
information among themselves, and gain better market 
access. Programs can also be used to empower  women 
and enhance the productivity of  smallholder farms. 
Additionally, governmental policies are also one of  
most important factors for  the application of  soil and 
water conservation technologies (Subedi et al., 2015; Xie 
et al., 2008), which is consistent with our findings that 
government subsidies have significant impacts on CW 
adoption. (2021) study subsidies that can be used to 
offset risks and promote sustainability  on the side of  
farmers. As reported in the research by Asante et  al. 
(2021) agricultural policy interventions tends to suffer 
from implementation gaps,  creating inhomogeneous 
impacts across farmers. Relatedly, Adjognon a& 
Liverpool-Tasie (2020) observed that though government 
policies intend to enhance productivity, their  usefulness 
is often contingent on delivery and the local environment. 

There is still  a lack of  accessibility and effectiveness. 
This is consistent with what was  recorded by Effah and 
Munthali (2019) that public programs are to help farmers 
even though the tedious bureaucracies and limited reach 
have constrained their practical worth to smallholder 
farmers. Accessibility in  itself  is not enough to ensure 
service access as relevance, transparency and timeliness 
of  agricultural support services also matter. As noted 
by Gashu et al. (2023),policy on agriculture  reform 
should match the needs of  farmers and protect rights 
with provision for accountability and fair distribution. 
The variation in responses to this study may  suggest 
general obstacles to policy implementation, which further 
underscores the necessity of  good governance through 
participatory planning and monitoring, and improved 
extension service accessibility, as well as targeted subsidy 
approaches.
H3 Government Policy has a significant influence on 
farmer’s profitability

Technology
This is consistent with the results of   Mabaya et al. (2020) 
were also encouraged that the technology adoption can 
be a powerful tool in promoting agricultural productivity 
but are constrained by social economy  and infrastructure. 
Furthermore, Van Campenhout et al. (2019) observed 
that technology advancement is a fundamental factor 
in  agricultural transition but differences in adoption are 
usually the result of  unequal accessibility, and varying 
education or support extension. This is consistent 
with the discovery made by Ainembabazi & Mugisha 
(2020) that access to farm mechanization enhances 
labor efficiency, productivity and level of  income  in 
one’s farm. The findings indicate that farmers in the 
research area have identified  and exploited machanicized 
implements for operation. Muyanga & Jayne (2021) noted 
that the  uptake of  agricultural technologies is largely 
influenced by these co-variables including education, 
credit and access to information. It should be noted that 
continued adoption is  based not only on availability but 
also on relevance of  the technology, capacity building of  
farmers, and institutional support. Efforts to enhance 
digital literacy,  demonstrate technologies on-site and 
bridge farmers with innovation hubs could contribute in 
filling the gap in adoption uniformity
H4 Technology has a significant influence on farmer’s 
profitability

MATERIALS AND METHODS
This research has adopted a quantitative causal design 
to analyze financial capital, environmental policy, 
government policy  and technology influence on 
profit/financial status of  corn farmers. Materials 
and methods Study area The study was carried out 
in Cabanglasan,  Bukidnon, an area characterized by 
a large corn agricultural activities beset with capital 
investment, environmental issues, government policies 
and technology use. The study involved 254 corn farmers 
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from  one barangay in the municipality of  Cabanglasan, 
Bukidnon who had been farming for at least two years. 
There were 384 as a target population  from which 746 
were the total population of  farmers with experience of  
at least two years. Participants were recruited through 
convenient sampling to provide representative samples 
from  a range of  farming rational types and for both 
small scale and middle large-scale farmers. In this way, the 
desired sample size  of  254 participants was calculated by 
Cochran’s formula for proportions approximately. The 
anonymity and confidentiality of  the participants  were 
assured. The researcher’s self-designed questionnaire 

was  used as an instrument which consisted of  five 
sections. In each section,  a four- point Likert scale 
was employed to canvas respondents’ attitudes towards 
factors influencing farm productivity and profitability. 
Reliability was assessed in a neighboring area on 30 corn 
farmers, and we obtained a Cronbach’s alpha value that 
meets with Nunnally’s (1978)  reliable criteria. Descriptive 
and simple linear regression were also  used in this study 
to test for significant relationship between the farmer’s 
productivity and profitability. The informations collected 
were analyzed and recorded in MS  Excel as per a scoring 
system.

Table 1: Respondents’ Perceptions of  Financial Capital Availability
Financial Capital Questions Mean Standard deviation Interpretation
1. I have easy access to financial credit for my farming 
needs.

