
FINAL REPORT-January 2016 
Compiled & produced by 

CENTRE FOR TRADE POLICY & DEVELOPMENT 





TABLE OF CONTENTS 
AKNOWLEDGEMENT ...................................................................................................iv
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS ............................................................................................v
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY................................................................................................vi

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND...............................................................................................10
   1.1 FISP :Background and overview..............................................................................................................10
      1.1.1 Input distribution...................................................................................................................................10
   1.2 FRA Background .......................................................................................................................................10
   1.3 National Agriculture Investment Plan 2014 - 2018 : A policy Perspective........................................11

2.0 SURVEY BACKGROUND,OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLGY......................................................12
   2.1 Survey Background and Overview...........................................................................................................12
   2.2 Survey Objectives........................................................................................................................................12
   2.3 Survey Methodology ................................................................................................................................. 12
      2.3.1 Survey Design,Data Collection and Analysis....................................................................................12
      2.3.2 Sampling design and sample sizes.......................................................................................................13

3.0 KEY FINDINGS OF THE STUDY.............................................................................................................14
   3.1 Respondent Characteristics,Background and Experiences..................................................................14
       3.1.1 Respondents Biodata............................................................................................................................14
       3.1.2 Farming Background and Experiences ............................................................................................15
   3.2 Farming Background and Experiences ..................................................................................................15
      3.2.1 Total area cultivated 2013 / 2014 farming season..............................................................................16
      3.2.2 Crop production in 2013 / 14 season..................................................................................................16
      3.2.3 Mode of transportation and duration to transport produce to nearest market............................16
      3.2.4 Years of producing maize......................................................................................................................17
   3.3 Respondents’ Experiences And Perceptions Of FRA ............................................................................17
      3.3.1 Who do farmers’ belive should be the main beneficiaries of FRA?................................................17
      3.3.2 And who actually benefits from FRA?................................................................................................18
      3.3.3 Were those who sold maze to FRA paid on time?.............................................................................19
      3.3.4 Has FRA had a positive effect on farmers’ livelihoods?....................................................................20
   3.4  Respondents’ Experiences and Perceptions of FISP..............................................................................21
      3.4.1 Who do farmers’ believe should be the main beneficiaries of FISP?..............................................21
      3.4.2 Who actually benefits from FISP?.......................................................................................................21
      3.4.3 Did farmers get fertilizer in time?.......................................................................................................21
      3.4.4 Has FISP had a positive effect on farmers’ livelihoods?...................................................................22
      3.4.5 Farmers’ views about accessing fertilizer from the private sector...................................................23
   3.5 Farmers want to see FRA and FISP reformed .......................................................................................23
   3.6 Respondent’s views on compaign promises on FRA & FISP and voting preferences.......................26
     3.6.1 FRA  election campaign pronouncements and voter preferences ..................................................26
     3.6.2 FISP election campaign pronouncements and voter preferences ...................................................27
     3.6.3 The salience of  reforming FRA and FISP among farmers...............................................................29
   3.7 Respondent views on Government spending priorities .......................................................................30
      3.7.1 Perceptions on Government spending priorities .............................................................................30



      3.7.2 The Salience of spending on FRA and FISP among farmers ....................................................................32

4.0 INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS AND CONCLUSION ............................................................................33
   4.1 Interpretation of results ......................................................................................................................................33
   4.2 Conclusion ............................................................................................................................................................35

5.0 REFERENCES .........................................................................................................................................................37
6.0 APPENDICES ........................................................................................................................................................38
   6.1 Appendix 1: List of Tables ..................................................................................................................................38
   6.2 Appendix 2: List of Tables ..................................................................................................................................39
 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This report is a product of consultative and collaborative processes and concerted efforts of a number of Organizations. It 
began with conception of the idea that evidence on farmer experiences and perceptions about the Food Reserve Agency 
(FRA) and the Farmer Input Support Programme (FISP) would be critical to enhancing the gains that the Centre for 
Trade Policy and Development (CTPD) has been making in trade policy advocacy around maize marketing in particular. 
In this regard CTPD is indebted to its long-time partner in this effort, the Indaba Agricultural Policy Research Institute 
(IAPRI). The Centre also extends its gratitude to the Institute for Economic and Social Research (INESOR), of the Uni-
versity of Zambia, for conducting the survey across the country and for putting the report together. We also express pro-
found gratitude to the Department for International Development of the United Kingdom (DFID), through the Zambia 
Economic Advocacy Programme (ZEAP), for the financial and technical support towards the process. 

As CTPD we are also highly indebted to the households and individual farmers who spared their precious time during 
the planting season to participate in the interviews. 

It is our sincere hope that this report provides insight into perceptions of small scale farmers on issues of FISP and FRA 
and how these actually influence their voting patterns and by so doing will provide an informed basis for various actors 
to shape policy and practice around these two programmes. . 

Isabel M. Mukelabai
Executive Director

iv



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

CAADP Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme 

CAC  Camp Agricultural Committee

COMESA Common Market for East and Southern Africa

CSO  Central Statistical Office   

CTPD  Centre for Trade Policy and Development

DAC  District Agriculture Committee 

DACO  District Agriculture Coordinator 

FISP  Farmer Input Support Programme

FRA  Food Reserve Agency

FSP  Food Security Pack

GDP  Gross Domestic Product 

IAPRI  Indaba Agricultural Policy Research Institute

INESOR Institute for Economic and Social Research

MAL  Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock 

MCDMCH Ministry of Community Development Mother and Child Health

NAIP  National Agricultural Investment Plan for Zambia 

NAP  National Agriculture Policy 

PACO  Provincial Agriculture Coordinator 

SDNP  Sixth National Development Plan      

SPSS  Statistical Package for the Social Sciences

UNZA  University of Zambia

v



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Centre for Trade Policy and Development (CTPD) commissioned a survey of Zambian small and medium scale 
farmers to assess their experience and views of the Food Reserve Agency (FRA) and the Farmer Input Support Pro-
gramme (FISP) and establish whether or not any proposed key reforms of the two programmes by political leaders in 
their campaign messages would influence their voting patterns. The survey was conducted in December 2014 ahead of 
the Presidential by-election held in January 2015 but the results are intended to help inform policy debate on maize mar-
keting in Zambia in the run-up to the 2016 election. 

In summary the survey reveals high levels of dissatisfaction among farmers with the Government’s two major agricultur-
al programmes – FRA and FISP. Farmers believe these programmes should benefit the poorest famers but the reality is 
that only a minority of small and medium scale farmers sell their produce to the Food Reserve Agency and just over half 
access inputs from FISP. For farmers that do rely on FRA the vast majority were not paid on time, while the majority of 
those who used FISP complained that they did not receive their inputs in time.  Moreover, the majority of small farmers 
do not think that FRA has improved their livelihoods, while only just over half thought FISP had made them better off. 
In both cases larger farmers were most likely to feel FRA and FISP had made them better off. 

The survey makes clear that there is very little support among small scale farmers for maintaining the status quo when 
it comes to FRA and FISP. Zambian small and medium scale farmers, who constitute a significant part of the electorate, 
demand and expect reforms to the programmes, and they are prepared to vote accordingly. The survey finds a strong 
relationship between attitudes to these two programmes and voting behavior. Farmers are much more likely to vote for 
candidates that promise reform than those that maintain the status quo. 

While there are of course barriers to reform, and the precise reforms favoured by farmers’ remain unclear, the political 
parties in Zambia need to recognize that there is an electoral dividend to be reaped by the party that is prepared to cham-
pion the cause of changing the way FISP and FRA work.

BACKGROUND TO CTPD’S FARMERS’ SURVEY

The future role of the FRA and FISP are matters of considerable debate in Zambia in the context of their financial cost 
and the contribution they make to important national development objectives including poverty reduction and national 
food security. In order to inform this debate the Centre for Trade Policy and Development (CTPD) commissioned the 
Institute for Economic and Social Research of the University of Zambia (INESOR) to conduct a national survey of small 
and medium scale farmers to assess their experience and views of FRA and FISP and establish whether or not the posi-
tions adopted by political parties in respect of reform would influence their voting behavior. 
The survey took place in December 2014 allowing some questions to be set in the context of the Presidential by-election 
held in January 2015. A total of 1,501 randomly selected small and medium scale farmers were interviewed spread across 
13 districts in 8 of the country’s provinces.  These were largely randomly drawn from the Central Statistical Office sam-
pling frame used in the national Crop Forecasts Surveys for the 2013/14 farming season. 55% of respondents were male 
and 45% female.  Of those who cultivated maize 77% farmed plots of 5 acres or less (including 59% farming very small 
plots of up to 2.5 acres), 13% farmed more than five acres, while 10% were unable to provide information on their farm 
size. Questions about experience focused in particular on the 2013/14 agricultural season and on the marketing of maize. 

The interpretation of the survey needs to take into account that its focus on farmers means it reflects the perspectives and 
particular interests of just one group affected by the two programmes. The survey’s focus on FRA and FISP also meant 
that other wider agricultural marketing reform issues including the role of the private sector were explored only through 
the narrow FRA/FISP lens. 

The analysis contained in this report has used established statistical methods and tests. Caution is required in interpret-
ing some of the findings especially those based on small sub-samples of the full survey population.  But keeping in mind 
this caveat the survey provides important insights for policy makers, for political parties aspiring to form Government, 
for parliamentarians responsible for passing legislation and providing oversight of key national reforms, for private sec-
tor engaged in input and output maize marketing processes and the ordinary citizen, who is affected by changes or the 
lack therefore of these in a critical area of agriculture - FRA and FISP.

  1See Mason, N & Myers, R.J. 2011. The Effects of the Food Reserve Agency on Maize Market Prices in Zambia. Food Security Research Project Policy 
Synthesis No. 60. Lusaka, Zambia: FSRP; Mofya-Mukuka, R, Kabwe, S. Kuteya, A & Mason, N. 2012. How Can the Zambian Government Improve 
the Targeting of the Farmer Input Support Program? Indaba Agricultural Policy Research Institute. Policy Brief No. 59. Lusaka, Zambia: IAPRI.
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KEY FINDINGS:
The overwhelming majority of farmers believe that FRA and FISP should be targeted at poor farmers – but there 
is little evidence to suggest that these are the actual beneficiaries of these two programmes. The survey reveals that 
70% of respondents said poor farmers should be the main beneficiaries of FRA, and as many as 87% said poor farmers 
should be the main beneficiaries of FISP. Such opinion is in line with the stated objectives of both programmes, which are 
intended to target Zambia’s small scale farmers. However, as the results that follow demonstrate, the stark reality is that, 
as far as local small scale farmers are concerned, neither programme can be said to achieve this goal (a view supported 
by empirical evidence from IAPRI’s research ). Small-scale Zambian farmers are disillusioned with programmes which 
they believe fail to deliver for them and meaningful benefit.  

However, only a minority of farmers say they benefit from FRA and just over half benefit from FISP. In the first instance 
the survey reveals that not all farmers rely upon FRA for marketing maize or on FISP for providing their inputs. In 
2013/14, just 37% of those interviewed sold maize directly to FRA, 7% did not produce maize, a further 39% produced 
maize only for home consumption, and 17% sold to markets other than FRA (predominantly private traders but also 
other outlets such as millers, schools, and individual consumers). 

In the case of farm inputs, just 52% of the sample accessed fertilizer through FISP and a significant proportion of this 
group simultaneously bought fertilizer from commercial suppliers. 28% of those interviewed did not use fertilizer. A 
further 20% accessed their fertilizer only through private commercial sources outside FISP.  

FRA and FISP do not function effectively and many farmers perceive that they have not had a positive effect on their 
livelihoods. For those who do sell maize to FRA or access their inputs through FISP, the survey’s findings emphasize how 
poorly these programmes perform in providing services to farmers.  In total 82% of those who sold their maize to FRA 
were paid late in the agricultural calendar (i.e. after September), significantly undermining their ability to prepare for the 
new season ahead. Strikingly, at the time of the survey in December, 52% had still not been paid.  The survey also shows 
that those most likely to be paid on time were farmers with plots of 10 acres or more.

While most farmers (83%) believe that FISP has contributed positively to poverty reduction it is striking that only 43% 
said that they received fertilizer and seed at the time they needed it.  57% said it came late. As many as 47% of FISP users 
said they were dissatisfied with the current FISP distribution system. 

