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ABSTRACT 

The main focus of this study is on the interplay between government’s agro strategies and 

programmes on the one hand and Gwembe District’s ecology, poor road network, rocky and 

hilly terrain on the other. The study explores the national agro strategies and programmes that 

were formulated, modified and implemented by successive Zambian Governments from 1964 

to 2011, with the aim of alleviating high poverty levels especially in rural areas. Further, it 

examines the performance and progression of such agricultural strategies and programmes 

which resulted in the continuation, modification and discontinuation of some. The study 

thereafter examines the reaction of Gwembe small scale farmers towards the agro strategies 

and programmes. It shows that the reaction of Gwembe’s small scale farmers was 

circumstantial and was dependent on the dictates of the policy, prevailing conditions at the 

time of implementation and benefits attached to the policy or programme. Depending on the 

above factors, Gwembe small scale farmers welcomed some policies and programmes while 

resenting others. There were times when the latter cooperated to get what they desired. At 

times they acted aggressively to show despondence over government intentions but also 

showed apathy to policies and programmes they deemed unbeneficial. The study also 

assesses the impact of agro strategies and programmes on small scale farmers of Gwembe. It 

notes that despite the various agro strategies and programmes implemented in the district, the 

impact was negligible due to persistence crop failure resulting from droughts and other 

ecological factors, failure of parastatals tasked with disbursement of credit and other services 

as well as inadequate agro storage facilities. 

Keywords: Agricultural strategies and programmes, Ecology, Terrain, Road network 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



v 
 

DEDICATION 

This work is dedicated to my late mother, Godfridah Vincent Kangwa Mulenga Ndalaweshi. 

To my father, Ignatius James Muma Mulenga, your greatness has made it possible for me to 

reach where I am today in pursuit of my dreams.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



vi 
 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

In the first place, I sincerely thank God for having made it possible for me to reach 

this far with my work. God, I lift your name higher. 

To my supervisor Dr Webby S Kalikiti, I say thank you for all the time you spent in 

ensuring that my work reaches acceptable scholarly standard. Special thanks also go to the 

lecturers in the Department of Historical and Archaeological studies for their contribution 

through constructive criticism of the research proposal and dissertation. 

My academic journey will be incomplete without the mention of my two colleagues 

whom I went through thin and thick. To Apex and Oggy, you guys eased school for the two 

years we stayed together and the special moments we shared. To all my 2017 course mates, 

you were fantabulous.  

Special thanks also go to the staff at the Ministry of Agriculture Headquarters and  

Gwembe, National Archives of Zambia (NAZ), University of Zambia Library, farmers and 

the farming community in Gwembe, Radio Chikuni and Sky FM in Monze, who all played a 

pivotal role in helping me access primary data. To Mr Mutelo, former District Marketing 

Development Officer (DMDO), Gwembe, only God will reward you for all the efforts you 

made and the time you spared during my data collection in aforementioned districts.  

To my school administrators, Mr L.S. Mande and Mr V. Muleya, I am highly 

indebted to you for facilitating my study leave.  

Lastly, but of course not least, to my wife Priscilla you are so wonderful, your help 

and understanding during the course of my study was too immense. To the three musketeers, 

Mulenga, Mwansa and Limpo, you made me stay focused because of the time I deprived you 

of. I love you guys. 

 

 

 

 

 



vii 
 

 TABLE OF CONTENTS 

DECLARATION .................................................................................................................. i 

APPROVAL ........................................................................................................................ ii 

ABSTRACT........................................................................................................................ iv 

DEDICATION .................................................................................................................... v 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ............................................................................................... vi 

LIST OF TABLES .............................................................................................................. x 

LIST OF FIGURES ........................................................................................................... xi 

ABBREVIATIONS ........................................................................................................... xii 

CHAPTER ONE ................................................................................................................. 1 

INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................... 1 

1.1 Introduction and Historical Background ..................................................................... 1 

1.2 Statement of the Problem .............................................................................................. 7 

1.3 Objectives of the study .................................................................................................. 7 

1.4 Rationale ........................................................................................................................ 7 

1.5 Geography of the area ................................................................................................... 8 

1.6 Literature Review ........................................................................................................ 11 

1.7 Research Methodology ................................................................................................ 20 

1.8 Organisation of the study ............................................................................................ 20 

CHAPTER TWO .............................................................................................................. 21 

GOVERNMENT AGRICULTURAL STRATEGIES AND PROGRAMMES, ............. 21 

1964- 2011 .......................................................................................................................... 21 



viii 
 

2.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................. 21 

2.2 Embracing Small Scale Farmers in Extension Services ............................................. 21 

2.2.1 Agricultural Camps and Extension Officers ........................................................... 21 

2.2.2 Farmer Training Centers and Farm Institutes ....................................................... 23 

2.2.3 Agricultural Shows ................................................................................................... 25 

2.2.4 Mass Media ............................................................................................................... 27 

2.3 Settlement Schemes ..................................................................................................... 30 

2.4 Agro Statutory Bodies and Co-operative Unions ....................................................... 32 

2.4.1 Credit Organisation of Zambia, African Finance Company, Zambia Agricultural 

Development Bank and Lima Bank.................................................................................. 32 

2.4.2. Grain Marketing Board, Agricultural Rural Marketing Board and National 

Agricultural Marketing Board ......................................................................................... 36 

2.4.3 Lint Company ........................................................................................................... 41 

2.4.4. Price Control............................................................................................................ 45 

2.5 Conclusion ................................................................................................................... 47 

CHAPTER THREE .......................................................................................................... 49 

THE REACTION OF SMALL SCALE FARMERS TO AGRICULTURAL 

STRATEGIES AND PROGRAMMES IN GWEMBE .................................................... 49 

3.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................. 49 

3.2 Extension Services through Agricultural Camps and ................................................ 49 

3.3 The Mass Media as a Tool for Promoting Extension Services ................................... 53 

3.4 Extension Services through Agricultural Shows ........................................................ 56 



ix 
 

3.5 Settlement Schemes ..................................................................................................... 59 

3.6 Credit Facilities ........................................................................................................... 60 

3.7 Seed and Input supply, Distribution and Crop Marketing ........................................ 63 

3.8 Cotton Production ....................................................................................................... 68 

3.9 Conclusion ................................................................................................................... 72 

CHAPTER FOUR ............................................................................................................. 74 

THE IMPACT OF AGRICULTURAL STRATEGIESAND PROGRAMMES ON 

GWEMBE DISTRICT ...................................................................................................... 74 

4.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................. 74 

4.2 The Performance of Agro Camps and Farmer Training Centers ............................. 74 

4.3 Agricultural Shows as part of Extension services ...................................................... 83 

4.4 Extension Services through Mass Media .................................................................... 87 

4.5 Settlement Schemes ..................................................................................................... 91 

4.6 Agricultural Loans and Credit Disbursement............................................................ 93 

4.7 Seed and Fertiliser Support Programmes .................................................................. 96 

4.8 Crop Marketing and pricing ..................................................................................... 106 

4.9 Lint Company and Cotton Production ..................................................................... 113 

4.10 Conclusion ............................................................................................................... 117 

CHAPTER FIVE............................................................................................................. 118 

Conclusion ....................................................................................................................... 118 

Bibliography .................................................................................................................... 121 

 



x 
 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1: Progression of Agricultural Camps in Zambia, 1954 – 1984..................................22 

Table 2: Initial Arrangement of FISP, 2002...........................................................................39 

Table 3: Cotton Production in Zambia, 1993 – 2001..............................................................43 

Table 4: Cotton Production in Zambia, 2002 – 2011..............................................................45 

Table 5: Radio Farm Forum Attendance, 1971 and 1972........................................................53 

Table 6: Provincial Estimates of Cotton Growing, 1970.........................................................69 

Table 7: Areas most hit by Hunger due to Inadequate Government Agro Services and 

Droughts, 1979........................................................................................................................77 

Table 8: Number of Agricultural Camps in Gwembe, 1968 – 1992.......................................78 

Table 9: Amounts given to Districts in Southern Province for Agro Shows, 1971-1972.......84 

Table 10: Selected Radio Farm Forum Attendance in Southern Province, 1970 - 1971........87 

Table 11: Cotton Dominated RFFs, 1975...............................................................................88 

Table 12: Number of Radio Farm Forums in Gwembe, 1971 – 1992....................................89 

Table 13: Credit Disbursed in Southern Province, 1971-1973................................................93 

Table 14: Beneficiaries of Credit in Southern Province, 1975...............................................94 

Table 15: Inputs supplied and Distributed in Southern Province, 1972-1975 .......................97 

Table 16: Crop Production in Gwembe, 1985-1991...........................................................100 

Table 17: Trend in Maize Yield in Gwembe, 2005 – 2011....................................................106 

Table 18: Number of bags of maize Purchased in Southern Province, 1973......................107 

Table 19: Crop Marketing in Gwembe, 2005 – 2011.............................................................112 

Table 20: State of Cotton Production in Gwembe, 1982.......................................................115 

 

 

 



xi 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1: Map of Gwembe.......................................................................................................10 

Figure 2: Housing units in Gwembe in comparison to Monze...............................................79 

Figures 3 and 4: Gwembe main storage facilities compared to Monze........................1109-110 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



xii 
 

ABBREVIATIONS 

ADMARC                    Agricultural Development and Marketing Corporation  

AFC                              African Finance Company  

AFE                                         African Farming Equipment  

AMC                           Agricultural Marketing Committee  

ANC                             African National Congress  

ARMB                          African Rural Marketing Board  

ASIP                            Agricultural Sector Investment Programme  

BBC                              British Broadcasting Corporation  

BEO                              Block Extension Officers  

BSAC                                     British South African Company 

CDP                              Community Development Projects  

CEO                               Camp Extension Officers  

CF                                  Conservation Farming  

CFS                                Crop Forecasts Survey  

CHO                                Crop Husbandry Officers 

CI                                   Cooperative Inspector 

COZ                                 Credit Organisation of Zambia 

CSB                                  Cold Storage Board  

CSO                                 Central Statistical Office  

CTPD                               Centre for Trade Policy and Development  

DACO                           District Agricultural Coordinator    

DAO                                District Agricultural Officer  

DC                                   District Commissioner  

DMDO                             District Management and Development Officer 



xiii 
 

FI                                     Farm Institute  

FISP                                 Farmer Input Support Programme  

FNDP                                    First National Development Plan 

FNDP                               Fourth National Development Plan  

FRA                                 Food Reserve Agency  

FSP                                 Farmer Support Programme  

FTC                                 Farmer Training Centre 

GMB                                Grain Marketing Board  

GTDP                               Gwembe Tonga Development Project 

IBA                                    Independent Broadcasting Authority 

IMF                                     International Monetary Fund  

JSPRF                                 Justice Solidarity Poverty Reduction Fund 

Lint Co                                Lint Company  

MAWD                               Ministry of Agriculture and Water Development  

MDSP                                 Multiplication and Distribution of improved Seed project  

MFTC                                 Malima Farmer Training Center 

MMD                                  Movement for Multi-party Democracy  

NAEASS                              National Agricultural Extension and Advisory Services 

Strategy 

NAIS                                   National Agriculture Information Services 

NAMBOARD                       National Agriculture Marketing Board 

NAP                                    National Agricultural Policy 

NDP                                    National Development Plan 

NERP                                  New Economic Recovery Programme 

NFIS                                   National Farming Information Service  



xiv 
 

NGO                                  Non-Governmental Organisations  

PACRA   Patents and Companies Registration Agency 

PAO                                  Provincial Agricultural Officer  

PF                                     Patriotic Front  

PMCU                               Provincial Marketing Cooperative Unions  

PRSP                                 Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper  

RDCZ                                Rural Development Corporation of Zambia  

RFF                                   Radio Farm Forum 

RIS                                    Rural Information Service 

SAO                                        Senior Agricultural Officer 

SAP                                   Structural Adjustment Programmes 

SETO                                  Senior Extension Training Officer  

SI                                        Statutory Instruments  

SMP                                    Seed Multiplication Project  

SNDP                                 Second National Development Plan  

SPCMU                              Southern Province Cooperative Marketing Union 

UNESCO                               United Nations Education, Scientific and Cultural Organisation  

UNIP                                   United National Independence Party 

UNZA                                  University of Zambia 

VCR                                    Video Cassette Recorders  

VSB                                    Village Seed Banks 

ZADB                                  Zambia Agricultural Development Bank 

ZESCO                                Zambia Electricity Supply Corporation     

ZFTC                                   Zambezi Farmers Training Centre  



xv 
 

ZNBC                                  Zambia National Broadcasting Corporation  

ZNFU                                  Zambia National Farmers Union  

ZPA                                        Zambia Privatisation Agency  



iv 
 

 



1 
 

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Introduction and Historical Background 

Rural poverty has been one of the most pertinent issues that Zambia has grappled with 

since independence in 1964. In fact, rural poverty remains one of the major problems most 

independent African states have failed to eradicate.1 Between 1964 and 2011, successive 

Zambian governments identified agriculture as one of the main ways which could be used to 

reduce high poverty levels in the country, especially rural areas. To achieve this, a national 

agricultural policy was envisioned whose vision was to come up with specific programmes 

and strategies the government would follow in order to increase production. This was 

envisaged to increase food security and incomes for households, thereby reducing poverty 

levels. 2  As a result, the Zambian government formulated, modified and implemented a 

number of agro strategies immediately after independence throughout the country. These agro 

strategies were uniform in nature despite variations in agro ecological zones and landscapes.3 

The main aim of government incoming up with uniform agro strategies and 

programmes was to promote equality among small scale farmers throughout the country for 

them to have equal access to income generation, food production and food security as 

demanded by the agro policy. This was because income levels in rural areas had been low 

with minimal chances of rural populations being engaged in formal employment. 

Consequently, agriculture was considered to be the only means through which rural poverty 

could be alleviated.4 In view of the above, Samuel Chipungu suggested that with improved 

agriculture, there could be generation of wage employment in rural areas.5 The government 

felt obliged to support the rural community through agriculture by ensuring that it came up 

with favourable strategies and programmes. Implementing such strategies and programmes 

                                                             
1 Michael Bratton, The Local Politics of Rural Development: Peasant and Party- State in 

Zambia (Hanover: University Press of New England, 1980), p.3. 
2Government of The Republic of Zambia (hereafter GRZ), Ministry of Agriculture and 

Cooperatives, National Agricultural Policy (2004-2015), Lusaka, p.1. 
3 Zambia is divided into three major agro-ecological regions, namely regions I, II and III. 

Rainfall performance as well as the quality of soil differs across these regions. See The 

Second National Agricultural Policy, 2016, Ministry of Agriculture and Ministry of 

Livestock and Fisheries, Lusaka, p.3. 
4 Bratton, The Local Politics of Rural Development, p.4. 
5 Samuel N Chipungu,The State of Technology and Peasant Differentiation in Zambia. A 

Case Study of Southern Province 1930 to 1986 (Lusaka: Historical Association of Zambia, 

1988), p.136. 
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was a priority to government because small scale farmers played a crucial role in national 

food security especially for the urban consumers.6 

The government’s commitment to rural agricultural development was seen in the First 

National Development Plan (FNDP) of 1966 to 1971 which aimed at: 

Minimising inherited imbalance between the urban and rural sectors 

and develop production in agriculture to increase rural incomes and 

reduce the country’s dependence on copper exports.7 

It is, however, important to note that the Zambian government inherited most of the 

agricultural strategies and programmes from the colonial government. These were then 

modified to cater for small scale farmers because during the colonial era, such agro strategies 

and programmes were mostly biased towards white commercial farmers to the exclusion of 

indigenous small scale farmers.   

Immediately after independence, the Zambian government, in its quest to come up 

with a national agricultural policy, extended strategies and programmes such as extension 

services to rural-based small scale farmers with the aim of helping in imparting relevant 

agricultural knowledge to them. Extension services were considered vital in the development 

of agriculture as they were planned to be easily accessible to farmers.  

The first step towards mitigating rural poverty was the creation of agricultural camps 

in 1965. The Government of the First Republic of Zambia employed agricultural extension 

officers to man the newly created camps.8 This resonated with Mebel Brannan’s view that 

districts were divided into a number of areas with field level extension workers operating 

agricultural camps.9 These officers were tasked to guide, monitor and supervise farmers in 

their day to day running of farming activities. 

Skills training for farmers were further enhanced with the construction of Farmer 

Training Centres (FTCs) in most rural areas of the country in the late 1960s. For instance, 

                                                             
6Ruth Phiri, ‘A History of National Agricultural Marketing Board (NAMBOARD) in 

Promoting Food Security in Zambia 1969-1989’, MA Dissertation, University of Zambia, 

2016, p.21. 
7 GRZ, First National Development Plan 1966-1970, (Lusaka: Office of National Planning 

and  Development 1966), p.2. 
8Chipungu, The State, Technology and Peasant Differentiation, p.135. 
9Mebel Jean Rawlins- Brannan, ‘A Study of the Role, Performance and Training of 

Agricultural Extension Workers in Zambia’, Msc Thesis, The University of Guelph, 1985, p. 

43. 
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Lunzua and Monze FTCs in Mbala and Monze Districts respectively, were created. The main 

reason for doing so was to ensure that farmers especially in rural areas were equipped with 

relevant skills by receiving formal training. In line with the same, Farming Institutes (FIs) 

were also opened up in different parts of the country, for instance, Kanchomba in Choma 

District. The FIs provided in-service training to agricultural staff through refresher courses.10 

Extension services were further offered through enhanced communication. This is 

because communication with the rural small scale farmers was one of the major challenges 

which hit the newly independent country of Zambia. In 1965, government was compelled to 

introduce radio programmes targeting rural farmers to fill in gaps that could have been left by 

the agricultural camps.11 The major task of this programme was to disseminate information to 

farmers on issues to do with all agricultural related benefits. The programmes were mainly 

conducted by professional agriculturalists who talked to rural farmers about different ways of 

improving farming activities.  

Interactive forums such as field days and agricultural shows were also introduced as 

part of extension services in the late 1960s. These activities brought together farmers and 

other stakeholders to share their experiences with one another and also to learn more about 

agriculture.12 The activities took place annually and ensured that farmers showed solidarity 

amongst themselves. Those who attended these important days acquired productive skills. 

The independent Zambian government further encouraged the rural farming 

community to continue with agriculture through settlement and farming schemes of 1966.13 

The main reason for coming up with this programme was to see to it that households were 

grouped together under family farms. This was done in order to encourage agricultural 

production among the rural dwellers so as to increase their incomes and reduce rural poverty. 

                                                             
10 Adrian P Wood, ‘Agricultural Policy  Since Independence’, in Adrian P Wood et-al (eds.), 

The Dynamics of Agricultural Policy and Reform in Zambia, (Iowa: Iowa State University 

Press, 1990), p.24. 
11Dorothy Mwansa, ‘Agricultural Research in Zambia 1964-1980’, in Yizenge Chondoka, 

Bizeck J Phiri and Chewe M Chabatama (eds.) Zambia: Forty Years after Independence 

1964- 2004.(Lusaka: Department of History, UNZA 2007), p.109. 
12Robert Klepper, ‘Zambia Agricultural Structure and Performance’, in B. Turok (ed.), 

Development in Zambia: A Reader (London: Zed Books, 1979), p.143. 
13GRZ, First National Development Plan 1966-1970, p.23. Farming schemes where 

specifically for farming purposes, while settlement schemes were for resettling overpopulated 

citizens with farming as an integral part to such settlements.  
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Michael C. Bwalya stressed that the government came in to assist settled farmers with loans, 

technical and extension advice among other services.14 

The government further facilitated the issuance of credit to small scale farmers 

through the Credit Organisation of Zambia (COZ) in 1967 which was later replaced with the 

African Finance Company (AFC) in 1969.  The Zambia Agricultural Development Bank 

(ZADB) was created in 1983 and later merged with the AFC to form Lima Bank in 1987.15 

The main aim of creating these organisations was to extend financial services to small scale 

farmers especially those in rural and remote areas.16 Adrian Wood indicated that such policies 

were liberal in nature as they encouraged subsistence producers to be innovative and increase 

their productive capacity.17 This was done to enhance chances for rural small scale farmers to 

have access to cash which was needed for production and marketing.  

From the marketing point of view, the government decided to come up with a single 

facility to deal with input supply and distribution, marketing and crop collection. This was 

achieved through the creation of a monolithic parastatal organisation called National 

Agriculture Marketing Board(NAMBOARD) in 1969 after merging the Grain Marketing 

Board (GMB) and African Rural Marketing Board (ARMB). NAMBOARD took over the 

running of depots positioned at different locations of the country as its officials went round 

the country facilitating all agricultural related activities on behalf of the government.18  Later 

Provincial Marketing Cooperative Unions (PMCUs) were created to operate alongside 

NAMBOARD. In addition, government introduced uniform agricultural prices in the 1974-75 

crop marketing season. The policy saw to it that all farmers, regardless of location, received 

the same prices for their crop. 19  The state was however, expected to meet the cost of 

transportation especially for farmers located outside the line of rail. 

Initially, government had realised that historically, some regions of the country had 

favourable conditions for growing cotton. This resulted in government engaging with the 

GMB to look into the affairs of cotton growing. Following the merging of GMB and ARMB 

                                                             
14 Michael C.  Bwalya, ‘Participation or Powerless: The Place of Peasants in Zambia’s Rural 

Development’, in Chibwe Chibaye et-al (eds.), Beyond Political Independence: Zambia’s 

Development Predicament in the 1980s (New York: Montana Publishers, 1984), p.75.   
15 Nga’ndu P Magande, The Depth of my Footprints: From the Hills Namaila to the Global 

Stage (Atlanta: Independent Publishers, 2018), p.173. 
16 Bwalya, ‘Participation or Powerless’, p. 76. 
17 Wood, ‘Agricultural Policy Since Independence,’ p.24. 
18Wood, ‘Agricultural Policy since Independence,’ p.24. 
19Wood, ‘Agricultural Policy since Independence,’ p.24. 
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into NAMBOARD, the latter was given authority to spearhead the growing of cotton in the 

country.20 When it became perceptible that cotton growing was viable, government decided 

to create an autonomous parastatal body called Lint Company (Lint Co) in 1978 to 

concentrate on the cotton industry. Later, all cotton related activities were left in the hands of 

the private sector after privatisation in 1994. 

The instability surrounding the Zambian economy in the late 1970s and early 1980s 

due to the unfavourable copper prices coupled with the drop in external loans from $731 

million to $156 million, made the government look for external help. Prior to this, the 

Zambian government could borrow from international money lenders without conditions 

attached. During the 1982 negotiations between the government and the International 

Monetary Fund (IMF), the latter came up with demands for reforms. In the agro sector, 

demands were centred on the removal of price controls and monopoly of powers exercised by 

parastatal agricultural organisations. The other demand called on government to allow private 

organisations to actively participate in agricultural activities in Zambia.21 

However, in May 1987, government broke away from the proposed liberalised 

policies of the IMF and formulated the New Economic Recovery Programme(NERP) based 

on the local initiative.22 For the agro sector, NERP was expected to come up with increased 

producer prices, improved credit and extension services and timely payment to farmers. 

However, the NERP later gave birth to the Policy Framework Paper (PFP) of 1989 which was 

later revised in February, 1991 in the Fourth National Development Plan (FNDP) of 1989-

1993.23 

The above period coincided with the coming to power of the Movement for Multi-

party Democracy (MMD) government. There was a major shift in policy direction which saw 

the liberalisation of the Zambian economy. This was done with the assistance of the IMF 

through the Structural Adjustment Programmes(SAPs). In the agricultural sector, there were 

major reforms which took place in line with the newly promoted liberalised economy. In 

view of this, Chabatama stressed that: 

                                                             
20 Mwaba A et-al, ‘The Lint Company of Zambia’ in Woods A P et al (eds.) The Dynamics of 

Agricultural Policy and Reform in Zambia (Iowa: Iowa State University, 1990), pp.408-409. 
21Wood, “Agricultural Policy since Independence” p.52. 
22Julius Shawa, ‘Zambia’ in Alberto Valdes and Kay Muir- Leresche (eds.) Agricultural 

Policy Reforms and Regional Market Integration in Malawi, Zambia and 

Zimbabwe.(Washington: International Food Policy Research Institute, 1993), p.142. 
23 Shawa, “Zambia”, p.142. 
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The main thrust of agricultural liberalisation the government implemented after 

1991 as part of structural adjustment was government withdrawal from the 

agricultural sector and de-regulation of input-distribution, agricultural production, 

marketing, storage and processing of agricultural products.24 

The Zambian government was on the verge of divesting itself from agro related programmes. 

However, it remained committed to the provision of an enabling environment for farmers. 

Working with donors, government established the Agricultural Sector Investment 

Programme(ASIP) in 1994 to improve domestic input distribution, crop marketing and 

reduction of subsidies.  The government created the Food Reserve Agency (FRA) in 1996 for 

strategic national food reserve and security which had little to do with crop marketing. The 

period 1994-2001 further saw the private sector playing a major role in agricultural activities 

such as input supply and distribution as well as marketing. 

The change in the presidency in 2001 resulted in the introduction of a new subsidy 

programme called Farmer Input Support Programme (FISP), initially called Farmer Support 

Programme (FSP) in 2002.25 The argument in support of this move was that FISP would 

benefit producers and consumers alike, ultimately reducing poverty levels especially in rural 

areas through increased household food security and income.26 In 2011, this programme was 

still running. From 2005, marketing of agro products was reserved for FRA while the private 

sector continued to be part of input supply, distribution and marketing.  

However, despite government initiating uniform agro strategies and programmes there 

were numerous challenges for both the farmer and the state. This was as a result of the 

varying ecological setup of the country and other factors such as road network and terrain. 

This study therefore, is an attempt to investigate the interface between uniform 

government agro strategies and programmes on the one hand and Gwembe District’s ecology 

and topography on the other in developing agriculture and reducing rural poverty.  

                                                             
24Chewe M Chabatama, ‘What went Wrong? Agricultural Liberalisation and Food Security in 

Zambia, 1991-2001.’ A Paper Presented at the UNESCO Conference on Poverty in the 

SADC States at Mountain inn, Mbabane Swaziland, February 25-28, 2002. p.12.  
25 Alfred Sianjase, ‘Impacts of Farmer Input Support Programme on Beneficiaries: The Case 

of Gwembe District.’ M.A Dissertation, The University of Zambia, 2013, p.2. 
26 Republic of Zambia, Ministry of Agriculture, Farmer Input Support Programme (FISP), 

2018- 2019 Agricultural Season, Direct Input Supply Implementation Manual, EU and FAO, 

p.5.  
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1.2 Statement of the Problem 

Since independence, successive governments of the Republic of Zambia have 

formulated, modified and implemented a number of uniform agro strategies and programmes 

aimed at reducing rural poverty. Despite these strategies and programmes however, some 

areas have remained highly underdeveloped with high poverty levels. For example, Gwembe 

District, the focus of this study, had the second highest levels of poverty at 78.80 percent in 

the Southern Province in 2010.27 Although there is considerable literature about Gwembe, 

little attention has been given to the impact of agro strategies and programmes initiated by 

successive governments in reducing rural poverty, taking into consideration ecological and 

topographical factors. Scholars such as G.N. Hantobolo, Bennett Siamwiza, Leonard Chiinda, 

Brenda Lulu Musonda, Elizabeth Colson and Lisa Gliggart et al. have largely concentrated on 

the Gwembe Valley Tonga who were victims of the construction of the Kariba Dam during 

the colonial period. Therefore, this study attempts to fill this glaring gap by assessing the 

impact of government’s agro strategies and programmes in addressing rural poverty with 

respect to the ecology and terrain of Gwembe District. 

1.3 Objectives of the study 

The study endeavours to: 

1. explore agro strategies and programmes initiated by the Zambian government from 

1964 to 2011; 

2. examine the reaction of small scale farmers to the agro strategies and programmes 

in Gwembe District from 1964 to 2011; 

3. assess the impact of agro strategies and programmes on small scale farmers of 

Gwembe District from 1964 to 2011. 

1.4 Rationale   

This study is justified on the grounds that existing literature has not dealt much on the 

impact of national uniform agricultural strategies and programmes on Gwembe District in 

relation to its ecology and landscape. The study will also add value to existing literature on 

government agro strategies and programmes and rural poverty.  

                                                             
27 GRZ, Central Statistical Office, Zambia 2010 Census of Population and Housing Southern 

Province Analytical Report, Volume 9, Lusaka, March, 2014, p.7. Siavonga had the highest 

levels of poverty in the Southern Province which stood at 79.7 percent. 
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1.5 Geography of the area 

Gwembe District is located in the Southern Province of Zambia. It is among the 

thirteen districts of the region. It is located approximately 220 km from Lusaka, the capital 

city of Zambia. Between 1964 and 1992, Gwembe District comprised Gwembe central, 

Gwembe north and Gwembe south. Effective 1992, Gwembe was split into three districts 

namely; Gwembe (central), Sinazongwe (south) and Siavonga (north).  Lake Kariba is one of 

the main physical features which borders Gwembe with Siavonga and Sinazongwe Districts. 

The Lake further borders Gwembe with neighbouring Zimbabwe. Other districts bordering 

Gwembe include Monze in the west, Pemba in the south-west and Mazabuka in the north-

west. Much of the eastern part of the district lies in the valley, while the western side lies in 

the plateau which is mostly hilly and rocky. 

The 2010 census of housing and population conducted by the Central Statistical 

Office (CSO) showed that the district had a human population of approximately 53,117. 

25,908 of the inhabitants of Gwembe or 48.77 percent were male while 27,209 were female 

or 51.23 percent of the total population.28 Gwembe has been classified as remote due to its 

location and the state of the natural environment. There is not much economic activity to talk 

about because many of the district’s inhabitants rely on subsistence agriculture as the major 

source of livelihood. Those who live along the shores of Lake Kariba do some fishing though 

on a subsistence scale. There is also a cotton ginnery which has operational challenges. 

Estimates from the 2000 ‘Census of Population and Housing and 2002-03 Living Conditions 

Monitoring Survey’ headcount showed that Gwembe was the second most poverty-stricken 

district in Southern province at 78.80 percent after Siavonga which stood at 79.70 percent.29 

The climate of Gwembe District is associated with hot temperatures reaching as high 

as 45 degrees Celcius in the month of October. The area experiences abnormally high 

temperatures during most parts of the year regardless of the season. Rainfall in the area is 

erratic, irregular and unevenly distributed with unpredictable beginnings and endings of the 

rainy season.30 In most instances, this rainfall pattern has resulted in either moderate or severe 

                                                             
28GRZ, Zambia 2010 Census of Population and Housing p.7. 
29GRZ, Central Statistical Office, Micro- Level Estimates of Poverty in Zambia, Lusaka, 

2007, p.45. 
30 Elizabeth Colson, Human Problems of Kariba Volume II Social Organisation of Gwembe 

Tonga.(Manchester: Manchester University: Press, 1960), p.5.Also see Siamwiza and 

Chiinda, Hantobolo and Cliggert.  
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droughts or floods in most parts of the district. This leaves the people of Gwembe with a lot 

of uncertainties when it comes to agricultural prospects as crop failures are not uncommon. 