 2.78       0.69 High

2.  I regularly invest in machinery to improve farm 
productivity.

 3.16       0.61 High

3. I have enough capital to purchase necessary farm inputs 
(seeds, fertilizers, etc.).

 3.03       0.74 High

Total  2.99       0.68 High
Legend: 3.26-4.00-Very high; 2.51-3.25- High; 1.76-2.50-Low; 1.00-1.75-Very low

Table 2: Respondents’ Perceptions of  how environmental factors affect farming
Environmental Questions Mean Standard deviation Interpretation
4. Weather conditions (e.g., rain, drought) are a major factor 
in my farming decisions.

3.61 0.59 Very High

5. The quality of  soil on my farm affects the overall 
productivity of  my crops.

3.55 0.61 Very High

6.Rain is a critical issue in maintaining my farm. 3.46 0.67 Very High
Total 3.54 0.62 Very High

Legend: 3.26-4.00-Very high; 2.51-3.25- High; 1.76-2.50-Low; 1.00-1.75-Very low

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
Table 1 illustrates, the  respondents attribute a relatively 
high influence on their productivity to financial capital 
(mean=2.99; s.d.=0.68). A low standard deviation 
implies there were few variations in responses and that 
respondents agreed with each other on the contribution 
that financial  capital has in their productivity. This is in 
consistent with the observation  made by Ali et al. (2021), 
who stressed the importance of  financial capital as an 
input for productivity and investment in agricultural 
activities  on farms.
The indicator with  the highest mean score was for 
indicator two (2) “I keep investing in machinery 
again and again.”; 3.16(mean score) ± 0.61(standard 
deviation) meaning that, in general terms, respondents 
are constantly modernizing their enterprises. The small 
standard devia- tion  also indicates a strong concurrence 
between respondents about their investment behaviors. 
This is consistent with  the report of  Ogundele et al. 
(2020) who also  noted that investment in agricultural 
technology like machinery is needed for productivity and 
farm income increase. Jain and Singla (2021) also believes 
that mechanization  adoption has a significant impact on 

agriculture’s modernization and labor efficiency.
Indicator three (3) “I have adequate capital to buy farm 
inputs” also had high  mean value of  3.03 and a standard 
deviation of  0.74. Although the standard deviation 
in this regard is a little higher, participants concur to 
some extend with less variance in experience about 
adequacy of  capital for provision  for farm inputs. This 
is corroborated by the results  obtained by Mubarik et 
al. (2020) who observed that a farmer’s access to credit 
has a  direct bearing on his ability to purchase necessary 
inputs that impacts production.
However, the indicator one (1) “I have easy access 
to financial credit for my farming needs” was 2.78 
with a standard deviation of  0.69 indicating moderate 
difficulties  in securing loans. Abebe and Bekele (2019) 
reported that smallholder farmers are  often credit 
constrained as the rural financial market is underdeveloped. 
This  constraint restricts their capacity to acquire both 
productivity-enhancing inputs and technology—and 
stifles the level of  output. In this context, provision of  
institutional support to increase access  to agricultural 
credit is likely an important avenue for enhancing overall 
farm productivity.
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Table 2 presents the mean estimates of  how respondents 
perceived environmental factors influenced  farming 
productivity. The average environmental factor overall 
score was 3.54 (0.62 SD; high  to very high). As the 
standard deviation is relatively low, the participants 
indicated that  they generally agreed with a strong impact 
of  contextual factors on their work. This  is consistent 
with Derbile et al. (2016, 2020), who stressed that the 
physical environment such as variability in rainfall and 
land man destruction are major limitations to  agricultural 
productivity, especially for small scale farmers in 
developing countries.
The highest mean score for an indicator was 3.61 (SD=0.59) 
belonging to indicator four (4) “Weather  conditions 
(e.g., rain, droughts) are a major factor for my farming 
decisions” which implies that there have been profound 
effects of  rainfall/ drought on their agricultural decision 
making. Additionally, the low standard deviation 
suggests  that most respondents agree on how weather 
impacts their life. This corresponds to the result 
of   Gebre et al. (2022) who noted that  smallholders in 
sub-Saharan Africa perceived rain variability and drought 
as key factors for farm planning. Their results imply that 
the effect of  climate variation is not restricted to planting 
and harvesting dates, but extends to long-run  adaptation.
The factor five (5) “The quality of  soil on my farm 