All respondents were asked about the impact of FRA and FISP on their livelihoods. Just 39% said FRA had made them 
better off compared to 52% who thought it had made no impact on their livelihood or actually made them worse off(12%)  
2.Farmers with larger plots of between 6 and 10 acres were proportionately most likely to feel FRA had made them better 
off while farmers with plots of between 2.6 and five acres were most likely to feel FRA had made no difference to their 
livelihood or actually made them worse off. 

In comparison with FRA a larger proportion of farmers (55%) thought they were better off as a result of FISP, but 45% 
still thought it had made no difference or actually made them worse off (4%).  Again farmers with larger plots of between 
6 and 10 acres were proportionately most likely to feel FISP had made them better off. 

The vast majority of farmers want to see FRA and FISP reformed to make them more effective. The precise nature 
of reform farmers 

want is unclear though it should ensure a strong focus on poor farmers and, in the case of FRA, paying for maize on 
time, and in the case of FISP, ensuring inputs reach farmers in time. As highlighted above, questions on the reform of ag-
ricultural marketing were restricted to the framework of FRA and FISP only. Nonetheless, farmers identified important 
aspects of a reform agenda for both programmes.  As we have seen, for both FRA and FISP there was a very strong view 
that poor farmers should be the main programme beneficiaries compared to other groups such as wealthier smallholders, 
large scale farmers, traders, millers, or urban consumers.  Both the plot size distribution of farmers selling maize to FRA 
and farmers’ views on the impact of FRA and FISP on their livelihoods (especially assessed in the context of farm size) 
suggest there is still some way to go to achieve this goal.   
As discussed below there is little support either for maintaining the status quo or scrapping the two programmes. Farm-
ers want to see FRA and FISP work more effectively. The clearest example of this is that when asked to identify the most 
important change they would like to the operation of FRA, 68% all respondents identified the importance of making 
  2 9% did not know
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payments on time. 

While the survey was not explicitly designed to establish farmers’ view on the role of the private sector in agricultural 
marketing, it does shed some light on this issue. First it shows that while in practice many sellers of maize and users of 
fertilizer are already dependent on private sector markets, there was considerable reluctance for both FRA and FISP to 
accede their role in full to the private sector: for instance 63% rejected the idea that FRA should restrict its purchases to 
areas where private sector buyers are not active. At the same time almost half of respondents (49%) agreed that farmers 
benefited from the presence of a large number of private buyers in their localities.  Farmers with plots of 2.5 acres or less 
were more likely to hold this view than on average. This suggests that while farmers are skeptical about a radical shift 
in policy (i.e. where the private sector takes over in full from government), they would nonetheless like to see more of a 
‘mixed economy’ in the maize sector. The survey suggests farmers want to have access to viable private sector, operating 
alongside FRA and FISP, providing them with a range of options for input distribution and output marketing. 

We should acknowledge that the survey didn’t distinguish between different actors in the private sector - which is some-
thing of a catch-all term. For instance it might be that farmers are much more hostile to so-called “brief case traders” 
than they are to larger traders. CTPD plans to explore the issue of the private sector in some follow-up case study work.

Zambian farmers say they will not vote for a Presidential candidate who fails to pursue reform of FRA and FISP.  The 
survey’s proximity to the presidential by-election at the beginning of 2015 provided an opportunity to probe the extent 
to which FRA and FISP issues might affect farmers’ voting intentions. This is significant since it is often assumed that 
both programmes and FISP in particular, are critical to attracting electoral support in rural communities. Importantly, 
however, the survey finds that levels of dissatisfaction among farmers are such that they will not vote for Presidential 
candidates who leave the two programmes unreformed. 79% and 68% of farmers said they would not vote for candidates 
who maintained FRA and FISP respectively in their current form. In contrast 90% (FISP) and 91% (FRA) of respondents 
said they would vote for a presidential candidate who promised reform to make the programmes work better for them. 

At the same time respondents also suggested that they would not vote for a candidate who promised to scrap the two 
schemes altogether (only 3% supporting scrapping FISP). This is hardly surprising: such a radical departure in policy is 
likely to be considered high risk in rural communities. 

Presently the view of farmers is that these programmes must be made to work better.  In practice it may simply be that 
farmers want a system that allows them to get inputs in time, and which provides a market for their produce. How this 
happens – be it via government or the market, may well be of secondary importance. Further work is needed to probe 
farmers’ attitudes to reform. 

Farmers attach much more importance to spending on FISP than FRA. And improving FISP is the biggest factor in de-
termining the voting behavior of farmers. To try and gauge the relative importance of support for the two programmes 
respondents were asked about the priority they attach to FRA and FISP expenditure compared to expenditure on other 
key economic and social services in rural areas.  In reply to this question the largest proportion of farmers (26%) identi-
fied fertilizer as their highest priority for government expenditure followed by health care (19%) local roads (16%) and 
education (12%).  Despite FRA absorbing vast resources ensuring farmers can sell maize was viewed as the highest pri-
ority for government expenditure only by 11% of those interviewed. In terms of agricultural spending priorities as many 
as 30% of respondents said they agreed with the re-allocation of FRA funding to services such as agricultural research, 
agricultural extension and feeder roads. 20% agreed with the re-allocation of FISP expenditure

Prioritizing FISP over FRA is also reflected in voting patterns. When asked to list the issues that would most influence 
their choice of presidential candidate access to fertilizer attracted a plurality of responses. The top three were: fertilizer 
(24%), improving roads (18%) and education (14%). 



ix

CONCLUSION

Given the key findings from this survey, it is apparent that there are very high levels of dissatisfaction among small and 
medium scale farmers currently accessing agricultural inputs through FISP and those that are selling their maize to the 
food reserve agency. What is even clearer is the fact that small scale farmers from this survey have validated the fact that 
there is an electoral dividend to be reaped by any political party that is willing to reform FISP and FRA operations. CTPD 
therefore concludes that in the 2016 electoral campaigning processes, political parties will need to have a very clear mes-
sage to the voters, particularly the electorate in rural areas on what specific changes they will introduce to improve the 
implementation of FISP and ensure that FRA operations do benefit the small and medium scale farmers. The survey re-
veals that campaigning promises do indeed have an influence on the choice of candidate: in this case farmers are looking 
to cast their vote for a party and candidate that is interested in undertaking key reforms to FISP and FRA.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1.1 FISP: Background and overview

Since the debate on agricultural reforms started in Zambia over three decades ago, subsidies for fertilizer and seed com-
prise a substantial proportion of the governments’ agricultural development and poverty reduction strategies. FISP was 
introduced in the 2002/2003 farming season to address the decreasing crop production, especially maize, following a 
succession of droughts and flood seasons that the country  had experienced in that period. The droughts led to a dimin-
ished asset base for many small-scale farmers, because they chose to use all available resources they had to finance crop 
production and ensure their own domestic food security.

FISP is administered by the Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock (MAL) under the Agriculture Finance and Credit 
Programme housed in the Department of Agribusiness and Marketing (DAM). The overarching objective of FISP is to 
increase private sector participation in the supply of agricultural inputs to small scale farmers and therefore contribute 
to increased household food security and income. 

Specifically, FISP is targeted at addressing the following: 

i. To expand markets for private sector input suppliers/dealers and increase their involvement in the distribution  
 of agricultural inputs in rural areas, thereby reducing the direct role of Government; 
ii. To ensure timely, effective and adequate supply of agricultural inputs to targeted small scale farmers; 
iii. To ensure competitiveness and transparency in the supply and distribution of inputs;
iv. To facilitate the process of farmers’ organization, dissemination of knowledge and creation of rural institutions  
 that will contribute to the development of the agriculture sector; 
v. To improve access of small scale farmers to agricultural inputs; and,
vi. To serve as a risk sharing mechanism for small scale farmers to cover part of the costs for improving 
 agricultural productivity. 

1.1.1 Input Distribution

FISP is organized in such a way that national suppliers are selected through a tender process and they deliver the inputs, 
in collaboration with local transporters, to respective depots or collection points throughout the country. Selected coop-
eratives and other farmer organizations then deposit specified amounts in a participating bank or financial institution 
based on type of input. For maize the following applies:
•	 K100	per	50	kg	bag	of	fertilizer;
•	 When	bartering	maize	crop	for	fertilizer,	2	x	50	kg	bags	of	Grade	‘A’	maize	is	exchanged	for	1	x	50	kg	bag	of		
 fertilizer.
Participating farmer organizations and cooperatives are selected by the Camp Agriculture Committees (CACs) in each 
district. The FISP programme is monitored by MAL through the National Technical Committee, Provincial Agriculture 
Coordinator (PACO), District Agriculture Committee (DAC) and CAC.

1.2 FRA Background and overview

The Food Reserve Agency (FRA) was established as a parastatal in 1996 and is governed by the 1995 Food Reserve Act, 
Cap 225 of the Laws of Zambia. Its main role is to administer the strategic food reserves, engage in market facilitation 
and development and management of the national storage facilities. Its mission is to ensure national food security and 
provide market access for rural based small holder farmers by maintaining a sustainable national strategic food reserve. 
In addition the FRA provides a key macro-economic role of stabilizing the levels of food grown in the country, such as 
maize which is the nation’s staple crop.

The purpose of the national strategic food reserve is to ensure a reliable supply of designated agricultural commodities 
for the country, to meet local shortfalls in the supply of a designated agricultural commodity and to meet such other food 
emergencies caused by drought or flood, or by such other natural disaster. The FRA also addresses issues affecting the 
food reserve and the stabilization of prices and essential food supply. Between 2005-2001, the FRA operated a smaller 
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programme in about 10 districts involving purchases of up to 50,000 metric tonnes of grain per annum, mainly through 
tender processes. This approach disadvantaged small scale farmers directly as middlemen would supply directly to FRA. 

In 2005, government amended the FRA Act to include crop marketing as a responsibility of the agency. This resulted 
in expansion of operations to about 10 satellite depots per district, throughout the country. The agricultural marketing 
policy of the Government of the Republic of Zambia is reflected in the FRA Act. This Act contains provisions, which 
aim at creating the necessary conditions to encourage the private sector to develop efficient agricultural production and 
marketing systems, while curtailing the direct intervention and control by Government agencies and institutions. The 
FRA, therefore, is the implementing body of the Food Reserve Act.

1.3 National Agriculture Investment Plan 2014-2018: A policy perspective

The National Agricultural Investment Plan for Zambia (NAIP) falls under the remit of  the Comprehensive Africa Ag-
riculture Development Programme (CAADP) and is aimed at  identifying and prioritizing key investment and policy 
changes in Zambia that are critical to enhancing the desired agricultural productivity growth. NAIP’s key objective is to 
facilitate and support the development of a sustainable, dynamic, diversified and a competitive agricultural sector that 
assures food security at household and national levels and maximizes the sector’s contribution to gross domestic product 
(GDP). CAADP is a framework that seeks to facilitate the achievement of an annual agricultural growth rate of at least 
6% in African countries triggered by an annual national budgetary allocation of at least 10%. In Zambia, it is facilitated 
by the Common Market for East and Southern Africa (COMESA) and is targeted at accelerating realization of the Vision 
2030.It is aligned to the Zambia CAADP Compact and the Sixth National Development Plan (SDNP) and seeks to oper-
ationalize the National Agriculture Policy (NAP 2012).

According to the NAIP, despite Zambia recording average growth rates of between 6-8% in the previous decade, rural 
poverty still remains high at almost 77% over the same period. Between 2007 and 2012 the country’s expenditure on 
agricultural and rural development exceeded the recommended CAADP minimum of 10% due to supplementary spend-
ing for maize marketing through the Food Reserve Agency (FRA). The NAIP also notes that on average the portion of 
government’s spending on FISP and FRA is around 60%.
In order to attain 2014-2018 key NAIP objectives, the programme has identified 5 key impact indicators to work towards 
as follows:

•	 Reduction	of	rural	poverty	from	77%	to	50%;	
•	 Increase	agricultural	exports	as	a	percentage	of	non-traditional	exports	from	41%	in	2011	to	55%;	
•	 Reduction	in	chronic	malnutrition	of	children	under	five	from	45%	to	30%;
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•	 Reduction of		of		of soil erosion per hectare from 20 tonnes to 10 tonnes; and,
•	 Increase cereals production from the 3.2 million tonnes to 6.0 million tonnes.
NAIP is implemented through a joint partnership with private sector, communities, local and central government with 
government expected to primarily provide an enabling environment while private sector will lead the execution of the 
programme.

