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Abstract: The main purpose of this study was to establish the 

state of food security at household level as a result of Farmer 

Input Support Programme (FISP) in Chiawa District, Zambia. 

The study employed a qualitative approach to generate data. 

Data was analysed using thematic analysis and simple statistics. 

Heterogeneous purposive sampling technique was employed to 

sample the participants. Data was collected through focus group 

discussions and interviews. An interview guide was administered 

to a sample of 21 FISP beneficiaries who were interviewed on one 

to one basis. A focus group guide was administered in three (3) 

Focus Groups. Six (6) Village headmen and two (2) Ministry of 

Agriculture (MA) officials were purposively selected and data 

was also collected through an interview guide. The main finding 

was that FISP had not resulted in household food security 

because of the following reasons;  inadequacy of seeds and 

fertiliser, late delivery of inputs, limited seed varieties, lack of 

funds by some beneficiaries to pay the required farmer 

contribution to access inputs, sale of inputs by some 

beneficiaries. Based on the research findings, the study 

recommended among others that the government should 

consider subsidising the FISP pack further to enable the ajority 

of the small-scale farmers’ access it. Since the area is drought 

prone,  the Ministry of Agriculture should consider including 

drought tolerant seed crops such as sorghum in the FISP, not 

just maize alone.  

Key Words: Food Security; Farmer Input Support Programme; 

Household; Beneficiaries 

I. BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 

ood insecurity has continued to be a major challenge for 

many developing countries. According to FAO (2014), 

one in four people remains undernourished in sub-Saharan 

Africa representing the highest prevalence of all the regions in 

the world. Consequently, several national and international 

programmes and initiatives aimed at resolving food insecurity 

have been made. Way back in 1996 for instance, heads of 

state convened in Rome and resolved to reduce the number of 

hungry and undernourished people from 800 million to 400 

million by 2015 worldwide (FAO, 1996 and IFRI, 2001). 

Since the 1960s, most African and Asian States have often 

used farmer input subsidies programmes to promote 

agricultural productivity and food security both at national 

and household (Magasu, 2016). These inputs have often been 

in the form of fertiliser and seeds. To this call, Government of 

the Republic of Zambia (GRZ) has subsidised agricultural 

inputs in most years since independence.  

Chiawa is one of the rural areas in Zambia that has been 

benefiting from these subsidies. The area usually experiences 

food insecurity (Magasu, 2016). However, according to White 

et al, (2012) food insecurity has led to compromised human 

well-being, hunger and malnutrition, thereby posing serious 

challenges to the government and the communities of Chiawa 

because of among other reasons, drought.  

According to Magasu (2016), since independence, in 1964, 

the Zambian government has continued to put the agriculture 

sector high on the agenda as the potential engine for economic 

growth required to reduce poverty and promote food security. 

For instance, Zambia has a long history of input price controls 

and subsidy programmes for maize. Before the introduction of 

structural reforms in the early 1990s, input prices and 

distribution were managed through the National Agricultural 

Marketing Board, a parastatal company, with the objective of 

keeping the prices as low as possible for small-scale farmers. 

To this effect, the state-owned firm, Nitrogen Chemicals of 

Zambia was the sole supplier and distributor of fertiliser in the 

country (Magasu, 2016).  

From 1991, the Zambian government has been devoted to the 

liberalisation of the agriculture sector where the private sector 

is supposed to play a critical role in supply and marketing of 

agricultural inputs to small scale farmers (Magasu, 2016). 

However, according to MAL (2013) in Funsani, Rickaille, 

Zhu, Tian, Chibomba, Avea and Balezentis (2016), there is 

recognition of failure on the part of the private sector to 

provide adequate services. This means that the failure of the 

agricultural sector to provide for livelihoods for the majority 

of people in rural areas is considered a major factor 

contributing to rural poverty. Given the highest rates of 

poverty in the rural areas and that agriculture is an important 

source of livelihood and income for most rural communities, 

including Chiawa District. Therefore, support to small scale 

farmers has been identified as a priority by the Zambian 

government to reduce poverty and enhance household food 

security. To this effect, a broad range of policy reforms in the 

agriculture sector in Zambia were introduced to stimulate 

growth and improve the performance of the sector in order to 
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reduce poverty and enhance household food security. 

Specifically, in 2002, the Government of the Republic of 

Zambia launched programmes and policies under the 

framework of its Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) 

which in the agriculture sector, includes; the Fertiliser Support 

Programme (FSP), out-grower schemes, land and 

infrastructure development, technology development, 

agriculture extension, and maize marketing in support of 

small-scale farmers (GRZ, 2004).   

The Fertiliser Support Programme was redesigned and 

renamed the Farmer Input Support Programme (FISP) in 

2009. The redesigned was meant to improve the small-scale 

farmers’ access to inputs such as seeds and fertiliser and 

enhancing the participation and competiveness of the private 

sector in the supply and distribution of agricultural inputs 

timely and in adequate amounts (Magasu, 2016). It was felt 

that increased accessibility to farm inputs by small scale 

farmers would enhance participation and in the long run 

ensure sustained food security at both household and national 

levels (Civil Society for Poverty Reduction (CSPR), 2010).  

Realising the impact of the global financial crunch, the 

government decided to sustain the subsidy level at 75% of the 

cost of agricultural inputs under the FISP in the 2009/2010 

farming season (FISP Implementation Manual: 2011/12). 