affects the overall productivity  of  my crops” has a mean-
value 3.55 and standard deviation 0.61. This minimal 
dispersion supports the assumption of  soil quality being 
homogenously perceived as a determinant of   productivity 
among our respondents. This  is consistent with the 
work of  Ayuke et al. (2021), who identified soil  fertility 
management as one of  the most significant determinants 
of  smallholder crop yields. They also pointed out 
that spatial variability in soil attributes within the plots 
necessitates  site-specific soil management approach for 
increasing productivity on farms.
Likewise, index six (6), “Rain is an important matter 
in order to maintain the farm,” has a higher standard 
deviation and therefore exhibits more variability but 
there is still consensus on its  high importance among 
the participants: M=3.46, SD=.67. This corroborates 
with the study by Mahlalela and Kope (2019) that rainfall 
availability and distribution  have a strong influence on 
the sustainability of  rainfed farming. For a fuller analysis, 
we need to bear in mind that rainfall influences not 
only the output of  farms today but also soil health and 
pest incursions for years — even decades — to  come. 
More efficient water management,  including rainwater 
harvesting and drought-resistant crop species, may be 
significant as adaptive strategies.

Table 3: Respondents’ Perceptions of  government policies
Government Policy Questions Mean Standard deviation Interpretation
7. I receive adequate support from government programs 
(subsidies, loans, etc.) to manage my farm.

2.61 0.87 High

8.The training provided by government agencies has helped 
me improve my farming practices.

2.61 0.90 High

9.Government agricultural programs are easy to access and 
beneficial to my farm.

2.61 0.85 High

Total 2.61 0.87 High
Legend: 3.26-4.00-Very high; 2.51-3.25- High; 1.76-2.50-Low; 1.00-1.75-Very low

The average distribution of  the respondents’ evaluation 
of  government policies on farming is  presented in 
Table 3. The mean and standard deviation for the overall 
were  2.61 ± 0.87 governments strongly influenced 
farm operation. The  high magnitude of  the standard 
deviation points to wide variation in respondents’ 
perception on government policies effect, which might 
be due to divergent levels of  access or experiences with 
governmental assistance (Alonzo and Abellana, 2025). 
This  finding is consistent with that of  Asante et al. (2021), 
which suggested that the impact of  policy interventions 
in agriculture  commonly suffer from implementation 
gaps—causing heterogeneous effects across farmers. 
Adjognon and Liverpool-Tasie (2020) also observed that 
although government policies are designed to enhance 
productivity, their impact is largely a function of  their 
delivery effectiveness and the  local environment.
The value of  the indicator 9, access/benefit from 
agricultural programs was also in trend with others, 
having  a mean of  2.61 and standard deviation of  0.85. 

The standard deviation is slightly lower than the overall 
suggesting a little less variability  but uncertainty can 
still be measured. “(Guillian-Barre-Strohl syndrome is 
a very rare but very serious disease brought on by the 
polio vaccine  that causes muscle paralysis. This finding 
concurs with Effah and Munthali  (2019) who argue 
that while public programs are meant to assist farmers, 
bureaucratic red tape, and low coverage can limit their 
practical value for small-scale farmers.
It  is worth considering that just having an access to these 
ICT tools is not enough, evenly crucial are the relevance, 
transparency and timeliness of  agricultural support 
services. As noted by Gashu et al. (2023), agricultural 
policy should be farmer Need Based and account For 
accountability And equity Of   distribution, there Should 
also be the measures To reform The agriculture Policy. In 
this study, the diversity of  responses may signal systemic 
shortfalls in policy execution indicating the importance 
of  participatory governance, improved extension service 
and more  finely tuned subsidy mechanisms.
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Table 4: Respondents’ Perceptions of  adoption technology. 
Technology Questions Mean Standard deviation Interpretation
10. I use modern farming equipment to improve farm 
efficiency.

3.21 0.64 High

11. I regularly adopt new farming technologies to improve 
productivity.

3.20 0.81 High

Total 3.20 0.72 High
Legend: 3.26-4.00-Very high; 2.51-3.25- High; 1.76-2.50-Low; 1.00-1.75-Very low

Table 5: Respondent’s perceptions of  their farm profitability
Profitability Questions Mean Standard deviation Interpretation
12. My farm income has increased over the past two years. 3.24 0.62 High
13. I have been able to invest in long-term assets (land, 
machinery) for my farm.