2.0 SURVEY BACKGROUND, OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY

2.1 Survey Background and Overview

THE Centre for Trade Policy and Development (CTPD) has been working closely with other like-minded institutions 
and Civil Society organizations on the issue of maize market regulation in Zambia. CTPD has been mobilizing empirical 
evidence about the issue, understanding the technical and political challenges of achieving change, working towards pol-
icy options that might meet with the approval of policy makers, developing and implementing media strategies aimed at 
shifting both public and political opinion. This is a programme of change advocacy which promises enormous potential 
benefits to poor farmers and the economy in general.

The January20, 2015 Presidential bye-election, occasioned by the passing of the 5th Republican President on 28thOctober 
2014, heralded the constitutional requirement of holding a bye-election within 90 days. CTPD anticipated that given the 
prevailing levels of understanding and political interest in both FRA and FISP, a number of the presidential candidates 
– if not indeed all of them – would be tempted to state public commitments to the retention or even extension of both 
programmes. This could be in the belief that these programmes are beneficial to the poor, and that they tend to buy votes. 

Extensive literature reviews confirmed that the question of whether or not farmer voters are actually influenced to vote 
for a candidate or party based on pronouncements about FRA and FISP had never been asked of the voters. It is against 
this background that CTPD, with the support of DFID decided to carry out a  national survey of farmers’ perceptions on 
subject.  

2.2 Survey Objectives

The aim or overall objective of the study was to assess how well small and medium scale famers believe FRA and FISP are 
performing and to establish whether or not the positions adopted by the political parties would have an impact on the 
voting intentions of farmers. 

The specific objectives of the study were to:
•	 Investigate farmers’ perceptions about the effectiveness of FRA and FISP in providing the services for which

they were established.
•	 Establish whether farmers would want to see changes to FRA and FISP, and the specific changes, if any, they

would want to see. 
•	 Assess whether the campaign promises by politicians (individually as candidates or as political parties) on 		

reforming FRA and FISP do actually influence farmers’ voting preferences.
•	 Investigate the issues that are likely to influence farmers’ choice of candidate in the Presidential By-Election

held in January 2015 and to probe preferences on government spending priorities. 

2.3 Survey Methodology

2.3.1 Survey Design, Data Collection and Analysis

The survey took the form of a non-experimental research design and combined cross sectional, descriptive and compar-
ative designs in order to triangulate and therefore enhance the validity of the data collected. It was also predominantly 
quantitative with responses collected using a survey questionnaire that was quantitatively analyzed using SPSS. All the 
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survey instruments – consent forms, information brochure and questionnaire – were pretested in Chibombo and Chon-
gwe and cleared by the Ethics Board. 

The data was analyzed using SPSS, Cross tabulations and Chi square tests - at 95% confidence level – were used to ascer-
tain relationships between selected independent and dependent variables. Caution is required in interpreting some of the 
findings especially those based on small sub-samples of the full survey population.  

Note that the interpretation of the survey needs to take into account that its focus on farmers means it reflects the per-
spectives and particular interests of just one group affected by the two programmes. The survey’s focus on FRA and FISP 
also meant that other wider agricultural marketing reform issues including the role of the private sector were explored 
only through the narrow FRA/FISP lens. 

2.3.2 Sampling Design and Sample Sizes

The survey employed a combination of probability (simple random, stratified and purposive) and non-probability (con-
venient) sampling methods to select the provinces, districts, constituencies and wards. In terms of sampling households 
and actual respondents for the interviews, the survey adopted the sampling frame that was developed and used by MAL 
and the Central Statistical Office (CSO) for the 2013/14 Crop Forecasts Survey. It comprised more than 13,000 house-
holds distributed across the county. 

From the MAL/CSO sampling frame a total of 1,501 farmers were sampled and participated in the survey. They were 
spread across eight Provinces (all but Copperbelt and Luapula), 13 districts, 22 constituencies and 24 wards. The sample 
was adequately representative of the different farmer demographics, agro-ecological zones and other national variations. 
It was also regarded as more than adequate to allow for a 5% margin of error or 95% confidence level.

At household level the member of the family listed on the MAL/CSO sampling frame was automatically picked for the 
interview. In most cases these were heads of households or anybody else who met the criteria (such as age and experience 
in farming) in the event that the listed member was not available for the interview.  
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Figure 1: Sampled constituencies and Sample Sizes

3.0 KEY FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

The following sections present the major highlights from the study.

3.1 Respondent Characteristics, Background and Experiences
3.1.1 Respondents Biodata

Of the 1,501 farmers in the sample, 55% of the respondents were male while 45% were female. Almost all the farmers 
interviewed (99%) lived in a rural area. In terms of age, 50% of the respondents were aged between 21-40 years while 42% 
were above 40 years. Only 4% of respondents fell in the age category 0-20 years. Figure 2 below shows the distribution of 
respondents by age category.

Figure 2: Respondents distributed by age

The majority of the respondents were married (75%) while only 7% said they had never married. The rest (18%) were 
either widowed or divorced. 
As Figure 5 below shows, the majority (83%) of the respondents are registered voters. A high number (82%) of these 
registered voters said they intended to vote in the Presidential By-Election on January 20, 2015. 
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Figure 3: Respondents intending to vote

Table 1: Total area (acres) cultivated by the respondents

In terms of acreage under maize during the 2013/14 season, the majority of the respondents (59%) cultivated an area of 
2.5 acres or less while only 6% cultivated more than 10 acres. Table 2 below shows the acreage under maize cultivated.

Table 2: Total area (acres) cultivated under maize

3.2 Farming Background and Experiences

3.2.1 Total Area Cultivated in 2013/2014 farming season

The highest proportion of respondents (49%) cultivated an area of up to 2.5 acres, followed by 19% who cultivated be-
tween 2.6 to 5 acres. Only 9% of respondents cultivated an area larger than 10 acres. Therefore 70% of the farmers culti-
vated a total area of less than 5 acres each (2 hectares), which is consistent with the national official figures. The following 
chart depicts the proportion of respondents to the area cultivated.  
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Table 1: Total area (acres) cultivated by the respondents 

Total Area (in acres) Frequency Percent 
0 - 2.5 Acres 738 49 
2.6 - 5 Acres 283 19 
6 - 10 Acres 202 14 
Above 10 Acres 140 9 
Did not know the size 138 9 
Total 1501 100 

 

In terms of acreage under maize during the 2013/14 season, the majority of the respondents (59%) 

cultivated an area of 2.5 acres or less while only 6% cultivated more than 10 acres. Table 2 below shows 

the acreage under maize cultivated. 

Table 2: Total area (acres) cultivated under maize 

Total Area (in acres) Frequency Percent 
0 - 2.5 Acres 892 59 
2.6 - 5 Acres 260 17 
6 - 10 Acres 117 8 
Above 10 Acres 84 6 
Did not know the size 148 10 
Total 1501 100 

 

On whether they grew other crops (i.e. other than maize) that are part of the input pack under FISP, 49% 

of the respondents said they did not grow any of the other crops; 37% grew groundnuts and only 4% grew 

sorghum. 

3.2.2 Crop Production in 2013/14 season 

A total of 93% of the respondents (or 1,395 farmers) produced maize during the 2013/14 season. Of this 

number, in terms of yield by 50 kg bags of maize, 51% (696) of the respondents produced 20 bags or less 

while 29%(396) produced between 21-50 bags. This means that 80% of the farmers that grew maize 

produced 50 bags or less. A sizeable proportion (12% or 168) produced between 51-100 bags while only 

8% (106) produced over 100 bags. Table 3 below shows the maize production by range of bags. 
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3.2.2 Crop Production in 2013/14 season 

A total of 93% of the respondents (or 1,395 farmers) produced maize during the 2013/14 season. Of this 

number, in terms of yield by 50 kg bags of maize, 51% (696) of the respondents produced 20 bags or less 

while 29%(396) produced between 21-50 bags. This means that 80% of the farmers that grew maize 

produced 50 bags or less. A sizeable proportion (12% or 168) produced between 51-100 bags while only 

8% (106) produced over 100 bags. Table 3 below shows the maize production by range of bags. 

 



National Survey of Farmers’ Perception on the value of FISP & FRA : Do campaign promises influence their voting patterns? 

16  | www.ctpd.org.zm

Table 3:  Maize production by the sampled farmers during the 2013/14 season

Figure 4: Respondent’s mode of transport to nearest market

On how long it took the farmers to transport their maize to the nearest wholesale market, 57% indicated that it took them 
up to an hour or less, followed by 13% who took up to a day while only 3% took more than a day.

On whether they grew other crops (i.e. other than maize) that are part of the input pack under FISP, 49% of the respon-
dents said they did not grow any of the other crops; 37% grew groundnuts and only 4% grew sorghum.

3.2.2 Crop Production in 2013/14 season

A total of 93% of the respondents (or 1,395 farmers) produced maize during the 2013/14 season. Of this number, in 
terms of yield by 50 kg bags of maize, 51% (696) of the respondents produced 20 bags or less while 29%(396) produced 
between 21-50 bags. This means that 80% of the farmers that grew maize produced 50 bags or less. A sizeable proportion 
(12% or 168) produced between 51-100 bags while only 8% (106) produced over 100 bags. Table 3 below shows the maize 
production by range of bags.  
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Table 3:  Maize production by the sampled farmers during the 2013/14 season 

Number of 50Kg bags No. of Farmers % 
1-20 Bags 696 51 
21-50 Bags 396 29 
51-100 Bags 168 12 
Above 100 Bags 106 8 

Total 1,366 100 
 

The results show a negative relationship between production of maize in the 2013/14 season and farm size 

(or total area cultivated);96% (81) of farmers with acreage of more than 10 acres produced maize in the 

2013/14 season, compared to 93%(109) with 6-10 acres and 92%(824)with up to 2.5 acres.  

 

3.2.3 Mode of transportation and duration to transport produce to nearest market 

The four most commonly used modes of transporting produce to the nearest market, in order of ranking, 

were: motor vehicles, oxcart, walking and bicycles. The findings show that there was a sizeable number 

of farmers (214 or 14%) who transported their produce by foot to the nearest market.  

 

Figure 4: RespondentÕ s mode of transport to nearest market 

 
 

On how long it took the farmers to transport their maize to the nearest wholesale market, 57% indicated 

that it took them up to an hour or less, followed by 13% who took up to a day while only 3% took more 

than a day. 

 

 

The results show a negative relationship between production of maize in the 2013/14 season and farm size (or total area 
cultivated);96% (81) of farmers with acreage of more than 10 acres produced maize in the 2013/14 season, compared to 
93%(109) with 6-10 acres and 92%(824)with up to 2.5 acres. 

3.2.3 Mode of transportation and duration to transport produce to nearest market

The four most commonly used modes of transporting produce to the nearest market, in order of ranking, were: motor 
vehicles, oxcart, walking and bicycles. The findings show that there was a sizeable number of farmers (214 or 14%) who 
transported their produce by foot to the nearest market. 
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On how long it took the farmers to transport their maize to the nearest wholesale market, 57% indicated that it took them 
up to an hour or less, followed by 13% who took up to a day while only 3% took more than a day.

3.2.4 Years of producing maize

When asked how long respondents had been producing maize, the majority (64%) of the 1,395 farmers that produced 
maize said they had produced for a period ranging from 1 to 10 years, followed by 21% in the 11-20 years category. Only 
6% had produced for over 30 years. Table 3 (below) depicts the farmers’ maize production by duration.

Table 4: Farmers maize production by duration
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3.2.4 Years of producing maize 

When asked how long respondents had been producing maize, the majority (64%) of the 1,395 farmers 

that produced maize said they had produced for a period ranging from 1 to 10 years, followed by 21% in 

the 11-20 years category. Only 6% had produced for over 30 years. Table 3 (below) depicts the farmers’ 

maize production by duration. 

 
Table 4: Farmers maize production by duration 

Duration of maize production No. of Farmers Percent 

1 - 10 years 872 64.4 
11 - 20 years 282 20.8 
21 - 30 years 112 8.3 
Above 30 years 78 5.8 
Not sure 51 0.7 
Total 1,395 100 

 

3.3 RESPONDENTS’ EXPERIENCES AND PERCEPTIONS OF FRA 

3.3.1 Who do farmers’ believe should be the main beneficiaries of FRA?  

The survey asked farmers’ who they believe should be the main beneficiaries of FRA. Having established 

this, the survey then probed farmers on who they believe actually benefits from the programme.  