Gwembe’s soils are mainly in two forms. Though the best alluvial soils were lost in 

Lake Kariba, there is still planting space along the shores of the lake. However, most plants 

planted in fertile alluvial soils are susceptible to floods. Most of the areas of the district are 

surrounded by Mopane soil which is infertile with poor physical capacities. Mopane soil has 

been cited as being the contributing factor to the higher rate of crop failure.  

The terrain of the whole district is hilly and rocky posing a great challenge when it 

comes to the transportation of people and goods. The roads barely receive a face lift from the 

government despite it being the home to Lake Kariba and a link to other districts through the 

bottom road. From 1992 following the detaching of Sinazongwe and Siavonga Districts from 

Gwembe, the district has no tarred road of any form. Grading of the most important roads 

takes place after a number of years. Most of the roads are impassable especially during the 

rainy season with some reaching dead ends abruptly.   

The district is divided into three agricultural blocks and fifteen camps. Lufuwa block 

consists of Gwembe central, Munyumbwe and Sompani camps. Chipepo Block comprises 

Chipepo, Siabamba, Sinafala, Kkoma, Chisanga and Siampande while Bbondo Block consists 

of Bunyete, Bbondo Chaamwe, Nakasika and Luumbo camps.31 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             
31 Davy Munthali, Senior Agricultural Officer, Gwembe. Date of interview: 22/04/2019 
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Figure 1: Map of Gwembe District in the Southern Province of Zambia. 

 

 

Source: District Agricultural Coordinator’s Office, Gwembe- 19/04/2019  
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1.6 Literature Review 

A survey of existing literature reveals that there is considerable scholarly work in the 

field of agriculture worldwide. This is because agriculture has been identified as one of the 

key areas which could be used to reduce rural poverty in almost all countries including 

Zambia. There is also scholarly works targeting the Gwembe area especially with regard to 

the construction of the Kariba Dam and how the agricultural prospects were affected. It is 

therefore imperative to appreciate what other scholars have written in relation to my chosen 

area of study. 

Peter Self and Hebert Strong examined agricultural policies and politics of Britain 

from 1945 to 1961. The duo further investigated how the government helped the farming 

community through agricultural policies and programmes. Their conclusion was that if well 

helped by the state, farmers were likely to improve in productivity.32 Self and Strong’s views 

were also echoed by Serajin Corral (et al.) who explored the impact of agricultural policies on 

poverty reduction on the three water basins of Cape Verde. They recognised the effort by 

various Cape Verde governments in the fight against rural poverty by prioritising agricultural 

policies and programmes. Further, they described the importance of agriculture in supporting 

rural farmers because it was the main source of their income and sustenance. They also 

indicated that for agricultural policies to be effective, there was need for them to work in 

coherence with other supporting factors such as the natural environment. 33  This study 

therefore used the experience from Britain and Cape Verde to examine how rightly 

implemented agricultural measures worked in reducing rural poverty through increased rural 

farmer’s incomes and sustenance. 

Another work of significance to the study was that of John Marsh and Christopher 

Ritson who showed the correlation between the agricultural policies formulated by the state 

and the farming community in Britain. The two authors depicted how agricultural policies 

were influenced by the expectations of the masses.34 They argued that trying to appease the 

masses, ends in failure of agricultural policies. The above views resonated with those of 

                                                             
32Peter Self and Hebert J. Strong, The Farmer and the State (London: George Allen and 

Unwin Ltd, 1962), p.34. 
33Serajin Corral (et-al), ‘Agricultural Policies and Their Impact on Poverty Reduction in 

Developing Countries: Lessons Learned from Three Water Basins of the Cape Verde’, 

Sustainability, MDPI, 9, 1841, 2017, p.2.  
34John Marsh and Christopher Ritson, Agriculture Policy and the Common Market (London: 

Chatham House, 1971), p.23. 
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Heike Hoeffler who explored the political economy of agricultural policies in Africa. 

Hoeffler appreciated that the agricultural sector was the largest provider of domestic rural 

income and employment. He however, noted that political economy was partly to blame for 

policy failures which had largely contributed to rural underdevelopment and rural poverty.35 

In line with views in the above works, this study looked at how agricultural policies 

influenced by the political economy impacted differently on diverse climatic conditions with 

special reference to Gwembe District. 

Katunda M. Mtwali described the agricultural situation in Malawi at the onset of 

liberalisation. He observed that the liberalisation of the agricultural sector came with 

government deregulation of its activities. He added that the 1987 Act paved way for the 

private sector to compete with the Agricultural Development and Marketing Corporation 

(ADMARC) in agricultural related activities. He further argued that the private sector 

concentrated their business on more convenient and profitable areas thus depriving rural and 

remote areas of the much needed market.36 It could have been as result of the above assertion 

that Alberto Valdes condemned the complete removal of direct and indirect state intervention 

in agriculture. His point of view was that liberalisation policies negatively affected 

employment, rural wages and encouraged rural urban migration in addition to lowering gross 

farm net income.37 This study therefore investigated if rural and remote farmers in Gwembe 

District of Zambia suffered the same fate as their counterparts in Malawi. Further, it looked at 

how the process of liberalisation affected general agricultural policies and performance with 

specific reference to Gwembe.  

In his study, Grain Marketing Policies and Food Aid in Lesotho: Implications for 

Food Security, Andrew L. Makenete researched on the factors that contributed to the failure 

of the self- sufficiency policy in Lesotho. He looked at how government agricultural policies 

related to production, marketing and collection of produce failed due to lack of seriousness 

                                                             
35 Heike Hoeffler, ‘The Political Economy of Agricultural Policies in Africa. History, 

Analytical Concepts and Implications for the Development Cooperation’, Quarterly Journal 

of International Agriculture, 50, 2011, No 1, 29-53. 
36 Katundu M. Mtwali, ‘Malawi’, in Alberto Valdes and Kay Muir- Leresche (eds.) 

Agricultural Policy Reforms and Regional Market Integration in Malawi, Zambia and 

Zimbabwe, (Washington: IFPRI, 1993), p.162.  
37 Alberto Valdes, ‘The Microeconomic and Overall Policy Environment necessary to 

Compliment Agricultural Trade and Policy Reforms,’ in Alberto Valdes and Kay Muir 

Leresche (eds.), Agricultural Policy Reforms and Regional Market Integration in Malawi, 

Zambia and Zimbabwe, (Washington: IFPRI, 1993), p.14. 
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by the government in the implementation of such programmes. In order to fill the gap created 

by the failed self- sufficiency policy, Makenete argued that food aid became prevalent in 

Lesotho due to unrelenting food insecurity.38 This study utilised the experience from Lesotho 

to determine the performance of agricultural policies with specific reference to Gwembe 

especially given that from the on-set, government realised that the district’s agro perspective 

was vulnerable as a result of the natural environment.  

Doris Jansen Dodge examined the agricultural policy and performance in Zambia. She 

discussed how rural farmer incomes remained static despite government involvement. Dodge 

further identified the challenges faced with the implementation of agricultural policies 

especially in rural areas.39 These policies had to do with subsidies, marketing, co-operatives 

and pricing. The present study built on challenges raised by Dodge and their effects on 

agricultural development and if at all they contributed to poverty levels in Gwembe District. 

Chibwe Chibaye’s work looked at the statutory marketing boards which were created 

by the Statutory Instruments (SIs) and were largely funded by government, though they had a 

degree of autonomy. He pointed out the importance of marketing agricultural products 

especially for rural farmers in developing countries as these are the majority of all citizens. 

He further noted that rural farmers depended on agriculture for basic necessities such as 

housing, clothing, tools and so on.40 The current study therefore examined the impact of 

uniform pricing of agricultural produce on regions with disparities in the cost of production 

due to varying ecological and other factors. It further investigated whether fluctuating floor 

prices of agricultural products determined by statutory boards took into consideration the 

prevailing economic conditions of the time. The study therefore connects the marketing 

challenges raised by Dodge to the operations of the statutory boards. 

Sean Colman Nagle in her study acknowledged the government policy on credit to 

farmers in the agricultural sector.  Nagle explained that most of the credit facilities flopped 

                                                             
38 Andrew L. Makenete, ‘Grain Marketing Policies and Food Aid in Lesotho: Implications for 

Food Security’, Master in Agricultural Management, University of Natal, 1996, p.86.   
39Doris J Dodge, Agricultural Police and Performance in Zambia, History, Prospects and 

Proposals for Change (Berkeley: Institute of International Studies, 1977), p.4. 
40Chibwe Chibaye, ‘Statutory Agricultural Marketing Boards and the Development of 

Agriculture in Zambia: A Case Study of Development Administration’, PhD Thesis, Carleton 

University, 1979, p.36. 
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because of lack of seriousness from the government, the implementers and the beneficiaries.41 

However, Magande raised a controversial issue on agricultural credits and repayments. His 

observation was that most defaulters were politically connected individuals. 42   The two 

studies proved useful as they examined the response of farmers to government credit – an 

aspect this study also examines.   

Lovejoy Mulambo Malambo centred his work on rural food security in Zambia. 

Malambo looked at the consumption levels of rural peasants and their ability to meet their 

targets in the face of fluctuating production, prices and household incomes. He condemned 

the public sector grain marketing for concentrating on moving the produce from rural to 

urban areas but failed to help in the back-flow of the same, thus making rural communities 

more vulnerable to food insecurity. 43 This study developed on Malambo’s argument and 

investigated the interplay of variables such as production, pricing, storage and household 

income. 

The works of Nga’ndu Magande and Simon M. C. Nkata proved useful as far as 

settlement schemes were concerned. Magande’s analysis was that settlement schemes were 

successful although they were biased towards a few privileged individuals. The end result 

was the widened discrepancy between the beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. 44  The 

government aimed at establishing successful settlement schemes in order to develop rural 

areas and eradicate poverty. In line with Magande’s analysis, Nkata viewed settlement 

schemes as a measure which the government undertook to bring small scale farmers in rural 

areas into the cash economy.45 The above studies helped us in establishing the existence of 

settlement schemes in Gwembe District and how they could have contributed to alleviating 

rural poverty. 

                                                             
41 Sean C Nagle, ‘Agricultural Finance and Economic Development with Particular 

Reference to Zambia”, PhD Thesis, National University of Ireland’, 1985,p.64. 
42 Ng’andu P. Magande, The Depth of my Footprints: From Hills of Namaila to the Global 

Stage, (Atlanta: Independent Publishers, 2008), p.97.  
43Lovejoy M. Malambo, ‘Rural Food Security in Zambia,’ PhD Thesis, University of Zambia, 

1987, p.121. 
44Nga’ndu P. Magande, ‘Some Economic Aspects of Small-Scale Farming in Zambia.A Case 

Study of Ngwezi Settlement Scheme in Mazabuka District’, M.A Thesis, Makerere 

University, 1975, pp.14-19. 
45 Simon M.C. Nkata, ‘Resettlement in Chipata District’ in A.M. Kanduza, (ed.) Socio- 

Economic Change in Eastern Zambia Pre Colonial to the 1980s (Lusaka: Historical 

Association of Zambia, 1992), p.120. 
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In his study, The State, Technology and Peasant Differentiation in Zambia, Samuel 

Chipungu discussed peasant differentiation (rich, middle and poor peasants) in the Southern 

Province of colonial and post-colonial Zambia. He showed that the peasantry’s history was 

shaped by institutions and processes they had no control of especially the state. Chipungu 

further appreciated the post-independence expansion of agricultural activities that targeted the 

peasants such as extension services, agricultural camps and FTCs. He however, argued that 

most of these services were offered to the rich and middle-class peasants. He identified the 

majority of Gwembe peasants as having been poor.46 This study established why Gwembe 

peasants were considered poor as no clear explanation was given by Chipungu. It further 

examined how the peasants in Gwembe benefited from national agricultural policies as they 

fell in the brackets of the poor. 

Chipungu’s observations were echoed by Thomson Hamutete Kalinda. In his study, 

Access to Resources and Food Production among Small- Scale Farm Households in Southern 

Zambia, Kalinda argued that there were a number of factors which contributed to food 

production among small scale farmers with special reference to Choma District. From the 

individual farmer’s point of view, he identified farm size, proxy to wealth and social status as 

main determinants in accessing production resources. Other factors included ownership of 

livestock, farming implements, crops sold and support of the family. He further observed that 

government policy advocated that vulnerable but viable farmers needed to have access to 

some privileges it offered through identified agricultural policies.47 Kalinda’s study therefore 

broadened our perspective on factors that help small scale farmers to have access to 

production resources without which poverty is inevitable. The study also helped us in 

understanding the position of Gwembe farmers regarding their status in accessing privileges 

offered by the government through agricultural programmes. Further, it assisted in 

determining why Chipungu referred to the majority small scale farmers of Gwembe as poor. 

Could it be because they had no resources to practice agriculture or were they betrayed by 

their natural environment? 

Eve Nan Sandberg examined the role of donors in the agricultural sector with specific 

reference to Zambia. She explained how northern states (foreign aid donors) influenced 

policy formulation in contemporary African states. She further showed how Zambia with an 

                                                             
46Chipungu, The State, Technology and Peasant Differentiation in Zambia, p.164. 
47Thomson Haamutete Kalinda, ‘Access to Resources and Food Production among Small 

Scale Farm Households in Southern Zambia’, PhD Thesis, University of Guelph, 1997, p.30. 
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excellent economy at independence fell prey to donor aid in the 1980s.48 It is from the above 

explanations that this study established the impact of liberalisation on rural agricultural 

development with special reference to Gwembe District. There was a general feeling that 

government agro strategies and programmes formulated and implemented during the 

liberalisation era were often donor driven. 

In qualifying Sandberg’s views, Chewe M. Chabatama’s paper What Went Wrong?: 

Agricultural Liberalisation and Food Supply in Zambia, 1991-2001, discussed government’s 

fall into the web of SAP which was fully sponsored by the donors. He argued that the sudden 

withdraw of government from the agricultural sector through deregulation of agricultural 

activities worsened the country’s food problem. The ill-prepared private sector failed to 

handle input distribution and grain marketing.49 The present study built on Chabatama’s work 

to explore how these major shifts in agricultural policies impacted on the rural farmers with 

special reference to Gwembe District. It further assessed the role played by the donor 

community in the agricultural sector with respect to the advice it gave to the Zambian 

government during the initial phase of liberalisation. 

Adrian Wood, et-al., explored the environment under which Zambia’s agricultural 

policies were formulated and implemented. The study further reviewed the dynamics of 

planning and policy in development of agricultural programmes. The authors identified the 

main factors which influenced the dynamism of agriculture policy making. These were the 

economic situation, the state of agriculture, political factors and donor influences.  They also 

examined the challenges faced by the implementers of agricultural policies. 50 This study 

therefore built on the findings of these scholars as regards to policy formulation and 

implementation with special reference to Gwembe District. 

Progress H. Nyanga wrote on the impact of agricultural policy on household food 

security. He showed the major shifts in agricultural policies undertaken by Zambia since 

independence. These were controlled or monopolistic systems (1964-1991), extreme market 

liberalisation (1991-2001) and the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) (2002- 2005). 

He argued that household food security status deteriorated with the adoption of liberal 

                                                             
48Eve Nan Sandberg, ‘International Foreign Aid, Donor Cohesion, and Donor Bounded 

Decision Making in Zambia’s Agricultural Sector’, PhD Thesis. University of Yale, 1990, 

p.2. 
49Chabatama, “What Went Wrong”, p.12. 
50 Adrian P. Woods, et-al, The Dynamics and of Agricultural Policy and Reform in 

Zambia,(Iowa: Iowa University Press 1990), pp. xxxviii-xxxix. 
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policies coupled with sudden changes in policy which made it difficult for small scale 

farmers to trust new agro programmes.51 The study helped in understanding some of the 

responses of farmers to government agricultural programmes and why some failed. This 

study will further establish how sudden changes in agro policies were embraced in Gwembe 

District. 

In line with Nyanga’s study, Yuko Sugiyama examined the agricultural policy 

changes and indigenous agro practices in Mpika District. He argued that contrary to 

assertions by many scholars that farmers were passive actors, the peasants of Mpika 

responded according to the dictates of the agricultural programmes. He demonstrated that 

with agricultural subsidies, peasants mostly cultivated using the faamu method which 

required artificial fertiliser. With the introduction of SAP, the peasants resorted to chitemene 

system because it became expensive to acquire inputs. 52  This study used Sugiyama’s 

argument to examine the response of the peasants in Gwembe District to uniform government 

agricultural programmes. Therefore, Nyanga and Sugiyama showed how adjustments in 

agricultural programmes affected crop production whether positively or negatively. 

Dorothy Mwansa examined the history of agro research in Zambia. In her dissertation 

titled, “A history of Mount Makulu Central Research Station 1950-1980,” Mwansa traces the 

history of agro research from the days of the British South African Company (BSAC). She 

argued that Mount Makulu central research station was opened in 1958. Since its inception, 

the station played a significant role in the agro development of the country in a number of 

ways such as soil survey, plant pathology, pasture research and plant breeding among 

others.53 This study therefore examined if the benefits of Mount Makulu were extended to 

agro less viable regions like Gwembe. 

Ruth Phiri reconstructed the history of NAMBOARD which she portrayed as an 

institution that the post-colonial government used to promote food security. Her argument 

was that NAMBOARD provided mainly the rural community with a ready market for their 

                                                             
51Progress H. Nyanga, ‘Impact of Agricultural Policy on Household Food Security among 

Small Scale Farmers in Southern Zambia’, MA Thesis, Norwegian University of Life 

Sciences, 2006, p.3. 
52 Yuko Sugiyama, ‘Agricultural Policy Change and Indigenous Agriculture: Experience and 

Re-evaluation of Shifting Cultivation System in Northern Zambia’, African Study 

Monographs, Suppl. 13: 91-113, 2007, p.102.  
53 Dorothy Mwansa, ‘A History of Mount Makulu Central Research Station, 1950-1980’, MA 

Dissertation, University of Zambia, 2001, p.40. 
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produce especially maize to earn an income. Government embarked on an ambitious 

programme of expanding rural buying stations (depots), direct control oversupply and pricing 

of agriculture commodities as well as development of storage facilities.54 The current study 

builds on the insights from Phiri by investigating the operations of NAMBOARD taking into 

consideration Gwembe’s terrain and poor road network. 

Scholars on Gwembe have given a number of dimensions about agricultural prospects 

of the area in relation to its ecology, poor road network and bad terrain. Hantobolo, Siamwiza 

and Chiinda contended that ecological vagaries such as poor and erratic rainfall, high summer 

temperatures and irregular flood patterns impacted negatively on agricultural production in 

Gwembe.55 Siamwiza and Hantobolo further alleged that government was aware of such 

natural calamities and therefore had put clear cut policies to aid people faced with food 

shortages through food relief.56 This study, therefore, builds on the insights from Hantobolo, 

Siamwiza and Chiinda regarding the causes of food shortages. It further investigates how 

uniform agricultural programmes impacted on Gwembe District especially that government 

was aware about the district’s ecology but still went on to ‘impose’ them. Could it be that the 

agricultural policies failed to arrest the situation they were coined for in Gwembe due to 

ecological constraints? This study hopes to provide some answers to the question. 

Hantobolo’s work further indicated that government broadened its agro perspectives 

in trying to end rural poverty in Gwembe. His argument was that between 1980 and 1985 the 

government encouraged the production of cotton after the establishment of Lint Co in 1978. 

Though Hantobolo showed that cotton growing was a success, he argued that it caused 

another problem. Many small scale farmers rushed into growing cotton at the expense of food 

crops leading to even higher poverty levels.57 This study investigated how the growing of 

                                                             
54Phiri, ‘A History of the National Agricultural Marketing Board in Promoting Food Security 

in Zambia’, p. 28. 
55 Godfrey  H.N. Hantobolo, ‘Ecology, Agriculture and Proletarianisation: A Case Study of 

the Sinazongwe Area in the Gwembe Valley of Southern Province of Zambia:1900-1989’, 

MA Dissertation, University of Zambia, 1991, p. 32; Bennett S. Siamwiza, ‘Hunger in the 

Gwembe Valley: A Case study of Mweemba Chieftaincy, 1905-1987’, MA Dissertation, 

University of Zambia, 1993, p.iv ; Leonard Chiinda, ‘A History of Gwembe Valley Tonga 

since the Construction Kariba Dam, 1958-1998’, MA Dissertation, University of Zambia, 

2002, p. 43.   
56 Hantobolo, ‘Ecology, Agriculture and Proletarianisation’, p.32;  Siamwiza, ‘Hunger in the 

Gwembe Valley: A Case study of Mweemba Chieftaincy’, p.2.  
57Hantobolo, ‘Ecology, Agriculture and Proletarianisation,’ p. 36. 
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cotton impacted on the people of Gwembe District, because it was among the programmes 

funded by the government. 

In line with observations made by Hantobolo, Siamwiiza and Chiinda, Lisa Cliggart, 

et.al., wrote about the chronic uncertainty in Gwembe. The trio identified factors which have 

contributed to the poor agricultural practices in the district. They also noted that 

inconsistencies and changeability in national policies increasingly made it difficult for 

farmers to produce efficiently.58 This resonated with the main focus of this study which is the 

interplay between the Gwembe ecology and national agro policies. Therefore, Cliggart,  

et.al’s study helped to develop a link between climatic conditions and national government 

agricultural policies in Gwembe District. 

In her study on the impact of the Gwembe Tonga Development Project (GTDP), 

Brenda Lulu Musonda examined the fate of the Gwembe Tonga after the construction of the 

Kariba Dam. She referred to them as environmental refugees whom the Zambian government 

and the World Bank decided to help with the creation of the GTDP in 1996. The incentives 

provided under the GTDP were similar to what was stipulated in government agricultural 

policies such as provision of fertiliser, training in agricultural skills and extension services.59 

This was despite such national uniform agro policies being condemned by Chiinda and 

Cliggart, et-al., as not suitable for Gwembe. The current study built on Musonda’s argument 

and investigated how government policies impacted on the Gwembe people for them to be 

adopted by the GTDP. 

Alfred Sianjase focused on the impact of FISP in Gwembe District. His argument was 

that FISP was an initiative of the government in 2002 whose main aim was to subsidise 

inputs to small scale farmers through the private sector. However, he stressed that the private 

sector’s role in agricultural production in Zambia remained low. He also showed that poor 

small scale farmers of the lowest level performed badly compared to those in the middle and 

higher levels.60 Based on the insights from Sianjase’s work, the present study investigated 

how small scale farmers in Gwembe reacted to FISP as well as the programme’s impact on 

the farming community. 

                                                             
58 Lisa Cliggart, ‘Chronic Uncertainty and Momentary Opportunity: A Half Century of 

Adaptation among Zambia’s Gwembe Tonga’, Human Ecology, 35 (2007), pp.19-31. 
59 Brenda Lulu Musonda, ‘The Impact of the Gwembe Tonga Development Project on the 

Gwembe People’, MA Dissertation, University of Witwatersrand, 2008, p. 33. 
60Sianjase, ‘Impact of Farmer Input Support Programme on Beneficiaries’, p.10. 
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1.7 Research Methodology 

This research was mainly qualitative and the main sources were primary and 

secondary. Firstly, the University of Zambia library was consulted widely with focus on the 

special collections, short loan and the open library. The literature consulted included theses, 

dissertations, journal articles, books, reports (both published and unpublished) and all 

relevant literature related to the research. 

The National Archives of Zambia (NAZ) was another major source of information. 

The NAZ was relied upon mainly for primary data such as Gwembe District Notebooks, Tour 

Reports, correspondences and other relevant materials.  Other vital areas visited were the 

Ministry of Agriculture headquarters and the CSO in Lusaka for information about 

agriculture policies and development as well as the poverty index level respectively. 

The Ministry of Agriculture in Gwembe was also visited with the aim of collecting 

first-hand information from the implementers of agricultural policies in the district such as 

the District Agricultural Coordinator (DACO) and his officers through oral interviews and 

any other relevant literature. The Ministry of Agriculture officials at Gwembe also helped in 

the identification of key informants among small scale farmers who were interviewed. 

1.8 Organisation of the study 

This study is organised in five chapters. Chapter one is the introduction to the study. 

Chapter two discusses various agro strategies and programmes formulated, modified and 

implemented by successive Zambian governments between 1964 and 2011. Chapter three 

examines the reaction of small scale farmers to government agricultural programmes in 

Gwembe District. Chapter four assesses the impact of government agricultural policies in 

Gwembe District. The fifth chapter sums up the whole study through a conclusion.
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CHAPTER TWO 

GOVERNMENT AGRICULTURAL STRATEGIES AND PROGRAMMES, 

1964- 2011 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter explores the agro programmes and strategies the consecutive Zambian 

governments implemented throughout the country from 1964 to 2011. The chapter analyses 

the effectiveness and inefficiencies that came with each strategy or programme. Depending 

on the effectiveness, the government maintained some of the strategies and programmes 

while others were modified. The strategies and programmes which proved inefficient or 

unsustainable, were gotten rid of. The chapter, in doing this, uses the thematic approach. 

Upon attaining independence in 1964, the Zambian government envisioned an agro policy 

that would help alleviate rural poverty prevalent at a time. To achieve the agro policy, the 

government formulated, modified and implemented a number of agro strategies and 

programmes. Successive governments took keen interest in the extension services, settlement 

schemes, agro statutory bodies and co-cooperative unions. Others were credit facilities, input 

supply and distribution and crop marketing. 

2.2 Embracing Small Scale Farmers in Extension Services  

2.2.1 Agricultural Camps and Extension Officers 

 In 1965, the government of the independent Republic of Zambia extended extension 

services to all farmers throughout the country irrespective of the area of farming. The first 

move was the division of each district into agricultural extension camps. For the purpose of 

effectiveness, the government went on to employ demonstrators and Camp Extension 

Officers (CEOs) to man each camp.1 These officers were expected to provide agricultural 

assistance to farmers within their camps. The government stressed that rural farmers needed 

to acquire agricultural skills through interaction with officers who had formal education in 

the field. Since demonstrators and CEOs were to stay within the community, it meant that the 

much needed assistance by the farmers was brought to their door step. The government’s 

policy as stressed in the First National Development Plan (FNDP) of 1966 to 1971 was to see 

to it that farmers throughout the country especially in rural areas were provided with camp 

                                                             
1 Demonstrators were a cadre of staff with three months training in basic agriculture while 

CEOs were officers trained at Zambia College of Agriculture (ZCA). Demonstrators started 

phasing out in 1982 and those in service were sent to ZCA for more training. 
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extension services.2 There was a steady increase in the number of agricultural extension 

camps as well as extension personnel throughout the country as they roughly doubled in 

every decade as shown in the table 1 below. 

Table 1: Progression of Agricultural Camps in Zambia, 1954- 1984  

Source: Lof Gerard and Russel M Mulele , ‘The Changing Role of Extension Service,’ in 

Adrian P. Wood et. al., (eds), The Dynamics of Agro Policy and Reform in Zambia, p.345. 

The extension camps were grouped into blocks headed by Block Extension Officers 

(BEOs) who supervised all the CEOs within his or her block. An informant Liberty 

Liswaniso observed that camps were a crucial level which needed resources for agro 

extension services to be successful.3 

The early 1980s came with some challenges which saw the emergence of the partial 

liberal agro policies undertaken by the Zambian government with the assistance of the 

International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank. This move affected operations of 

agricultural camps as a result of drastic reduction in funding from the central government. 

The extension officers’ visits to their clientele reduced because one of the areas seriously 

affected was transport.   

Although government in 1987 tried to do away with partial liberal policies through 

the National Economic Recovery Programme (NERP), aimed at fixing the economy using 

local initiatives, the initiative flopped in a short time. This saw the introduction of fully 

fledged agricultural liberal policies after the United National Independence Party (UNIP) lost 

power to the Movement for Multi Democracy (MMD) in 1991. 

Agro Camps continued to play a key role in agro production during the period of 

liberalisation. The role of the BEOs and CEOs continued as it were in the previous regime 

                                                             
2GRZ, First National Development Plan, p.3. 
3 Makasa, ‘Participation of Smallholder Farmers in Agricultural Extension Service in 

Zambia,’ p.50. 

Year  Number of agro camps Number of workers 

1954 140 camps  

1964 320 camps 336 personnel 

1974 660 camps 1170 personnel 

1984 1100 camps 1500 personnel 



23 
 

with the aim of helping farmers acquire sufficient knowledge on agro productivity. However, 

this era saw major transformations in the agro sector as a result of the newly adopted liberal 

policies of the 1990s. Brian Chiiko Mwiinga observed that there was a shift from heavy 

government intervention to a liberalised system aimed at bolstering private sector 

participation in various aspects of agricultural production including extension service 

provision.4  In a nutshell, the main aim of government’s partnership with the private sector in 

the provision of the agricultural extension services was to bring about innovativeness in the 

agricultural sector.5 

The coming to power of President Mwanawasa in 2002 saw the creation of the first 

explicit National Agricultural Policy (2004 to 2015).6 The policy advocated the expansion of 

coverage among small scale farmers to include women and young farmers in the extension 

services. 7  This meant re-orienting field officers towards the newly promoted extension 

services by bringing the women to the fore. It was argued that women needed agro skills 

because they were in charge of most households.  