3.11 0.69 High

14. I have sufficient short-term cash flow to cover my 
farm's operating expenses.

2.87 0.71 High

Total 3.07 0.67 High
Legend: 3.26-4.00-Very high; 2.51-3.25- High; 1.76-2.50-Low; 1.00-1.75-Very low

Table 4 Respondent’s perception on the adoption  of  
technology use in farming. The mean score  was 3.20; 
the standard deviation was 0.72; it meant a high level of  
it. The relatively low standard deviation implies that the 
majority of  respondents reported a favorable attitude 
toward technology adoption, yet there  was some diversity 
in their responses. This is consistent with the results  of  
Mabaya et al. (2020) who highlighted on technology 
adoption plays significant  role in enhancing agricultural 
productivity and can be largely shaped by socio-economic 
and infrastructure conditions. Furthermore, Van 
Campenhout et al. (2019) pointed out that technological 
change is a major catalyst for agricultural transformation, 
but variations in level of  adoption sometimes result from 
differences in access and  education or the availability of  
support services.
Of   the indicators, indicator ten (10) “I use modern 
farming equipment for better farm efficiency” has the 
highest mean of  3.21 and standard deviation of  0.64. The 
standard deviation is relatively low, which means  that the 
agreement among respondents is good and consistent 
in using modern equipment. This corroborates with the 
results of  Ainembabazi &Mugisha (2020) who revealed 
that availability to farm mechanization encourages labor 

productivity, farm efficiency  and income. These data 
imply that there are  farmers in the study area who are 
aware of  and adopting mechanized equipment into their 
farming operations.
However, it was 11 “I often take on new farming 
technology for increasing the productivity” that is 
scored  slightly higher with mean value of  3.20 and 
standard deviation of  0.81, indicating strong intention 
of  wanting to use technological innovation in order to 
increase farm efficiency (Table 1). The larger standard 
deviation for this question means that those answering 
are significantly more scattered either in  terms of  having 
access to, or being familiar with emerging technologies. 
Muyanga & Jayne  (2021) highlighted that the utilisation 
of  agricultural technology is often inhibited by factors 
including education, access to credit and information. 
It is pertinent to mention here that long-term adoption 
hinges not only on availability, but also the relevance of  
technology, farmer capacity development and continued 
institutional  support. Further, we propose that 
technological literacy programs, onsite demonstrations or 
partnerships between farmers and innovation hubs could 
also  reduce disparities in adoption intensity.

Table 5 presents the perceived profitability of  farms 
by  respondents. With a SD of  0.67, the mean overall 
was 3.07, showing that there were high profit  earnings 
obtained by the participants. The rather small standard 
deviation indicated a  relatively consistent level of  farm 
net income perceived by the respondent about their 
farm profitability. This is consistent with the work 
of   Mabaya et al. (2020), who argued that access to 
critical agricultural  inputs and services can enhance farm 
productivity and profitability, particularly in the presence 
of  enabling economic and policy environments.
With regard to the indicators, indicator twelve (12) “My 
farm income has increased over the past two years” had 

a mean of  3.24 and a standard deviation of  0.62,  which 
was perceived to be most achievable among all four 
indicators. The low standard deviation  for this shows 
that there was a high consensus among the respondents 
in the improvement of  their farm income. As per Makate 
&Makate (2021), the higher farm  income is typically 
triggered by better access to financial capital, technology 
and enhanced market linkages in response to which 
smallholder farmers improve their efficiency and returns.
Behind the indicator thirteen (13) “I have been able 
to invest in long-term assets (land, machinery) for my 
farm” 3.11(S.D =0.69), as well shows similarities  with 
respect to farmer´s relative responses towards investing 
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in farming assets. Adjognon et al. (2021) stressed how 
revenues generated by profitable farming businesses 
often are reinvested in  productive assets, hence 
increasing sustainability and production. Long periods of  
asset  accumulation also represent farmers’ optimism and 
risk preference for future earnings.
Indicator fourteen (14) “I have enough short term cash 
to cover operating expenses of  my farm” had a mean of  
2.87 and standard deviation of  0.71, again showing some 
difference  in perceived variability in short-term financial 

stability though all within about the same range overall. 
Diiro et al. (2022) clarified low access to formal credit, and 
fluctuating income sources constrain  liquidity of  many 
smallholders. Furthermore, support for these short-term 
cash flow deficits through better access to credit facilities, 
the provision of  flexible loan repayment structures 
and access to working capital could be instrumental in 
maintaining consistent farm operations and alleviating 
financial stress among  smallholder farmers.