The survey reveals that 70% (1,057) of respondents (1,501) said poor small scale farmers should be the 

main beneficiaries of FRA activities. Just 132 respondents indicated that large scale farmers should be the 

main beneficiaries, followed by 81 respondents saying it should be wealthier small holder farmers and 

only 5 who indicated traders and millers.  

Results also show a positive relationship between farmers who sold maize to FRA (n=547) and their 

perception that poor farmers should be the main beneficiaries of FRA activities; an overwhelming 79% of 

those who sold to FRA indicated that poor farmers should be main beneficiaries of FRA activities 

compared to 66% who did not sell maize to FRA.  

 

3.3 RESPONDENTS’ EXPERIENCES AND PERCEPTIONS OF FRA

3.3.1 Who do farmers’ believe should be the main beneficiaries of FRA? 

The survey asked farmers’ who they believe should be the main beneficiaries of FRA. Having established this, the survey 
then probed farmers on who they believe actually benefits from the programme.
 
The survey reveals that 70% (1,057) of respondents (1,501) said poor small scale farmers should be the main beneficiaries 
of FRA activities. Just 132 respondents indicated that large scale farmers should be the main beneficiaries, followed by 81 
respondents saying it should be wealthier small holder farmers and only 5 who indicated traders and millers. 
Results also show a positive relationship between farmers who sold maize to FRA (n=547) and their perception that poor 
farmers should be the main beneficiaries of FRA activities; an overwhelming 79% of those who sold to FRA indicated 
that poor farmers should be main beneficiaries of FRA activities compared to 66% who did not sell maize to FRA. 
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Table 5: Farmers who sold to FRA and their perception of FRA main beneficiaries 

 Sold Maize to FRA Statistics 
Yes No PValue 
N (%) N (%)  

Opinion on who Main Beneficiaries of 
FRA may Be 

  ˂ 0.001 

   Poor Farmers 430 (78.6) 560 (66.0)  

   Wealthier Smallholder 30 (5.5) 47 (5.5)  

   Large Scale Farmers 33 (6.0) 91 (10.7)  

   Traders 0 (0.0) 2 (0.2)  

    Millers 2 (0.4) 1 (0.1)  

   Urban Consumers 2 (0.4) 4 (0.5)  

   Others 39 (7.1) 109 (12.9)  

 

3.3.2 Who actually benefits from FRA?  

In 2013/14 just 37% (547) of those interviewed sold their maize directly to FRA,7% did not produce 

maize, a further 39% produced maize only for home consumption, and 17% sold to markets other than 

FRA (predominantly private traders but also other outlets such as millers, schools, and individual 

consumers). 

This suggests that while the overwhelming majority of farmers believe that FRA should be targeted at 

poor farmers – an objective shared by the government –only a minority of farmers says they actually 

benefit from selling to FRA.   

The survey results further demonstrate a relationship between the sale of maize to FRA and farm size (P 

0.019).The bigger the farm size, the higher the likelihood of selling maize to FRA;67% of farmers who 

cultivated more than 10 acres sold maize to FRA, compared to 53% who cultivated 6-10 acres and 42% 

with less than 2.5 acres.  

 

 

 

Table 5: Farmers who sold to FRA and their perception of FRA main beneficiaries

Table 6: Maize Sales Vs Farm Size under Maize
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Table 6: Maize Sales Vs Farm Size under Maize 

 

 

Area Cultivated Statistics 
≤ 2.5 Acres 2.6 – 5 

Acres 
6 – 10 

Acres 
˃ 10 

Acres 
Not 

Known 
Pvalue 

N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)  

      

50Kg Bag Sold to 
FRA 2013/14 
Season 

     0.019 

      

   1 – 20 142(42.3) 32(42.7) 28(52.8) 12(66.7) 34(52.3)  

   21 – 50 99(29.5) 24(32.0) 14(26.4) 5(27.8) 27(41.5)  

   51 – 100 57(17.0) 15(20.0) 6(11.3) 1(5.6) 2(3.1)  

˃  100 38(11.3) 4(5.3) 5(9.4) 0(0.0) 2(3.1)  

 
Of the 1,395 farmers that produced maize in the 2013/13 farming season, 58 % (803) farmers sold their 

maize, suggesting that the rest (42%) kept it for home consumption and other uses. Of those who 

produced maize in 2013/14, the majority (56.2%) said they had sold maize to the FRA for up to 10 years 

while only 2% had sold for 11-20 years. A considerable number (41%) said they had never sold to FRA. 

This implies that that there is a sizeable population of farmers that do not depend on the FRA for 

marketing of their maize. 

3.3.3 Were those who sold maize to FRA paid on time?  

Of the farmers that sold maize to FRA (547), a staggering 82% were paid late in the agricultural calendar 

(i.e. after September), significantly undermining their ability to prepare for the new season ahead. Note 

that 52% still had not received their payment at the time of the interviews (mid-December 2014). 

Disaggregated by quarter of receipt of payment, October to December recorded the highest number of 

payments made out to the farmers (30%) while the lowest was July to September with only 18% of the 

payments made. Figure 5 below illustrates the payments made by month. 

3.3.2 Who actually benefits from FRA?
 
In 2013/14 just 37% (547) of those interviewed sold their maize directly to FRA,7% did not produce maize, a further 39% 
produced maize only for home consumption, and 17% sold to markets other than FRA (predominantly private traders 
but also other outlets such as millers, schools, and individual consumers).

This suggests that while the overwhelming majority of farmers believe that FRA should be targeted at poor farmers – an 
objective shared by the government –only a minority of farmers says they actually benefit from selling to FRA.  
The survey results further demonstrate a relationship between the sale of maize to FRA and farm size (P 0.019).The big-
ger the farm size, the higher the likelihood of selling maize to FRA;67% of farmers who cultivated more than 10 acres sold 
maize to FRA, compared to 53% who cultivated 6-10 acres and 42% with less than 2.5 acres. 
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Figure 5: RespondentÕ s month of payment for maize supplied to FRA 

 
 

Results suggest a positive relationship between farm size and payment from FRA;56%(10) of farmers 

who cultivated more than 10 acres received payment at the time of the interviews, compared to 

47%(159)who cultivated 2.5 acres or less. The group of farmers who suffered most from late payment are 

those who farm between 6-10 acres.  ItÕ s worth noting that out of 547 farmers who sold to the FRA, only 

18 came from those with acreage of more than 10 acres compared to 177 who cultivated 2.5 acres or less. 

This suggests that in the 2013/14 season small scale farmers were affected the most when it came to 

delayed payments for maize. 

 

Table 7: Status of FRA payments to Farmers Vs Farm Size under Maize 

 Area Cultivated Statistics 
≤ 2.5 Acres 2.6 Ð  5 

Acres 
6 Ð  10 

Acres 
˃ 10 

Acres 
Not 

Known 
Pvalue 

 N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)  

Received Payment      ˂ 0.001 

   Yes 159(47.3) 32(42.7) 18(34.0) 10(55.6) 45(69.2)  

   No 177(52.7) 43(57.3) 35(66.0) 8(44.4) 20(30.8)  

 

 
The survey also probed attitudes to the price of maize offered by FRA. Unsurprisingly, perhaps, the 

majority (58%) said that the FRA price of maize is too low, while 25% said that it is about right. A 
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Table 7: Status of FRA payments to Farmers Vs Farm Size under Maize

Of the 1,395 farmers that produced maize in the 2013/13 farming season, 58 % (803) farmers sold their maize, suggesting 
that the rest (42%) kept it for home consumption and other uses. Of those who produced maize in 2013/14, the majority 
(56.2%) said they had sold maize to the FRA for up to 10 years while only 2% had sold for 11-20 years. A considerable 
number (41%) said they had never sold to FRA. This implies that that there is a sizeable population of farmers that do 
not depend on the FRA for marketing of their maize.

3.3.3 Were those who sold maize to FRA paid on time? Were those who sold maize to FRA paid on time? W
Of the farmers that sold maize to FRA (547), a staggering 82% were paid late in the agricultural calendar (i.e. after Sep-
tember), significantly undermining their ability to prepare for the new season ahead. Note that 52% still had not received 
their payment at the time of the interviews (mid-December 2014). Disaggregated by quarter of receipt of payment, Oc-
tober to December recorded the highest number of payments made out to the farmers (30%) while the lowest was July to 
September with only 18% of the payments made. Figure 5 below illustrates the payments made by month.

Figure 5: Respondent’s month of payment for maize supplied to FRA

Results suggest a positive relationship between farm size and payment from FRA;56%(10) of farmers who cultivated 
more than 10 acres received payment at the time of the interviews, compared to 47%(159)who cultivated 2.5 acres or less. 
The group of farmers who suffered most from late payment are those who farm between 6-10 acres.  It’s worth noting 
that out of 547 farmers who sold to the FRA, only 18 came from those with acreage of more than 10 acres compared to 
177 who cultivated 2.5 acres or less. This suggests that in the 2013/14 season small scale farmers were affected the most 
when it came to delayed payments for maize.



National Survey of Farmers’ Perception on the value of FISP & FRA : Do campaign promises influence their voting patterns? 

20  | www.ctpd.org.zm

Table 8: Impact of FRA on Farmers’ Livelihoods Vs Farm Size
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considerable 17% of respondents did not know whether the price was low or high. It is possible that these 

farmers run the risk of trading their maize at considerable less than cost prices. 

 

3.3.4 Has FRA has a positive effect on farmers’ livelihoods?  

All respondents were asked about the impact of FRA on the livelihoods of farmers. Just 39% of 

respondents felt that the FRA has made their families better off compared to 52% who thought it had 

made no impact on their livelihoods. A conspicuous 12% of respondents indicated that the Agency had 

made their families worse off,9% said they did not know.  

The results show a relationship between farm size and farmer’s perception of the impact of FRA on their 

own families.  Table 8 shows that farmers with larger plots of between 6 and 10 acres were 

proportionately most likely to feel FRA had made them better off while farmers with plots of between 2.6 

and five acres were most likely to feel FRA had made no difference to their livelihood or actually made 

them worse off.  

 

Table 8: Impact of FRA on Farmers’ Livelihoods Vs Farm Size 

 Area Cultivated Statistics 
≤ 2.5 Acres 2.6 – 5 

Acres 
6 – 10 

Acres 
˃ 10 

Acres 
Not 

Known 
Pvalue 

 N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)  

How FRA has 
Affected Family 

     0.003 

   Better off 349(39.1) 85(32.7) 60(51.3) 24(28.6) 67(45.3)  

   Worse off 111(12.4) 26(10.0) 13(11.1) 8(9.5) 22(14.9)  

   No effect 349(39.1) 126(48.5) 31(26.5) 41(48.8) 50(33.8)  

   Don’t know 83(9.3) 23(8.8) 13(11.1) 11(13.1) 9(6.1)  

How has FRA 
Affected your 
Neighbours 

     ˂ 0.001 

   Better off 420(47.1) 98(37.7) 63(53.8) 25(29.8) 75(50.7)  

   Worse off 126(14.1) 29(11.2) 11(9.4) 10(11.9) 24(16.2)  

   No effect 145(16.3) 57(21.9) 14(12.0) 14(16.7) 20(13.5)  

   Don’t know 201(22.5) 76(29.2) 29(24.8) 35(41.7) 29(19.6)  

 

The survey also probed attitudes to the price of maize offered by FRA. Unsurprisingly, perhaps, the majority (58%) said 
that the FRA price of maize is too low, while 25% said that it is about right. A considerable 17% of respondents did not 
know whether the price was low or high. It is possible that these farmers run the risk of trading their maize at consider-
able less than cost prices.

3.3.4 Has FRA has a positive effect on farmers’ livelihoods? 

All respondents were asked about the impact of FRA on the livelihoods of farmers. Just 39% of respondents felt that the 
FRA has made their families better off compared to 52% who thought it had made no impact on their livelihoods. A 
conspicuous 12% of respondents indicated that the Agency had made their families worse off,9% said they did not know. 