The policy formulators stressed the creation and strengthening the zoning of 

agricultural camps in order to improve delivery. There was also an advocacy on the 

promotion and encouragement of the involvement of the private sector and Non-

Governmental Organisations (NGOs) in the provision of extension services.8 The Ministry of 

Agriculture and Co-operatives was expected to focus on core functions of policy formulation, 

enforcement of legislation and regulation, while developing partnerships with other 

stakeholders in the sector to ensure adequate provision of extension services.9 

2.2.2 Farmer Training Centers and Farm Institutes   

In order to enhance the prospects of extension services, the government opened a 

number of Farmer Training Center (FTCs) in the late 1960s in most parts of the country 

which enrolled farmers for short courses. Ministry of agriculture staff were also expected to 

                                                             
4 Mwiinga, ‘Fix the Broken down Agriculture Extension Services’ see also the NAEASS, p.4, 

which distinguished organisations which came on board such as farmer organisations, donor 

aided organisations and profit oriented private sector. 
5A Brief History of Public Extension Policies, Resources and Advisory Activities, 

https://www.afras.org-GRAS-Zambia (Date Accessed 28/02/2019 @ 22:06). 
6 Interview, Musadabwe Chulu, Agricultural Economist Policy Analyst Unit, MoA HQ 

Lusaka, 05/11/2018. 
7 GRZ, National Agricultural Policy, 2004 to 2015, p.16. 
8 GRZ, National Agricultural Policy, 2004 to 2015, p.17. 
9 A Brief History of Public Extension Policies, Resources and Advisory Activities. 

https://www.afras.org-gras-zambia/
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undergo refresher courses by attending the Farming Institutes(FIs). Chipungu pointed out that 

the mandate of FTCs was to improve peasants’ productivity by periodical courses on 

agriculture. In-service training was the core business of the FIs because it was vital to 

enhance knowledge and efficiency of the working staff.10 Chipungu’s argument resonated 

with the National Agricultural Extension and Advisory Services Strategy (NAEASS) which 

noted that: 

Farmer Training Centres were constructed in a number of agriculturally 

strategic districts and each of the country’s then nine provinces had a 

Farm Institute built. FTCs were established for purposes of commodity 

demonstration and to facilitate farmer training in improved farm 

management practices while FIs catered for in-service training of 

extension staff.11 

Brannan on the other hand observed that the increased national agricultural emphasis of the 

late 1970s saw the introduction of Training and Visits system (TVS) to the extension 

services. 12  Dorothy Mwansa explained that the Zambian government adopted the TVS 

because it realised that the agro sector lacked manpower and also due to lack of effective 

contact between the farmers and their clients.13 This illustrated that the government used a 

variety of means to ensure that farmers’ prospects were catered for in the process of 

increasing agricultural productivity.  

The early 1980s came with challenges due to the falling copper prices and this 

affected the operations of the agro sector. The involvement of the IMF and the World Bank 

saw the partial liberalisation of the Zambian economy. The running of the FTCs and FIs were 

largely affected by this unfortunate circumstance. The reduced government funding of FTCs 

and FIs prevented their smooth operations and the agricultural prospects of their clients could 

not be taken care of the way it was at the beginning. The reduced government funding 

                                                             
10Chipungu, Peasant Differentiation in Zambia, p.149. 
11GRZ,The National Agricultural Extension and Advisory Services Strategy 2017-2020, 

March 2017, p.2. 
12Brannan, ‘A Study of the Role, Performance and Training of Agricultural Extension 

Workers in Zambia’, p. 38. 
13Dorothy Mwansa, ‘A History of Mount Makulu Central Research Station’, MA 

Dissertation, UNZA, p.245. 
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culminated in the reduction of the number of courses offered at the FTCs.  For instance, in 

the early 1980s about 80% of the courses at FTCs in Southern province were cancelled.14 

This scenario continued up to the early 1990s when the Zambian economy was fully 

liberalised when the Movement for MMD regime took over from the UNIP. During the reign 

of the MMD, FTCs and FIs started becoming white elephants because very few activities to 

do with farmers or refresher courses took place. By 2011, the existing structures which were 

meant for FTCs and FIs were mainly used for hosting other programmes such as workshops 

for different organisations.15 

2.2.3 Agricultural Shows 

Interaction among farmers within the same district, same province and the nation at 

large became a major concern for the government after independence. In the late 1960s the 

government introduced agro shows as part of extension services.16 It was argued that farmers 

learnt more about agriculture as they interacted with one another.17 In this way, farmers were 

expected to acquire productive skills and, in the process, alleviate rural poverty. Agro shows 

brought together a number of stakeholders in the agro sector. These included farmers, 

consumers, civil servants from different government departments and the general citizenry. 

Agro shows were held at district, provincial and national levels and through such gatherings 

some techniques and productive skills were acquired. 

The government’s seriousness on the hosting of these agricultural shows was seen 

when the Southern Provincial Rural Development Officer, Mr Mwanalushi indicated in 1971 

that it was legally binding for all the districts to hold such important shows.18 This was 

because some of the activities which followed the successful holding of such shows were 

funded directly by the government. It was therefore, imperative that each district and 

province hold agricultural shows on the stipulated dates as agreed by the officials who met to 

draw up a programme for each district and province.    

However, organisational challenges faced by the organisers at district level, the shows 

gradually spread to all parts of the country. For instance, by 1969 out of the anticipated fives 

                                                             
14Chipungu, Peasant Differentiation in Zambia, p.208. 
15 Interview Lubinda. 
16Chipungu, Peasant Differentiation in Zambia, p.175. 
17Klepper, ‘Zambia Agricultural Structures and Performances’, p.143. 
18 National Archives of Zambia, hereafter NAZ SP 3/25/53, Agricultural Show Dates 

Meeting, Held at Choma on 27/04/1971 MRD/ PRDO/3/2/1. 
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shows; only three were held in Southern province.19 It is also imperative to note that from the 

onset, the funding of these shows was not consistent. As early as 1971, district shows were 

given half or less of the requested amounts.20 This came to light when organisers complained 

that it would be difficult to meet the aspirations of the shows due to erratic funding. 

The performance of the shows differed from one region to the other. In agro viable 

areas such as Southern and Eastern provinces, the shows helped farmers in understanding 

farming techniques because they received the venture with fewer objections. In areas such as 

Barotse and North western provinces the venture was welcomed with mixed feelings. This 

came to light in 1974 following a Tour Report which partly reported that farmers in 

agricultural viable areas showed commitment compared to their counterparts in other 

regions.21 This therefore helped in the growth of agriculture in the viable regions 

The performance of agricultural shows was highly affected by the plummeting copper 

prices of the late 1970s pushing organisers in a tight corner. An informant indicated that by 

1979, district show societies were given grants of K250 from the requested K1, 500 with 

strict calls for them to become self reliant.22The fall in copper prices made the government 

rethink its stance and implemented partial liberal policies in the early 1980s. Although there 

had been complaints from the organisers about erratic funding of agro shows even prior to the 

partial liberal stance, the situation worsened during this period. Organisers were advised to be 

innovative as government had inadequate funds to continue funding such activities. 23 This 

was the situation up to the early 1990s when full blown liberal policies took root. 

The liberalised era of between 1991and 2011 came with major transformations in the 

operations of interactive forums. The period also saw the profit oriented private organisations 

taking advantage of agro shows to advertise their agro products. However, the profit oriented 

organisations mainly focused their attention on agro viable regions to maximise their profits.  

                                                             
19N.A.Z, Agricultural Broadcasting as an Education Medium in Zambia, Agriculture 

Extension Report Branch Service. Annual Reports, 1969 to 1970. 
20In 1971 district show societies in Southern province K1000 with an addition of 10% for 

other expenses. However, only K550 was disbursed to each district with a stern warning to 

maintain financial discipline.  
21N.A.Z, SP 1/3/61, Department of Agriculture, 1971 to1972. 
22 Interview, Sebastian S Lubinda, Retired Agricultural Supervisor, Gwembe, 19/04/2019 
23Chipungu, Peasant Differentiation in Zambia, p.208. 
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2.2.4 Mass Media 

Enhanced communication was another form of extension service recognised as the 

mode of reaching the targeted group. In 1965, radio programmes to deal with agricultural 

development were reinforced.24 This mode of communication was in response to the high 

levels of illiteracy that was bedevilling the nation. At independence, it was estimated that 

about 72% of adult males and 93% of adult females were illiterate.25 This population was 

expected to be fed with regular, reliable and impartial agro information through radio 

communication. Chipungu also added that the number of agricultural extension officers was 

still very small to cater for the needs of all the rural farmers.26 

In post-colonial Zambia, government played a major role in decentralising 

communication services to rural farmers to ensure that they were well informed about agro 

projections. This was done through the creation of the Communications Section under the 

Department of Agriculture whose main duty was to see to it that agricultural information was 

disseminated to the targeted groups. In 1968, the Communications Section was transformed 

into the National Farming Information Service (NFIS) whose responsibilities were to provide 

technical, educational and public relations to the ministry and its parastatal bodies. Later 

NFIS was renamed Rural Information Services (RIS).27 

The RIS operated alongside agro extension services. Through RIS, farmers were 

informed on a number of agricultural related issues. The organisation also provided the agro 

extension officers with necessary materials in the quest to upgrade their knowledge. Some 

pertinent issues discussed were government policies, input prices, farm management, pests 

and disease control and so on. All these were done to ensure that farmers made informed 

decisions in their farming prospects. RIS further provided a two-way communication as 

farmers were able to give feedback to the officers they worked closely with such as extension 

officers and research workers.28 

                                                             
24 Peter E R Watts, Peter E C Ngangula and Haas A H Werner, ‘Agricultural 

Communications’ in Wood A et-al (eds.), The Dynamics of Agricultural Policy and Reform 

in Zambia (Iowa: Iowa State University, 1990), p.   
25N.A.Z, Agriculture Broadcasting as an Education Medium in Zambia, Agriculture 

Extension Branch Service. Annual Reports, 1969-70. 
26Chipungu, Peasant Differentiation in Zambia, p.150. 
27Watts, Ngangula and Werner ‘Agricultural Communications’, p.357. 
28 Watts, Ngangula and Werner ‘Agricultural Communications’, p. 357.  
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One of the most popular media used by RIS was the radio. Radio communication 

proved to be a very effective means to reach Zambia’s rural communities. Among the aims of 

this form of mass media was to entertain, educate and inform. Initially, most of the radio 

programmes were concentrated along the line of rail and later at the provincial headquarters. 

For communication purposes and to promote unity, seven local official languages were used 

on radio to communicate to rural farmers.29 These were Nyanja, Lozi, Lunda, Luvale, Tonga, 

Kaonde and Bemba.  

Further, Radio Farm Forums (RFFs) were introduced with the motto: “Listen, Discuss 

and Act.” This concept started from Canada in 1941. Ghana was the first country to adopt it 

in Africa in 1954 and it proved successful. Zambia adopted the concept following a survey 

sponsored by United Nations Education, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) in 

1966.30 

The RFF gave an opportunity to farmers to come together, listen to the radio 

programme, discuss issues brought forth and make decisions thereafter. Their decision was 

then conveyed to the local agro extension officer. About 15 members were expected to 

participate in each session of listening to the radio per forum under the guidance of an 

extension officer.31 Sessions in each of the languages were held once a week. Listening to the 

radio lasted for 30 minutes and another half hour was used for discussions, meaning that one 

hour was reserved for each session. The RFFs were hosted at neutral places and in most 

instances makeshift shelters were utilised, though later sheds constructed by NAMBOARD 

became cardinal for hosting such meetings. RFFs were so successful such that by 1968 they 

were expanded to all regions of the country.32 

There were also other several radio programmes which were conducted in order to 

help small scale farmers in their endeavour to alleviate poverty. Rural Notebook broadcasted 

twice a week and Rural Question Time once a week, were conducted in both English and the 

seven local languages. Zambia Land and the People and Farm Magazine, broadcasted once a 

week were conducted in English.33 Another popular mass media used to inform and educate 

                                                             
29 N.A.Z, Agricultural Broadcasting as an Education Medium in Zambia. Agriculture 

Extension Branch Service, Annual Report 1970-1971.  
30 George Kalimbwe, ‘Radio Farm Forum in Zambia: A Participatory Approach in Muswishi- 

Chibombo District,’ M.A Dissertation, University of Zambia, 2001, p.13.  
31Watts, Ngangula and Werner,’ Agricultural Communication’, p.360. 
32 N.A.Z, CO323/1338/5302/1, National Broadcasting Services Memorandum, 1971. 
33Watts, Ngangula and Werner,’ Agricultural Communication’ p.360. 
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the farmers about agricultural prospects was the television which became popular in the 

1980s. The breakthrough in the agricultural field was made in 1983 with the launching of 

Lima Time, a TV programme designed to cover different aspects of farming.34 

Print media also played an important role as a number of publications were made 

available. Through a variety of publications, a number of issues affecting farmers were 

brought to the fore.35 The print media also highlighted a number of issues on the different 

needs of users such as extension officers, students and literate farmers. Issues related to 

growing of crops, crop management, pests and diseases were handled as well. 

The partial liberal reforms of the late 1970s and early 1980s affected the operations of 

the agro communication services. This move affected state supported channels which were 

used to disseminate information to the small scale farmers especially in rural areas. Chipungu 

reported that: 

Where extension workers were in short supply, radio forums 

disappeared. Besides, the state no longer provides free radios, and old 

ones have broken down. Where radios exist, their use has been 

incapacitated in part by a nation-wide shortage of batteries…. hey days 

for radio forums are over.36 

The liberal economy of the 1990s almost paralysed the communication section which had 

lined up a number of agricultural radio programmes and printed materials. The RFFs were 

largely affected by the Structural Adjustment Programmes (SAPs) in the sense that 

broadcasting hours reduced from three and half to one and half hours per week due to 

financial constraints after 1991.37 Regarding radio programming, Raja Bobbili and Marta 

Luczynska commented that the Zambia National Broadcasting Corporation (ZNBC) 

increased the cost of transmitting RFFs. Expected feedback from rural farmers became a 

hurdle and sometimes was lost in transit.38 The continuous challenges in the handling of radio 

programmes resulted in the demise of most of agricultural related topics. ZNBC Radio Two 

                                                             
34Watts, Ngangula and Werner,’ Agricultural Communication’ p.362. 
35 N.A.Z, Agricultural Broadcasting as an Education Medium in Zambia. Agriculture 

Extension Branch Service, Annual Report 1970-1971. 
36Chipungu, Peasant Differentiation in Zambia, p.208. 
37GRZ, Restructuring in the Midst of Crisis Volume II, May 22-24, 1992. 
38 Raja Bobbili and Marta Luczynska, ‘Radio Forum and Afronet: Learning from Successful 

ICT Projects in Zambia,’ 21G.034- Media, Education and the Marketplace, p.9.  
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continued conducting the Rural Note Book even though it also lost the vibrancy it started 

with in the 1960s.  

After 1996, the private sector through individuals and organisations were keen to 

come to the fore operating privately owned print and electronic media. For instance, radio 

phoenix was opened in 1996 though the signal was limited to urban areas. The 2000s saw 

increased private sector participation in the media industry. This was supported with the 

establishment of the Independent Broadcasting Authority (IBA) through the Act of 

Parliament No 17 of 2002. The Act was assented to on 31December, 2002. It was:  

An Act to establish the IBA and to define its functions; to provide for 

the control and regulation of broadcasting and diffusion services, and to 

provide for matters connected with or incidental foregoing.39 

Though the IBA Act only became operational in 2013, it gave guidelines to the upcoming 

media houses starting in 2002 when it was assented to. 

A number of private radio stations opened throughout the country. For instance, in 

Southern Province, Sky FM and Radio Chikuni were opened in 2001 and 2002, respectively. 

Agro programming became an integral component in broadcasting especially for rural based 

stations. This meant that ZNBC ran alongside these private stations to see to it that farmers in 

the rural areas were informed on agro issues. However, most of the private radio stations 

were limited in terms of frequency and coverage, making it difficult to reach all the farmers 

who might have needed such important agricultural information.    

2.3 Settlement Schemes 

The welfare of Zambians from the agricultural standpoint preoccupied the 

government from as early as 1960. Magande showed that in 1960 the government conducted 

the Land Utilisation Survey to determine the population density and farming methods and 

patterns in most areas of the country. 40  The survey showed a serious problem of 

overcrowding and overgrazing, a situation which hampered agro growth in most parts of the 

country. The findings prompted the government to find alternative land for the people. In 

1963, the government started buying land from settler farmers which was divided and 

redistributed to small scale farmers. 

                                                             
39Republic of Zambia, Independent Broadcasting Authority No 17 of 2002, 335. 
40 Magande, ‘Some Economic Aspects of Small- Scale Farming,’ p.6. 
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With the preliminaries of resettling targeted Zambians done, the government of the 

Republic of Zambia decided to encourage people from the rural and remote areas to continue 

with farming activities by introducing settlement schemes in 1966. The argument by 

advocates of this initiative was that if well taken care of, the programme would improve 

agricultural productivity thereby greatly increasing rural incomes as per government 

objective.  Brannan’s view was that government programmes such as settlement schemes 

attempted to bring rural people to more accessible locations in terms of roads, markets and 

social services.41 In the same vein, Magande argued that the relocation from unfavourable 

traditional land to the settlement schemes provided opportunities for the farmers to adopt new 

farming technologies.42 

For the process of the settlement scheme to be successful, it was suggested that 

resettling needs should come from the people themselves. However, the government, in 

national interest, reserved the power to dictate which group of people could be resettled. The 

Minister of State Aaron Milner outlined the conditions of resettling people as follows: 

It was intended that proposals for land resettlement should come first 

from the people in the area concerned, and not the government officials 

;For an area chosen for resettlement, the Department of Agriculture 

should carry out a soil survey and feasibility study; the Department of 

water affairs to carry out water potential survey; and the Department of 

Community Development to carry out a census to ascertain the numbers 

of people who are involved and willing to be resettled.43 

 

At the beginning of the settlement scheme, the government was very cautious because 

the programme involved moving people from the traditional lands they had inhabited since 

time immemorial. It was for this reason that Milner, stated that: 

I am sure you have heard or read quite a lot about Land Resettlement 

Schemes and natural problems of resettling our nationals on the land. 

My board recognises that the resettlement of people is a highly complex 

                                                             
41Brannan, ‘A Study of the Role, Performance and Training of Agricultural Extension 

Workers in Zambia’, p. 29. 
42Magande, The Depth of My Footprints p.97. 
43 N.A.Z, SP 3/17/7, Minutes of the First Meeting of the Provincial Land Resettlement 

Committee Held in the Development Office on 18/01/1968. 
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exercise which was to take into consideration social, economic and 

political factors.44 

The settlement scheme was cardinal in the sense that there were higher expectations of 

improved agricultural productivity and living conditions of the rural population. It was 

further contended that the settlement schemes were to be the basis of rural development and 

means through which the government was to enhance the dignity of the common man in rural 

areas.  

However, despite scoring some successes, the schemes also faced a number of 

challenges. The settlement schemes introduced throughout the country were very few, far-

spaced and unevenly distributed. Michael Bwalya cited an example where Serenje, with an 

estimated population of 53 000 people had three settlement schemes in 1969 while Mpika 

with 59 000 people had only one scheme in the same year.45 Another challenge was that 

resettled people were mostly those with a certain level of education and agro skills. This 

move defeated the whole purpose of settlement schemes because it showed biasness towards 

already better off rural households at the expense of the majority poor peasants. The dictation 

in terms of crops to grow in new settlements discouraged some potential settlers who 

concluded that they would merely become government production workers.46  Some scholars 

further concluded that it became a problem to continue with the programme due to some 

flaws in design and implementation in the mid-1970s.47 The diminishing copper economy 

also could have contributed to the halting of settlement schemes because the state could no 

longer support such manoeuvres.  

2.4 Agro Statutory Bodies and Co-operative Unions  

2.4.1 Credit Organisation of Zambia, African Finance Company, Zambia Agricultural 

Development Bank and Lima Bank 

The government created the Credit Organisation of Zambia (COZ) in 1967. The main 

aim of initiating this credit facility was to see to it that small scale farmers especially those in 

rural and remote areas had access to the much needed capital for them to increase their agro 

                                                             
44N.A.Z, SP 1/6/8, Land Resettlement Board, The Minister’s Address at the Provincial Land 

Resettlement Committee Meeting Held in the Conference Room on 23/03/1968. 
45Bwalya, Participation or Powerless, The Place of Peasants in Zambia, p.75. 
46Bwalya, Participation or Powerless, The Place of Peasants in Zambia, p.75. 
47Brannan, ‘A Study of the Role, Performance and Training of Agricultural Extension 

Workers in Zambia’, p. 22. 
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productivity and output for the purpose of alleviating poverty.48 The operations of COZ were 

liberal in nature in the sense that they encouraged subsistence producers to increase 

production to market levels and a variety of grants were given to small-scale farmers who 

formed agro producer cooperatives.49 

The COZ faced a number of challenges. The Second National Development Plan 

(SNDP) of 1972 to 1976 identified these as:  

Lack of training facilities in agricultural credit, little co-ordination 

between lending and marketing institutions and among lending 

institutions themselves, lack of problem oriented research in agricultural 

financing as well as inadequate supervision of loans.50 

The above operational challenges faced by COZ made the government to rethink its policy on 

crediting farmers. 51  Another possible cause of the operational difficulties faced by COZ 

appeared in an article published in the Times of Zambia dated 18 February 1969, which 

alleged that some members of COZ had joined the African National Congress (ANC). They 

were accused of instructing farmers not to pay back loans as the ANC would sweep into 

power.52 In 1969, COZ was dissolved because it was accused of failing to meet its objectives 

and all District Advisory Committees under it were disbanded. 

In order to avoid creating a gap in the credit system, the Rural Development 

Corporation of Zambia (RDCZ), a parastatal company wholly owned by the Zambian 

government was charged with the responsibility of disbursing agricultural credit to small 

scale farmers throughout the country. The RDCZ moved a step further with the setting up of 

an entity called African Finance Company (AFC) in 1970. This new entity was charged with 

the responsibility of dispersing agricultural credit to farmers in Zambia.53 The main objective 

of the AFC was: 

                                                             
48 N.A.Z, SP 1/4/51, Minutes of Gwembe District Development Meeting Held on 05/03/1971.  
49 Wood, Agricultural Policy since Independence, p. 24. 
50Republic of Zambia, Second National Development Plan, p.167. 
51N.A.Z, SP1/ 4/51, COM/DEV/15/52Circular of Number 11 of 21/05/1970 Addressed to the 

District Governor. 
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53 N.A.Z, Zambia Police Radio Message Register In Number 2/443, Out Register Number 
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To provide loans to farmers to enable them carry out a successful 

system of farming involving efficient use of their land, labour and 

other resources to make needed improvements in their living 

conditions and economic situations.54 

The AFC was also mandated to take over all the functions of the defunct COZ. It 

administered three types of loans. These were seasonal, medium- term and real estate loans. 

The majority of small scale farmers qualified for seasonal loans and could engage in farming 

with less difficulty and in the process alleviate rural poverty. Financing of seasonal inputs 

like purchase of fertiliser, seed, herbicides, tractor hire and labour was what constituted the 

seasonal loans.55 Looking at the vulnerability of the small scale farmers, the repayment of the 

loans were scheduled at the end of each harvest season.  

Some stakeholders questioned the operations of the AFC from different standpoints. 

Chipungu postulated that in some districts, the AFC was severely criticised for giving loans 

to rich peasants at the expense of the poor.56 Mbulo on the other hand criticised the AFC for 

concealing information and figures regarding the loanees. 57  Magande lamented that the 

failure by the COZ and AFC in the 1970s was due to powerful and connected defaulters.58 

The shows that the majority of the supposedly beneficiaries, the vulnerable small scale 

farmers, could not access the loans. This was against the idea of creating the agro lending 

facilities.  

Following the above criticisms levelled against AFC by different stakeholders, 

policymakers formed and entity called the Zambia Agricultural Development Bank (ZADB) 

in 1983 to compete with AFC. The two institutions still faced operational challenges which 

were almost similar to those faced by COZ. As a result, the government decided to merge 

them into an agro bank called the Lima Bank in 1987.59 Lima Bank’s operations were also 

marred with challenges. Consequently, it failed to survive the liberalised economy of the 

1990s leading to its liquidation in 1997. 
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The liberalisation of the agricultural sector in the early 1990s saw the liquidation of 

the quasi-government institutions which gave out credit to small scale farmers in the country. 

This created an unforeseen gap between the government and the small scale farmers. The 

National Agricultural Policy (NAP) clearly stated that: 

There has been a vacuum in agricultural financing since 1996, when 

the last of these institutions was liquidated. This vacuum has created 

problems among small scale farmers who have no access to credit 

and cannot borrow from commercial banks.60 

The private sector’s role in providing credit to the agro sector was highly unbeneficial to the 

small scale farmers in the sense that liberal policies were profit-motivated. Therefore, from 

1997 to 2011 there was no institution which could provide direct credit to small scale 

farmers. 

The government realised that it was bound to be difficult for farmers to continue with 

agricultural production especially that there was an unprecedented rise in the prices of 

agricultural inputs and other materials required for agricultural production. With support from 

donors, government established the Agricultural Sector Investment Programme (ASIP) in 

1994 whose main aim was to support the liberalisation of the agricultural sector. This support 

came in form of improvements in the domestic input supply, marketing of products and 

reduction of subsidies.61 

However, as was the case during the previous regime, it was alleged that ASIP was 

hampered by low loan recovery rates from the farmers making it unviable. Such programmes 

concentrated on serving the farmers along the line of rail thus neglecting the vulnerable ones 

in rural and remote areas. Another perspective given on the ineffectiveness of ASIP was that 

droughts coupled with an unsupportive and unpredictable business environment contributed 

to failure of these initiatives.62 Chabatama’s view on the loans was that the government, in 

the name of ‘empowering farmers’ used government Ministers and Members of Parliament as 

agro agents. They were given loans to distribute fertiliser on credit terms and buy maize from 

farmers. 63  Magande criticised the above move from the repayment point of view and 
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emphasised that: “Even the animated debate in parliament did not move the powerful 

defaulters to repay the loans as many of them were the same MPs.”64 This was one of the 

scandals in the liberalisation set-up of agriculture because politicians became the major 

culprits in defaulting though no names were mentioned.  

2.4.2. Grain Marketing Board, Agricultural Rural Marketing Board and National 

Agricultural Marketing Board  

At independence, government looked at the imbalance that had existed during the 

colonial period from the input supply, distribution and crop marketing perspectives. To do 

away with the imbalance, the government restructured the Grain Marketing Board (GMB) 

and the Agricultural Rural Marketing Board (ARMB) which had existed since the colonial 

era. These Boards were charged with the responsibility of supplying inputs and marketing a 

variety of crops in different regions.65 The GMB was mandated to deal with farmers located 

along the line of rail, while the ARMB’s mandate was for those farmers operating in rural 

and remote areas, with the mandate of bringing producers in these areas into the cash 

economy. 

The operations of the two boards were however, not well defined. This was worsened 

by the fact the government identified some regions to be agriculturally viable, while some 

were treated as non- viable. This compelled the government to review its marketing policy in 

order to redefine the areas of responsibility between the GMB and the ARMB in 1967. At 

one of the review meetings, it was revealed that there was a directive from the Ministry of 

Agriculture that ARMB withdraws from Central and Southern Provinces in order to 

concentrate on non- viable areas, namely Barotse, North Western, Luapula and Western 

Provinces.66 The above directive was not well-received by the ARMB and this brought a rift 

between the two boards. This rift, among other operational challenges, led to 

misunderstandings which contributed greatly to the downfall of the two boards.  

After assessing the operations of GMB and ARMB, the government thought that the 

best way to go was to create a monolithic parastatal to look into the affairs of agricultural 

development throughout the country. This resulted in the merging of GMB and ARMB into 
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the National Agricultural Marketing Board (NAMBOARD) under the Act of Parliament of 

1969. NAMBOARD took charge of all the marketing activities which were performed by its 

predecessors. NAMBOARD’s new mandate was to cater for both the small scale farmers 

along the line of rail as well as those from rural and remote areas. It endeavoured to see to it 

that all farmers regardless of the region were given equal opportunity to develop and 

therefore alleviate rural poverty. 

Later in the late 1970s, the policymakers realised that NAMBOARD’s performance 

was below par. This prompted them to begin envisioning the setting up of Provincial 

Cooperative Marketing Unions (PCMUs) as alternative marketing institutions to service the 

whole country.67 This was a major shift in the agro marketing policy by the government. It 

was observed that: 

NAMBOARD the only legal body responsible for buying gazetted crops 

was to be phased out of the provinces and replaced with cooperative 

unions. However, the Board was to remain operational at provincial 

level in rather a skeleton form and store surplus maize, while 

cooperative unions will shift to deficit areas to ensure adequate supplies 

of fertiliser to cooperative organisations in each province.68 

It was thought that the PCMUs would be more efficient than NAMBOARD due to their 

smaller size. Further it was argued that PCMUs were a form of decentralisation. At that time 

there were only three registered PCMUs in Eastern, Southern and Northern provinces.69 By 

1981, more PCMUs were established in areas where they never existed before. These 

included the Copperbelt, Western, Lusaka, Central, North Western and Luapula provinces. 

The Ministry of Co-operatives was also formed in the same year.70 

In the early 1980s, a number of liberal agricultural marketing reforms were proposed 

and to some extent were adhered to though not in totality. For instance, in 1982 government 

decontrolled the prices of all crops except maize and wheat. Parastatal marketing agencies 

like NAMBOARD lost the monopoly of marketing as they became nominally “buyers of last 
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resort.” This now meant that other marketing arrangements could be established such as 

private sector participation in marketing of agricultural produce. It was felt that the 

competition which was to be brought about by the private sector was to lead to efficiency in 

the operations of the affected parastatals and cooperative marketing agencies. Input supply 

was also deregulated coupled with the reduction of subsidies between 1984 and 1987.71 

Squabbles between NAMBOARD and the PCUMs emerged as no clear distinction 

was made in their operations which resulted in duplication of some responsibilities. Further, 

conflicts between the two institutions over the ownership of assets were pervasive. In 1985, 

the government decided to make PCMUs agents of NAMBOARD. Due to the economic woes 

which Zambia was entangled in, NAMBOARD’s operations were halted in 1989, resulting in 

its collapse the same year. Mitti, Drinkwater and Kalonge were of the view that inefficient 

parastatals institutions like NAMBOARD became a particular target for the economic 

liberalisation programmes and this led to the demise of many former state supported 

smallholder agricultural systems.72 

The liberalisation of the agro sector demanded government withdraw from the sector 

through de-regulation of input distribution, agricultural production, marketing, storage and 

processing of agricultural products. The collapse of NAMBOARD in 1989 and the 

implementation of liberal policies activated private sector participation in the agricultural 

development of Zambia.73 Following the demise of NAMBOARD, government created the 

Food Reserve Agency (FRA) to manage Strategic National Maize Reserves in 1996. 