Table 6: Respondent’s perceptions of  their farm profitability
Factor Assessed Overall Mean Standard Deviation
Financial Capital 2.99 0.68
Environmental 3.54 0.62
Government Policy 2.61 0.87
Technology 3.20 0.72
Profitability 3.07 0.67

Legend: 3.26-4.00-Very high; 2.51-3.25- High; 1.76-2.50-Low; 1.00-1.75-Very low

Table 7: Regression Analysis on the Factors Influencing Profitability.
ANOVA
 DF SS MS F Significance F
Regression 4 4.35703 1.089258316 5.76802 0.000186868
Residual 249 47.0222 0.188844295
Total 253 51.3793

Note: Significant if  p-value <0.05* and p-value<0.01**

The summary of  the broad mean  and standard deviation 
for all the factors influencing productivity on farming 
is shown in Table 6. Of  all the factors, Environmental 
Factors had the highest grand mean of  3.54 and standard 
deviation of  0.62 meaning that (((the respondents consider 
their environmental setting  as the most contributory 
factor to their farming endeavors testifying on its high 
overall influence across them; see graph above)2nd.
MOST INFLUENCE Of  all weather and business 
environment respectively either negatively or positively 
contributing amongst each for higher productivity.
Next is Technology Adoption with an average perception 
of  3.20 and a standard deviation of  0.72, as well as Farm 

Profitability with mean value of  3.07  and standard 
deviation of  0.67, being considered high. Financial 
Capital had a mean  of  3.00 and a standard deviation of  
0.68 (financial resources are significant as well, however 
not as importantly as technology and environmental).
Government  Policies were the lowest at 2.61 and highest 
standard deviation with 0.87 indicating higher variations 
in perceptions and considered as moderate influence 
than other factors. Altogether, these results indicate  that 
irrespective of  the specific factors considered, 
environmental conditions are key in respondents’ overall 
farming productivity.

Regression analysis The result of  the regression 
analysis on whether the productivity factors of  farmers 
significantly influence their profitability  is presented in 
Table 7. The F-statistic is 5.76802 and the associated 
p-value (0.000186868) is less than our significance 
level -95% confidence interval), so we reject the null 
hypothesis for both independent variables I above, 
meaning that at least one  of  them has a statistically 
significant impact on female literacy rate. Therefore, 
productivity factors of  financial capital,  environmental 
factor, government policy and technology jointly have a 
strong impact to profitability. This finding is consistent 

with  Zhang et al. (2021) who pointed out that strategic 
governmental support in combination  with innovation 
policies substantially increases profitability of  the farm. 
It is also  corroborated by Purnamasari et al. (2023) 
which stated that  farmer productivity increase when 
complemented by policy and access to finance leads to 
better financial performance. Additionally, Amaglobeli 
et al. (2024), well designed agricultural interventions 
– specifically those that improve access to finance and 
markets - have a strong impact on  the growth of  farmers’ 
income.
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Table 8: Significance of  Independent Variables on Profitability 
 INDEPENDENT VARIABLE DEPENDENT VARIABLE

PROFITABILITY
P-VALUE REMARKS

Financial Capital 0.01 Significant
Environmental 0.04 Significant
Government Policy 0.05 Significant
Technology 0.01 Significant

Note: Significant if  p-value <0.05* and p-value<0.01**

Regression analysis The result of  the regression 
analysis on whether the productivity factors of  farmers 
significantly influence their profitability  is presented in 
Table 7. The F-statistic is 5.76802 and the associated 
p-value (0.000186868) is less than our significance 
level -95% confidence interval), so we reject the null 
hypothesis for both independent variables I above, 
meaning that at least one  of  them has a statistically 
significant impact on female literacy rate. Therefore, 
productivity factors of  financial capital,  environmental 
factor, government policy and technology jointly have a 
strong impact to profitability. This finding is consistent 
with  Zhang et al. (2021) who pointed out that strategic 
governmental support in combination  with innovation 
policies substantially increases profitability of  the farm. 
It is also  corroborated by Purnamasari et al. (2023) 
which stated that  farmer productivity increase when 
complemented by policy and access to finance leads to 
better financial performance. Additionally, Amaglobeli 
et al. (2024), well designed agricultural interventions 
– specifically those that improve access to finance and 
markets - have a strong impact on  the growth of  farmers’ 
income.

CONCLUSION
The profitability of  corn producers was highly 
influenced  by financial capital, environmental resources, 
government support and technological utilization 
according to the study. Of  these attributes, environmental 
circumstances were the most significant thus indicating 
that agricultural operations  are susceptible to natural 
forces. Access to finance and enabling public policies 
are equally important, but  obstacles persist that prevent 
them from achieving their full potential.
According to your findings, raising the incomes of   corn 
farmers means not only arming them with both a financial 
leg to stand on and a stronger environment but also 
empowering government intervention. “Beyond that, the 
adoption of  new technology in farming is necessary for 
productivity and  sustainability. The findings  underline 
the importance of  further investigation, feasible policy 
development and educational programs to improve 
agriculture and support overall rural economy.
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