The results show a relationship between farm size and farmer’s perception of the impact of FRA on their own families.  
Table 8 shows that farmers with larger plots of between 6 and 10 acres were proportionately most likely to feel FRA had 
made them better off while farmers with plots of between 2.6 and five acres were most likely to feel FRA had made no 
difference to their livelihood or actually made them worse off. 

It also appears that the bigger the farm size, the less likely that the farmer will see any significant livelihood impact of 
FRA on their neighbor’s family; 47% (420) of farmers with 2.5 acres or less felt that the FRA had made their neighbor’s 
lives better off compared to 30% (25) of farmers with acreage of more than 10 acres.
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Table 9:FISP fertilizer and availability
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Table 9:FISP fertilizer and availability 

 Availability of fertilizer at time Required? No. of Farmers Percent 

Yes 335 43 
 No 450 57 
 Total 785 100 
  

3.4.4 Has FISP had a positive effect on farmers’ livelihoods?  

Only 55% of all the 1,501 farmers in the sample said their families were better off as a result of FISP; 

45% still thought it had made no difference of actually made them worse off (4%). A slightly higher 

proportion (66%) had noted positive changes in the lives of their neighbors who were beneficiaries of 

FISP. As with FRA, farmers with larger plots of between 6-10 acres were proportionately most likely to 

feel FISP had made them better off. 

 

Figure 6: FISP impact on Respondents families 

 
 

The results also show a strong relationship (P < 0.001) between having used fertilizer during the 2013/14 

season and views on the status of family and neighbors from FISP; the majority (67%) of the farmers who 

said that their families were better off were those who used fertilizer during the season and the majority 

(76%) of the ‘worse off’ never used fertilizer.  

 

 

 

 

3.4 RESPONDENTS’ EXPERIENCES AND PERCEPTIONS OF FISP

3.4.1: Who do farmers’ believe should be the main beneficiaries of FISP?

In terms of the respondents’ perceptions on who should be the main beneficiaries of FISP, an overwhelming majority 
(87%) of respondents said poor farmers; a small number (3%) felt that all farmers should benefit from FISP. The above 
view cuts across all types of farmers (i.e. regardless of whether or not they accessed fertilizers from commercial sources, 
other than FISP, during the 2013/14 season) and whether or not one used fertilizers in the 2013/14 season. 

3.4.2 And who actually benefits from FISP? 

Of the 1,501 farmers interviewed just 52% accessed fertilizer during the 2013/14 farming season through the Farmer 
Input Support Programme (FISP). And a significant proportion of this group simultaneously bought fertilizer from com-
mercial suppliers (implying a presence of a parallel private sector offering fertilizer inputs). 28% of those interviewed did 
not use fertilizer in the 2013/14 season. A further 20% accessed their fertilizer only through private commercial sources 
outside FISP. That only just over half of respondents said they access FISP suggests that the government’s stated policy of 
targeting FISP at small farmers is not working effectively. 
Interestingly about 7% who said they accessed fertilizer through FISP seem not to have used it, implying that they might 
have sold it or accessed it on behalf of somebody else. The results also suggest that an overwhelming majority of the 
farmers who accessed the FISP fertilizer accessed it through cooperatives (95%); 2% direct from MAL and 1% from the 
Ministry of Community Development Mother and Child Health (MCDMCH). 

3.4.3 Did Farmers get fertilizer in time through FISP? 

While most farmers (83%) believe that FISP has contributed positively to poverty reduction (see below) it is striking that 
only 43% (335) said that they received fertilizer and seed at the time they needed it.  57% (450) said it came late. 
As many as 47% of FISP users said they were dissatisfied with the current FISP distribution system. The 53% who said 
they were satisfied were presumably those who did not encounter delays. 



National Survey of Farmers’ Perception on the value of FISP & FRA : Do campaign promises influence their voting patterns? 

22  | www.ctpd.org.zm

 
 

 
16 
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3.4.4 Has FISP had a positive effect on farmersÕ  livelihoods?  

Only 55% of all the 1,501 farmers in the sample said their families were better off as a result of FISP; 

45% still thought it had made no difference of actually made them worse off (4%). A slightly higher 

proportion (66%) had noted positive changes in the lives of their neighbors who were beneficiaries of 

FISP. As with FRA, farmers with larger plots of between 6-10 acres were proportionately most likely to 

feel FISP had made them better off. 

 

Figure 6: FISP impact on Respondents families 

 
 

The results also show a strong relationship (P < 0.001) between having used fertilizer during the 2013/14 

season and views on the status of family and neighbors from FISP; the majority (67%) of the farmers who 

said that their families were better off were those who used fertilizer during the season and the majority 

(76%) of the Ô worse offÕ  never used fertilizer.  

 

 

 

 

The results also show a strong relationship (P < 0.001) 
between having used fertilizer during the 2013/14 
season and views on the status of family and neigh-
bors from FISP; the majority (67%) of the farmers 
who said that their families were better off were those 
who used fertilizer during the season and the majori-
ty (76%) of the ‘worse off ’ never used fertilizer. 

Table 10.Impact of FISP on farmers’ livelihoods Vs use of fertilizers
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Table 10.Impact of FISP on farmersÕ  livelihoods Vs use of fertilizers 

 Used Fertilizer During 2013/14 

Season 
Statistics 

Yes No PValue 

 N (%) N (%)  

How FISP has Affected Family   ˂ 0.001 

   Better off 723(67.3) 105(24.6)  

   Worse off 60(5.6) 4(0.9)  

   Not Affected 291(27.1) 318(74.5)  

    

How FISP has Affected Neighbours   ˂ 0.001 

   Better off 800(74.6) 221(51.8)  

   Worse off 60(5.6) 14(3.3)  

   Not Affected 212(19.8) 192(45.0)  

    

How FISP Affects Poverty Reduction   0.001 

   No Effect 99(9.2) 67(15.7)  

   Reduces Poverty 903(84.1) 335(78.5)  

   Increases Poverty 72(6.7) 25(5.9)  

 

There is a more positive story on perceptions about the impact of FISP on poverty reduction in general.  

Most of the farmers (83%) think FISP has contributed to poverty reduction; 10% see no effect and 6% 

feel that FISP is actually increasing poverty. There was a slightly higher proportion (84%) of those who 

used fertilizer in 2013/14 who felt so compared to 79% who never used the commodity. 

 

3.4.5 Farmers' views about accessing fertilizer from the prviate sector 

As noted above a number of farmers access fertilizer through a combination of FISP and commercial 

suppliers.  

The survey sheds some light on farmersÕ  interaction with the government programme and the commercial 

sector. It finds that farmers who did not buy fertilizers from commercial sources constituted the majority 

3.4.4 Has FISP had a positive effect on farmers’ livelihoods?

Only 55% of all the 1,501 farmers in the sample said their families were better off as a result of FISP; 45% still thought 
it had made no difference of actually made them worse off (4%). A slightly higher proportion (66%) had noted positive 
changes in the lives of their neighbors who were beneficiaries of FISP. As with FRA, farmers with larger plots of between 
6-10 acres were proportionately most likely to feel FISP had made them better off.

Figure 6: FISP impact on Respondents families
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There is a more positive story on perceptions about the impact of FISP on poverty reduction in general. 
Most of the farmers (83%) think FISP has contributed to poverty reduction; 10% see no effect and 6% feel that FISP is 
actually increasing poverty. There was a slightly higher proportion (84%) of those who used fertilizer in 2013/14 who felt 
so compared to 79% who never used the commodity.

3.4.5 Farmers’ views about accessing fertilizer from the prviate sector

As noted above a number of farmers access fertilizer through a combination of FISP and commercial suppliers. 
The survey sheds some light on farmers’ interaction with the government programme and the commercial sector. It finds 
that farmers who did not buy fertilizers from commercial sources constituted the majority of those who expressed posi-
tive benefits of FISP on poverty reduction (90% compared to 77% who accessed commercial fertilizers). 

Regarding whether they had noticed some changes in the availability of inputs from private retailers since FISP began 
operating in their area, 74% of the entire survey sample said they had not noticed any changes. Of the 22% that had not-
ed some changes, 55% had noted better availability of fertilizer; the rest had not seen any changes in the availability of 
fertilizer due to private sector participation. 

A strong relationship was also noted between accessing fertilizer from commercial sources and views on how FISP had 
benefited families and neighbors; farmers who did not buy fertilizer from commercial sources constituted the majority 
of those who expressed positive benefits from FISP on both families and neighbors.   
Does FISP make it difficult for the commercial fertilizer dealers to operate in their areas? The majority (59%) of the farm-
ers did not think so. Only 17% felt so and a good number (24%) were understandably not sure about the impact FISP 
caused on commercial dealers. 

3.5 FARMERS’ WANT TO SEE FRA AND FISP REFORMED

The above analysis highlights high levels of dissatisfaction among farmers’ with the two government programmes. There 
is strong support among farmers for reforming the status quo. From the survey we can infer that reforms should ensure 
the two programmes focus on poor farmers and, in the case of FRA, paying for maize on time, and in the case of FISP, 
ensuring inputs reach farmers in time.

As we have seen, for both FRA and FISP there was a very strong view that poor farmers should be the main programme 
beneficiaries compared to other groups such as wealthier smallholders, large scale farmers, traders, millers, or urban 
consumers.  Both the plot size distribution of farmers selling maize to FRA and farmers’ views on the impact of FRA and 
FISP on their livelihoods (especially assessed in the context of farm size) suggest there is still some way to go to achieve 
this goal.   

As discussed below there is little support either for maintaining the status quo or scrapping the two programmes. Farm-
ers want to see FRA and FISP work more effectively. The clearest example of this is that when asked to identify the most 
important change they would like to the operation of FRA, 68% all respondents identified the importance of making pay-
ments on time. Support for this reform was substantially higher than other options offered: buying on time (9%), leave 
maize purchases to private sector (1%) and other that comprised mainly increasing the price of maize (11%).
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Figure 7: Respondents proposed changes to FRA
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Figure 7: Respondents proposed changes to FRA 

 
 

While the survey was not explicitly designed to establish farmersÕ  view on the role of the private sector in 

agricultural marketing, it does shed some light on this issue. First it shows that while in practice many 

sellers of maize and users of fertilizer are already dependent on private sector markets, there was 

considerable reluctance for both FRA and FISP to accede their role in full to the private sector: for 

instance 63% rejected the idea that FRA should restrict its purchases to areas where private sector buyers 

are not active. By proportion, the majority of respondents (72%) who said this were those who cultivated 

6-10 acres, compared to 65% of farmers who cultivated 2.5-5 acres and then 62% with less than 2.5 

acres.3 

At the same time almost half of respondents (49%) agreed that farmers benefited from the presence of a 

large number of private buyers in their localities.  Farmers with plots of 2.5 acres or less were more likely 

to hold this view than on average (see table 11 below).  

This suggests that while farmers are highly skeptical about a radical shift in policy (i.e. where the private 

sector takes over in full from government), they would nonetheless like to see more of a Ô mixed economyÕ  

in the maize sector. The survey suggests farmers want to have access to a viable private sector, operating 

alongside FRA and FISP, providing them with a range of options for input distribution and output 

marketing.  

 

 

                                                
3When asked whether the FRA makes it difficult for the private buyers to operate in various areas, 57% of 
respondents did not think so.	  

None	  
11%	  

Pay	  on	  \me	  
68%	  

Buy	  
on	  

\me	  
9%	  

Leave	  maize	  
purchases	  to	  
private	  sector	  

1%	  

Other	  specify	  
11%	  

Do	  not	  Know	  
0%	  

 3When asked whether the FRA makes it difficult for the private buyers to operate in various areas, 57% of respondents did not think so.