Magande clarified the issue of government withdrawal from the agro sector especially from 

crop marketing. He stated that this was supposed to be gradual, in a planned manner, in 

phases and over time. It was suggested that phase one was to let the private sector buy maize 

within 50 kilometres radius while the FRA was to concentrate on buying the crop beyond that 

radius.74 

The government therefore felt obliged to continue participating in the sector though 

modestly. Makasa also observed that government was intermittently compelled to back- pedal 

                                                             
71Wood, ‘Agricultural Policy since Independence’, p.52. 
72 Godfrey Mitti, Michael Drinkwater and Sylvester Kalonge, ‘Experimenting with 

Agricultural Extensions in Zambia: Care’s Livingstone Food Security Project’. Research 

Reports and Studies, p.2. 
73Republic of Zambia, Official Verbatim Report of the Parliamentary Debates of the Fourth 

Session of the Sixth National Assembly, 6th August, 1990, p.211. 
74Magande, The Depth of My Footprints, p.200. 



39 
 

on this policy due market failures.75 This sporadic move by the government made it difficult 

for the farmers to come up with permanent survival strategies away from government help as 

dictated by the liberal economy.   

In 2002, the government formulated and implemented a new subsidy programme 

aimed at input supply, marketing and pricing of agro products. This programme was initially 

called the Fertiliser Support Programme (FSP) but was later renamed Farmer Input Support 

Programme (FISP) in 2009. The Ministry of Agriculture observed that: 

As part of Government’s effort to liberalise the agricultural markets, 

Government introduced FISP. The programme was introduced in 2002 

and was aimed at improving access of small scale farmers to inputs and 

enhancing the participation and competitiveness of the private sector in 

the supply and distribution of agricultural inputs in good time and 

adequate amounts.76 

Further, the policymakers’ argument when introducing FSP was that subsidies were going to 

be beneficial to both producers and consumers.77 The FSP clearly stipulated a four year 

beneficiary schedule and contributions to be made per annum by the farmer and the 

government as indicated on table 2 below; 

Table 2: Initial FISP Arrangement,2002  

First Year Second Year Third Year Fourth Year 

Farmer 

25% 

Government 

75% 

Farmer 

50% 

Government 

50% 

Farmer 

75% 

Government 

25% 

Farmer graduates, 

government 

facilitates delivery 

Source: Interview, Mutelo Kelvin, DMDO, Gwembe, 12/12/2018, Gwembe. 

The plan above shows that farmers initially supported with subsidised inputs were to graduate 

after four years and a new group could be enrolled.78 Graduation in this regard meant that 

farmers were now empowered to do farming on their own with minimal government 

assistance. In terms of actual benefits, FSP came with a package of 400kgs of inputs and 20 
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kgs of seed, while FISP halved the package to 200kgs of inputs and 10kgs of seed with a 

small range of other crops.79 However, it became a challenge for the government to adhere to 

the initial plan of graduating farmers after four years. By 2011, some farmers enrolled in 

2002 were still on the FISP register. 

However, some observers noted that the formulation and implementation of the FISP 

initiative by the Mwanawasa government though copied from Malawi, was more political 

than economic. This was because the majority of Mwanawasa’s votes came from the rural 

areas. In his campaign message, Mwanawasa had promised to revamp the rural agro sector 

through subsidies. Therefore, the new government was simply fulfilling what it had promised 

the rural voters and also looked to legitimising its stay in power. The majority of urban voters 

had lost faith in the MMD government due to economic woes such as gigantic retrenchments 

which were a result of liberalisation of the 1990s. Resnick and Mason observed that:  

Mwanawasa focused on rural agriculture to fulfil promises made to rural 

Zambians especially that SAPs had made the MMD government lose 

popularity in urban areas to new opposition political parties.80 

Apart from managing the Strategic National Maize Reserves, the FRA played a 

critical role in crop marketing from 2005 when this mandate was added to the initial one. It 

was mandated by law to determine the price of different agricultural produce, based on a 

number of factors from the production viewpoint. The prices set by the FRA were uniform 

throughout the country despite variations in ecological zones. However, whatever price set by 

the FRA was in most instances considered meagre. The private sector was equally free to set 

their own price depending on the prevailing market situation and provided they did not go 

below the price set by the FRA.  However, the above issue was only on paper because in 

most instances the private sector pricing varied from region to region. The prices set by the 

private sector were far less than the recommended ones especially in far flung areas. 

Some sectors of society gave unsatisfactory reviews on the operations of FISP and 

FRA. The Indaba Agricultural Policy Research Institute (IAPRI) indicated that at the heart of 

Zambia’s agricultural growth paradox was heavy reliance on FISP and output price support 
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via FRA. The two programmes were considered to be costly and ineffective at addressing 

high rural poverty rates and low crop productivity. The programmes failed to embrace the 

majority poor farmers who were in dire need of government support.81 

2.4.3 Lint Company 

At independence, the government realised the importance of diversification when it 

came to agro production. Instead of concentrating on subsistence crops, the government 

decided to incorporate cash crops such as cotton to help alleviate rural poverty. 82  The 

government’s argument was that if rural farmers were exposed to cash crops such as cotton, 

their incomes were likely to increase.  

In 1966, cotton became a controlled product and the GMB was charged with the 

responsibility for providing seed. With the creation of NAMBOARD in 1969 and its 

subsequent takeover of the GMB operations, all cotton growing and marketing related 

activities became the responsibility of NAMBOARD. The government through 

NAMBOARD and the Ministry of Rural Development explored means through which cotton 

production could be enhanced. In 1975, a cotton project was formed in which a number of 

farmers were identified and provided with a conducive environment for the newly introduced 

venture. This came in form of helping selected farmers to acquire cotton inputs on credit as 

well as access to extension services. The project was a success such that after a period of 

three years, it was decided that a separate company be formed to specifically look into the 

issues related to cotton growing in the country.  

The Lint Company was established in March 1978 to specifically deal with all cotton 

production and marketing related issues. This was done under the provision of the law 

through the Companies Act of 1978. Lint Co company was given the following mandate: 

To improve and increase the production of cotton by mobilising farmers 

in the country and providing them with inputs through an input credit 

scheme; to backup input supply by providing technical and extension 

services to cotton farmers; to provide a market for cotton growers and to 
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process domestically produced seed cotton; and to create an important 

market for export of cotton products and earn foreign exchange.83 

The government’s intention when establishing Lint Co was to see to it that prospective cotton 

growers were assisted with extension services, input supply on credit, marketing and 

processing or ginning. Further, the government looked forward to the company encouraging 

cotton cultivation by farmers especially in the rural areas. This was aimed at benefiting the 

cotton growers through improved income and thus contributing to the alleviation of rural 

poverty. The benefits were to spill over to the national level because the crop was to be one 

of the top foreign exchange earners.84 

On a positive note, Lint Co performed exceptionally well even during the late 1970s 

and early 1980s. This was seen from the steady increase of hectarage from 3,970 hectares in 

1979 to 6,390 hectares in 1980. Hectarage under cotton shot up by about 134% in 1983.85 

However, in the late 1980s cotton production suffered just like any other agro sector due to a 

generalised economic malaise during the twilight years of the UNIP government. The annual 

crop forecast surveys conducted by the Government of Zambia’s Central Statistical Unit in 

1995 stipulated that:  

From 1987 to the year immediately following liberalisation, production 

was low, fluctuating, and in secular decline, falling below 20,000 MT of 

seed cotton in the 1995 harvest year.86 

According to the Zambia Privatization Agency (ZPA), Lint Co was also in serious financial 

crisis before its sale, having accumulated substantial unpaid debts. The challenges included 

reduced production and unpaid debts among others. This resulted in the privatisation of Lint 

Co to Lonrho and Frank Cotton in 1994.87 This was the beginning of active participation of 

the private sector in the cotton industry. Citing losses especially from the input credit due to 

alleged low loan recoveries, Lonrho decided to sale its assets to Dunavant, another private 

company which took over the operations of a number of ginneries in 200188.  
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The instability of the Kwacha at that moment helped the cotton industry to grow. 

Since cotton dealers relied on exports, the depreciation of the Kwacha motivated them to 

work harder because it was a blessing in disguise on their part due to profits realised in 

exporting the commodity. The above observation was also supported by Tschirley and 

Kabwe who noted that: 

From 1996 through to 2001, the Kwacha slowly depreciated in real 

terms against the dollar. As a result, export sectors with a significant 

share of costs in local currency would have been able to earn higher 

profits.89 

The above argument was also confirmed by the Crop Forecasts Survey (CFS) which was 

undertaken between 1993 and 2001. See table 3 below 

Table 3: Cotton Production in Zambia, 1993 - 2001 

Harvest Year Crop Forecast Survey Estimates 

No of Households Area (ha) CFS Estimates in MT 

1993 32,944 32,342 47,851 

1994 30,764 28,699 33,093 

1995 32,824 28,450 16,578 

1996 50,981 64,084 40,824 

1997 85,514 74,279 70,000 

1998 85,735 79,272 110,000 

1999 70,159 63,000 140,024 

2000 44,196 36,681 49,498 

2001 87,422 87,026 57,083 

Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Food & Fisheries (2000), Zambia Cotton Sector Review, 

Draft Report, Prepared by Societe Francaise de Realisation, d’ Etudes et de Conseil.90 

The above estimates indicate that just before the privatisation of Lint Co in 1994, there was a 

steady decline in cotton production in the country. However, the scenario changed effective 

1996 which saw a steady increase in cotton production following the takeover of the industry 
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by the private sector. However, Lonrho’s performance made some farmers leave the sector 

and they only came back after Dunavant took over in 2001.  

A number of private companies continued to be active participants in the cotton 

industry. The renowned ones were Dunavant and Cargill. In 2002 however, government for 

the first since 1994, working in collaboration with ginners, initiated a Cotton Outgrower 

Credit Fund. This initiative was a public funded credit for the provision of inputs. In 2005, 

the Cotton Association of Zambia (CAZ) was formed with membership of over 300,000 

cotton farmers under the auspices of the Zambia National Farmer’s Union (ZNFU).91 

Between 2002 and 2005, there was an increase in cotton production in the country and 

this could have been as a result of the partnership between the government and the private 

sector. This time the government was also busy working on stabilising the country’s 

currency. In 2006 the government’s efforts paid off with enormous appreciation of the 

Kwacha. Scholars have argued that the appreciation of the Kwacha from K4,700/USD in July 

2005 to K3,200/USD in May 2006 was a blow to the cotton industry.92 Therefore, it can be 

concluded that the appreciation of the Kwacha during the highlighted period constrained the 

country’s export sector of which cotton was one of the major beneficiaries. Small scale cotton 

growers became the most affected as their rewards were drastically reduced. Hence, there 

was a drastic reduction in cotton growing activities in Zambia falling by about 40-50 

percent.93 This was the beginning of dwindling fortunes in the cotton sector. Table 4 below 

shows the estimated trend in cotton production between 2002 and 2011:  
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Table 4: Cotton Production in Zambia, 2002 - 2011 

Harvest 

Year 

Derived Ginnery Estimates 

No of Households Production in MT 

Minimum Maximum 

2002 172, 900 259, 350 116,000 

2003 170,341 255,512 118,000 

2004 240,712 361,069 172,000 

2005 266,173 399,259 196,000 

2006 244,005 366,007 185,000 

2007  142,308 213,462 111,000 

2008 111,033 188,456  73,000 

2009 132,093 197,342 108,000 

2010 134,890 201,982  70,000 

2011 123,095 189,765 122,000 

Source: Tschirley and Kabwe, ‘Comparative Analysis of Organisation and Performance of 

African Cotton Sectors,’ p. 27, see also West K. Chitah, Cotton and Its By-Products Sector, 

p.10. 

 The appreciation of the Kwacha resulted in persistent changes in pre-planting season and 

actual prices after harvest which eroded farmer confidence. However, not all hope was lost as 

the yield kept on fluctuating. Other factors such as droughts have been cited as having 

contributed to the instability cotton production faced as was the case when in 2010 when 

most areas were hit by the drought which significantly reduced yields.94 

2.4.4. Price Control 

The pricing of agro products played a crucial role in the process of agricultural 

development and alleviation of rural poverty immediately Zambia became independent in 

1964 up to 2011. In 1964, the government set up the Agricultural Marketing Committee 

(AMC) to advise it through the Minister of Agriculture on the agricultural pricing policy.95  

The main reason for government’s agricultural pricing policy was to motivate farmers to 

continue with production. This committee was a professional body which had an open door 
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policy and it involved agricultural stakeholders in its operations. These included Producer 

Associations, Statutory Bodies and the Ministry of Agriculture which were invited to give 

specific evidence on how the pricing and marketing should be conducted.  

Maize was considered priority number one when it came to the operations of the 

AMC. The Committee recommended the price formula for maize with two phases. The first 

phase was the pre-planting price for naked maize announced in mid- September of every 

year. The second phase came after the harvest had been done. There was room for adjustment 

of prices either upwards or downwards from that recommended during the pre-planting phase 

depending on the harvest. Whatever the case, the price adjustment was not to exceed 2s. 6d 

per 200lb.96 Prices were also decided by the extent to which deliveries were made to the 

GMB and ARMB. Despite maize being the primary focus, other crops were also catered for. 

For instance, though sweeter types of sorghum were grown in the drier parts of the country 

for subsistence purposes, there was an estimated 2, 000 bags which were bought by the 

GMB.97 Other crops included wheat, cotton and groundnuts.  

The AMC further considered the cost of production and the distance to the market as 

major factors critical in determining the price of the produce. The initial marketing and 

pricing strategy were mainly biased towards small scale farmers along the line of rail. In 

1968, the AMC’s report took a broader viewpoint by including the producer price policy of 

the rural areas in its analysis. It recommended regional price determination which was to be 

provided for by the national maize price policy. This resulted in price differentiation between 

small scale farmers along the line of rail and those in the rural and remote areas. A number of 

factors were considered for regional pricing. Transportation of the produce to the nearest 

depot played a critical role, implying that small scale farmers along the line of rail were paid 

more for their produce compared to their rural counterparts.  

The above situation lasted between 1964 and 1971 when the government decided to 

do away with regional pricing and instead came up with a single floor price throughout the 

country. Wood showed that in 1971, and for the first time, the government of Zambia pegged 
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the floor price of maize at K3.20 per bag in all depots throughout the country.98 This was the 

beginning of the uniform pricing for all regions throughout the country through pan territorial 

setting for the entire cropping season99.   

This uniform price was extended to almost all farming related activities. Other crops 

apart from maize followed suit and the price of subsidised fertiliser was also later set at 

uniform level throughout the country. By 1974, transport costs were eliminated. The same 

price was given to the producer at the local depot as well as the district centre. During the 

1974-75 crop marketing season, all forms of discrimination in pricing were got rid of as 

uniform prices for crops were introduced in all depots countrywide. Thus, pan territorial and 

seasonal pricing were promoted.100 The main argument from the government for introducing 

the uniform pricing policy was that it wanted to promote fair compensation especially for 

rural and remote farmers whose main occupation was agriculture.101 

During the late 1970s and the 1980s, NAMBOARD was mandated to announce the 

floor price it would purchase different crops at, at the beginning of every crop marketing 

season as it was the main buyer of agro produce. In 1982, NAMBOARD became the buyer of 

last resort following the allowing of private buyers on the market. In 1987, government did 

away with private buyers but they came back in 1989 following the collapse of 

NAMBOARD. The liberalisation of the agro sector in the early 1990s saw the private sector 

having more powers in determining the price of the agro produce. The Food Reserve Agency 

(FRA) a government parastatal also played a critical role in determining the grain floor price 

since its inception in 1996 up to 2011, though whatever price it announced was not final. In 

most instances private buyers adjusted the price either upwards or downwards. 

2.5 Conclusion 

The chapter has demonstrated how successive Zambian governments attempted to 

embrace rural small scale farmers in the agro economy from 1964 to 2011 through 

formulation, modification and implementation of a number of agro strategies. The main areas 
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of concern by the government were extension, credit, seed and input supply distribution and 

crop marketing. However, the effectiveness of the newly implemented strategies and 

programmes was dependent on how they were handled by the initiators and the recipients. 

This resulted in the continuation, modification and demise of certain strategies and 

programmes.  

The chapter has shown that there was discontentment among the initiators which 

resulted into some strategies and programmes not benefiting the intended beneficiaries. There 

were a lot bickering among the top officials as they failed to agree on how strategies and 

programmes could effectively reach the targets. The above conflicts contributed to the 

ineffectiveness of strategies and programmes and ended up benefiting the wrong people. The 

chapter has further shown how most of the strategies and programmes collapsed before 1991 

because government could no longer sustain them. It has finally demonstrated that the agro 

strategies and programmes which continued after 1991 could not perform better because the 

private sector which was supposed to take over the economy lagged in many areas. These 

included input supply, distribution and marketing among other areas. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

THE REACTION OF SMALL SCALE FARMERS TO AGRICULTURAL 

STRATEGIES AND PROGRAMMES IN GWEMBE 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter examines the reaction of small scale farmers to government agricultural 

strategies and programmes in Gwembe District between 1964 and 2011.  The chapter shows 

that the reaction of small scale farmers to agricultural strategies and programmes was 

circumstantial and dependent on a number of factors such as dictates of the strategies and 

programmes, prevailing conditions at the time of implementation and the benefits expected to 

be derived from the activity. Gwembe’s ecology was also one of the contributors towards 

such reaction. The reaction will be examined under extension services, credit, input supply 

and distribution, marketing and other activities that boosted crop production.  

3.2 Extension Services through Agricultural Camps and Farmer Training Centres 

The response or reaction of Gwembe farmers to the provision of extension services 

through Agricultural Camps and Farmer Training Centers(FTCs) was overwhelming although 

it was marred with numerous challenges arising from the district’s ecology and terrain. In 

1967 Gwembe was allocated six agro camps which were wide in nature.1 Farmers walked 

long distances just to have audience with extension officers and demonstrators. They believed 

their agro productivity would improve after dealing with the experts disregarding the weekly 

schedule extension officers came up with. 

By 1973, there were only three extension officers to man the agro camps, hence 

schedules could not be adhered to, to the maximum. Those who lived off main roads 

mobilised themselves and made arrangements to meet extension officers and demonstrators at 

convenient places. This came to light during a meeting held in June to assess the operations 

of newly created agro camps in Gwembe. The District Agricultural Officer (DAO) cited 

farmers in Sinafala and Chaamwe in Gwembe central and Chiyabi in Gwembe north as 

having striven hard to receive extension services using that method.2 The consensus was 

reached during the meeting that such initiatives should be encouraged in Gwembe 

considering that it was difficult to reach all areas because of the bad roads, rocky and hilly 

                                                             
1National Archives of Zambia (hereafter N.A.Z), Agricultural Broadcasting as an Education 

Medium in Zambia.Agriculture Extension Branch Service, Annual Report 1968-1969, p.6. 
2 N.A.Z SP4/2/173, Minutes of the meeting held in Gwembe under the Department of Agric, 

June, 1967. 
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terrain. Extension officers were further encouraged to give audience to farmers they met on 

the way even without prior arrangement.3 In line with the same the 1975 Department of 

Agriculture tour report indicated that the DAO stressed that: 

The farmers of Gwembe are tolerant and welcome ideas brought to them 

by the agricultural officers. They readily adopt new information 

provided they are shown and guided well on what to do.4 

Between 1968 and 1971, the government sanctioned a research to determine which 

crops could be suitable for growing in regions like Gwembe. The research recommended 

sorghum and millet for the Gwembe environment. However, the extension workers sent to 

Gwembe continued advocating for the growing of maize. In line with the above 

contradiction, Thayer Scudders concluded that: 

There was failure by most agricultural extension staff stationed in 

Gwembe to advance local crops. Their failure was due to the fact that 

they were trained in regions where rainfall was higher than Gwembe.5 

The faith that Gwembe farmers had in extension workers sent to work in the district 

made them not to question their judgement. On the contrary, Chief Simamba of Gwembe 

south was of the view that the people of Gwembe should be advised to grow drought resistant 

crops such as sorghum and millet. However, these crops took long to be harvested because 

when planted in December they could only be harvested in June. This was why the majority 

of the farmers reacted by growing maize which was seen as the country’s staple food.6 This 

showed that both extension officers and small scale farmers contributed to the sidelining of 

the recommended crops for the Gwembe ecology at the expense of maize. 

The positive reaction of Gwembe people to agricultural extension services was also 

demonstrated in the area of cotton growing. In the early 1980s, extension services were 

shifted towards the promotion of cotton growing. In fact, the increase in agricultural camps 

                                                             
3N.A.Z SP4/2/173, Minutes of the Meeting held in Gwembe under the Department of Agric, 

June, 1967. 
4N.A.Z, SP 1/3/61, Tour Reports, Department of Agriculture, 1975. 
5 Thayer Scudder, A History of Development in the 20th Century, Manchester: Manchester 

University Press, p.40. 
6 Phiri, Surviving in the drought of Gwembe Valley. 
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from seven in 1973 to 13 in 1983 was credited to the expansion of cotton growing.7 This 

move was necessitated by government’s desire to see that there was a reduction in officer-

farmer ratio though exact number were not stated. The government encouraged farmers to 

grow cotton alongside maize and other crops. However, Chiinda partly condemned the move 

by the government when he lamented that between 1985 and 1991, government insisted on 

promoting alien crops such as maize, rice and wheat which were not suitable for the Gwembe 

ecology.8 Due to the faith the farmers had in extension officers, they continued relying on 

their expert advice though at times farmers used methods and seeds they deemed fit for the 

Gwembe environment. 

In 1991 following the liberalisation of the agro sector, a few Camp Extension 

Officers(CEO)continued interacting with farmers though with challenges. In 1992 

Sinazongwe and Siavonga were detached from Gwembe. This meant a reduction in the area 

of administration by senior agricultural officers in the district. Despite such a move, most 

camps in Gwembe remained unmanned which meant that farmers continued trekking to seek 

extension services from areas which had CEOs. In most instances only a few farmers from 

Gwembe central, Munyumbwe and Chipepo continued to have direct access to extension 

services. Informant Lubinda explained that since most CEOs resided and concentrated their 

services along the Monze- Chipepo road, farmers from far flung areas such as Kalelezhi, 

Nakasika and Ntanga visited them to seek professional advice especially if they faced a direct 

challenge on their fields such as pest attacks on their crop.  At times some farmers reacted by 

adhering to the advice given at their own expense, that is buying the advised farming 

implements which they used for farming.9 

Majority farmers however continued practicing traditional forms of agriculture 

because they had no access to the services of the CEOs. Following an unknown maize disease 

which attacked the maize fields in Chisaanga, Chaamwe and Sompani in 1996, farmers 

turned to traditional methods due to lack of professional advice from the CEOs in the affected 

areas. Most of the affected farmers went for itwe(ash) and tombwe(tobacco) among other 

methods as a remedy for diseases. They mixed ash or tobacco with water and let it stay for a 

minimum of five days before sprinkling to the affected fields. However, the traditional 

                                                             
7 Interview, Sebastian Samutumwa Lubinda, Retired Senior Agricultural Officer, 19/04/2019, 

Gwembe . 
8Chiinda, A History of Gwembe Valley, p.45. 
9Lubinda, Interview. 
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methods in most cases failed to eradicate thes disease resulting in total destruction of the 

crop.10 

In 2002, Gwembe District (formerly Gwembe central had a total number of 15 agro 

camps. The main activity which needed the attention of CEOs was sensitisation of the 

farmers on the newly introduced Fertiliser Support Programme(FSP). The reaction of farmers 

to advice rendered to them regarding FSP was unimpressive because most of them shunned 

the programme.11 CEOs accused Gwembe farmers of being conservative, but it was later 

discovered in 2009 that CEOs were not doing their job satisfactorily because they had limited 

time with their clients. 

Extension services through the FTC also invigorated the local people’s engagement in 

gardening although this later evoked serious reprisals within the farming community due to 

misunderstandings. In 1972, the visiting Senior Extension Training Officer was surprised to 

find that Malima Farmers Training Centre (MFTC)12 was not offering practical lessons as it 

had no demonstration gardens.13 He directed that all the staff at MFTC should be transferred 

to create space for the new staff in order to change the face of Malima.14 The call to open 

demonstration gardens at MFTC was adhered to such that by 1981 the project proved 

successful.  

However, the reaction of farmers to this venture varied. By 1983, some ‘influential’15 

farmers found an opportunity and personalised demonstration gardens though no direct 

names were mentioned. They started controlling whatever proceeds where realised from the 

demonstration gardens especially that Gwembe was in dire need of vegetables which were 

practically unobtainable in most parts of the district. 16  In most instances’ officers from 

Malima FTC overseeing those demos remained mute for fear of witchcraft among other 

reasons. In most cases, lessons were disrupted due to increased squabbles among the 

                                                             
10Interview, Mulope Mulope, Retired Camp Officer, 02/02/2019, Gwembe. 
11Interview, Mulope 
12 The history of Malima Camp dates to 1959 when the colonial government opened it with 

the hope of resettling people displaced during the construction of the Kariba Dam. Some 

farmers had taken over the FTC because of the successful gardening project, though the area 

had no demonstration gardens.  
13A demonstration garden was designed and maintained by extension officers for the purpose 

of teaching horticultural programmes and principles as part of extension programmes. 
14Lubinda, Interveiw. 
15 Farmers who thought they had an advanced lifestyle compared to those they considered 

ordinary. 
16Lubinda, Interview. 
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participants. Other farmers reacted by withdrawing their participation from Malima since 

they helped in maintaining the demonstration gardens, they felt betrayed. An informant 

indicated that between 1983 and 1985 about seven active members of Malima decided to 

withdraw their services due to the confusions that had engulfed the center. By 1989, Malima 

membership had dwindled from 25 in 1980 to seven.17The liberal economy of the 1990s 

rendered most of Malima FTC programmes irrelevant, with only pockets of demos 

continuing. 

3.3 The Mass Media as a Tool for Promoting Extension Services  

The mass media was well embraced in Gwembe especially the Radio Farm Forum 

(RFF) which started in 1966. The first RFF in Gwembe was formed in 1969. Initially, 

farmers’ reaction to the RFFs was low in the sense that they did not know how to go about 

them. This issue was raised by the Southern Province Information Officer who indicated that 

it would be difficult for districts like Gwembe to bring a scattered cadre of farmers for 

RFFs.18  As the RFFs continued to spread, however, more farmers in the district became 

involved as they were eager to improve their agro productivity. Official government reports 

commended small scale farmers in the district for their optimistic response as the programme 

unfolded.19 Table 5 below samples the attendance of RFFs in Gwembe between 1971 and 

1972. 

Table 5: Radio Farm Forum Attendance, 1971 and 1972 

Place Targeted Attendance Year Remarks 

Chipepo 50 30 1971 Fair  

Sinazeze 55 50 1972 Good  

Munyumbwe 50 15 1971 Good 

Lusitu 50 40 1972 Fair 

  Source: NAZ, Agriculture Broadcasting as Medium of Education among Zambian Farmers. 

Relating to the good response by Gwembe farmers towards RFFs, Chipungu argued 

that this programme was a reserve for the majority poor peasants who had no access to the 

FTCs, hence such an impressive attendance.20 However, such numbers could be treated as 

overcrowding because the initial plan for RFFs was to cater for 15 to 20 participants per 

                                                             
17 Lubinda, interview. 
18Ministry of Rural Development, Department of Agriculture, Annual Report of the 

Extension Branch, 1969-70, p.2. 
19N.A.Z MAG 4/2/6, Agricultural Performance Reports in Southern Province, 1971- 1975. 
20 Chipungu,The State, Technology and Peasant Differentiation, 176. 
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session. This positive response by poor farmers was further necessitated by the interactions 

which went on as they met their counterparts. Watts et al observed that it was during the 

RFFs that village farmers met and shared various experiences.21 

In 1978, about 13 farmers attended the RFF at Lusitu in Gwembe north out of the 

expected 65. This was because the topic of discussion was about accessing loans from AFC. 

The Lusitu apathy was a protest against the operations of AFC in Gwembe. At almost the 

same time, there were other RFFs in Munyumbwe and Sinazeze in Gwembe central and north 

respectively. Both RFFs were aimed at discussing cotton related topics. The attendance for 

Munyumbwe and Sinazeze were 56 and 58 out of the expected 60 and 65 respectively.22   

When farmers felt that agricultural activities to be discussed during the RFFs were alien to 

Gwembe ecology they shunned them. 

However, Gwembe farmers started losing interest in the RFFs in the 1980s. Informant 

Siamatowe observed that at times farmers in the district would opt to go for activities which 

seemed to have a direct impact on their farming activities.  He indicated that in 1981, farmers 

at Chipepo abandoned the RFF 15 minutes into the programme when the truck carrying 

inputs for the area arrived. Another informant said farmers lost faith in the RFFs because in 

most instances they could converge for a meeting but officers failed to show up even in areas 

which were staffed.23In 1987, although there were a good number of registered RFFs, only 

about 12 were active with attendance standing at an average of around 20.24 

In the 1990s, the National Agriculture Information Services (NAIS) sponsored a few 

RFFs in Gwembe District. This was dependent on Camp Extension Officers (CEOs) who 

were still scarce in the district at the time. The detaching of Sinazongwe and Siavonga from 

Gwembe in 1992 meant each district start taking care of its own affairs. By 1995, Twapenga, 

Chabboboma and Mapambu were among the few sponsored RFFs in the Gwembe District. 

Although reception was still a challenge, at least 30-40 farmers converged every Wednesdays 

to listen to different agro programmes aired under the RFF. However, an informant observed 

                                                             
21 Watts, Ngangula and Werner, “Agricultural Communication,” 359. 
22N.A.Z, SP3/3/36 Extension Services Annual Report, Jan-Dec, 1978, p.2. 
23Interview, Patrick Siankululu, Small Scale Farmer, 14/05/2019,Chipepo. 
24Interview, Jeremiah Meebelo, District Agricultural Information Officer, 

06/03/2019,Gwembe. 
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that most of the programmes were biased towards cotton production. This was because cotton 

growing was well-supported by the private sector and consequently, yields were good.25 

The poor radio reception and the steady but continuous decline in agro radio 

programming due to the high cost involved in running them in the mid 1990s compelled the 

Department of Agriculture in Gwembe to come up with a new strategy of reaching out to the 

farmers. Since there was no Television reception in the area, a mobile TV was introduced by 

the Ministry of Agriculture in 1997.26 The organisers used Video Cassette Recorders (VCR) 

and a generator. They went round the district showing pre-recorded agricultural programmes. 

The response from the people of Gwembe was overwhelming in the targeted areas. This 

mode of communication came with overcrowding. The informant however stressed that 

viewers could have been attracted just to see the facilities and not the message.27 This mode 

did not last long because it collapsed in 2000 due to operational costs attached to the running 

of the programme.28 

Communication was later enhanced by private radio stations. The first private radio 

waves hit Gwembe with the opening of Chikuni Community Radio on March 25, 2000. 