While the survey was not explicitly designed to establish farmers’ view on the role of the private sector in agricultural 
marketing, it does shed some light on this issue. First it shows that while in practice many sellers of maize and users of 
fertilizer are already dependent on private sector markets, there was considerable reluctance for both FRA and FISP to 
accede their role in full to the private sector: for instance 63% rejected the idea that FRA should restrict its purchases to 
areas where private sector buyers are not active. By proportion, the majority of respondents (72%) who said this were 
those who cultivated 6-10 acres, compared to 65% of farmers who cultivated 2.5-5 acres and then 62% with less than 2.5 
acres. 
At the same time almost half of respondents (49%) agreed that farmers benefited from the presence of a large number of 
private buyers in their localities.  Farmers with plots of 2.5 acres or less were more likely to hold this view than on average 
(see table 11 below). 
This suggests that while farmers are highly skeptical about a radical shift in policy (i.e. where the private sector takes over 
in full from government), they would nonetheless like to see more of a ‘mixed economy’ in the maize sector. The survey 
suggests farmers want to have access to a viable private sector, operating alongside FRA and FISP, providing them with a 
range of options for input distribution and output marketing. 
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Table 11:Farmers who sold maize to FRA Vs their perceptions on FRA funding and Private 
Buyers involvement
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Table 11:Farmers who sold maize to FRA Vs their perceptions on FRA funding and Private Buyers 

involvement 

 Sold Maize to FRA Statistics 
Yes No Pvalue 

 N(%) N(%)  

FRA Restrict Buying to Areas Where 

Private Buyers are not Active 
   

  ˂ 0.001 

   Agree 142(26.0) 152(17.9)  

   Do not Agree 361(66.0) 531(62.6)  

   Not Sure 23(4.2) 81(9.6)  

   Don’t know 21(3.8) 84(9.9)  

    

Farmers Benefit from Presence of Large 

Number of Private Buyers 
  ˂ 0.001 

   Agree 266(48.6) 411(48.5)  

   Do not Agree 246(45.0) 306(36.1)  

   Not Sure 17(3.1) 64(7.5)  

   Don’t know 18(3.3) 67(7.9)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 12: Farmers perception on presence of Private Buyers by Farm Size
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Table 12: Farmers perception on presence of Private Buyers by Farm Size 

 Area Cultivated Statistics 
≤ 2.5 Acres 2.6 – 5 

Acres 
6 – 10 

Acres 
˃ 10 

Acres 
Not 

Known 
Pvalue 

 N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)  

Farmers Benefit 
from Presence of 
Large Number of 
Private Buyers 

     ˂ 0.001 

   Agree 476(53.4) 99(38.1) 45(38.5) 33(39.3) 85(57.4)  

   Do not Agree 321(36.0) 127(48.8) 61(52.1) 22(26.2) 39(26.4)  

   Not Sure 44(4.9) 13(5.0) 3(2.6) 18(21.4) 12(8.1)  

   Don’t know 51(5.7) 21(8.1) 8(6.8) 11(13.1) 12(8.1)  

 

3.6 RESPONDENTS’ VIEWS ON CAMPAIGN PROMISES ON FRA AND FISP AND VOTING 

PREFERENCES      

As alluded to in the methods section, one of main aim of the study was to establish whether policy 

pronouncements about the two programmes by candidates in the January 20, 2015 Presidential Election 

would influence how farmers would vote. This is significant since it is often assumed that both 

programmes and FISP in particular, are critical to attracting electoral support in rural communities. As far 

as we are aware this is the first time a study has investigated the impact of attitudes to FRA and FISP on 

voting behavior.  

 

3.6.1 FRA Election Campaign Pronouncements and Voters Preferences 

Strikingly the vast majority of respondents - 79% - said they would not vote for a candidate who 

maintains FRA in its current form (candidates defending the status quo would get just 18% of the vote of 

the sampled farmers). Conversely, a much higher percentage (91%) of respondents stated that they would 

vote for a candidate who promised to reform FRA to serve small and medium sized farmers like them 

better. On both questions no relationship could be established between professed voting preference and 

size of farm tilled (i.e. land under maize during the 2013/14 farming season).   
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Table 13: Analysis of relationships between farm size and voting preferences on FRA
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Table 13: Analysis of relationships between farm size and voting preferences on FRA 

 Area Cultivated Statistics 
≤ 2.5 

Acres 
2.6 – 5 

Acres 
6 – 10 

Acres 
˃ 10 

Acres 
Not 

Known 
Pvalue 

 N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%)  

Maintain Current 
State of FRA 

     0.089 

   Yes 169(18.9) 43(16.5) 19(16.2) 13(15.5) 34(23.0)  

   No 702(78.7) 204(78.5) 98(83.8) 67(79.8) 111(75.0)  

   Not Sure 21(2.4) 13(5.0) 0(0.0) 4(4.8) 3(2.0)  

Reform FRA for 
Better Service to 
Farmers 

     0.058 

   Yes 814(91.3) 224(86.2) 110(94.0) 76(90.5) 140(94.6)  

   No 59(6.6) 25(9.6) 7(6.0) 5(6.0) 4(2.7)  

   Not Sure 19(2.1) 11(4.2) 0(0.0) 3(3.6) 4(2.7)  

 

 

 

Table 14.Analysis of relationships between voting preference and experience with FRA 

 Sold Maize to FRA Statistics 
Yes No PValue 
N(%) N(%)  

    

Maintain Current State of FRA   0.247 

   Yes 102(18.6) 160(18.9)  

   No 436(79.7) 662(78.1)  

   Not Sure 9(1.6) 26(3.1)  

 

 

On the role of FRA vis-à-vis private sector involvement in maize marketing, as Figure 8 (below) shows, a 

high number of respondents (82% of both unregistered and registered voters combined) indicated that 

they would not vote for a candidate who would “restrict FRA to making purchases only when the private 
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Table 13: Analysis of relationships between farm size and voting preferences on FRA 

 Area Cultivated Statistics 
≤ 2.5 

Acres 
2.6 – 5 

Acres 
6 – 10 

Acres 
˃ 10 

Acres 
Not 

Known 
Pvalue 

 N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%)  

Maintain Current 
State of FRA 

     0.089 

   Yes 169(18.9) 43(16.5) 19(16.2) 13(15.5) 34(23.0)  

   No 702(78.7) 204(78.5) 98(83.8) 67(79.8) 111(75.0)  

   Not Sure 21(2.4) 13(5.0) 0(0.0) 4(4.8) 3(2.0)  

Reform FRA for 
Better Service to 
Farmers 

     0.058 

   Yes 814(91.3) 224(86.2) 110(94.0) 76(90.5) 140(94.6)  

   No 59(6.6) 25(9.6) 7(6.0) 5(6.0) 4(2.7)  

   Not Sure 19(2.1) 11(4.2) 0(0.0) 3(3.6) 4(2.7)  

 

 

 

Table 14.Analysis of relationships between voting preference and experience with FRA 

 Sold Maize to FRA Statistics 
Yes No PValue 
N(%) N(%)  

    

Maintain Current State of FRA   0.247 

   Yes 102(18.6) 160(18.9)  

   No 436(79.7) 662(78.1)  

   Not Sure 9(1.6) 26(3.1)  

 

 

On the role of FRA vis-à-vis private sector involvement in maize marketing, as Figure 8 (below) shows, a 

high number of respondents (82% of both unregistered and registered voters combined) indicated that 

they would not vote for a candidate who would “restrict FRA to making purchases only when the private 

Table 14.Analysis of relationships between voting preference and experience with FRA

3.6 RESPONDENTS’ VIEWS ON CAMPAIGN PROMISES ON FRA AND FISP AND VOTING 
PREFERENCES 
As alluded to in the methods section, one of main aim of the study was to establish whether policy pronouncements 
about the two programmes by candidates in the January 20, 2015 Presidential Election would influence how farmers 
would vote. This is significant since it is often assumed that both programmes and FISP in particular, are critical to at-
tracting electoral support in rural communities. As far as we are aware this is the first time a study has investigated the 
impact of attitudes to FRA and FISP on voting behavior. 

3.6.1 FRA Election Campaign Pronouncements and Voters Preferences

Strikingly the vast majority of respondents - 79% - said they would not vote for a candidate who maintains FRA in its 
current form (candidates defending the status quo would get just 18% of the vote of the sampled farmers). Conversely, 
a much higher percentage (91%) of respondents stated that they would vote for a candidate who promised to reform 
FRA to serve small and medium sized farmers like them better. On both questions no relationship could be established 
between professed voting preference and size of farm tilled (i.e. land under maize during the 2013/14 farming season).  
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On the role of FRA vis-à-vis private sector involvement in maize marketing, as Figure 8 (below) shows, a high number 
of respondents (82% of both unregistered and registered voters combined) indicated that they would not vote for a can-
didate who would “restrict FRA to making purchases only when the private sector cannot buy.” Doubtless, such a shift in 
policy is deemed too drastic for farmers used to a particular model of maize marketing.

Figure 8: Perceptions on “restricting FRA to making purchases only when the private sector cannot buy”
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sector cannot buy.Ó  Doubtless, such a shift in policy is deemed too drastic for farmers used to a particular 

model of maize marketing. 

Figure 8: Perceptions on Ò restricting FRA to making purchases only when the private sector cannot 

buy Ó  

 

3.6.2 FISP Election Campaign Pronouncements and Voters Preferences 

A similar pattern of voting behavior was apparent when it comes to FISP. 68% of the respondents said 

they would not vote for a candidate whose campaigns were premised on maintaining FISP in its current 

form. Conversely, as indicated below, 90% of the respondents said they would vote for a candidate who 

campaigned on the platform of reforming FISP to serve them better. The Chi Square test suggested a 

strong positive relationship (P 0.000) between farm size (land under maize in 2013/14) and voting 

preferences resulting from a campaign promise to Ò maintain FISP in its current form;Ó  the bigger the farm 

size, the stronger the views against maintaining FISP in its Ò current formÓ .   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

3.6.2 FISP Election Campaign Pronouncements and Voters Preferences

A similar pattern of voting behavior was apparent when it comes to FISP. 68% of the respondents said they would not 
vote for a candidate whose campaigns were premised on maintaining FISP in its current form. Conversely, as indicated 
below, 90% of the respondents said they would vote for a candidate who campaigned on the platform of reforming FISP 
to serve them better. The Chi Square test suggested a strong positive relationship (P 0.000) between farm size (land under to serve them better. The Chi Square test suggested a strong positive relationship (P 0.000) between farm size (land under 
maize in 2013/14) and voting preferences resulting from a campaign promise to “maintain FISP in its current form;” the maize in 2013/14) and voting preferences resulting from a campaign promise to “maintain FISP in its current form;” the 
bigger the farm size, the stronger the views against maintaining FISP in its “current form”.  bigger the farm size, the stronger the views against maintaining FISP in its “current form”.  
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Table 15: Analysis of relationships between voting preference on FISP and farm size
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Table 15: Analysis of relationships between voting preference on FISP and farm size 

 Area Cultivated Statistics 

 ≤ 2.5 

Acres 
2.6 – 5 

Acres 
6 – 10 

Acres 
˃ 10 

Acres 
Not 

Known 
Pvalue 

N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%)  

Maintain FISP in 
Current Form 

     ˂ 0.001 

   Yes 274(30.7) 61(23.5) 26(22.2) 20(23.8) 60(40.5)  

   No 596(66.8) 186(71.5) 90(76.9) 57(67.9) 85(57.4)  

   Not Sure 22(2.5) 13(5.0) 1(0.9) 7(8.3) 3(2.0)  

 

A positive relationship could also be established between use of fertilizer during the 2013/14 season and 

preference for a candidate who promised to “maintain FISP in its form” and “reform FISP to serve you 

better.” Respondents who used fertilizer were more likely to hold stronger views in favor of voting for a 

candidate who would reform FISP and against one who would maintain the status quo regarding the 

Programme.  Note, however, the results suggest that farmers were likely to overwhelmingly vote for a 

candidate who would reform FISP irrespective of whether or not they used fertilizer during the 2013/14 

season.  

 

In comparing voting preferences for a non-reformist candidate between farmers who bought fertilizers 

from commercial sources and those who did not, the results show that a slightly higher number of farmers 

would not vote for such a candidate (74% against 68% of the 678 farmers who used fertilizers during the 

season). Regarding farm size, a slightly higher proportion (77%) of farmers in the 6-10 acres category 

were more unlikely to vote for such a candidate, followed by their counterparts in the ‘above 10 acres’ 

(68%) and ‘0-2,5 acres’ (67%) categories. Conversely, a slightly higher proportion of the farmers in the 

‘0-2.5 acres’ category were likely to vote for a non-reformist candidate.   

 

 

 
 

A positive relationship could also be established between use of fertilizer during the 2013/14 season and preference for 
a candidate who promised to “maintain FISP in its form” and “reform FISP to serve you better.” Respondents who used 
fertilizer were more likely to hold stronger views in favor of voting for a candidate who would reform FISP and against 
one who would maintain the status quo regarding the Programme.  Note, however, the results suggest that farmers were 
likely to overwhelmingly vote for a candidate who would reform FISP irrespective of whether or not they used fertilizer 
during the 2013/14 season. 

In comparing voting preferences for a non-reformist candidate between farmers who bought fertilizers from commercial 
sources and those who did not, the results show that a slightly higher number of farmers would not vote for such a can-
didate (74% against 68% of the 678 farmers who used fertilizers during the season). Regarding farm size, a slightly higher 
proportion (77%) of farmers in the 6-10 acres category were more unlikely to vote for such a candidate, followed by their 
counterparts in the ‘above 10 acres’ (68%) and ‘0-2,5 acres’ (67%) categories. Conversely, a slightly higher proportion of 
the farmers in the ‘0-2.5 acres’ category were likely to vote for a non-reformist candidate.  
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Table 16: Analysis of relationships between voting preference on & prioritization of FISP and Use of fer-
tilizer during the 2013/14 season
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Table 16: Analysis of relationships between voting preference on & prioritization of FISP and Use of 

fertilizer during the 2013/14 season 

 Used Fertilizer During 2013/14 

Season 
Statistics 

Yes No PValue 
N(%) N(%)  

Maintain FISP in Current Form   ˂ 0.001 

   Yes 322(30.0) 119(27.9)  

   No 731(68.1) 283(66.3)  

   Not Sure 21(2.0) 25(5.9)  

    

Reform FISP for Better Service   0.003 

   Yes 975(90.8) 384(89.9)  

   No 80(7.4) 23(5.4)  

   Not Sure 19(1.8) 20(4.7)  

    

Scrap FISP and Rely on Private Sector   0.003 

   Yes 28(2.6) 13(3.0)  

   No 1012(94.2) 384(89.9)  

   Not Sure 34(3.2) 30(7.0)  

    

Provide More Fertilizer Through FISP    0.341 

   Most Important 265(39.7) 112(44.8)  

   Important 209(31.3) 75(30.0)  

   Least Important 193(28.9) 63(25.2)  

 

 

Just as the survey included a ‘radical’ reform option for FRA (restricting its role to where the private 

sector could not access) it also asked respondents if they would support a candidate who promised to 

‘scrap’ FISP and rely on commercial suppliers. An overwhelming majority of the 1,501 respondents (93% 

or 1,396) indicated that they would not vote for such a candidate. This we argue, is hardly surprising: 

Just as the survey included a ‘radical’ reform option for FRA (restricting its role to where the private sector could not 
access) it also asked respondents if they would support a candidate who promised to ‘scrap’ FISP and rely on commercial 
suppliers. An overwhelming majority of the 1,501 respondents (93% or 1,396) indicated that they would not vote for such 
a candidate. This we argue, is hardly surprising: such a radical departure in policy is likely to be considered high risk in 
rural communities. Farmers are clearly uneasy about the commercial sector taking over in full. As discussed above this 
does not, however, rule out farmers seeing merit in having a range of suppliers comprised of government and the com-
mercial sector.
 
3.6.3. The salience of reforming FRA and FISP among farmers 
The survey established a strong relationship between voting behavior and support for reforming FRA and FISP. To probe 
this further we wanted to see how support for reform of FRA and FISP ranked relative to other priorities: in other words 
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Figure 9.Issues that will influence Respondent’s choice of candidate in election
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such a radical departure in policy is likely to be considered high risk in rural communities. Farmers are 

clearly uneasy about the commercial sector taking over in full. As discussed above this does not, 

however, rule out farmers seeing merit in having a range of suppliers comprised of government and the 

commercial sector.  

3.6.3. The salience of reforming FRA and FISP among farmers  

 

The survey established a strong relationship between voting behavior and support for reforming FRA and 

FISP. To probe this further we wanted to see how support for reform of FRA and FISP ranked relative to 

other priorities: in other words to test the salience of FRA and FISP reform. Therefore the survey asked 

respondents to list the issues that would most influence their choice of presidential candidate. Access to 

fertilizer attracted a plurality of responses (24%), with the second and third most popular options being 

improving roads (18%) and education (14%).  Note the conspicuous absence of the FRA in the list of 

policy priorities for farmers.  

 

Figure 9.Issues that will influence RespondentÕ s choice of candidate in election 

 

3.7 RESPONDENT VIEWS ON GOVERNMENT SPENDING PRIORITIES 

Finally, to try and gauge the relative importance of support for the two programmes respondents were 

asked about the priority they attach to FRA and FISP expenditure compared to expenditure on other key 

economic and social services in rural areas.  

3.7.1 Perceptions on Government spending priorities 

Initially we asked respondents whether government should spend more money on FRA/FISP and less on 

other social services such as education, and health. This allows us to see how Ô attachedÕ  farmers are to 

FRA/FISP vis-ˆ -vis other government services. Second we asked if they would support government 
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to test the salience of FRA and FISP reform. Therefore the survey asked respondents to list the issues that would most 
influence their choice of presidential candidate. Access to fertilizer attracted a plurality of responses (24%), with the sec-
ond and third most popular options being improving roads (18%) and education (14%).  Note the conspicuous absence 
of the FRA in the list of policy priorities for farmers. 

3.7 RESPONDENT VIEWS ON GOVERNMENT SPENDING PRIORITIES

Finally, to try and gauge the relative importance of support for the two programmes respondents were asked about the 
priority they attach to FRA and FISP expenditure compared to expenditure on other key economic and social services 
in rural areas. 

3.7.1 Perceptions on Government spending priorities

Initially we asked respondents whether government should spend more money on FRA/FISP and less on other social 
services such as education, and health. This allows us to see how ‘attached’ farmers are to FRA/FISP vis-à-vis other gov-
ernment services. Second we asked if they would support government reallocating funds from FRA/FISP to other aspects 
of agriculture. This gives some purchase on how important farmers see FRA/FISP vis-à-vis other agricultural priorities. 

When asked to choose between government spending more money on FRA or on social services such as education, 
health, roads etc.  57% of respondents said they would choose spending more on FRA. One might argue this is hardly 
surprising – farmers’, like any interested party, are bound to want to see more spent on services that apply explicitly to 
them. Similarly 62% of the respondents disagreed with reallocating funds meant for FRA to other services. Only 30% of 
respondents agreed to reallocate FRA funds to other social services.

Examined by farm size, the highest proportion (61%) of those that said government should spend more on FRA than 
other social services were farmers in the ‘6-10 acres’ category, followed by the ‘2.6-5 acres’ (57%) and then those with up 
to or less than 2.5 acres (56%).Similarly, on the reallocation of funds from FRA to other services, the highest proportion 
of farmers that disagreed were in the ‘6-10 acres’ group, followed by those above 10 acres. 
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Table 17:  Analysis of relationships between spending on FRA and Use farm size
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Table 17:  Analysis of relationships between spending on FRA and Use farm size 

 
 Area Cultivated Statistics 

≤ 2.5 Acres 2.6 – 5 

Acres 
6 – 10 

Acres 
˃ 10 

Acres 
Not 

Known 
Pvalue 

 N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%) N(%)  

Would choose 
Spending on FRA 
over Roads, 
Education, Health 

     0.692 

   Agree 503(56.4) 147(56.5) 71(60.7) 42(50.0) 88(59.5)  

   Do not Agree 325(36.4) 89(34.2) 38(32.5) 26(31.0) 49(33.1)  

   Not Sure 39(4.4) 15(5.8) 4(3.4) 6(7.1) 8(5.4)  

   Don’t know 25(2.8) 9(3.5) 4(3.4) 10(11.9) 3(2.0)  

       

Government 
Allocate Funds 
from FRA to Other 
Services 

     0.022 

   Agree 293(32.8) 74(28.5) 26(22.2) 16(19.0) 44(29.7)  

   Do not Agree 532(59.6) 162(62.3) 85(72.6) 54(64.3) 91(61.5)  

   Not Sure 36(4.0) 15(5.8) 3(2.6) 10(11.9) 8(5.4)  

   Don’t know 31(3.5) 9(3.5) 3(2.6) 4(4.8) 5(3.4)  

       

       

 

 

On whether government should be spending more money on FISP at the expense of other competing 

social priorities (such as roads, health and education), about three quarters (71%) agreed. Incidentally the 

same proportion of the respondents (71%) disagreed that government should redirect funds meant for 

FISP to other social services; only 20% agreed. By comparison, it would appear from the results that FISP 

had a higher approval rating, compared to FRA, among the farmers in the sample. This confirms the 

importance that farmers attach to input distribution compared to marketing of produce, as also indicated 

in the results on FISP contribution to family and neighbours well-being and poverty reduction 

specifically. 

On whether government should be spending more money on FISP at the expense of other competing social priorities 
(such as roads, health and education), about three quarters (71%) agreed. Incidentally the same proportion of the respon-
dents (71%) disagreed that government should redirect funds meant for FISP to other social services; only 20% agreed. 
By comparison, it would appear from the results that FISP had a higher approval rating, compared to FRA, among the 
farmers in the sample. This confirms the importance that farmers attach to input distribution compared to marketing of 
produce, as also indicated in the results on FISP contribution to family and neighbours well-being and poverty reduction 
specifically.

The views that FISP should get more funding were held by both users and non-users of fertilizers during the 2013/14 
season. However, slightly more farmers who bought fertilizers from commercial sources and those with bigger acreage 
under maize in 2013/14 (above 6 acres) regarded government provision of more fertilizer through FISP as the most 
important priority. However, regardless of whether or not they sold maize to FRA, the farmers in the sample regarded 
government provision of more fertilizer through FISP as a top priority.  
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Table 18: Analysis of relationships between views on provision of ‘more fertilizer through FISP” and 
experience with FRA
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The views that FISP should get more funding were held by both users and non-users of fertilizers during 

the 2013/14 season. However, slightly more farmers who bought fertilizers from commercial sources and 

those with bigger acreage under maize in 2013/14 (above 6 acres) regarded government provision of more 

fertilizer through FISP as the most important priority. However, regardless of whether or not they sold 

maize to FRA, the farmers in the sample regarded government provision of more fertilizer through FISP 

as a top priority.   

 

Table 18: Analysis of relationships between views on provision of Ô more fertilizer through FISPÓ  and 

experience with FRA 

 Sold Maize to FRA Statistics 
Yes No PValue 

 N(%) N(%)  

Provide More Fertilizer Through FISP   0.642 

   Most Important 140(25.6) 211(24.9)  

   Important 99(18.1) 171(20.2)  

   Least Important 101(18.5) 139(16.4)  

 

 

Similarly a slightly higher number of farmers (54%) disagreed that government should invest more 

money in the Food Security Pack (FSP) targeting the poorest than FISP; only 38% approved of more 

funds into FSP than FISP.  

 

3.7.2 The salience of spending on FRA and FISP among farmers  

Respondents were also asked to say which services they would like government spending to prioritize. 

This time they were asked to say which was Ô most importantÕ  from a list. Interestingly, as with the results 

on the relative salience of different reform options (see 3.5.3 above) this revealed that farmers appear to 

priorities FISP over FRA.   

 

A plurality of farmers (26%) identified fertilizer as their highest priority for government expenditure 

followed by health care (19%) local roads (16%) and education (12%).  Despite FRA absorbing vast 

resources, ensuring farmers can sell maize was viewed as the highest priority for government expenditure 

only by 11% of those interviewed. In terms of agricultural spending priorities as many as 30% of 
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respondents said they agreed with the re-allocation of FRA funding to services such as agricultural 

research, agricultural extension and feeder roads. 20% agreed with the re-allocation of FISP expenditure 

to other agricultural issues.  

 

Figure 10: RespondentsÕ  views on sectors government should be spending more money on. 

 
 

4.0 INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS AND CONCLUSION 

The overall objective of the survey of Zambian small and medium scale farmers was to assess their 

experience and views of the FRA and FISP and establish whether or not any proposed key reforms of the 

two programmes by political leaders in their campaign messages would influence their voting patterns.  

4.1 Interpretation of Results 

The following sections outline the main interpretations of the results to the specific objectives of the 

study.  

Objective 1: Establish farmersÕ  perceptions about the effectiveness of FRA and FISP in providing 

the services for which they were established. 

The understanding of the farmersÕ  perception about the effectiveness of FRA and FISP in this study is 

premised on the overall assessment of matrices that include the following: 

§ Access to the market 

§ Payment system (timing of payments) 

§ Pricing system 
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Similarly a slightly higher number of farmers (54%) disagreed that government should invest more money in the Food 
Security Pack (FSP) targeting the poorest than FISP; only 38% approved of more funds into FSP than FISP. 