Chikuni Radio is a catholic-controlled but community driven station based in Monze district. 

Being in a rural set-up, agriculture was an integral part of its programming. Ijwi lya mulimi 

(farmer’s voice) and mwakotoka nobalimi (welcome back farmers) were some of the 

agricultural programmes aired at its inception in 2000.29By 2011, Chikuni Radio Station was 

the only broadcaster which covered the whole of Gwembe District. 

The reaction of farmers to agriculture programming from Chikuni was overwhelming 

especially that its operations were holistic. The radio station encouraged farmers to belong to 

Radio Listening Clubs that specifically dealt with agriculture although this privilege was 

mostly available to Monze farmers.  A number of farmers in Gwembe who lived along the 

borders with Monze joined these groups. In some areas such as Hampongo and Nalucha, 

Gwembe farmers even outnumbered their counterparts from Monze. For instance, between 

2009 and 2011 Gwembe had a total of 75 members against 42 from Monze.30 Further, the 

                                                             
25Interview, Liberty Liswaniso, Block Extension Officer, Chipepo, 01/05/2019, Gwembe. 
26Lubinda, interview. 
27 Lubinda, interview. 
28 Lubinda, interview. 
29Interview, Jayed Hamoonga, Production Management Specialist, Chikuni Radio, 

09/05/2019, Monze. 
30 Hamoonga, interview. 



56 
 

farmers of Gwembe became frequent participants of phone in-programmes promoting 

agriculture.  

Sky FM radio station was yet another private entity that helped to disseminate agro 

extension information to Gwembe Farmers. It was also based in Monze District and was 

opened in 2001. From inception up until 2011, the radio station incorporated a number of 

agricultural programmes such as Malaso wa balimi (Farmers’ Forum) and Musalo wa Balimi 

(Farmers’ Talk).31 The reaction of Gwembe farmers to Sky FM’s agro programmes was 

equally good. However, some informants complained of poor or lack of reception in most 

areas of the district.32 Management at Sky defended their transmission and blamed the terrain 

of Gwembe as having failed both the station and the farmers.33 However, those farmers who 

got the reception participated well especially to the ‘farmers’ talk’ which was a live phoning- 

in programme.34 

3.4 Extension Services through Agricultural Shows 

The first agro show to be held in Gwembe was in 1970 which was somehow 

disorganised in the sense that farmers were not guided on exactly what to do. Most displays 

were unimpressive prompting government officials to wonder what type of an agricultural 

show it was. For instance, some farmers displayed sweet cane (misale) which was less 

significant to the development of the agro sector. Some comments from government officials 

regarding displays were unpleasing. This made some farmers to react by withdrawing from 

the show while others vowed never to attend such an event in future as it offered them 

nothing.35 

At the 1971 Gwembe District Agricultural Show, Ng’andu Peter Magande, the 

Administrative Officer was in attendance. Some people thought Magande attended to prove 

what was reported the previous year about the uninspiring response from Gwembe 

farmers.36The show was also marred with apathy and poor display for the majority stands and 

                                                             
31Interview, Gloria Kinkolenge, Marketing Manager, Sky FM Radio, 10/05/2019, Monze. 
32Interview, Joseph Shampande, Small Scale Farmer, 09/03/2019, Munyumbwe. 
33Interview, Douglas Mooyo, Production Manager, Sky FM Radio,10/05/2019, Monze. 
34 Mooyo, interview. 
35 N.A.Z,SP3/25/53, Report on the Agricultural Show held in Gwembe from 09/07 to 

10/07/1970. 
36 N.A.Z, SP1/11/5, Report on Mazabuka and Gwembe Agricultural Show held between 

03/07 to 06/07/1971. 
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much concentration was on cultural dances and games like football. 37  Magande was 

disappointed that the majority of farmers shunned the show.38 Actually, farmers were just 

fulfilling the promise they gave the previous year that they would not be attending such 

events. 

By 1978, cotton farmers had dominated agricultural shows compared to those who 

grew food crops. For other crops, apathy still continued because the majority of the farmers 

felt that agricultural shows did not offer practical solutions to their environmental challenges. 

An informant indicated that farmers shunned the agro shows because they had little or 

nothing much to showcase apart from cotton. The informant further contended that Gwembe 

District agricultural shows were mainly attended by school going children. 39 This raised 

concerns from stakeholders especially the organisers. 

Agro shows could have contributed to government’s decision to open a ginnery in 

Gwembe in 1985 especially that they mainly concentrated on one crop. An informant 

suggested that the positive response of Gwembe cotton farmers towards agro shows gave an 

opportunity for government to prove that the district was capable of managing the ginnery40. 

The 1986 agricultural show preparatory meeting brought discontentment among different 

stakeholders. While appreciating government for establishing a ginnery, farmer 

representatives took government officials to task as they wanted to know for how long they 

would wait to be given the agricultural settlements which the state had given to other 

districts. The farmers’ argument was that they had proved to the world that they were capable 

of growing cotton due to high and quality displays they had showcased the past years and 

therefore needed settlements. Government representatives’ response was that Gwembe’s 

natural environment and population distribution could not warrant agricultural settlements.41 

This, coupled with drastic reduction in funding, put off many farmers and numbers of 

attendees kept on dwindling during the agro shows. To the latter, there were no direct 

benefits that could be derived from agricultural shows. This trend continued in the 1980s and 

                                                             
37N.A.Z, SP1/11/5, Report on Mazabuka and Gwembe Agricultural Show held between 03/07 

to 03/07/1971. 
38Magande explained that he expected farmers in Gwembe to support government effort in 

ensuring that they were helped to improve agro productivity. But he was disappointed that it 

seemed like farmers in Gwembe were not ready to work with government. 
39 Mulope, Interview.  
40 Mulope, interview. 
41 Lubinda, interview. 
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1990s as this period witnessed unprecedented reductions in government funding of 

agricultural shows.42 

After 1991 agro shows were almost extinct. This was because their operations became 

entirely dependent on the private sector. An informant observed that the private sector could 

not venture in supporting agricultural shows in Gwembe.43 They shunned the district because 

it was not economical on their part due to its ecology, poor road network and rocky and hilly 

terrain. Farmers reciprocated private sectors’ reaction and also shunned the shows. In fact, 

Kabika explained that the situation worsened compared to the United National Independence 

Party (UNIP) era because people were no longer interested in attending ‘cultural shows’ as 

they were referred to then. Between 1992 and 1995, the prospects of cotton growing had also 

slipped to the lowest level forcing most farmers to abandon its production.44The low response 

from farmers meant a poor audience for advertisements from private sector organisations.  

The introduction of FISP in 2002 slightly changed the perception of farmers towards 

agricultural shows. Due to the seriousness and importance attached to the organisation of 

agro shows, the response and competition from farmers became overwhelming. One of the 

reasons attributed to the positive response of farmers to the re-introduced agricultural shows 

was sensitisation and private sector participation in the quest to alleviate rural poverty. Seed 

suppliers like Seedco, MRI, Zamseed and Panner, and input suppliers such as Nyiombo 

investments and Omnia actively took part in agricultural shows in Gwembe.45 

Gwembe’s show prospects improved as farmers were able to participate favourably in 

most shows. The government agricultural officers in Gwembe worked tirelessly with the 

farmer cooperatives supported by donor aided organisations to ensure that they made the 

shows live starting at camp level. Based on the theme of the particular show, the farmer 

representatives were able to do mosaic46presentations, agro produce and products showcasing 

or exhibition, though the agro displays were biased towards indigenous crops or local breeds 

as well as cotton. 

                                                             
42 Chipungu, The State, Technology and Peasant Differentiation, p. 174. 
43 Interview, Limata Kabika, Retired Fisheries Officer, 01/05/2019 Chipepo. 
44 Kabika, interview. 
45 Liswaniso, interview. 
46Patterns on the board showing a number of agro activities undertaken in the district made 

by farmers. 
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3.5 Settlement Schemes 

Gwembe farmers’ reaction to settlement schemes varied. The initial settlement plan of 

1965 identified some areas in Gwembe as being completely depressed from the agro 

production standpoint. Some people from areas such as Sinan’gombe under Chief Mweemba 

in Gwembe south were earmarked for resettlement at the beginning of the programme in 

1966. These people were to be moved to Njabalombe in Kalomo District under Chief 

Simwatachela. Affected families were expected to move to the new areas purely on voluntary 

basis. Some families accepted to be moved while others argued that they would be able to 

‘make it within the Mweemba area on scattered pockets of soil with rudimentary water 

supply.’ 47  Follow-ups were made by the people tasked with the responsibility of the 

resettlement process to convince the uncooperative group to move as it was alleged that the 

area they occupied was almost inhabitable. 

Minutes of the meeting held on 4thNovember, 1967 under Gwembe District Council 

showed that there were discussions on the resettlement of Chief Mweemba and his subjects. 

This meeting was attended by the chief, headmen and government officials. The people to be 

resettled came out in the open and emphatically reacted against moving to the proposed areas. 

They cited a number of reasons for their refusal which were as follows: 

(i) Through the earlier settlement(the Kariba Resettlement Scheme), people were 

caused to move from the area now covered by the waters of the Kariba and 

they lost good land, enough water and a great deal of personal effect. If they 

were to be resettled again this could mean another loss of their possessions 

and the most important one, lose their Chief Mweemba and the Chieftaincy.  

 

(ii) They did not complain to the government or anyone else that they wanted to 

be resettled and also asked who wrote a letter to the government that they 

wanted to be resettled.  

 

(iii) They contended that they had enough food for their consumption but lacked 

good water and there was need to work on the road D 498 in order to improve 

communication in that part of the area.  

 

                                                             
47NAZ, MAG/50/4, Mweemba Resettlement Scheme, 1966. 
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(iv) Apart from anything else, people expressed ignorance about the subject having 

been referred to in the past and it appeared that 4th November, 1967 was the 

first time that the people were informed about this resettlement exercise.48 

This reaction by the chief and his subjects surprised the government officials. Six months 

earlier, the chief had been approached and was agreeable to being resettled.49 This agitated 

officials charged with the resettlement process. The agitation was seen in a number of 

correspondences which went around government circles. For example, in a letter dated 8th 

January, 1968, the Secretary for the Land Resettlement Board wrote to the Deputy 

Commissioner Town and Planning that: 

With reference to Chief Mweemba and his people’s refusal to move, I 

have studied the enclosures from you and I have developed a feeling that 

the militarism now being overly displayed by the chief and his people in 

relation to Njabalombe Scheme is propelled not only by psycho-

sociological factors but political factors as well which I feel the Minister 

of State for the Land Resettlement Board is well qualified to handle.50 

Another correspondence between the district and the province showed that:  

The regent was replaced in 1964 by the present Chief Mweemba. The 

chief’s emoluments are based upon numbers of people in his chiefdom. 

It seems more likely that the chief is the one discouraging his people 

from relocating.51 

It can, therefore, be concluded that Chief Mweemba and some of his subjects wanted to 

preserve their chiefdom and potential financial benefits. 

3.6 Credit Facilities 

In post-colonial Zambia, government realised that the programme of embracing small 

scale farmers in the country’s economy through agriculture could be more realistic with the 

provision of direct help to small scale farmers. The above realisation compelled government 

                                                             
48 NAZ, SP3/3/12/17 Minutes of Meeting held in Gwembe for Resettlement of Chief 

Mweemba’s People, 6/11/1967. 
49 NAZ, SP3/3/34, Minutes of the First Meeting held in Gwembe for Resettling Chief 

Mweemba, 18/05/1967. 
50NAZ, SP3/3/34, Letter Titled Njabalombe Village Regrouping, 12/01/1968. 
51 NAZ, SP1/6/9, Njabalombe Settlement Scheme, 23/01/1968. 



61 
 

to introduce a number of agricultural lending institutions. The Credit Organisation of 

Zambia(COZ) was established in 1967, and was later replaced by the African Finance 

Company(AFC) in 1969.The Zambia Agricultural Development Bank(ZADB) was 

constituted in 1983 and was later merged with AFC to create Lima Bank in 1987. 

The situation was that COZ and its successor AFC did not fully open their doors to 

the farmers in Gwembe. Though there were no records to show the operations of COZ in 

Gwembe, the AFC records from 1971 to 1973 showed that Gwembe farmers did not benefit 

from loan disbursements and undisclosed numbers of applications were rejected leading to 

the entity being accused of concealing information. 52  During this period, farmers were 

commended for striving to do farming without much help in terms of loans. In 1973, the 

DAO for Gwembe commended farmers for their patience and resilience. He however, 

bemoaned the rate at which agro loan applications were rejected in the district.53 In 1974, the 

DAO once more expressed displeasure at the rate at which district farmers applications for 

agro loans were rejected as no clear reasons were cited.54 As a result of rejections, most 

farmers boycotted applications for loans because they thought it was just a waste of time.  

The AFC officials were not very candid about their dealings as they did not want to be 

seen as the ones behind the sidelining of Gwembe farmers. One informant explained that 

during one of the AFC meetings in 1980 at Lusitu, officials from the company told the 

uncompromising farmers that it was the Department of Agriculture which denied them access 

to loans because they were in charge of recommending names to AFC.55 The DAO tried to 

defend the department but the District Executive Officer (DEO) asked the former to defend 

himself by pointing out the three farmers he had visited in the recent past over any agro 

programme. The first name that was mentioned was that of headman Chalokwa. Upon 

hearing his name, the headman charged at the DAO in anger and was ready to physically 

attack him. He accused the latter of being a liar. He was only prevented from reaching where 

the DAO was by his colleagues.56 According to the informant, the truth of the matter was that 

the department only had a small role to play. There was just a part where the department was 
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expected to confirm by signing on the application form that the farmer was the resident of the 

given residential address or village and the rest was the responsibility of the AFC.57 

At the time when cotton production was at its peak between 1982 and 1987, most 

farmers stopped making applications to AFC and ZADB as they shifted their allegiance to 

Lint Co which had an open door policy. This move meant that more farmers were converted 

to cotton growers. AFC and ZADB realised that cotton growing was doing well; this made 

the two financial institutions divert some of their loans to cotton growers especially after 

1985.58 Farmers responded by getting loans from two entities at times, that is Lint Co and 

either AFC or ZADB. 

The merging of AFC and ZADB in 1987 to create Lima Bank failed to improve the 

situation in Gwembe as the dwindling cotton fortunes affected farmers in some way. Just like 

their predecessors, Lima Bank never opened any branch in Gwembe. Gwembe farmers 

showed their resilience by continuing trekking to the bank’s offices in the nearby districts 

enduring long distances and the unbearable terrain just to have an audience with the officers 

from the bank. Farmers complained that they were ill-treated and mocked by bank officials 

because of residing in Gwembe. Bank officials questioned what crops could be grown in 

Gwembe’s environment to guarantee repayment of loans.59 Therefore, the bank limited the 

number of beneficiaries for Gwembe though no statistics were mentioned.  

In reaction to the above attitude from bank officials, farmers from Gwembe started 

employing other strategies in order for them to access the loans. Simukoko explained that 

farmers employed mainly two strategies. The first one was using residential addresses for the 

relatives who resided in the districts with access to loans. The second strategy was using 

particulars of relatives and friends residing in districts with access to loans.60 This showed 

that the people of Gwembe were willing to grow crops regardless of the unfavourable 

ecological conditions and to some extent biased agricultural programmes which were being 

implemented by the government. This trend continued up to the collapse of Lima Bank in 

1997. 
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3.7 Seed and Input supply, Distribution and Crop Marketing 

Despite, the government promoting maize production which was supported by the use 

of chemical fertiliser, it was aware that some regions like Gwembe could not fully support the 

activity.61 It could be as a result of such awareness that government passively supplied and 

distributed seed and inputs in the district. Government’s perception was shared by farmers 

because from their little experience, even if they used chemical fertiliser, their yields 

minimally improved due to the vulnerability of their natural environment.  They alleged that 

their natural environment could not fully support their agricultural prospects due to ecological 

vagaries such as floods and droughts. It was for this reason that some farmers in the district 

preferred using cash for consumption or buying cattle to investing it in agro requisites such as 

purchase of inputs. Cattle was mainly used for security and could be sold especially in times 

of famine which was a permanent guest in the district.62 

Gwembe farmers’ negative attitude towards the use of hybrid seed and chemical 

fertiliser was also attributed to government’s tendency of supplying subsidised seed and 

inputs to all the districts while indicting that the same requisites were only available for cash 

to Gwembe farmers. The 1968 report under extension stated that, “special arrangements have 

been made with GMB (Rural) at Monze and African Farming Equipment(AFE) to arrange the 

sale of seed and fertiliser for cash in Gwembe.”63This coupled with ecological constraints 

contributed to Gwembe farmers shunning hybrid seed and chemical fertiliser. This reaction 

by small scale farmers posed a great danger to the growth of agriculture in the district. An 

informant stated that farmers wondered why Gwembe was treated in that way when it was the 

district which needed more help than any other in the province. In 1970, the DAO reported to 

the Provincial Agricultural Officer (PAO) that farmers were agitated and protested at his 

office over non availability of subsidised seed and inputs in the district because they suffered 

heavy losses in their fields.64 

According to the 1972 and 1973 disbursement record, all the districts in the province 

were captured as having received subsidised seed and inputs but for Gwembe. Farmers in 

Gwembe reacted by continuing to rely mostly on traditional methods of farming and planting 

the local maize varieties such as Kaile. In 1974, Gwembe was enlisted among the 

                                                             
61 Chiinda, A History of Gwembe Valley, p.45 
62N.A.Z, MAG/2/9/17/22, Report on the Survey Conducted by the Department of 

Agriculture, 1969. 
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beneficiaries of subsidised seed and inputs. The seed given to farmers was SR 52 suitable for 

other regions and not Gwembe. Some beneficiaries in Gwembe were aware that this seed was 

not suitable for their environment so they opted to use local seeds but fed them with 

subsidised fertiliser. This could have helped in the increased yields for the district.65 

By 1978, following inconsistencies surrounding government supply and distribution 

of subsidised seed and inputs in Gwembe, farmers designed new methods of accessing these 

requirements. Since the district’s allocation was uneven in the sense that only selected areas 

received subsidised seed and inputs interchangeably, the people in the areas which did not 

receive any entered into partnership with those who received such assistance in order to share 

the inputs.66 This arrangement at times paid off because one of the areas could have enough 

rain; if this happened then the produce would be shared. 

In 1982, there was an incident which occurred at Munyumbwe in Gwembe central and 

Sinazeze in Gwembe south where farmers in these areas had waited for seed and inputs from 

SPMCU for almost a week. When these arrived, only about half of the people waiting were 

covered. At Chipepo, farmers scrambled for the inputs as a way of registering their 

displeasure. At Sinazeze, quick action by the police prevented the situation from deteriorating 

because a riot almost ensued.67 

In 1987, farmers at Chaamwe, Sompani and Chipepo depots stayed for almost seven 

days waiting for inputs. When it became evident that inputs would not reach them on time, 

they almost roughed up NAMBOARD workers. In the process they learnt that the truck 

carrying the inputs had broken down at Hauma. Farmers at Hauma were not on the schedule 

that year. To express their anger, farmers at Hauma almost ransacked the truck.68 Farmers in 

the above two scenarios reacted like ‘criminals’ because they knew that when their chance 

goes, it was bound to take another 3 - 4 years for them to be on the beneficiary list again. 

After 1991 crop production continued in Gwembe because the farmers were used to 

working in their environment with minimal government support. Agriculture almost became 

entirely dependent on local maize breeds such as Kafwamba and Gankata which could do 

well even without chemical fertiliser. In 1994 Mount Makulu central research station 
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introduced an early maturing maize variety called Pull 16 MMV 400 which did not require 

fertiliser and Gwembe farmers were earmarked for benefiting. An Undisclosed number of 

households received the seed; regrettably there were instances when some farmers would 

react by consuming the treated seed given to them by former after washing it.69 This could 

have happened due to high poverty levels as well as scepticism as to whether the crops would 

grow as a result of ecological constraints. 

In 2002, the Mwanawasa government introduced FSP which was later renamed FISP 

in 2009. This was a major policy shift in the course of agricultural development in Gwembe 

District. For the first time since independence, the district had an open policy for farmers to 

have access to subsidised inputs without strings attached. While some farmers welcomed the 

new programme at inception, others continued with the feeling that it was risky investing in 

agricultural inputs due to unpredictable weather conditions that Gwembe was exposed to 

since time immemorial.70 

Some farmers alleged that the ecological challenges of Gwembe had been worsened 

with the application of chemical fertilisers. Their contention was that while chemical fertiliser 

had worked well in other regions, it proved hazardous to the soils of Gwembe. An inquiry 

from agricultural experts dismissed such insinuations and indicated that soil fertility in some 

regions of the district was lost due to too much leaching as a result of flash floods. In some 

instances, immediately after the farmers applied fertiliser, it was washed away into the river 

due to the hilly terrain.71 As a result, some farmers developed a negative attitude towards the 

use of chemical fertilisers. The majority of the farmers in Gwembe continued growing 

traditional crops using local seeds such as Kafwamba, Gankata and sorghum seed.72 

The initial progression of FISP was worrisome. One of the main reasons for this was 

lack of sensitisation to the farming community. Simukoko who was a teacher by then 

confessed that he was among the farmers who never supported FISP when the government 

introduced it in 2002. He cited an example that for the 2002/03 farming season, government 

allocated about 612 packs for Gwembe, but less than 100 were taken.73 Informant Lubinda 

showed that by 2002, only Musisa Cooperative with about 12 members qualified for FISP in 
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Gwembe.74 Officers from the Ministry of Agriculture panicked and came up with makeshift 

cooperatives just to see to it that a number of farmers were captured. This move slightly paid 

off as it pushed the number of beneficiaries to almost 100.75 The remaining packs were 

diverted to other districts. 

The 2003/04 farming season saw a very slight improvement because there was a very 

minimal increase in the number of beneficiaries. Musisa was joined by Fumbo Cooperative. 

The two cooperatives had a combined membership of 40. Apathy towards FISP continued 

because out of the 652 packs of inputs allocated for the season only slightly above one 

hundred were gotten by the farmers. Just as it was the previous farming year, the remaining 

packs were reallocated to other districts.   

Informant Nga’ndu Simuulu explained that when he reported in Sinafala Camp as 

CEO in 2005, the situation regarding FISP was worrisome. He said according to his 

predecessor, farmers in the camp were disinterested in the programme. Out of about 241 

eligible FISP beneficiaries only about 54 showed interest.76  This was the trend in most 

camps. However, informant Simukoko argued that by 2005, three out of 13 camps were 

making a breakthrough as far as perception of FISP was concerned.77 Generally, the district 

as a whole still needed more sensitisation on the benefits of the programme.  For the 2005/06 

farming season about 321 packs of FISP went to farmers out of an allocation of 652.78 

By 2009, the response from farmers regarding FISP had slightly improved especially 

in three of the 15 camps. These were Gwembe central, Munyumbwe and Chipepo. This is 

because these where camps associated with higher literacy levels and therefore grasped the 

concept of FISP faster. 79  In the same year, DACO Yapulani Chunga, accompanied by 

Damian Malambo, the SAO, Kelvin Mutelo, the DMDO and the Cooperative Inspector, Ms 

Noidah Kaluwe went into the field for a fact-finding mission in all the 15 agricultural camps. 

Another issue which prompted this visit was the belief by most agricultural officials in 

Gwembe that most farmers were conservative and traditional hence could not adapt to 

modern agricultural methods. It was later discovered that these people just lacked 
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67 
 

sensitisation as confirmed by headman Siabamba for Siabamba camp. In fact they were ready 

to adopt any proposals for as long as they were beneficial.80 

Lack of accountability, transparency and thefts also contributed to Gwembe farmers 

losing faith in FISP. One informant noted that leaders of cooperatives at times connived with 

drivers to divert and sale FISP inputs of their members after successfully collecting them 

from Monze District. This did not go well with potential beneficiaries who felt cheated. An 

instance was given when the Chairperson of Sompani Cooperative, Anderson Mutinta sold 

most of the fertiliser intended for his members in 2009. Farmers who found themselves in 

such predicaments reacted by quitting as they saw no benefit of remaining in such a 

cooperative. 81  Some farmers went against the ethical principles of FISP. According to 

Gwembe DMDO, no farmer was expected to resale the fertiliser acquired through FISP. On 

the contrary from the inception of FISP, some farmers resold the fertiliser because they 

believed that even if it was used to feed their crops, it would not yield any positive results due 

to ecological constraints.82 

With regard to crop marketing, the collapse of NAMBOARD in 1989 brought total 

chaos in Gwembe district. Between 1989 and 1996 private buyers took a centre stage with 

regard to crop marketing. Farmers of Gwembe found themselves in a more complicated 

situation because of the geographical location of their district and the ecological hitches 

associated with it. Gwembe farmers were almost reduced to beggars pleading for their crops 

to be bought as they had little or no control over pricing. This was because private buyers 

dictated the terms of crop purchases with little bargaining power from farmers. Farmers in the 

district had no option but to sell their little surplus of the produce to the exploitative 

businessmen. The worst thing cited by the informants were scenarios where some families 

were compelled to sell the stocks they received as food relief to the exploitative private 

buyers as was the case in 1992/93, 1993/1994, 1994/95 and 1997/98 farming seasons.83 

In 1996 when FRA came to the fore, the predicament of Gwembe farmers continued 

because the entity’s operations in the district were unimpressive. It concentrated on buying 

produce in selected areas where it had constructed temporal shelters just like NAMBOARD 

before it. In addition, the buying points changed every crop marketing season. Farmers from 
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far flung places like Chaamwe, Ntanga and Chisaanga endured a distance of more than 

70kms just to have access to the market. At times farmers preferred selling the produce to 

private buyers because payment was instant even though the buying price was in most 

instances lower than that offered by FRA.84 

In 2005 when FRA’s mandate was extended to crop marketing, it started working in 

conjunction with the Ministry of agriculture in Gwembe to assist the institution in 

determining the areas to be buying points.85 FRA’s operations in Gwembe were condemned 

to a larger extent and farmers had no choice but to react as demanded. Some unacceptable 

conditions like avoidance of discoloured, chipped and weaved maize discouraged Gwembe 

farmers from taking their maize to FRA. Further, the parastatal could only purchase a 

minimum of 500kgs of maize per receipt. This was unfeasible in Gwembe because there were 

instances in which a farmer would only have a four bags of 50kg of maize for sale. Farmers 

therefore reacted by entering into group selling to meet the minimum of 10 bags of 50kgs.86.  

In 2009, Dunavant whose speciality was cotton production diversified and joined crop 

marketing. However, Dunavant’s operations were restricted to easily accessible areas. It 

purchased crops especially maize, from farmers in Gwembe central and along Chipepo road. 

The price it offered was in most instances higher than the national price offered by the FRA. 

Between 2009 and 2011 Dunavant’s purchase price was higher by an average of K15 when 

compared to that by the FRA. Gwembe farmers reacted by shunning the FRA especially that 

Dunavant purchased the crop on a cash and carry basis. 87  According to the DACO for 

Gwembe, the FRA purchased crops using an indirect credit and it was highly abused by 

politicians. Farmers from far flung areas like Chaamwe, Chisaanga, and Nakasika would at 

times leave temporal buying points set by the FRA to go and sale their crop to Dunavant, 

covering a distance of more than 70kmsand enduring bad roads and a rocky and hilly terrain 

because of attractive conditions.88 

3.8 Cotton Production 

Economic diversification was one of the issues which government attempted to 

address at independence. Cotton was one of the crops targeted for diversification. However, 
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cotton growing in the Gwembe could be traced back to 1937. It was disrupted by the outbreak 

of the Second World War in 1939. Plans to revive cotton growing in 1949 by Bourne, the 

District Commissioner (DC) of the newly reconstituted Gwembe District received resistance 

from other colonial officials.89 Other efforts also proved futile and cotton growing stalled 

especially that people became preoccupied with the construction of Kariba Dam around 1955. 

Based on the above background, the government of independent Zambia decided to 

revive cotton growing in Gwembe. By 1969, there was a stepped up campaign for cotton 

growing in the area. Both Small scale and commercial farmers were encouraged to start 

growing cash crops like cotton. While the government was still putting things in order for the 

venture, Gwembe farmers were already ahead of schedule.90 Following the provincial survey 

undertaken by the Ministry of Agriculture in 1970, it was revealed that Gwembe had 

potential to succeed in cotton growing as shown in the table 6 below:  

Table 6: Provincial Estimates of Cotton Growing, 1970 

District Total Production 

Gwembe 391,764lbs 

Monze   56,674lbs 

Mazabuka   48,727lbs 

Ngwezi 216,117lbs 

Namwala   3,248lbs 

Commercial 226,048lbs 

Source: NAZ, SP4/1/97, Southern Province Monthly Report, October, 1970. 

During the 1975 tour, the PAO expressed happiness with the prevailing situation in 

Gwembe when he noted that, “Cotton growing had become very helpful to the farmers in the 

district.” He further recommended a series of meetings to discuss the possibilities of 

expanding the growing of cotton in the district. The meetings were planned to be held in 

Gwembe south, Gwembe central, Chaanga and Lusitu as expressed in the Tour Report: 

The emphasis of these meetings will be on cotton production. This is 

because cotton production proved to have gone well with Gwembe. The 

environment in the district seems to have favoured cotton growing 

compared to other crops. Government wanted to ensure that it 
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maximises the utilisation of Gwembe as it was surpassing any other 

areas in the province where cotton growing was concerned.91 

Despite the economic woes of the late 1970s and early 1980s, cotton production 

maintained the zeal it had started with. The Lint Co embarked on recruiting cotton growers in 

the district. By 1982, 5,063 growers were in the company register. This reaction shows that 

within a space of 10 years from 1970 to 1982, the number of cotton farmers in Gwembe had 

grown more than 10 times, meaning that even the hectarage increased tremendously.  

The resilience of the cotton farmers in Gwembe was unquestionable. By 1985, cotton 

growers in Gwembe had completely taken over the agricultural shows and the number of 

growers almost doubled from 5,063 in 1982 to 9,883.92 This continuous positive reaction by 

the ever-growing number of cotton growers in the region also contributed greatly to other 

agro activities like agro shows thus making the government happy. In appreciating Gwembe 

cotton farmers during the 1985/86 farming season, President Kaunda asked them to find a 

place where to open a cotton ginnery and this was done. The reaction of cotton farmers in the 

district following the opening of Gwembe Ginnery was extremely good. One informant 

indicated that almost all families in the district became cotton farmers. Each household 

reserved a small piece of land for growing cotton since the ginnery was considered to be 

‘theirs.’93 

The late 1980s came with hurdles as far as agricultural production was concerned due 

to economic problems that overwhelmed the country. Lint Co failed to secure and distribute 

cotton seed and inputs on time. An informant indicated that the entity prolonged in paying 

cotton farmers which in turn made them pull out the venture as it became less attractive. The 

change of government from UNIP to MMD in 1991 also partly contributed to farmers losing 

faith in the cotton industry. This is because the MMD government promoted a liberal 

economy which aimed at placing the private sector at the centre of the agro sector. 

The 1991 liberalised economy drastically changed the fate of the cotton industry. The 

operations of Lint Co in Gwembe were almost paralysed resulting in a drastic reduction in the 

production of cotton. After assessing its performance, government felt that maybe Lint Co 

could redeem itself. However, between 1991 and 1994, the company’s performance 
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deteriorated.94 Farmers in Gwembe saw no future in the company. They opted to leave the 

cotton sector in large numbers.   

As it became evident that the stay of Lint Co was not guaranteed, government decided 

to privatise it in 1994. Lonrho, a private entity bought the majority of shares in the company. 

Initially, Lonrho started on a good note and a number of farmers flocked back to cotton 

production remembering its past glory. Like Lint Co, Lonrho assisted farmers with loans 

which they used to grow the crop. The loans were to be repaid to the company at the end of 

every farming season when farmers sold the produce. However, Lonrho’s loan interest rates 

were high and farmers reacted by defaulting in repayments. Those who refused to pay back 

the loans even ceased growing cotton. This meant that only a few farmers continued with the 

venture. In 2001, Lonrho citing low loan recovery rates sold its shares to Dunavant, another 

private company to continue with cotton production in Gwembe. 

With Dunavant at the helm of cotton production from 2001, the conditions attached to 

cotton growing changed. The majority of small scale farmers in Gwembe responded by 

switching from food crop production to the booming cotton industry after 2002. The low 

interest rate and flexible conditions offered by Dunavant in terms of repayment attracted 

more farmers to rejoin the sector. Repayment of loans was pegged at the end of the season.95 

The company recovered only what the farmer owed and paid the balance. The majority cotton 

farmers expressed gratitude to this private company compared to Lonrho the company they 

thought took advantage of them. 

An informant indicated that some farmers in Gwembe took advantage of cotton inputs 

and diverted them to their maize fields.96 It could have been due to the above reason that 

Tschirley and Kabwe observed that the loan recovery rate for Dunavant in Gwembe was 

lower as it stood at 60-70 percent compared to Clark’s 90-95 percent in Eastern 

Province.97Though some farmers diverted cotton inputs to food crop production, there was no 

guarantee of a successful harvest because cotton had a higher chance of survival in the 

Gwembe environment compared to crops like maize. 
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The fortunes of the cotton industry started dwindling in mid 2000s following 

President Mwanawasa’s ascension to power.  One informant explained that the prices offered 

by Dunavant to cotton farmers in Gwembe became unattractive and kept on fluctuating. The 

fluctuations were attributed to the gradual gain of the Zambian Kwacha against the United 

States Dollar at the time. The introduction of FISP also played a critical role in changing the 

mind set of Gwembe farmers regarding farming. Despite farmers of Gwembe receiving FISP 

with mixed feelings, there was a gradual shift of allegiance from cotton to maize production 

in the long run. Some people have associated this to labour intensity which came with cotton 

production. 98 Therefore, the main argument for the sudden destabilisation in the cotton 

industry was the unexpected appreciation of the kwacha which proved hostile to the export 

industry and the unexpected appreciation of the Zambian Kwacha against the USD.99 

3.9 Conclusion 

The chapter has demonstrated that the reaction of farmers to government agricultural 

strategies and programmes in Gwembe District was dependent on a number of factors. These 

ranged from the mood of farmers at the time of implementation to the benefits of each 

measure or programme. Ecology, poor road network and hilly and rocky terrain to a larger 

extent influenced the reaction of farmers towards government agricultural measures, 

programmes and activities. Gwembe farmers were known to be resilient, patient and flexible 

as they were ready to adjust to any changes proposed by agricultural experts sent to work in 

their areas. For instance, they welcomed CEOs and demonstrators and their decisions to 

promote certain crops. They also embraced RFFs although the numbers of participants per 

session at times surpassed the recommended one. Furthermore, they welcomed the growing 

of cotton as it brought ready cash to farmers.  

However, there were times when the farmers of Gwembe reacted uncompromisingly 

to show their discontentment with the way some agricultural measures, programmes and 

activities were implemented. For instance, they questioned the operations of parastatals like 

COZ, AFC, Lima Bank and NAMBOARD through antagonism and the use of dubious 

methods to get what they wanted. They also questioned some programmes implemented by 

the government which failed to take into consideration their natural environment. The chapter 

also showed that the reaction of Gwembe farmers towards crop marketing was mixed. 
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Farmers remained flexible and went for buyers who they thought had their interest at heart 

and not necessarily government agents. The introduction of FISP in 2002 brought some relief 

to the farmers of Gwembe. Although the programme was received with mixed reactions, it 

slightly improved the local people’s perception about other agricultural strategies and 

programme.
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CHAPTER FOUR 

THE IMPACT OF AGRICULTURAL STRATEGIESAND PROGRAMMES ON 

GWEMBE DISTRICT 

4.1 Introduction  

Having examined the reaction of small scale farmers of Gwembe to some agro 

strategies and programmes, chapter four assesses their impact on the agro development in the 

district. Some agro officers and farmers alleged the impact of agro strategies and programmes 

in Gwembe District was highly questionable. This came about mainly because of the attitude 

of implementers of strategies and programmes on one hand and the government on the other. 

The district’s ecology, poor road network, hilly and rocky terrain strongly reinforced the 

two.1 Between 1964 and 1991, the United National Independence Party (UNIP) government 

adopted the interventionist policy which saw the government solely sponsoring almost all 

agricultural related programmes. The post 1991 period saw a shift in the governance of the 

country from nationalisation to liberalisation. During this era, the aspiration of the 

government and other stakeholders was to see to it that the private sector become the main 

architect of the agro sector, though at times the government backpaddled and intervened 

directly in the affairs of the agro economy. This paradigm shift from nationalisation to 

liberalisation impacted more on regions like Gwembe which were considered less viable from 

the agro perspective.    

4.2 The Performance of Agro Camps and Farmer Training Centers 

The impact of extension services through agro camps and FTCs in Gwembe varied 

from area to area mainly due to the district’s ecology and terrain. The first six agro camps2 in 

Gwembe became operational in 1967, with the north, central and south receiving two each.3 

In areas such as Munyumbwe, Chipepo, Sinazeze, Malima and Lusitu, some farmers began to 

have access to agro camps and extension services. This entails that despite the vastness of 

                                                             
1Siamwiiza showed that at independence the government was aware of chronic food crises 
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Gwembe, the rate at which agricultural camps were created was low and this could partly be 

blamed on the district’s ecology and terrain which did not fully support agro prospects. It 

could, therefore be concluded that the initial agro camps took into consideration only a few 

areas leaving out the majority of them there by impacting negatively on agro development of 

Gwembe. 

By 1971, farmers with access to agro camps and extension services started showing 

signs of improving their yields. For instance, the 1971 Report on Extension Services cited 

Munyumbwe and Sinazeze as among the few areas with signs of improved yields. The only 

reasons which prevented the expedition of a variety of farming methods were ecological 

vagaries and the terrain.4 By 1973, Lusitu farmers realised that their production skills were 

slowly changing due to new extension services they received. 5  During his 1975 tour of 

southern province, the DAO told the Acting Chief Agricultural Officer that extension 

services did well in selected areas and this saw slight improvements in yields.6 However, in 

both cases the district’s ecology was blamed as the main hindrance to further the venture. 

            The staffing in agro camps was poor and inconsistent most of the times contributing 

to low productivity in the district. Some extension workers entirely refused to work in the 

district while the others shunned their camps despite reporting for work. The above assertion 

was supported by the minutes of the meeting dated 9 April, 1969 where the DAO reported 

that demonstrators sent to work in Gwembe could not endure the climate and the terrain.7  

This resulted in rapid changeover of staff which was not the case in the neighbouring 

districts. For instance, at inception in 1967 each agro camp was allocated two extension 

workers. However, utmost, three or four extension officers served the whole district instead 

of 12.8  Further, by 1973 no officer had served for a period of more than three months 

consistently.9 

The low and inconsistencies in staffing levels of agro camps largely impacted 

negatively on the agro development in most parts of Gwembe. While a few areas saw direct 

benefits from agro camps, the majority of areas still lagged behind. In 1971, farmers at 

Siampondo, Chaamwe and Kalelezhi had no idea what extension services were. They 

                                                             
4N.A.Z SP 3/12/6 Report on the Extension Services in Gwembe, 1971.  
5N.A.Z SP 1/3/61, Gwembe District Tour Report, 12/08/1973 to 16/08/1973. 
6N.A.Z SP 1/3/61, Tour Report, Southern Province, 15-24/09/1975. 
7 N.A.Z, SP 4/1/97, Monthly Reports, Southern Province, Gwembe Report. 
8N.A.Z, SP 1/3/61, Gwembe District Tour Report, 12-16/08/1973. 
9 N.A.Z, SP 1/3/61, Gwembe District Tour Report, 12-16/08/1973.  
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complained that their areas were completely neglected by the government.10 This meant that 

agro production in these areas continued to be static if not decreasing. During the council 

meeting held on 12/06/1973, the DAO indicated that it would be difficult to improve agro 

skills for the majority farmers of Gwembe because only a few privileged had access to the 

services of extension officers.11 In 1975 the DAO complained to the visiting Acting Chief 

Agricultural Officer that:  

Despite the extension services being offered in selected parts of the 

district, the average crop yields were still low. This is because 

environmental factors also played an important role in the determination 

of crop yields. He stressed that for few farmers adopting new methods in 

Gwembe north they were now able to harvest eight to ten bags of maize 

per acre from the previous 8 bags or below. In Gwembe south they were 

able to harvest five bags from the previous two to three bags per acre 

which was still not encouraging. However, majority farmers in the 

district still relied on traditional methods due to lack of extension 

services and their crop yields remained low.12 

By 1979, the impact of extension services on some areas of Gwembe remained 

questionable. This came to light when the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Youth 

and Cooperatives visited the district. According to the district Annual Report, the reliance on 

traditional methods of farming made some areas more prone to hunger. The report further 

stated that the situation was serious and some people in affected areas were living on wild 

fruits,13 unless something was done urgently, there would be loss of lives in some areas as 

shown in Table 7 below: 

 

 

 

 

                                                             
10N.A.Z, SP 1/4/51, Minutes of Gwembe District Development Meeting held on 05/03/1971. 
11N.A.Z, SP 3/12/31, Minutes of Gwembe District Council Development Meeting held on 

12/06/1973. 
12N.A.Z, Tour Report of Southern Province, 15-24/09/1975.  
13N.A.Z, Ministry of Agriculture and Water Development, Dept. of Extension, Annual Report 

for year ended on 31/12/1979.   
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Table 7: Areas most hit by Hunger in Gwembe following inadequate government agro 

services and drought, 1979 

Parish Chief 

Bakasa Singongo 

Siampondo Mweemba 

Kafwambila Mweemba 

Machaniva Simaamba 

Source: N.A.Z, MAWD, Dept. of Extension Services, Annual Report for year ended on 

31/12/1979. 

In this regard the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Youth and Cooperatives 

expressed sympathy at the affected areas and the people of Gwembe in general. He stated that 

the region was as distressed as it was in the colonial days despite government efforts through 

provision of extension and other agro services. The development of agriculture was hampered 

by the heat and other geographical factors.14 

Gwembe’s success story in cotton production compelled the government to increase 

the agro camps. Between 1980 and 1985, 5,063 cotton farmers were recruited in the district.15 

As a result, government decided to open more agro camps to cater for farmers especially 

those growing cotton. By 1985, Gwembe central had five camps, Gwembe north had five 

while Gwembe south had four.16 By 1992, the number of agro camps in Gwembe was eight 

for central and south while north had seven. 17  This was still minimal considering the 

progression of agriculture in the country as a whole. This argument may well be justified 

from the population index point of view. Chipungu showed that in 1969, Gwembe’s three 

regions had a total population of 69,00018 while Hantobolo indicted that by 1980 the area had 

96,874 inhabitants.19 

The increase in agro camps did not move along with staffing levels. An informant 

explained that even though there was an increase in agro camps, most of them remained 

without manpower because officers appointed to work in Gwembe shunned the district due to 

                                                             
14N.A.Z, MAWD, Dept. of Extension, Annual Report for year ended on 31/12/1979. 
15Hantobolo, ‘Ecology, Agriculture and Proletarianisation,’ p.37. 
16GRZ, The State of Agriculture in Gwembe, p.13. 
17GRZ, The State of Agriculture in Gwembe, p.13. 
18Chipungu, The State of Technology, p.144. 
19Hantobolo, ‘Ecology, Agriculture and Proletarianisation, p.35. 



78 
 

its geographical location, ecology, bad road network as well as a hilly and rocky terrain. A 

few extension officers in the district concentrated their efforts on cotton production though 

the government indirectly supported the production of crops like maize which had largely 

failed.20 Table 8 below shows the progression of agro camps in Gwembe and the staffing 

levels between 1967 and 1992. 

Table 8: Number of Agricultural Camps in Gwembe, 1968 - 1992   

No. of Camps 

Year Central South North Total No. of Extension 

Workers 

1968 2 2 2 6 3 

1985 4 4 5 13 6 

1992 8 8 7 23 11 

Source: G.R.Z, Ministry of Agriculture, The State of Agriculture in Gwembe (Lusaka: 

Department of Agriculture, 1993), p.8.  

With the above statistics, it could be concluded that the majority of farmers in Gwembe could 

not access extension services through agro camps. Despite the increase in the number of agro 

camps, officers still shunned the area and this negatively affected the agro development of the 

district. 

The situation was worsened by the fact that from inception, the few extension officers 

operating in Gwembe mainly resided at Munyumbwe, Sinazeze, Lusitu, Chipepo and Monze 

District where there was decent accommodation as per figures below: 

                                                             
20GRZ, The State of Agriculture in Gwembe, p.15. 
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Figure 2: Housing units for CEOs in Gwembe (Left) and Monze (Right) Districts 

Source: Field Research Photos, Gwembe and Monze, May 2019 

Lack of implementation of agro strategies and programmes slated for extension 

services which were largely affected by the ecological challenges also contributed to the 

underdevelopment of agriculture in Gwembe, thereby perpetuating poverty levels. Siamwiiza 

indicated that: 

Between 1968 and 1971, a lot of research was conducted in Gwembe on 

the varieties of crops suitable for Gwembe conditions. Sorghum, millet 

and maize were tried and it was discovered that the millet variety “EA 

serere” was suitable. There was also a variety of unnamed sorghum 

discovered.21 

Despite the findings of the 1968-71 research, no practical steps were taken to see to it 

that the discoveries made were implemented in the district. The above argument can be 

equated to Gumbo et al. who strongly criticised the government for targeting agricultural 

research and extension services in the Eastern province on the plateau neglecting the 

Luangwa Valley.22 The above suggestions about two different areas with similar climatic 

conditions showed that from the on-set, the government considered some areas to be 

agriculturally ‘impotent’, a stance that negatively impacted on the economic wellbeing of the 

inhabitants. 

Extension workers in Gwembe instead popularised SR 52, a maize variety which was 

unsuitable for Gwembe conditions at the expense of the local maize variety Kaile, an early 

                                                             
21 Siamwiiza, Hunger in Gwembe Valley, p.130. 
22Davison Gumbo, (et-al), Agrarian in the Nyimba District of Zambia, p.245. 
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maturing variety.23 Farmer representatives in a 1972 meeting complained that the seed which 

commodity demonstrators were urging them to grow took a long time to be ready. In as much 

as some farmers were slowly adopting new farming methods, their yields still remained low 

because Gwembe’s chronic droughts affected the growth of crops. 24 This showed that 

government, through its agro extension department failed to alleviate poverty in Gwembe due 

to insistence on promoting crops not suitable for the district. In support of the above view 

Chiinda noted that: 

The non-ecological reason for the endemic famine condition in Gwembe 

during the UNIP era was because of government legacy of the insistence 

on adoption of a ‘national’ food crop, maize, as opposed to the 

ecologically adapted crops of sorghum, millet or even cassava.25 

The persistence by government to use camp officers in the promotion of unsuitable 

crop varieties coupled with ecological constraints impacted negatively on the district. Chiinda 

indicated that the prolonged drought lasting from 1982 to 1985 caused widespread famine. 

The government allocated about K512,000 and more than 100,000 by 90kg bags of maize as 

relief food for Gwembe.26 This simply shows that the farmers of Gwembe could not benefit 

much from the government’s policy on extension.  

The consolidation of extension services was done with the establishment of Farmer 

Training Centres (FTC). The government’s initial plan was to have a viable FTC in almost all 

the districts of the country to transmit farming skills to the small scale farmers. Gwembe 

District had Malima FTC located in Gwembe south which was opened in 1959 by the Federal 

Government as a way of resettling those affected by the construction of Lake Kariba.27 The 

                                                             
23 Siamwiiza, ‘Hunger in Gwembe Valley,’ p.130. See Scudder who also who clarified that 

most extension workers never took seriously conditions of Gwembe, instead worked like 

those based in other ecologically advantaged districts. 
24N.A.Z, SP 3/12/31, Gwembe District Council Meeting held on 06/08/1972.  
25Chiinda, ‘A History of Gwembe Valley Tonga,’ p.44. 
26Chiinda, ‘A History of Gwembe Valley Tonga,’ p.45. In Chiinda’s view, had government 

prioritised extension services suitable for Gwembe, such calamities could have been avoided. 
27 A total of 518,000 hactares of fertile soils was lost during the formation of Lake Kariba in 

1958. The affected families of Gwembe were resettled infertile areas which were easily 

erodible. Another group of families were displaced following the advent of coal mining in 

Gwembe in 1966 and 1970. These were also pushed into areas with less or no chances of 

performing agriculture with or without external support.  
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main activities performed at Malima were vegetable gardening, orchard plantation and 

fishing.28 

Despite the presence of Malima FTC, few farmers in Gwembe benefited from the 

service. Malima had a big garden where some farmers operated as full time workers. The 

FTC had no proper garden and orchard demonstrations. Beneficiaries therefore could not be 

exposed to practical sessions and this was condemned by the Senior Extension Training 

Officer when he visited the facility in 1972. In this regard, he recommended that: 

I would like to see an area set aside within the existing vegetable garden 

for practical demonstrations where course members can become more 

involved with practicing garden work.29 

Stakeholders realised that Malima FTC did not have much impact on the Gwembe 

population. Working in consultation with the government, Messrs Pratig and Dibernard, 

Italian volunteers opened the Zambezi Farmers Training Center (ZFTC) specifically for 

Lusitu area of Gwembe north in 1974. The justification for opening the ZFTC was that 

Gwembe was too vast to be served by a single facility.30 The impact of the ZFTC on the 

targeted group was not much due to sub-standard operations. For instance, trainees could not 

use oxen because the area was highly infested with tsetse flies. The people who ran the 

facility discouraged the keeping of goats since the area was not fenced. Farmers were only 

allowed to grow bananas and vegetables. There was also unprecedented destruction of crops 

by Hippos and Elephants especially for grain fields near the river banks.31 The facility did not 

last long due to the challenges it faced, hence it was closed in 1980.ZFTC did not do much to 

help farmers improve their skills. In fact, there was little information to show how it 

improved agro production in the district.  

The dawning of the new era in 1990s following the coming to power of the MMD 

government which promoted liberalisation worsened the situation at Malima. Even before the 

splitting of Gwembe into three districts, Malima’s prospects had deteriorated. An informant 

observed that by the late 1980s and the early 1990s Malima was becoming a white elephant 

partly due to the antagonism between the government and locals on one hand and amongst 

the farming community on the other. By 1990, only small parts of the demonstration sites 

                                                             
28 N.A.Z, SP1/3/737, Malima Farmers Training Center on Visit, Tuesday 29/06/1972. 
29 N.A.Z, SP1/3/737, Malima Farmers Training Center Report on Visit, Tuesday, 29/06/1972. 
30 N.A.Z, SP 1/3/61, Report on the Operations of Zambezi Farmers Training Center. 
31 N.A.Z, SP 1/3/61,Report on the Operations of Zambezi Farmers Training Center. 
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existed and the gardening which had brought farmers together was almost nonexistent. Some 

buildings even started collapsing due to lack of maintenance.32 This was the state of affairs at 

Malima in the early years of liberalisation until 1992 when it solely belonged to Sinazongwe 

District.  

Following the liberalisation of the country’s economy in the 1990s, agro extension 

services nearly came to a halt in Gwembe rendering BEOs and CEOs almost irrelevant.33 

Elsewhere, Robert Sakala shows that in Katete District, agricultural extension services were 

withdrawn from areas considered less productive such as Kalimeta, Kamphambe, Kagoro and 

Kondwelani between 1992 and 1996.34 

During the liberal era, the majority of farmers in Gwembe could not access extension 

services through agro camps. Following the split of Gwembe district in 1992, only three out 

of eight camps which existed in 1992 had manpower. An informant indicated farmers in areas 

like Chaamwe, Ntanga, Kkoma and Kalelezhi did not know how it felt like to interact with 

CEOs. It was difficult for farmers from such areas to deal with agro problems and this 

hindered production. For instance, immediately after the drought which ravaged Gwembe 

between 1992 and 1995, an unknown maize disease attacked crop fields at Chisaanga, 

Chaamwe and Sompani in 1996. Due to the lack of extension services, farmers watched the 

destruction of their crop with less or no help due to insufficient CEOs.35 The situation was 

worsened by the fact that Gwembe’s ecology hardly favoured crop production. Lack of agro 

shops in the district further compounded the situation. Therefore, crop production remained 

low in most parts of the district. 

Following the ascendancy to power of President Levy Mwanawasa in 2002, more 

agro camps were opened in Gwembe. The number increased from 12 to 15 in 2011 though 

this was still insignificant for a nine year period.36 The introduction of FSP in 2002 saw the 

retraining of CEOs to cater for the new input subsidy programme. CEOs were now expected 

to recruit viable but vulnerable farmers in their camps for FISP. In 2005, the Zambian 

                                                             
32 Lubinda, Interview.  
33 An informant, called Simukoko explained that between 1992 and 2001, Gwembe ‘had no’ 

government agro policy. This was because Gwembe always considered less viable from the 

agro perspective. 
34Robert Sakala, ‘The State of Peasant Farming in Katete District of Zambia’s Eastern 

Province’ M.A Dissertation, University of Zambia, 2020, p.119. 
35 Liswaniso, interview. 
36 Liswaniso, interview. 
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government embarked on the ‘stay in Gwembe project’ aimed at deploying and maintaining 

BEOs and CEOs in all the agro camps of the district. By 2010, only two out of 15 camps 

lacked CEOs and extension services were almost achieving their objectives. 37 The only 

challenge was that most of the CEOs did not reside in their agro camps; instead they opted to 

reside in Gwembe township, Munyumbwe, Chipepo and Monze district. At the same time, 

small agro shops for pesticides and herbicides started operating mainly at Munyumbwe 

mostly run by officers from the Ministry of Agriculture.38 This slightly changed the face of 

agriculture in Gwembe. However, crop yields kept on fluctuating on account of the local 

ecology. 

 4.3 Agricultural Shows as part of Extension services  

The Government of the Republic of Zambia wanted to utilise whatever available 

avenue there was to reach out to farmers. It therefore adopted agricultural shows as another 

method of offering extension services. In Gwembe District the initial progression of 

agricultural shows was unimpressive. For instance, the minutes for the Agricultural Show Co-

ordinating Committee dated 4 July 1969, observed while other districts in the province were 

holding agricultural shows by 1969, organisers from Gwembe indicated that no firm 

arrangements to host an agricultural show that year.39 

The first agricultural show to be held in Gwembe was in 1970. The funding of 

agricultural shows by the government had a direct impact on their organisation and 

effectiveness. Table 9 below shows the requests made in 1971 and 1972 and the actual 

disbursements of funds from the government. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             
37Interview, Kissinger Hanangala, Veterinary Assistant, 05/05/2019, Gwembe. 
38 Lubinda, interview. 
39 N.A.Z, SP1/11/4, Minutes held by the Agricultural Show Coordinating Committee on 

04/07/1969. 
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Table 9: Amounts given to Districts of Southern Province for Agro Shows, 1971-1972 

 

District 

Amount Requested                  Actual Disbursement  

1971 and 1972 1971 1972 

Monze K1000 K550 250 

Gwembe K1500 K550 250 

Mazabuka K1000 K550 250 

Choma K1000 K550 250 

Namwala K1000 K550 250 

Siatontola K500 K400 200 

Livingstone K1000 K550 250 

Kalomo K1000 K550 250 

Source: NAZ, SP1/11/5, Letter Showing Requests for Funding of 1971/72 Agricultural 

Shows. 

The above table shows that planners and organisers came up with amounts they felt would 

help them to successfully carryout shows but the government cut grants without consulting 

the people on the ground. A report indicated that the sharpest decline in funding was for 

Gwembe, a district with highest concentration of poor subsistence peasants. 40  The 

justification by the Gwembe Show organisers to request for a large amount of money was 

that it was difficult to organise a show in the district due to its size, climate, ecology and the 

terrain as well as the poor state of the road network. Poor funding impacted negatively on the 

organisation and effectiveness of the shows.  

An assessment on the impact of agro shows in the province was at times conducted by 

senior government officials. In 1971, Nga’ndu Magande the Administrative Officer attended 

the Mazabuka and Gwembe shows. In his speech in Mazabuka, Magande outlined detailed 

efforts the government was making in order to improve the plight of the ordinary village 

farmer. He urged ordinary farmers in the district to take advantage of reduced fertiliser prices, 

increased maize prices and numerous subsidies which were being offered. Most farmers 

interviewed at the Mazabuka show felt that the government was doing a lot to improve their 

lot and it was up to them to take up the challenge.41 

                                                             
40 N.A.Z, SP1/11/4, Report on the Provincial Review Meeting held on 22/09/1973. 
41 N.A.Z, SP1/11/5, Report on the Mazabuka and Gwembe Agricultural Shows held Between 

03/07 to 06/07/1971. 
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Farmers in Gwembe District were equally encouraged just like their Mazabuka 

counterparts to take advantage of favourable government agro strategies and programmes. 

However, Magande also made serious observations on the development of agriculture in 

Gwembe when he acknowledged that it was one of the districts which were lagging behind in 

agro development.42 He wondered what was to be expected from an agricultural show that 

was more of a cultural than an agricultural event due to a prevalence of activities such as 

cultural dances and social football, activities that drew the interest of the majority of show 

goers.43 

Although some crops and animals were showcased, farmers’ displays left much to be 

desired. It was for this reason that Magande wondered why despite Gwembe having potential 

for goat rearing; only three goats were displayed. The millet display looked attractive and 

cotton came out to be best. In fact, farmers were urged to grow the two crops since they were 

drought resistant. Magande acknowledged that despite government’s intervention, the 

ecology of Gwembe failed the farmers who strove hard to be part of agricultural 

productivity.44 

Magande further complained of the terrain in Gwembe as being very bad which 

contributed to the district lagging behind in agricultural development. In the usual political 

rhetoric, he noted that the government was doing everything possible to see to it that the road 

network of the district was worked on as this was one of the major solutions to agricultural 

development.45 

In the late 1970s and early 1980s, there was a drastic shift in the organisation of 

agricultural shows. The call by the government and other stakeholders for the shows to be 

self- reliant climaxed. In viable productive areas like Monze, farmers began to be organised, 

coordinated and hosted successful shows themselves.46 For Gwembe which had a scattered 

cadre of farmers, the situation was the opposite. Between 1982 and 1987, the majority of 

                                                             
42 N.A.Z, SP1/11/5, Report on Mazabuka and Gwembe Agricultural Shows held between 

03/07 to 06/07/1971. 
43 N.A.Z, SP/11/6, Report on Gwembe Agricultural Show Held on 05/07/1972. Also Lubinda 

confirmed in an interview that the trend continued up to 1990s due to the nature of the 

district. 
44 N.A.Z, SP1/11/5, Report on the Mazabuka and Gwembe Agricultural Shows Held Between 

03/07 to 06/07/1971. 
45 N.A.Z, SP1/11/5, Report on the Mazabuka and Gwembe Agricultural Shows Held Between 

03/07 to 06/07/1971. 
46 Simukoko, interview. 
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farmers who attended the shows were cotton growers and school going children. This 

scenario defeated the whole purpose of creating agro shows as farmers could not fully 

interact as per initial plan. Further, it became difficult for shows in Gwembe to be self-

supportive due to the negative perception attached to the events. Informant Lubinda observed 

that by 1990, organisers of agro shows in Gwembe had completely lost enthusiasm. Farmers, 

including cotton growers saw little benefit in attending agro shows. 47  Loss of interest 

impacted negatively on the shows leading to a drastic reduction in the number of the targeted 

audience. This also meant that farmers’ period of interaction reduced and such that they could 

not share ideas as was previously the case.  

The performance and impact of agro shows in Gwembe in the 1990s, remained below 

par. While in neighbouring districts the emerging private sector took up the mantle of 

organising and to some extent funding the shows, in Gwembe this was not the case.48 This 

meant that there was less or no interaction among the farmers in the district to discuss agro 

progression in its different areas. The private sector was profit motivated and wanted to 

advertise their products such as seed and inputs to prospecting buyers. However, it was 

generally felt that taking agro products to drought prone areas like Gwembe was not cost 

effective. The stance adopted by the private sector contributed to agro underdevelopment in 

Gwembe because farmers could not interact amongst themselves neither could they interact 

with the new players in the agro sector. 

In the mid 1990s, agricultural shows were sporadically held at Munyumbwe. This 

meant that there were years when the event failed to take place. For instance, in 1993, 1994, 

1997 and 1999 there were no shows in Gwembe.49 This without doubt impacted negatively 

on the development of agriculture in Gwembe.  Farmers could not showcase their yields to 

motivate one another. Farming was slowly dying in the district especially that agro shows 

which brought farmers together became inactive.  