3.7.2 The salience of spending on FRA and FISP among farmers

Respondents were also asked to say which services they would like government spending to prioritize. This time they 
were asked to say which was ‘most important’ from a list. Interestingly, as with the results on the relative salience of dif-were asked to say which was ‘most important’ from a list. Interestingly, as with the results on the relative salience of dif-were asked to say which was ‘most important’ from a list. Interestingly, as with the results on the relative salience of dif
ferent reform options (see 3.5.3 above) this revealed that farmers appear to priorities FISP over FRA.  

A plurality of farmers (26%) identified fertilizer as their highest priority for government expenditure followed by health 
care (19%) local roads (16%) and education (12%).  Despite FRA absorbing vast resources, ensuring farmers can sell 
maize was viewed as the highest priority for government expenditure only by 11% of those interviewed. In terms of ag-
ricultural spending priorities as many as 30% of respondents said they agreed with the re-allocation of FRA funding to 
services such as agricultural research, agricultural extension and feeder roads. 20% agreed with the re-allocation of FISP 
expenditure to other agricultural issues.

Figure 10: Respondents’ views on sectors government should be spending more money on.
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4.0 INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS AND CONCLUSION

The overall objective of the survey of Zambian small and medium scale farmers was to assess their experience and views 
of the FRA and FISP and establish whether or not any proposed key reforms of the two programmes by political leaders 
in their campaign messages would influence their voting patterns. 

4.1 Interpretation of Results

The following sections outline the main interpretations of the results to the specific objectives of the study. 
Objective 1: Establish farmers’ perceptions about the effectiveness of FRA and FISP in providing the services for which 
they were established.
The understanding of the farmers’ perception about the effectiveness of FRA and FISP in this study is premised on the 
overall assessment of matrices that include the following:
•	 Access	to	the	market
•	 Payment	system	(timing	of	payments)
•	 Pricing	system
•	 Delivery	of	inputs(including	timing)
•	 Private	Sector	participation
•	 Livelihood	impact	at	family	level

Access to the market 

The FRA is mandated to facilitate market linkages for rural based small holder farmers and ensure that maize is pur-
chased on time to allow farmers plan their next crop. However, the survey reveals thatonly a minority of farmers say they 
benefit from FRA (and just over half benefit from FISP). In 2013/14, just 37% of those interviewed sold maize directly to 
FRA. 7% did not produce maize, a further 39% produced maize only for home consumption, and 17% sold to markets 
other than FRA (predominantly private traders but also other outlets such as millers, schools, and individual consumers). 
These points to the need for the FRA to devise a coordinated mechanism of managing a market information system for 
the benefit of the rural small holder farmer and other stakeholders engaged in the maize value chain. There is a definite 
need to improve the availability of market options for the rural farmer. The performance of FRA on this account can also 
be measured in terms of how far it meets the relevant provisions of the FRA Act, in particular on the aspect of “creating 
the necessary conditions to encourage the private sector to develop efficient agricultural production and marketing sys-
tems.” 

Payment system (timing of payments for maize purchases)

By law the FRA is required to publicly declare plans for the purchase of maize in the Gazette and the print media and 
facilitate processes for resourcing such quantum’s well in advance to allow for their inclusion in the subsequent budget. 
The findings show that the most of the farmers (80%) sold maize to FRA were either not paid or paid late (October to 
December); 52% had not received their payment at the time of the survey (December 2014). Most farmers use the pro-
ceeds from the sale of maize to prepare for the subsequent farming season, usually in the third quarter of each year. Late 
payment implies that the farmers would be ill prepared for the subsequent farming season. On this indicator it is not 
surprising that the majority of the farmers in the sample regarded late payment as a major issue with FRA.  

Pricing system
The FRA is mandated to establish or determine prices of maize. More than half of respondents in the survey indicated 
that the FRA price of maize was too low, while only a quarter said that it is about right. That so many said too low is 
hardly surprising – when given the option farmers are bound to say they support a measure which would see them ben-
efit financially. The more significant point is that the FRA does not have a collaborative mechanism for working out the 
price of maize. 
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Delivery of inputs (including timing)

The FISP is also tasked with ensuing timely, effective and ad-
equate supply of agricultural inputs to rural based farmers. 
From the findings, it is evident that the majority of the re-
spondents did not receive the FISP inputs at the time they 
needed them. Most respondents were also strongly opposed 
to maintaining FISP in its current form. Similarly, most re-
spondents - both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries of FISP 
fertilizer - were of the view that government needed to target 
more funding towards FISP, as opposed to other social sec-
tors. These sentiments all point to a flawed input distribution 
system. 

Private Sector participation

Promoting private sector participation in the maize value 
chain is a statutory mandate of both FRA and FISP. The sur-
vey shows that while in practice many sellers of maize and 
users of fertilizer are already dependent on private sector 
markets, there was considerable reluctance for both FRA 
and FISP to accede their role in full to the private sector. At 
the same time almost half of respondents (49%) agreed that 
farmers benefited from the presence of a large number of pri-
vate buyers in their localities. The survey suggests farmers 
want to have access to viable private sector, operating along-
side FRA and FISP, providing them with a range of options 
for input distribution and output marketing.

Most of the farmers also said they had not noticed changes to 
both output marketing and in the availability of inputs from 
private retailers since FRA and FISP began operating in their 
areas. It is evident from the results that the participation of 
the private sector in both fertilizer distribution and, especial-
ly, maize marketing during the 2013/14 season, was not as 
high as it should be. This is despite the fact that the majority 
of the farmers in the sample expressed desire to have a stron-
ger presence of the private sector in both functions. 

Livelihood impact at family level

FRA and FISP were set out to mainly benefit small holder 
farmers, who mostly cultivate less than six acres. However, 
the findings show that many farmers perceive that neither 
programme has had a positive effect on their livelihoods – 
this is especially true for FRA. Just 39% said FRA had made 
them better off compared to 52% who thought it had made 
no impact on their livelihood or actually made them worse 
off (12%). Farmers with larger plots of between 6 and 10 acres 
were proportionately most likely to feel FRA had made them 
better off while farmers with plots of between 2.6 and five 
acres were most likely to feel FRA had made no difference 

to their livelihood or actually made them worse off. 
While most farmers (83%) believe that FISP has con-
tributed positively to poverty reduction, as many as 
47% of FISP users said they were dissatisfied with the 
current FISP distribution system. In comparison with 
FRA a larger proportion of farmers (55%) thought 
they were better off as a result of FISP, but 45% still 
thought it had made no difference or actually made 
them worse off (4%).  Again farmers with larger plots 
of between 6 and 10 acres were proportionately most 
likely to feel FISP had made them better off. 

Objective 2: Establish whether farmers would want 
to see changes to FRA and FISP, and the specific 
changes, if any, they would want to see.
The survey indicates strong consensus among farmers 
to reform FRA and FISP to make them more effec-
tive.  Most of the respondents stated that they would 
vote for a candidate who promised to reform the two 
programmes to serve small and medium farmers bet-
ter. There was a general feeling that both FRA and 
FISP require reform in a number of areas. The pre-
cise nature of reform farmers want is unclear though 
it should ensure a strong focus on poor farmers and, 
in the case of FRA, paying for maize on time, and in 
the case of FISP, ensuring inputs reach farmers in 
time. And while farmers have little time for radical 
reforms – scrapping FISP or heavily restricting the 
role of FRA to remote areas – they appear to prefer a 
scenario whereby they had options between govern-
ment programmes and private players for both input 
distribution and output marketing. 

Objective 3: Establish whether the campaign prom-
ises by politicians (individually as candidates or as 
political parties) on reforming FRA and FISP do ac-
tually influence farmers’ voting preferences.  
The study establishes a possible strong relationship 
between campaign promises on FRA and FISP of the 
candidates in the January 20 2015 Presidential Elec-
tion and the farmers’ voting preferences. Specifically, 
farmers would be influenced to vote for a candidate 
who promises to reform the two programmes to serve 
them better, particularly in the areas of the timely 
buying of maize and paying farmers, in the case of 
FRA, and distribution of inputs in the case of FISP, as 
articulated under Objective 2.Conversely farmers are 
not inclined to vote for a candidate that maintains the 
status quo. 

Nor are they likely to vote for a candidate who prom-
ised to scrap FISP or restrict FRA to remote areas. 
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This is hardly surprising: such a radical departure in 
policy is likely to be considered high risk in rural com-
munities. 

On one hand farmers generally feel the two pro-
grammes had not delivered as expected of them. On 
the other, they would like these programmes to contin-
ue albeit in a reformed manner and in such a way that 
they would serve the farmers side-by-side with a flour-
ishing private sector as articulated under Objective 1. 
While farmers oppose the private sector taking over 
in full from government there is support for a mixed 
economy approach, which would provide them with a 
wider range of options. However, if this is to be realized 
then efforts will need to be undertaken to boost farmer 
confidence in the sector as an alternative for both fer-
tilizer distribution and maize marketing. The evidence 
presented here suggests that the two programmes have 
not achieved the specific mandate of “creating an en-
abling environment that will facilitate an efficient sup-
ply of agricultural inputs, increase private sector partic-
ipation and improve the functioning of markets.”

Presently the view of farmers is that these programmes 
must be made to work better.  In practice it may simply 
be that farmers want a system that allows them to get 
inputs in time, and which provides a market for their 
produce. How this happens – be it via government or 
the market, may well be of secondary importance. Fur-
ther work is needed to probe farmers’ attitudes to re-
form. 

Objective 4: Establish farmers’ perceptions on issues 
that are likely to influence farmers’ choice of candi-
date in the Presidential By-Election held in January 
2015 and to probe preferences on government spend-
ing priorities

The findings of the survey reveal that incidentally the 
four issues that were likely to influence the farmers’ 
choice of candidate in the January 20th Presidential 
election are the same ones they would like government 
to spend more money on. These are: provision of more 
fertilizer; improvements to local roads; improvements 
to education; and, improvements to health care. The re-
sults further suggest that the farmers in the sample – re-
gardless of their experiences with the two programmes 
and other demographics – were generally against gov-
ernment re-directing resources meant for FRA and 
FISP to other social services. This confirms the strong 
connection between them and the two programmes. 

The results re-affirm the findings of other studies which sug-
gest that access to inputs and markets for produce seem to 
be the main areas of concern, hence the high rating for ‘pro-
vision of more fertilizers’ and ‘improvements to local roads’. 
Between the two – market and fertilizer access – the latter 
again surfaces as the most critical in terms of influencing how 
farmers vote and what they want their government to spend 
public resources on. This also validates the findings under 
Objective 1, which shows that FISP had a higher rating in 
terms of perceived improvements to beneficiary families and 
neighbors and overall poverty alleviation.  

However, the expressed value attachment to both FRA and 
FISP and desire to see more investment into the two pro-
grammes should be a source of concern to government and 
stakeholders given the high cost of maintaining them (the 
two programmes combined take up more than half of MAL 
budget). It also undermines all that government has been try-
ing to achieve in terms of reducing government spending on 
subsidies, creating incentives for private sector participation 
in agriculture and even in terms of Objective 1 of FISP, which 
states that:  

To expand markets for private sector input suppliers/dealers 
and increase their involvement in the distribution of agri-
cultural inputs in rural areas, thereby reducing direct role of 
Government.

4.2 Conclusion
Given the key findings from this survey, it is apparent that 
there are very high levels of dissatisfaction amongst small 
and medium scale farmers currently accessing agricultural 
inputs through FISP and those that are selling their maize 
to the food reserve agency. What is even clearer is the fact 
that small scale farmers from this survey have validated the 
fact that there is an electoral dividend to be reaped by any 
political party that is willing to reform FISP and FRA oper-
ations. CTPD therefore concludes that in the 2016 electoral 
campaigning processes, political parties will need to have a 
very clear message to the voters, particularly the electorate 
in rural areas on what specific changes they will introduce to 
improve the implementation of FISP and ensure that FRA op-
erations do benefit the small and medium scale farmers. The 
survey reveals that campaigning promises do indeed have an 
influence on the choice of candidate: in this case farmers are 
looking to cast their vote for a party and candidate that is in-
terested in undertaking key reforms to FISP and FRA.
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