The ascendancy to power of President Levy Mwanawasa in 2002 slightly boosted 

agro shows in Gwembe. Some observers credited this to the introduction of FISP. To others 

the increase in the number of private sector organisations prompted some of them to look at 

ways of expanding their market base by tapping the potential of forgotten regions like 

Gwembe. This they did through advertisements of the early maturing seeds as well as on the 

                                                             
47 Lubinda, interview. 
48 Lubinda, Interview. 
49 Hanangala, Interview. 
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correct methods for the application of chemical agricultural inputs. Among the prominent 

seed suppliers were Seedco, MRI and Panner while, Omnia and Nyiombo were the main 

suppliers of inputs.50 

Involvement of private sector players helped farmers in Gwembe to learn more about 

different varieties of seeds and inputs. Agro producers and suppliers, who hitherto had 

shunned the district, could now directly provide information to the farmers through mounted 

stands at camp shows and up to the district shows.51However, even though this development 

appeared a plus in aiding the development of local agriculture, farmers still faced many 

challenges. All those ‘sweet talks’ by the seed and input producers during agricultural shows 

turned out to be mere rhetoric.52Gwembe farmers were still required to access agro-supplies 

through Monze as no agro dealer moved in to open shops in the district. Transporting seeds 

and inputs was also a challenge due to the poor road network and the hilly and rocky terrain. 

These two factors combined to prevent farmers from Gwembe from advancing in their agro 

activities. 

4.4 Extension Services through Mass Media   

In its quest to bring more small scale farmers on board, the government decided to 

expand extension services by introducing Radio Farm Forums (RFF) in 1966. Since the first 

three RFFs in Gwembe came to the fore in 1969, the rate at which the programme was 

expanding remained low. Despite this, RFFs in Gwembe became prominent at times 

surpassing traditional farming districts as could be seen from the sampled in table 10 below:  

Table 10: Selected Radio Farm Forum Attendance Southern Province, 1970-1971  

District Place   Targeted  Attendance Year  Remarks  

Gwembe Sinazeze 55 50 1970 Good 

Gwembe Munyumbwe 50 40 1971 Good  

Mazabuka Chivuna 20 11 1970 Fair  

Mazabuka  Chuunda 18 03 1971 Poor  

Choma Batoka 17 04 1970 Poor  

Source: NAZ, Agriculture Broadcasting as Medium of Education among Zambian Farmers. 

                                                             
50 Munthali, Interview. 
51 Munthali, Interview. 
52 Simukoko, Interview. 
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Like agro camps, RFFs were mainly dependent on extension officers who manned 

different parts of the district. From inception, the impact of RFFs also varied from area to 

area. RFFs incorporated a number of programmes which were meant to help farmers improve 

their productivity. The September, 1971 Southern Province Monthly Report showed that 

between May and July 1971, about 250 farmers attended the RFF in the district.53 Despite 

challenges associated with radio signal in Gwembe, attendees appreciated the fora. Headman 

Luumbo indicated that he learnt a lot on the importance of the loans government issued via 

the AFC. He however, complained that what was happening on the ground differed with what 

RFFs portrayed as it was difficult for Gwembe farmers to access loans.54 

In 1975, three more RFF were created with Gwembe north, south and central 

receiving one each.55 During this period, around 80% of RFF programming tilted towards 

cotton growing as shown in table 11 below: 

Table 11: RFF in Gwembe dominated by Cotton lessons, 1975  

Date  Place  Topic Attendance 

May, 1975 Munyumbwe Pricking cotton 56 

May, 1975 Chipepo Cotton General 52 

July, 1975 Sinazeze Spraying Cotton 54 

July, 1975 Lusitu Agricultural Finance Co 21 

August, 1975 Luumbo Grading Cotton 44 

August, 1975 Munyumbwe General Agriculture 25 

Source: N.A.Z, Agricultural Broadcasting as an Education Medium in Zambia. Agriculture 

Extension Branch Service, Annual Report, 1975. 

The above table shows that of the six RFFs held between May and August, 1975, five were 

for cotton related topics, while only one was for general agriculture.  

The impact of the RFF on Gwembe was mainly dependent on the topics of discussion. 

During the 1975 tour, the PAO was told that most government agro strategies in Gwembe 

were now concentrated on cotton growing. The DAO noted that cotton yields in the district 

were on the rise because most farmers attended RFFs which supported the growing of 

                                                             
53 N.A.Z, SP 1/2/29, Southern Province Monthly Reports, September 1971. 
54N.A.Z, SP 1/2/29, Southern Province Monthly Report, September, 1971. 
55N.A.Z, SP 3/25/48, Gwembe District Monthly Report, 1975.  
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cotton.56 The biasness of most RFFs towards cotton growing resulted in some government 

officials calling for a balanced approach. The above sentiment was expressed in the 1975 

Tour Report on extension. The concerned official argued that if not well handled, the 

production of other crops would suffer because indicators were already showing that the 

Gwembe environment did not fully support crops like maize. 57 Siamatowe indicated that 

when he served as Camp Extension Officer (CEO) in Chipepo Camp between 1984 and 1997, 

RFFs in Gwembe mainly promoted cotton growing. .58 Table 12 below shows the number of 

RFF from 1971-192 

Table 12: Number of RFFs and the required number of radios in Gwembe, 1971 – 1992 

 

Year 

No. of RFFs                             

Total 

No. of 

radios 

needed  

Remarks  

Gwembe 

central 

Gwembe 

north 

Gwembe 

south         

1971 02 02 02 06 06 4 working, 2 not 

delivered 

1982 05 06 05 16 16 6 working, 3 faulty, 3 

missing, 4 not delivered 

1992 10 12 09 31 31 7working, 5 faulty, 10 

missing, 9 not delivered 

Source: G.R.Z, Ministry of Agriculture, The State of Agriculture in Gwembe (Lusaka: 

Department of Agriculture, 1993), p.18. 

 The table above depicts challenges as far as the operations of the RFF were concerned 

in Gwembe. While there was a steady increase in the number of RFFs from 1971 to 1992, 

there was no corresponding increase in the number of radios to service the RFFs. It can 

therefore be concluded that RFFs rarely achieved the objectives they were created for in 

Gwembe.  

The liberal era affected the operations of the mass media because of reduced funding 

from the government, and broadcasting time among other factors. In 1992, Siavonga and 

Sinazongwe were detached from Gwembe. The once famous RFFs almost lost grip because 

of the reliance on few old radios which usually gave problems during broadcast. This meant 

                                                             
56 N.A.Z, SP1/101/2/3 Tour Reports of Southern Province 15-24/08/1975.  
57 N.A.Z, SP1/101/2/3 Tour Reports of Southern Province 15-24/08/1975. 
58 Siamatowe, interview. 
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that farmers missed out on certain important topics which could have helped them improve 

agro production.59 Between 1992 and 1997 there was a steady reduction of RFFs in the new 

Gwembe District. By 1997, the most well known RFFs operating in Gwembe were 

Twapenga, Chabbobboma and Mapambu located along the Chisekesi Munyumbwe road.60 

Other RFFs became passive because the government failed to supply radios, a situation that 

was worsened by lack of CEOs to guide the discussions. These challenges were attributed to 

the district’s poor ecology, bad road network, hilly and rocky terrain. Majority farmers in 

areas where RFFs became passive lost out because they could no longer listen to agro 

programmes and this affected productivity. By 2001, almost all RFFs in Gwembe ceased to 

be active.61 This meant that farmers who relied on this mode of communication to improve 

yields lost out and their agro productivity was highly affected. 

In 1997, the Department of Agriculture in Gwembe introduced mobile Television 

programming where it aired pre-recorded agro programmes using a Video Cassette 

Recorder(VCR) and a generator as a source of power. This was aired to farmers during 

agricultural shows and also targeted some areas like Chaamwe and Chisaanga which where 

shunned by CEOs. However, some areas like Ntanga could not be serviced due to impassable 

or no roads at all. To some extent, this move could have helped in disseminating agro 

information to more vulnerable farmers which in turn could have helped in agro productivity. 

The cost attached to running this programme in terms of fuel for the generator and transport 

led to its collapse in 2000.62 

Private and community radio stations played a critical role in the development of 

agriculture in Gwembe District. This was because agriculture was an integral part in their 

programming. Chikuni Community Radio Station programme manager said that antennas 

deliberately faced the eastern direction to service the people of Gwembe. This was because 

Gwembe people were in a vulnerable state from the communication standpoint and also their 

natural environment called for concerted effort to improve their agro prospects.63 Through 

agro experts from both the government and the private sector, Gwembe farmers were able 

learn about better methods of farming such as Conservation Farming (CF) which was 

advocated for the Gwembe ecology. Farmers like Shampande who was an ardent listener of 

                                                             
59 Mulope, Interview. 
60 Simukoko, Interview. 
61 Meebelo, interview. 
62Lubinda, interview. 
63 Hamoonga, Interview. 
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Chikuni radio appreciated the station and indicated that had it not been for ecological 

vagaries in Gwembe, he would have been a big farmer. Shampande ended by stating that 

‘ijwi’ (word) from the station was enough for the wise farmer.64 

Radio Sky FM also helped farmers in selected parts of Gwembe to learn some 

farming skills thereby improving agro productivity. This was because only a section of the 

Gwembe community accessed the radio station’s frequency due to the rocky and hilly 

terrain.65 Mooya explained that though it was a bit of a challenge to access the radio Sky 

signal, agro experts helped Gwembe farmers understand their environment and the best 

practices required to improve agro productivity. He further indicated that though the station’s 

staff could not be on the ground, they had farmers interest at heart. Some phoning-in 

programmes presented by the station brought in some interesting aspects of farming. For 

instance, between 2005 and 2011 there was a programme called twatebula tobalimi (farmers 

have harvested).66 This programme gave chance to farmers from different areas to talk about 

their harvest. Depending on the harvest farmers would be advised on the right cultivation 

methods required for their region. This programme helped Gwembe farmers a lot though in 

some seasons weather extremes still betrayed them resulting in low yields. 

4.5 Settlement Schemes 

          Settlement schemes played a major role in the transformation of agriculture among the 

resettled communities of Gwembe. However, from the inception of settlement schemes, there 

were no plans to create any in Gwembe District. In fact, it was suggested during one of the 

preparatory meetings that there was need to move some people from the distressed regions of 

Gwembe’s Chief Mweemba to other districts. In line with the above Siamwiiza noted that:  

After independence Sinang’ombe, Siampondo, Siameja and surrounding 

villages began experiencing perpetual food shortages. The arable soil 

around these villages had by then become very poor and was 

agronomically useless as it was beyond regeneration.67 

In 1971, the first 17 families to be resettled moved from Siampondo and Sinang’ombe to 

Njabalombe Settlement Scheme in Kalomo District. This was after receiving induction 

courses at the FTC to introduce them to new farming methods. The resettlement resulted in a 

                                                             
64 Shampande, Interview. 
65 Mooya, Interview. 
66Mooya, Interview. 
67Siamwiiza, ‘Hunger in the Gwembe Valley’, p.26. 
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huge boost in agricultural production levels for the families which moved. Minutes of the 

Second Planning Meeting on Njabalombe Settlement Scheme indicated that: 

Phase 1 of the resettlement had been completed successfully and 17 

families had been resettled. The maize crop yield had been good and 

each family had sold an average of 18 bags from the three acre plot 

allocated. This was in addition to what was kept for consumption.68 

            Following the successful resettling of the first 17 volunteers in 1971, the government 

decided to go for Phase 2 by which it targeted to resettle 50 families.69 Though the majority 

of the people in the targeted villages of Chieftaincy Mweemba of Gwembe north were not 

willing to move, some complied and moved to join the initial resettlers. By1974 about 62 

families had been resettled. 70  The agro production of the resettled families improved 

tremendously compared to their previous experience in Gwembe. The government stationed 

an agro extension officer at Njabalombe to provide services to the newly resettled families. 

By 1975, the resettled families were able to sell an average of 20 bags of maize from their 

three acre plots in addition to what remained for consumption.71 

           The families which declined to be resettled on the other hand continued to be a source 

of worry for the government. This was because they continued to live under stressful 

conditions from the agro perspective. While their counterparts who were resettled in 1971 

were able to sell an average of 18 bags as excess of what they consumed, the average yield of 

those who remained stood at two to three bags per acre which could not even sustain their 

own consumption.72 During the same period, there were calls to aid the people of Siameja, 

Sinango’mbe and Siampondo through food relief.73 It can therefore be concluded that the 

creation of settlement schemes impacted on peasant farmers of Gwembe differently. For 

those who moved out their agro standing improved while those who remained in the district 

continued to under produce thus perpetuating high poverty levels. 

                                                             
68N.A.Z SP 1/6/5, Njabalombe Settlement Scheme. Minutes of the Second Planning 

Committee held on 29/08/1972.  
69N.A.Z, SP 1/6/5,Njabalombe Settlement Scheme, Minutes of the Second Planning 

Committee held on 29/08/1972. 
70Siamwiiza, ‘Hunger in the Gwembe Valley’, pp. 140-141. 
71N.A.Z, SP 1/101/2/3, Tour Reports of Southern Province 15-24/08/1975. 
72N.A.Z, SP 1/14/75, Report on Government Survey on Areas in needy of Food Relief, 1970-

71. 
73 N.A.Z, SP 1,101/2/3, Tour Report of Sothern Province, 15-24/08/1975. 
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4.6 Agricultural Loans and Credit Disbursement 

Despite a clear cut policy from the government that rural farmers should be assisted to 

improve their agro productivity through credit, organisations charged with the responsibility 

of issuing loans discriminated against some districts. Gwembe farmers were among the most 

discriminated and this impacted negatively on their agro development. This discrimination 

could be linked to the stance adopted by the Agricultural Finance Company (AFC) that credit 

was to be disbursed to farmers that were within reach, meaning those that were easily 

accessible.74 Gwembe farmers, by virtue of by remoteness of their district and rugged terrain, 

were inevitably considered beyond reach, consequently they infrequently received credit. 

Table 13 below indicates loan disbursements for a three year period, 1971 to 1973. 

Table 13: AFC Credit Disbursed in Southern Province, 1971 to 1973  

District  Choma Kalomo Monze Mazabuka Livingstone Namwala 

Year  1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 

No. of loans - - 135 415 35 72 

Amount disbursed  - - K45,686 K112,756 K9,867 K35,588 

Year 1972 1972 1972 1972 1972 1972 

No. of loans 581 370 287 540 84 310 

Amount disbursed K581,086 K499,457 K271,103 K524,603 K45,286 K255,205 

Year  1973 1973 1973 1973 1973 1973 

No. of loans 1091 439 559 549 90 367 

Amount disbursed K1,131,5

71 

K551,077 K534,257 K560,355 K52,606 K150,357 

Source, NAZ, SP1/2/26, AFC Report, 1971 see also 1972 and 1973, AFC Reports. 

The above table indicates that Gwembe was deliberately left out from the loan disbursements 

for southern province. The district was not indicated anywhere in this three year period. 

A review meeting held on 5th March 1972 also indicated that while production in the 

other districts was improving, in Gwembe it was still low because farmers depended on their 

resources to acquire farming implements. It was difficult for farmers in places like Chaamwe, 

                                                             
74 N.A.Z, SP 1/4/51, AFC Quarterly Progress Report, Fourth Quarter, 1972.   
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Sinang’ombe and Kalelezhi among other areas to find resources to buy farming 

implements.75It was for this reason that yields in such places stood at the lowest point. 

A number of stakeholders from both the province and district raised concerns with the 

prevailing situation in Gwembe as far as the credit was concerned. During the 1973 

Agricultural Show, the chairman in his opening remarks noted that: 

I would like to register displeasure on the credit facilities for local 

farmers in Gwembe District. This still poses a major challenge because 

the whole district acts as a sub-center for Choma, Monze and Mazabuka 

Districts in the sense that it has no officers’ resident for processing of 

applications for loan facilities. I therefore request for acceleration of 

efforts to post officers for the finance company.76 

In the same vein the Minister of State Aaron Milner protested and asked: “Why should there 

be limitations to farmers getting loans? What will become of those farmers without access to 

loans?”77The statement by the minister showed that the government was also worried that if 

some farmers were not given loans, their agro productivity was bound to be stagnant. As a 

result, at times few Gwembe farmers benefited from AFC loans as shown in table 14 below: 

Table 14: Beneficiaries of Credit in Southern Province, 1975 

District No. of Applicants No. Accepted  No. Rejected 

Choma 1,735 1,555 185 

Livingstone 150 97 53 

Namwala 195 126 69 

Monze 190 135 55 

Mazabuka 1,556 1,556 - 

Gwembe 163 100 63 

Kalomo 218 217 01 

Source: N.A.Z, SP 1/101/2/3, Tour Reports of Southern Province, 15-24/08/1975.  

                                                             
75 N.A.Z, SP 3/12/31, Minutes of the Meeting held to Review Loan Applications in Gwembe 

on 05/03/1972. 
76N.A.Z, SP1/11/6/66, Welcoming Remarks to the Fourth Provincial Agricultural Show, 

1973. 
77 N.A.Z, SP3/20/19, Minutes of an Emergency Meeting for District Governors and other 

Officials held at Buseko Hall on 28/08/1970 to discuss Procedure Connected with 

Agricultural Loans. 
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Table 14 above shows that despite Gwembe being a vast region the number of applicants for 

the loans was low and still some applications were rejected. 

The consideration of some farmers for the 1975 loan disbursement came as a relief to 

Gwembe district and it motivated the recipients. However, most of the latter were afew 

farmers linked to extension. The farmers who received loans mainly came from 

Munyumbwe, Chipepo, Lusitu and Sinazeze. 78  The loans given impacted positively on 

farmers and this was proven through a slight improvement in crop yields especially in 

Gwembe central and north in the 1975/76 farming season. However, the DAO was quick to 

mention that it may be difficult for the farmers to pay back the loans because yields at 

Chipepo were affected by floods, while Lusitu and Sinazeze experienced 

droughts.79Ecological hitches among other reasons therefore could have prevented credit 

organisations from issuing loans to Gwembe farmers. 

Throughout the 1970s, Gwembe farmers’ predicament regarding credit continued. In 

some years they were skipped completely, while in other years only a few loan applications 

were picked. According to the 1978 report, there were more than 500 applicants from 

Gwembe central, almost 300 from south and about 600 from the north, giving a total of 

around 1400. Of this number only about 60 farmers were considered, or 20 from each 

region.80 

In the early 1980s, government directed its energies on cotton production in Gwembe. 

An informant showed that most cotton farmers had access to loans through Lint Co, AFC and 

later Zambia Agriculture Development Bank (ZADB). For instance, between 1982 and 1985 

900 to 1500 farmers benefited from the loan schemes offered by the AFC and ZADB.81 The 

impact of this move was that while cotton production improved in the district, food crop 

production plummeted further. To make matters worse, Lubinda noted that most of the 

beneficiaries of the loans were influential persons. Therefore, ordinary farmers who needed 

much help because they had nowhere to run to, were left out.82 

The coming of Lima Bank in 1987 coincided with the period when the country faced 

a lot of challenges. During this period Gwembe farmers were taken back to the days when 

                                                             
78N.A.Z, SP 1/101/2/3, Tour Reports of Southern Province, 15-24/08/1975. 
79 N.A.Z, SP 1/101/2/3, Tour Reports of Southern Province, 15-24/08/1975. 
80N.A.Z, MAG 4/1/6/16, Annual Report on Operations of the AFC, Jan- Dec, 1978. 
81 Lubinda, interview, based on the note book he was using when in active employment. 
82Lubinda, interview. 
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they were rarely considered for loans. The number of people with access to loans was 

trimmed further. Oral data indicated that on average only about 20 to 30 farmers in Gwembe 

district were able to access loans per year during the tenure of Lima Bank.83 The treatment 

Gwembe farmers received from Lima Bank was directly linked to the district’s ecology and 

terrain and the bank’s members of staff did not hide this. 

4.7 Seed and Fertiliser Support Programmes 

Gwembe district’s situation regarding input supply, distribution and crop marketing 

revealed deep-seated discrimination and insurmountable ecological and topographical 

challenges. As a result, the programme failed to wholly mitigate poverty levels in the district. 

The November 1968 Monthly Report for the Department of Agriculture affirmed that all the 

districts in the province with the exception of Gwembe had seed and fertiliser readily 

available for the people with local purchase orders from the COZ and on cash.84 In a meeting 

held on 9 April, 1969 it was revealed that while the GMB had input requirement estimates for 

all the districts under its jurisdiction, estimates for Gwembe district were missing. The Grain 

Marketing Board (GBM) blamed the Department of Agriculture for non submission of the 

necessary information for Gwembe. However, Mr Lundwe, from the Department objected to 

the accusation by drawing the participants attention to minutes numbered MRD/5/6/11which 

showed that the Department had played its part and that the problem therefore was with GMB 

which failed to deliver inputs for Gwembe District.85  The accusation and counter accusation 

between the Department of Agriculture and GMB was an indication of disorderliness in 

institutional operations.  

Gwembe’s situation regarding input supply and distribution became a concern to most 

stakeholders. In 1970 just after NAMBOARD took over the GMB, the DAO complained that 

the biasness in the operations of government parastatals regarding input supply and 

distribution sent Gwembe farmers in panicking mood. In line with the same, Chiinda 

bemoaned the operations of agro state agencies when he noted that, “It was typical of agro 

state agencies to shun agro peripheral zones.”86 

                                                             
83 Siamatowe, interview. 
84 NAZ, SP3/25/48, Southern Province Extension Monthly Reports, November 1968. 
85 N.A.Z, SP1/2/29, Minutes of the Meeting of the Provincial Coordinating Committee held 

on Thursday, 09/04/1969. 
86Chiinda, A History of Gwembe Valley, p.45. 
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In as much as there were reports on shortages of fertiliser in other districts which had 

access to seasonal credits and subsidised inputs, the situation for Gwembe was worse. It was 

the only district where farmers had minimal access to credit facilities and subsidised inputs as 

noted in the September 1973, Southern Province Monthly Report: “the non-availability of 

fertiliser and lagging behind schedule loans for Gwembe was unprecedented.”87 Table 15 

below shows seed and input distribution in Southern Province between 1972 and 1974. 

Table 15: Inputs Supplied and Distributed in Southern Province, 1972 - 1974 

District Choma Kalomo Mazabuka Namwala L/stone Monze Gwembe 

Year  1972 1972 1972 1972 1972 1972 1972 

Ordered 34,890 15,200 30,233 20,343 7,456 32,222     - 

Received 34,690 15,200 30,123 20,043 7,456 32,124     - 

Balance      200 Nil       110      200 Nil        98     - 

Year 1973 1973 1973 1973 1973 1973 1973 

Ordered 40,905 16,000 32,678 21,714 8,654 34,890       - 

Received 40,905 15,623 32,500 21,714 8,004 34,890       - 

Balance  Nil       377      178 Nil     650 Nil        - 

Year  1974 1974 1974 1974 1974 1974 1974 

Ordered 40,800 17,412 33,098 22,041 8,112 34,342 16,345 

Received 40,724 17,412 33,098 22,041 8,112 34,342   8,788 

Balance      176     Nil     Nil     Nil    Nil      Nil    7,557 

Source: N.A.Z, MAG 4/2/6, Agricultural Performance Reports in Southern Province, 1972-

74. 

The reports further indicated that farmers who received inputs also received SR 52 maize 

variety which corresponded to the amount of inputs delivered. However, this maize variety 

was unsuitable for Gwembe ecology. 

The above statistics indicate that Gwembe was discriminated against in the supply and 

distribution of inputs. The main reasons for such discrimination were associated with the 

district’s ecology, rough terrain and poor service delivery by extension officers. This, 

according to the DAO, contributed much to the low crop yields in the district.88 The DAO 

observed that the majority of the farmers of Gwembe rarely accessed extension services, agro 

                                                             
87 N.A.Z, SP1/2/29, Southern Province Monthly Reports, September, 1973. 
88 N.A.Z, SP 1/11/6/66, Southern Province Report on Crop Marketing Season, 1972 to 1973.   
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loans and subsidised inputs. All the above strategies and programmes were mainly missing in 

Gwembe due to the district’s geographical characteristics. 89  Though in 1974 Gwembe 

received an allocation, it was still low. Just above half of what the district ordered was 

allocated. The 1974 subsidised inputs were mainly reserved for farmers at Munyumbwe, 

Lusitu, Sinazeze and Chipepo.90 This meant that the rest of the district’s farmers continued 

relying only on traditional seed. 

Even after showing some signs of improved yields during the previous farming 

season, there was a reduction in the number of inputs supplied to Gwembe for the 1975/1976 

farming season. The DAO expressed disappointment that instead of increasing the share, 

there was a reduction in inputs. The district only received 3,250 bags of chemical fertiliser. 

This was 5,538 bags less than what was received for the 1974/75 farming season.91In a 

meeting held on 12th October, 1975forthe flagging off of the inputs distribution exercise in 

Gwembe the DAO lamented that: 

It is going to be difficult to motivate farmers in Gwembe to reach the 

desired agro productivity. Today as we go in the field to distribute 

subsidised inputs 5,558 bags will be subtracted from what we distributed 

last year. What will we tell those who benefited last year and will not 

this year? What will we tell those who are eagerly waiting to be added to 

the beneficiary list this year? The endemic poverty in Gwembe will be 

worsening every year. If people are putting the natural environment as a 

determining factor to receive agro implements then Gwembe will always 

lag behind because very little or nothing will be done to improve the 

status quo.92 

This statement by the DAO meant that the impact of subsdised inputs was not much felt in 

Gwembe especially given that it was also unpredictable as to whether crops would grow or 

not due to ecological hitches.   

                                                             
89N.A.Z, SP 1/11/6/66, Southern Province Report on Crop Marketing Season, 1972 to 1973. 

Further, Siamwiiza argued that rainfall failure for 1972/73 season caused havoc in Gwembe 

and there was a challenge to distribute relief food to the affected areas due to poor road and 

communication network resulting in chronic lack of transport. This deteriorated the food 

relief situation.  
90 N.A.Z, MAG 4/2/6, Agricultural Performance Reports in Southern Province, 1971 to 1975. 
91N.A.Z, SP 1 /4/51, Minutes of Gwembe District Development meeting held on 12/10/1975. 
92N.A.Z, SP 1 /4/51, Minutes of Gwembe District Development meeting held on 12/10/1975. 
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Poor input delivery to Gwembe district was at times as a result of miscommunication 

between the suppliers and transporters. In 1978, three trucks belonging to Nicholas Transport 

set off to deliver an unspecified amount of seed and inputs in Gwembe. A miscommunication 

between NAMBOARD and the company resulted in the inputs heading in the wrong 

direction, but within Gwembe. In the process the trucks got marooned at Chiyabi in Gwembe 

north. After two weeks without communication, the owner of the trucks Mr Nicholas 

Couverers of Chisekesi decided to recall his trucks. The muteness by NAMBOARD resulted 

in the inputs being taken back to Monze.93 No effort was made to send the inputs back to the 

right destinations. This meant that some Gwembe farmers who were supposed to benefit from 

those inputs in 1978 did not do so. This partly explains why the Central Statistical Office 

(CSO) reported that Gwembe experienced a crop failure in that year coercing the state to 

provide emergency relief food.94 

In 1981, farmers at Chisaanga, Lusitu, Kayuni and Simaambo temporal depots 

received about 2,345 bags of inputs out of the required 8,456 for the four areas. This number 

was too small to meet the demand. This caused a near-stampede as farmers scrambled for the 

limited inputs.  

In October 1987 farmers at Chaamwe, Sompani and Chipepo spent close to a week 

waiting for the delivery of an unspecified amount of inputs because the truck carrying them 

had broken down. The NAMBOARD representative complained that servicing Gwembe had 

always been a challenge since 1964. As a result, inconsistencies in input distribution became 

a ‘ritual.’95As if the above predicaments were not enough, Gwembe in most instances was the 

last district to receive the inputs further reducing the chances of farmers to cultivate at the 

onset of the rainy season because they were not sure as to when the farming inputs would be 

delivered. 

It can therefore be concluded that Gwembe’s ecology kept on influencing crop 

production in the district despite higher expectations from the government and other 

stakeholders at times. Chiinda showed that crop production in Gwembe remained low 

because of ill-timed intervention by the government coupled with ecological factors such as a 

                                                             
93Maaya, Interview. 
94N.A.Z, MAG 4/1/6/16, Urgent Meeting held at Gwembe District Council to Assess the 

extent of Crop Failure in the district, 08/05/1979. 
95Maaya, Interview. 
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hilly and rough terrain, floods and droughts and poor transportation infrastructure. 96 

Government’s attempt to promote the growing of maize in the district also largely met with 

failure due to among other factors, unsuitable maize seed varieties, poor supply of inputs and 

lack of access to agricultural loans. Low crop production in Gwembe district is illustrated in 

table 16 below: 

Table 16: Crop Production in Gwembe District, 1985 and 1991 

Estimated Production (90kg 

Bags) 

Actual sales (90kg Bags) 

Crop 1985/86 1990/91 1985/86 1990/91 

Maize 112,330 111,415 9,586 16,577 

Sorghum   48,093   33,953      65     401 

Millet   14,629   25,043    437     300 

  Source: Chiinda, A History of Gwembe Valley, p.45. 

The above statistics show that government was always estimating higher yields in maize 

compared to other food crops. However, the actual yields were far much lower than the 

estimated yields and this was the trend with all food crops grown in Gwembe. 

Gwembe farmers faced a lot of challenges in the early 1990s due to a series of 

droughts and withdraw of the intermittent agro help they received from government. Farmers 

also mainly continued to rely on local seeds making it impossible to attain projected yield. In 

1990, 1,788, 2, 113, and 3, 380 local farmers had access to improved, recycled and local seed 

varieties of maize respectively. At the same time, 348, 2, 143 and 4, 678 farmers had access 

to improved, recycled and local seed varieties of sorghum respectively.97 The consequence of 

increased reliance on local seed varieties was low productivity.  

 In 1992, the Southern province agricultural office embarked on a Seed Multiplication 

Project (SMP) a programme designed to promote Household Food Security. This project was 

solely managed by the Ministry of Agriculture. Village Seed Banks (VSBs) were created and 

a variety of seeds were distributed which included maize, sorghum and millet. The unnamed 

newly introduced maize variety did well without fertiliser. 98  However, Gwembe farmers 
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98 Lubinda, Interview. 
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could not benefit from this project. Lubinda indicated that the district’s ecology could have 

contributed to it being left out. In 1994, Mount Makulu Research Centre aided Gwembe 

farmers when it introduced an open pollinated seed called Pull 16 MMV 400, an early 

maturing maize variety and unnamed varieties of millet, sorghum and groundnuts.99 This 

move helped a number of farmers in Gwembe and it slightly improved crop yields because 

droughts, floods, and high temperatures still prevented full exploitation of Gwembe farmers 

of agriculture. 

The private sector involvement, Gwembe became a hurdle because of the 

questionable ecological traits and the hilly and rocky terrain. While as early as 1992 a number 

of private agro dealers were setting their bases in neighbouring districts, no one was willing 

to invest in Gwembe and this trend continued up to 2011.100 The area was therefore, shunned 

by upcoming agro dealers because liberalisation was linked to profit. It therefore became a 

challenge for farmers to acquire agro implements. 

The marketing of agro produce also came with its own short comings as a result of 

liberalisation. A few farmers who managed to grow crops in Gwembe complained of being 

shunned by both government and private buyers. In view of the above Chabatama contented 

that: 

Remote villages were not reached by buyers of maize and sellers of 

agricultural inputs who also wanted to reduce operation costs. In many 

cases, private buyers were unable to access remote areas due to the poor 

road infrastructure.101 

Between 1989 and 1996 the situation regarding marketing in Gwembe was pathetic. 

Private buyers’ set bases mainly along Chisekesi-Chipepo road. Hauma, Lukonde,Sichone 

area, Munyumbwe, Chabbobboma, and Chipepo were among the prominent areas where 

bases were set. Buyers ensured that farmers took care of all attached logistical costs. This 

meant that despite low agro produce, Gwembe farmers could only sell their produce cheaply 

just to acquire other basic needs. An informant talked of one prominent buyer, alias ‘Jemuje’ 
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who scorned farmers by telling them that he operated in Gwembe because all he wanted was 

to put oxygen in farmers and their families.102 

When FRA was created in 1996, a lot of people thought that its crop marketing 

operation would take into account all parts of the country. However, some informants 

complained that FRA concentrated its operations along the line of rail neglecting the plight of 

the more vulnerable farmers in Gwembe District.103 This situation was worsened by the fact 

that Gwembe had no permanent structures for crop marketing compared to the neighbouring 

districts like Monze, Choma and Mazabuka.  

Private buyers did not help matters. They continued exploiting Gwembe farmers. 

Apart from concentrating on areas along Chipepo road, the former extended their operations 

to places like Kkoma and Bunyete which were 11kms and 15kms, respectively from Monze-

Chipepo Road. That was the furthest they could go. Farmers in places like Nakasika, 

Chisaanga, Sompani, Bbondo, Siampande, Siabbamba, Sinafala, Chaamwe and Ntanga had to 

endure a bad road network and covered as much as 70kms just to have access to selling 

points at exploitative prices. This was due to the fact that FRA could not provide an 

alternative market for farmers in these areas.104 

The ascendancy of Mwanawasa to power in 2002, slightly relaxed liberal policies by 

engaging farmers through FSP.  Under this programme, seed programmes such as pull 16 

MMV 400 were discontinued. Initially, FISP used a conversion method by which 

beneficiaries accessed inputs directly from government while non beneficiaries could acquire 

inputs from agro dealers through direct purchase.  

At inception in 2002, FISP had little impact on the farmers of Gwembe if at all it had. 

This was because few farmers had interest in accessing inputs. The first four years of FISP 

saw less than half of the supposed beneficiaries shunning the programme. The remainder of 

the inputs in Gwembe, were re-directed to other districts which already had higher shares of 

the initial allocation.105 This meant that during this era, FISP failed to achieve its objective in 

Gwembe because crop yields still remained low. However, in 2006, farmers from Gwembe 

central, Munyumbwe and Chipepo camps made some inroads as far as FISP was concerned. 

The impact from the three camps was seen in the increased crop yield in 2007. These camps 
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contributed about 3,421 metric tonnes while the other 10 camps contributed about 4,989 

metric tonnes of the total harvest of maize.106This was an indication that FISP could have 

changed the face of Gwembe in terms of agro development. 

The progress of FISP in Gwembe continued at a slow pace. Although every farming 

season saw slight upward changes in the number of beneficiaries, stakeholders became 

worried because their expectations were not met. This was seen in 2009 when the DACO, 

Yapulani Chunga led a number of senior officers from his office on a fact finding mission as 

to why FISP remained very low in the district in all the 15 camps. It was later discovered that 

there was need for more sensitisation among the farmers in Gwembe on FISP.107 If this was 

truly the case, then the slow rate of FISP assimilation among the Gwembe farmers could be 

attributed mainly to lack of dedicated extension workers.108 This development could also 

have been a government conspiracy to ensure that most of the inputs were redistributed in 

regions which were agriculturally viable.  

Gwembe’s low precipitation needed early maturing seed varieties like panner 434 

which required an average of 680mm of rain. However, Imbuwa cited corruption in the 

allocation of seed and other farming inputs in the district.109According to the 2001 FISP 

guidelines, the process of picking the right variety of seed, fertiliser and other implements 

started with the recommendations by the CEOs, BEOs, Crop Husbandry Officers, SAO and 

the DACO in that order with the DMDO as the secretary. The procurement department at the 

Ministry of Agriculture Head Quarters oversaw the recommendations. 110  The actual 

procurement ended up with wrong varieties completely unsuitable for Gwembe region yearly. 

Government would, through the procurement department, allocate seed varieties of the 700 

series which were suitable for neighbouring districts to Gwembe at the expense of early 

maturing varieties.111 To make matters worse, there were years when precipitation dropped to 

as low as 360mm as was the case in the 2009/2010 season, meaning that even early maturing 

seed varieties could not survive including all drought tolerant crops.112 
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Minimal participation of the private sector in the agro development further 

contributed to low usage of chemical fertiliser in Gwembe. The environmental challenges 

coerced the agro-dealers to shun the area due to low productivity. Agro-dealers interviewed 

revealed that investing in agro-shops in Gwembe was unsustainable in the sense that demand 

for inputs was low and in certain areas non- existent especially in the valley.113 The above 

view was further substantiated by an interview held in 2003 with 80 year Elizabeth Nga’andu 

of Lukonde village concerning ecological aridness. Nga’ndu lamented that:  

What used to be a field of maize and groundnuts was now a beach 

covered with sand and stones unless she dug at least 50cm, there was no 

evidence that the field existed. Floods destroyed everything. Nga’andu 

complained that she has been living in Gwembe since 1974 and the area 

had very little or no rain at all or unexpected floods making crop 

production very difficult.114 

The above experience prevented some farmers from accessing inputs for fear that they may 

go to waste due to ecological aridity. 

Moreover, the situation in Gwembe district was complicated because the farmer 

density was very low coupled with myths associated with the use of fertiliser in the region. It 

was believed that chemical fertiliser contributed to the depreciation of the Gwembe 

ecology.115 There were also some local people who did not really appreciate the importance 

of fertiliser. This was attributed to higher illiteracy levels. Therefore, the demand for agro 

inputs was low just like in Luangwa valley where the use of fertiliser was non-existent.116 

The impact of climatic conditions on agricultural productivity of Gwembe district was 

also bemoaned by the Senior Agricultural Officer (SAO), who explained that the district’s 

yield projection was lower than other districts in the province due to extremes in weather 

patterns. He noted that: 

The projection of yield for the district usually stands at 20 to 40 percent lower 

than other districts. However, the actual yield may vary sometimes with upward 

or downward trend. This is based on rainfall forecast as given by the 
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meteorological department. The initial germination which is usually good also 

gives an insight of what to expect at the end of the season. Unfortunately, 

Gwembe’s weather is very unpredictable such that at times the rain season just 

ends when least expected or floods will just come from nowhere. This kills the 

crop which at times could be at tussling stage.117  

Late delivery of inputs also impacted negatively on Gwembe’s agro production. The 

district’s geographical location, poor road network, hilly and rocky terrain contributed to late 

delivery of inputs.  The problem emanated from the national transporters who preferred to 

first cater for districts along the line of rail in order to make sustainable trips. By the time 

they were transporting seeds and inputs allotted for Gwembe which was usually a last 

priority, it was almost too late and sometimes it was in February when the rainy season was 

winding up in the district.118 This meant farmers lost out and their production was highly 

affected resulting in low yields.  

For local distribution of seed and inputs, local transporters in most cases failed to 

meet the criterion (legal documentation) for selection such as registration of a company with 

the Patents and Companies Registration Agency (PACRA) and comprehensive insurance 

among other demands. This, in one way or the other also contributed to the late distribution 

of farming inputs to farmers in the district contributing to low yields. Mostly, the Gwembe 

farmers relied on transporters from the neighbouring districts who were as well cautious of 

their vehicles due to Gwembe’s poor road network, hilly and rocky terrain.119 Therefore they 

were selective of the areas to service leaving most areas unserviced. Table 17 below shows 

trend for maize yield between 2005 and 2011 
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Table 17: Trend of Maize Yield in Gwembe, 2005 to 2011 

Year  Projected Yield Actual Yield 

2005 8,500MT 7,010MT 

2006 10,000MT 8,050MT 

2007 9,300MT 8,410MT 

2008 9,200MT 7,050MT 

2009 11,500MT 10,320MT 

2010 8,000MT 6,140MT 

2011 13,000MT 12,061MT 

Source: GRZ, Ministry of Agriculture Annual Reports for Gwembe, 2005-2011. 

The above statistics shows that in most years the projected yields could not be reached but the 

differences were minimal, though projection was less by about 40 percent when compared to 

the neighbouring districts. 

4.8 Crop Marketing and pricing 

The challenges Gwembe district faced in input delivery and distribution were carried 

over to crop marketing. Farmers felt that it was the obligation of the government to provide a 

market for their crops at a better price and nearer to their homesteads. To satisfy farmers’ 

crop marketing needs, government constructed holding and mobile depots as well as silos in 

all the districts. 120  To this effect, farmers nationwide expected government through 

parastatals to provide marketing services. On the contrary, not all regions benefited fully 

from parastatal services. Viability in agro production was among the main determinants for 

the regions to benefit. Table below 18 below shows the amount of maize sold in the Southern 

province in 1973. 
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Table 18: Number of Bags of Maize Purchased in Southern Province, 1973 

District SPCMU 

purchases 

NAMBOARD 

purchases 

Commercial Private 

buyers 

Choma 8, 414 bags 117,928 bags Nil Nil 

Gwembe Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Kalomo Nil 156,416 bags Nil Nil 

Livingstone 1,397 bags Nil 77,729 bags Nil 

Mazabuka 63,487 bags 231,875 bags 

Sorghum- 6235 

bags  

Nil Nil 

Monze Nil 69,372 bags Nil Nil 

Namwala 2,345 bags Nil Nil 1,541 bags 

Source: NAZ, SP1/3/60, Department of Marketing Annual Report for the year Ended 1973. 

The above table shows that while farmers of the same status in other districts of the province 

sold their crops to the SPCMU, NAMBOARD and private buyers, Gwembe farmers had no 

access to such privileges despite the government’s policy advocating rural agricultural 

development to alleviate poverty.  

During the 1973 marketing season, the Provincial Agriculture Officer (PAO) toured 

the province and was surprised to find farmers waiting at some seasonal depots in Gwembe 

with produce for that crop marketing year. Munyumbwe, Lukonde and Bunyete had 470,360 

and 306 bags of maize and other crops respectively. 121  When he queried why that was 

happening and especially that seasonal depots were almost closing, the farmers said the days 

NAMBOARD promised to buy and pick the crop had elapsed. The local people reported that 

this was the type of treatment they underwent every year. They indicated to him that 

NAMBOARD avoided the district because of the bad state of roads and rough terrain.122 

After a long chat with the farmers the PAO learnt a lot about what was on the ground for 

Gwembe. He concluded that: 

There was need to have mobile depots for selling seed in Gwembe 

because farmers faced challenges in acquiring seed, fertiliser and other 
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farming implements. Further, the area was thought not to be conducive 

for farming because of the mountainous, rocky and hilly terrain.123 

 Crop marketing in Gwembe was also hampered by lack of storage facilities. The 

construction of mobile and holding sheds and silos by NAMBOARD developed at a slower 

rate. The main reason cited for this was erratic funding from the central government. When 

some stakeholders questioned the slow pace at which sheds where being erected at Bbondo 

Munyumbwe, Chaanga and Kanchindu in 1974, a Mr Maboshe, the overseer of the project 

complained of erratic funding.124 

In an interview, Lubinda revealed that the construction of sheds, depots and silos in 

Gwembe central had started during the era of NAMBOARD in 1973.The contractor just 

erected four slabs at one point and one structure with a roof and the pillars. The informant 

alleged that the government realised that the project was bound to be a white elephant as 

agricultural production levels in the district were very low compared to neighbouring 

districts.125 

The people of Gwembe relied on seasonal mobile depots operated by NAMBOARD 

for marketing and storage purposes. In Gwembe north, the following seasonal depots 

operated in 1975; Lusitu, kayuni, Lusitu Sub-Centre, Jamba, Siamwiinga, Chaanga and 

Sianyoola which collected a total number of 1,234 bags of maize and minimal amounts of 

other crops.126The issue of seasonal depots contributed to the low collection of crops in the 

district. The following photos are of the main agro storage depots in Gwembe and Monze 

districts as of 2011. 
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109 
 

 

Figure 3: Gwembe main agro storage facilities,1 incomplete shade and 4 slabs in a bad state 

Source:  Field Research Photo, Gwembe, 12 May, 2019. 
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Figure 4- Monze main agro storage facilities- 24 Silos, 9 complete shades and 6 slabs 

Source: Field Research Photo, Monze, 15 May, 2019. 

The above figures confirmed that Gwembe was inferior when it came to crop marketing and 

storage. It was for this reason that most of the crop mopped from Gwembe was taken to 

Monze for storage because there were years when a few produce bought from Gwembe 

farmers went to waste due to derisory storage facilities. 

 NAMBOARD’s method of changing buying points every year also impacted 

negatively on the farming community of Gwembe. Simukoko commented that every year 

NAMBOARD came up with new sites for seasonal depots depending on the anticipated 

harvest and political influence.127 Poles, tapping tents and logs set at the base were used to 

create storage space. This method was condemned by farmers and other stakeholders because 

it contributed to the destruction of the little harvest which the farmers in the district had 
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sweated for in an event of extreme heat and early rains especially with the unpredictable 

situation in Gwembe.  

Crop marketing continued to be difficult in Gwembe even in the era of FISP. In 2005, 

the Zambian government extended FRA’s mandate to include crop marketing. The Gwembe 

FRA Depot Manager, Ernest Inyambo explained that FRA’s crop marketing season was 

dependent on the crop forecast survey given by the Ministry of Agriculture. He indicated that 

Gwembe was usually allocated a lower target because the district faced a lot of challenges 

from crop production and transportation points of view. This resulted in difficulties for 

farmers to access selling points. Transporting the crop to holding depots was also a hurdle for 

FRA.128 This resulted in some farmers shunning FRA and vice-versa. 

Success of crop marketing was also dependent on satellite depots dotted in different 

parts of the district. However, by 2011, there were only two satellite depots in Gwembe, one 

at Bbondo built by NAMBOARD in 1978 and the other one at Lukonde constructed by 

JSPRF in 2002.The FRA continued NAMBOARDS method of erecting temporal satellite 

depots at selected points which kept changing every year. Depending on the 

recommendations from the Ministry of Agriculture, FRA selected 4-8 buying points in the 

whole district. Sometimes, political influence was also at play in the selection of buying 

points by FRA.129 For instance, in 2009, a councillor from Chipepo misled the Ministry into 

believing that there was a bumper harvest in his village. However, the FRA only managed to 

purchase about 20 by 50 kg bags of maize for the whole marketing period. 130 This was 

despite the agency employing 16 workers per buying point.131 This was a huge loss on part of 

the government. 

Some conditions set by FRA where crop marketing was concerned also impacted 

negatively on Gwembe district. The FRA could not tolerate discoloured, chipped or weaved 

maize. An informant observed that it was rare to end the planting season in the district 

without mixing branded or graded and local seeds due to unpredictable rainfall attached to 

germination. Pollination was therefore distorted which resulted in discoloured yields due to 

unpredictable rains. Further, Gwembe farmers felt betrayed by FRA’s demand of buying a 

minimum of 10 by 50kgs (500kg) of maize per receipt because some could only manage a 
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surplus of an average four bags.132 These, therefore, could be reasons among others which 

discouraged FRA from tapping the Gwembe market in addition to low yields due to 

ecological impediments. Table 19 illustrates crop marketing in Gwembe from 2005 to 2011.  

Table 19: Crop Marketing in Gwembe, 2005 - 2011 

Year FRA Target FRA Actual Purchase Purchase by others (est) 

2005 1000MT 300MT 150MT 

2006 1000MT 467MT 200MT 

2007 1000MT 400MT 170MT 

2008 1000MT 600MT 230MT 

2009 1000MT 750MT 600MT 

2010 1000MT 400MT 350MT 

2011 1500MT 1900MT 700MT 

Source: Food Reserve Agency Stock Ledger, Gwembe District, 2005-2011. 

The above statistics show that despite the Gwembe FRA office being given lower 

targets for crop marketing, in most years it failed to reach the target. This was mainly 

attributed the district’s ecology, poor road network and terrain. Between 2005 and 2008, the 

main competitors were the private buyers or briefcase buyers as they were referred to. In 

2009 Dunavant came to the fore and became the prominent buyer. However, Dunavant and 

other private buyers concentrated their marketing activities in easily accessible areas. These 

were Gwembe central and along Chipepo road. FRA lost grip in these areas especially with 

the coming of Dunavant which set prices slightly higher than the agency. To up the game in 

2009, FRA engaged Musisa Cooperative as a buying agent. Musisa explored Gwembe’s 

marketing opportunities and went to areas where no other buyers reached such as Ntanga 

where it was discovered that there was higher production of maize, though the area was easily 

accessible through Monze.  

It was noticed that there were significant differences between the yields and the 

amount which FRA and the private buyers bought. When queried about the differences on the 

yields and what was purchased, no one gave a clear answer. It was therefore concluded that it 

was easy for FRA to account for what they bought than the Ministry of Agriculture to do the 

estimates of the yields. Usually, the officials from the ministry based their estimation of 
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yields on certain factors such as rainfall. But for Gwembe, generalising precipitation could 

not give an accurate answer especially that the meteorological department did not have 

reading stations in most areas. 

The policy of pricing agro produce by government did not help to improve the lot for 

the people of Gwembe. It was alleged that from the time Zambia became independent agro 

produce pricing policy was biased against less viable regions like Gwembe. For instance, in 

1968 an official from ARMB observed that the pricing policy based on the line of rail was 

unrealistic because it did not take into account actual conditions from nonviable areas.133 This 

pricing policy therefore impacted negatively on the growth of agriculture in Gwembe. 

However, during the 1974-75 crop marketing season, all forms of discrimination were gotten 

rid of and uniform prices were introduced in all the depots across the country regardless of 

the location.  

The 1977 review report on pricing revealed that there was need to still reconsider the 

agro-pricing policy if poverty was to be alleviated. Some areas were less viable which meant 

they needed attractive pricing for agro produce to encourage farmers to continue 

cultivating.134 The bone of contention was that the cost of production in regions like Gwembe 

was incomparable with any of the neighbouring districts. If all the necessary farming 

implements and inputs were given to farmers in the district, the yield was estimated at 

1.8metric tonnes per hectare.135 In the neighbouring districts of Monze, Choma, Mazabuka 

and Kalomo with the same quantity of farming implements and inputs, the yield was 

estimated to be 2.6 metric tonnes per hectare.136 Such variations limited Gwembe farmers to 

be part of the robust subsistence agriculture. The above observation was supported by the 

SAO of Gwembe who suggested that equity in terms of pricing and not equality would have 

been more favourable for the area.137 

4.9 Lint Company and Cotton Production 

 Although it had its own challenges, cotton production was one of the most successful 

government programmes in Gwembe district. This is because it led to the improvement in 

agro production of the people of Gwembe and their life in general. Since cotton was a 
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drought tolerant crop, it suited well with the Gwembe ecology which was prone to drought 

during most farming seasons. As early as 1971, the impact of cotton was felt on Gwembe as 

it became the main crop for the district. Following the creation of Lint Co in 1978, cotton 

farmers in Gwembe and government paid a lot of attention to the venture. 

Cotton production mainly impacted positively on the people of Gwembe because they 

were able to easily access cash after sales. Hantobolo indicated that this partly explains why 

organisations that provided relief aid to poverty stricken households of Gwembe excluded 

about12,874 people. The excluded people were able to buy grain for their domestic 

consumption using earnings from cotton.138 This period also saw a steady increase in the 

number of cattle from 29,404 animals in 1972 to 139,965 in 1985.139Chiinda attributed this 

improvement to the increase in the number of cotton growers with cash at their disposal.140 

Successful cotton production also led to some farmers acquiring more land to increase 

production. An informant observed that since cotton production was labour intensive, some 

successful farmers were able to engage communal waged-labour and school going children to 

work in their cotton fields to weed and harvest the crop. A retired cotton farmer Victor 

Siankululu of Chipepo boasted that:  

Cotton farming turned me into a real man because I was able to acquire 

whatever I desired. I built two houses and managed to furnish them 

exclusively. As for women, I cannot remember the exact number of 

concubines I had, but I married four of them and had 26 children of 

which 15 are well educated using proceeds from cotton sales.141 

In fact, many cotton farmers in Gwembe ended up in polygamous marriages as a way of 

appropriating labour. In addition, the huge returns from cotton sales made them economically 

secure to engage in social practices such as polygamy. The number of cotton growers, 

hectarage and yield is shown in table 20 below. 
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Table 20: State of Cotton Production in Gwembe, 1982 

Area No. of Growers Hectares Planted   Yield in Kgs 

Gwembe north 1,438 1,760 630,029 

Gwembe central 1,515 1,478 644,849 

Gwembe south 2,110 2,938 1,514,858 

Total  5,063 6,176 2,789,736 

Source: Hantobolo, Ecology, Agriculture and Proletarianisation, p.38. 

In 1985, there was a huge increase in the cotton yields for the Gwembe. Chiinda 

argued that due to biasness which came with cotton growing, in the 1985/86 farming season, 

the yields reached an unprecedented 9,723,211 kilograms.142 

Cotton production in Gwembe advanced at a fast rate. According to Hantobolo 

Gwembe was the leading producer of cotton in Southern Province. 143 However, food 

shortages in the district became the order of the day because the majority of farmers devoted 

most of the land to cotton production at the expense of food crops.144 Businessmen from the 

Tonga plateau saw this development as a business opportunity and began taking food grain to 

Gwembe for sale. The majority of cotton farmers in Gwembe therefore started buying food 

grain from plateau businessmen, thereby externalising part of the profit made from cotton 

sales.145 In 1985, government opened a cotton ginnery in Gwembe to process lint cotton from 

Gwembe District and the Tonga plateau. The opening of the ginnery helped Gwembe cotton 

farmers to sale their cotton at their doorstep. Further, some people were employed as 

permanent or seasonal workers and this undoubtedly uplifted the lives of individuals, the 

community and the district’s economy in general.146 

In the late 1980s, the shrinking Zambian economy affected the operations of Lint Co 

leading to a drastic reduction in cotton production in the district. While in the 1985/86 

farming season the cotton yield for Gwembe stood at 9,723,211 kilograms, the yield 

drastically dropped during the 1990/91 season to 4,140,036 Kilograms.147A number of other 

ventures were also affected due to the reduced inflow of cash. For instance, the cattle 
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population reduced from 139,965 in 1985 to 92,713 in 1990.148This period coincided with the 

coming to power of the MMD government in 1991 which adopted a liberalised agro policy. 

In 1992, Gwembe District was officially split into three districts.  

As was the case with other parastatals, Lint Co’s performance in the late 1980s and 

early 1990s slumped to its lowest level. This left government with no option but to privatise 

the entity. Though previously the total cotton yield was calculated from the three regions, 

Gwembe central, north and south, there was a big disparity between the yields of the mid 

1980s and early 1990s, the immediate period leading to privatisation of the company in 1994. 

The mid 1980s and early 1990s posted a yield of above nine million and four million 

kilograms of cotton respectively for three regions. However, during the 1994/95 season, the 

company only managed to buy 48,960 kilograms from Gwembe’s after the split of the area in 

three districts.This was by far one of the worst seasons and government remained with no 

option but to privatise the Lint Co.   

In 1994, Lint Co was sold to London Rhodesia Company (Lonrho). Lonrho 

complained that its operations were affected by low loan recoveries. Chiinda however, 

blamed Lonrho for charging higher interest rates on inputs and spraying chemicals thus 

reducing the farmers’ net return per yield. This move made the institution less popular among 

the cotton growers in the district though stakes improved compared to the last days of Lint Co 

but could not be compared to its heydays.149 

Lonrho’s expectations in the cotton industry were far from being fetched. This 

resulted in the company selling its shares to another private entity called Dunavant in 2001.150 

Dunavant’s conditions were far much better than Lonrho in terms of interest rates. This 

period saw an increase in the number of farmers in comparison with what Lonrho had. 

Nevertheless, the appreciation of the Kwacha in the mid2000s brought about dwindling 

fortunes in the cotton industry in Gwembe since it survived on exports. Cotton prices became 

unpredictable and kept on fluctuating making farmers lose faith in its production. An 

informant observed that cotton farmers felt betrayed by the ever fluctuating cotton prices.151 

This impacted negatively on Gwembe cotton farmers. Some preferred to shift from cash crop 

production to food crop production, especially maize which was now supported by FISP.  
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4.10 Conclusion 

 The chapter has revealed that between 1964 and 1991 the Zambian government 

attempted to implement a number of agro programmes and strategies in Gwembe district in 

order to help farmers. However, most of these strategies and programmes impacted 

negatively on Gwembe farmers largely as a result of ecological and topographical factors 

which militated against agro development in the district thus forcing most the government 

workers from the agro sector to shun the area. Further, the government in most instances 

failed to honour in its obligation to fully support farmers through the proposed strategies and 

programmes. Farmers also shunned some important activities which should have helped them 

improve their agro productivity. The chapter has further shown that initially, cotton 

production impacted positively on the farmers of Gwembe because it contributed much to the 

change in their economic and social livelihoods though by the late 1980s the cotton fortunes 

dwindled forcing some farmers to discontinue the venture.  

The chapter has also concluded that between 1991 and 2011 most agro strategies and 

programmes became less effective compared to the period 1964 to 1991. This was because 

the private sector failed to take its investment to Gwembe citing ecological constraints, poor 

road network as well as hilly and rocky terrain. Staffing levels in the district failed to improve 

because of the unfavourable natural environment as well as lack of infrastructural 

development. Generally, farmers were lost in the sense that despite government 

implementing a number of agro strategies and programmes; it did not do much to equate it 

with the district’s ecology and terrain. Such moves resulted in continuous low yields in the 

district.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

Conclusion 

This study has demonstrated that successive Zambian governments from 1964 to 2011 

felt obliged to intervene in agro production of the citizens based on the envisioned national 

agricultural policy whose main objective was to increase agro productivity. To achieve this, a 

number of strategies and programmes where formulated, modified and implemented to cater 

for all regions of the country. These strategies and programmes mainly embraced extension 

services, credit, seed and input supply, distribution, delivery and crop marketing. Further, this 

study has shown that the government’s failure to match its strategies and programmes with 

the local ecology and nature of the terrain was responsible for the agricultural 

underdevelopment of Gwembe District. 

The study has also revealed that between 1964 and 1991 the UNIP government 

mainly promoted interventionist policies. The state dominated all agro strategies and 

programmes because it wanted to guarantee increased household or family incomes 

especially of the rural dwellers whose main source of livelihood was agriculture. The 

government solely sponsored extension services, interactive forums, agro communication 

programmes, credit, input supply and distribution and marketing.  To achieve this, the state 

created a number of parastatals to look into the affairs of agro production, credit and crop 

marketing. 

Furthermore, the study has shown that there was a major policy shift in the 

agricultural economy between 1991 and 2011. Working in collaboration with the IMF and the 

World Bank, the new MMD government adopted SAPs which resulted in the liberalisation of 

the agro economy. This era depressed agricultural activities in the country because the state 

left most of the activities to the private sector (did it)? The main affected areas included seed 

and input supply, distribution, delivery and crop marketing. However, in 2002, liberal 

policies were to a certain extent relaxed following the ascendancy to power of Mwanawasa. 

While under the Chiluba regime observers complained of not having a clear cut policy to help 

farmers, Mwanawasa was credited for having introduced a farmer subsidy programme called 

FSP which was later renamed FISP with the aim of assisting farmers. 

Through this study it can be concluded that the reaction of Gwembe farmers to agro 

strategies and programmes propagated by the state between 1964 and 2011 was 

circumstantial. Local reaction was dependent on the dictates of the policy and the conditions 
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prevailing at the time of implementation and the expected benefits. For instance, farmers 

followed the advice of agro officers even though at times it contradicted with what their 

environment demanded in terms of which crops to grow. When it came to RFFs Gwembe 

farmers never minded about overcrowding, all they wanted was to be part of the group 

listening to such important programmes. 

The study has also revealed that under a liberalised economy there was nothing much 

to talk about in Gwembe from the agro perspective. Extension services deteriorated and 

farmer’s conditions depreciated further. Poor marketing services worsened as government 

attempted to leave the agro space for private business, thus further disconnecting itself from 

the people of Gwembe. 

Furthermore, the study has observed that the impact of agro policies and programmes 

in Gwembe was largely negative. Most of the extension officers sent to work in Gwembe. 

shunned the area due to many challenges such as poor housing while the few that decided to 

stay did not reside in their camps; they opted to stay at Munyumbwe, Gwembe Township or 

Monze District. This negatively affected the provision of agro extension services in the area. 

Gwembe extension services were further questioned because most recommended crops and 

seed varieties were not adhered to by the initiators and recipients of the strategies and 

programmes. Though the state would appear to have had good intentions for Gwembe 

farmers, it still lacked conviction on the district’s agro prospects on account of ecological 

factors, hence it did not fully support some of its own agro strategies, programmes and 

projects. 

It also becomes all too clear that agro marketing did not do well in Gwembe. There 

was lack of storage facilities while selling points were limited and kept on shifting from one 

area to another each year. What we can also learn through the study is the success of cotton 

growing in Gwembe, albeit, for a limited number of years only. The positive outcome in the 

cotton sector was however, also soon undermined by the gain in value of the Kwacha under 

the Mwanawasa regime.  

Lastly, what can generally be said in conclusion as a major outcome of this study it 

that, despite government intentions, pronouncements and practical measures, the plight of 

farmers in Gwembe district remained dire. There were some indications of progress in some 

scattered parts of the district at times, with the most notable being a short lived success with 

cotton growing. But even then, the quick succession of cotton companies was a reflection of 
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the tenuous nature of the cotton venture. Gwembe remains therefore up to today an area of 

low agro productivity, prone to droughts and floods and still has a poor transportation 

infrastructure. 
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