Furthermore, the government increased the fertilizer quantities 

from 80 000 metric tonnes in 2008/2009 farming season to 

100 000 metric tonnes in the 2009/2010 farming season (The 

Zambian Economist, 2010). The Government also reduced the 

size of the input pack from eight (8) 50-kilogram (kg) bags of 

fertiliser and 20kg bags of maize seed to four (4) 50kg of 

fertiliser and 10kg bags of maize seed (Magasu, 2016). This 

was done in order to increase the efficiency of input use by 

farmers and increase the number of beneficiaries from 250 

000 to 500 000 (The Zambian Economist, 2010).  

However, the distribution of relief food in the area almost 

every year is a clear indication that the study area is indeed 

food insecure (Magasu, 2016). Under the programme the 

Ministry has been providing agriculture support in form of 

subsidised maize seeds and fertiliser to small scale farmers in 

the area. In spite of this support, it is not clear if FISP has 

contributed to household food security in Chiawa. 

Consequently, this has led to considerable contention among 

different stakeholders such as policy-makers, international 

donors, international leaders and analysts regarding the 

effectiveness of FISP promoting or contributing to household 

food security. This may suggest that the programme has not 

been so successful in contributing to household food security. 

This prompted the researcher to conduct a study to establish 

the state of food security at household level as a result of 

Farmer Input Support Programme (FISP) in Chiawa, Zambia.  

III. MATERIALS AND METHODS 

The study employed a qualitative approach to generate data 

because it targeted for an in-depth indulgence in the issue 

under investigation. A case study research design was found 

to be ideal for this particular study as it brings out facts and 

insights about the topic under investigation. The design was 

also influenced by Yin. Yin (2003) argues that a case study 

design is appropriate when the focus of the research is on a 

contemporary phenomenon within a real-life context. Data 

were analysed using thematic analysis and simple statistics. 

Heterogeneous purposive sampling techniques were employed 

to sample the participants. Data was collected through focus 

group discussions and interviews. An interview guide was 

administered to a sample of 21 FISP beneficiaries who were 

interviewed on one to one basis. A focus group guide was 

administered in three (3) Focus Groups. Six (6) Village 

headmen and two (2) Ministry of Agriculture (MA) officials 

were purposively selected and data was also collected through 

an interview guide. The researchers were guided by the 

principles guiding ethical research in the social sciences. 

Abiding by the ethic of respecting the traditional leadership in 

the communities, permission was sought from the chieftainess 

and village leadership to carry out the research in their 

villages. Thus communities’ culture and leadership was 

respected. And just before interviews, permission was 

obtained from all respondents, that is, their informed consent 

to undertake the research with them as a sample of the study. 

IV. RESULTS 

State of food security at household level as a result of FISP                            

It was established that the beneficiaries of FISP were still food 

insecure. Table 1 shows the responses from the FGDs 

participants on household food security. 

Table 1: Food security status as of FISP 

 

Cooperative/Association 

Name 
 

 
Focus Group Discussion 

Participants 

State  of  Food 
Security as result of 

FISP 
  

 

 
Male Female  

Munsanja Farmers 

Association 
7 0 Food Insecure 

Chiawa Multi-Purpose 

Cooperative 
0 7 Food Insecure 

Chimusambo - 

Mugurameno 

Multi-Purpose 
Cooperative 

Society Limited 

7 0 Food Insecure 

 One respondent from the FGD had this to say:  

We do not manage to have three (3) meals in a day. 

We only manage two (2) meals in a day and at times 

one (1). We cannot therefore claim to be food 

secure  

Another respondent from the FGDs added by saying;  

“cikafu caco ndichekuwayawaya” meaning that 

even the food they eat is inadequate.   

The Village head persons, Cooperative Chairpersons, MA 

officials also confirmed that no FISP beneficiaries could claim 
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to be household food secure as a result of inputs under FISP. 

They revealed that even with the launch of the FISP 

programme, maize harvests have not improved among the 

FISP beneficiaries.   

Factors adversely affecting the effectiveness of FISP in 

promoting household food security  

It was also established from the findings there were five (5) 

major factors that affected the effectiveness of FISP in 

promoting household food security. The following were the 

themes which emerged: Inadequacy of seeds and fertiliser, 

late delivery of inputs, limited seed varieties, lack of funds 

by some beneficiaries to pay the required farmer contribution 

to access inputs, sale of inputs by some beneficiaries as 

shown in table 2.    

Table 2: Factors adversely affecting the effectiveness of FISP in promoting 

household food security 

Cooperative 

Name 

Focus Group 
Discussion 

Participants 
Factors adversely affecting 

effectiveness of FISP 

Male Female 

Munsanja 

Farmers 
Association 

7 0 

Inadequacy of seeds and fertiliser, 

late delivery of inputs, limited seed 
varieties, lack of funds by some 

beneficiaries to pay the required 

farmer contribution to access inputs, 
sale of inputs by some beneficiaries 

Chiawa 

Multi-Purpose 

Cooperative 

0 7 

Inadequacy of seeds and fertiliser, 

late delivery of inputs, limited seed 

varieties, lack of funds by some 
beneficiaries to pay the required 

farmer contribution to access inputs, 

sale of inputs by some beneficiaries 

Chimusambo - 

Mugurameno 

Multi- 
Purpose 

Cooperative 

Society 
Limited 

7 0 

Inadequacy of seeds and fertiliser, 
late delivery of inputs, limited seed 

varieties, lack of funds by some 

beneficiaries to pay the required 
farmer contribution to access inputs, 

sale of inputs by some beneficiaries 

 Inadequacy of inputs   

All the beneficiaries of FISP both in field interviews and 

FGDs expressed concern that inputs under FISP were 

inadequate to cover their fields. They revealed that the FISP 

pack was inadequate to cover their fields that are relatively 

large. One respondent from the focus group discussion had 

this to say:  

Sometimes the FISP pack was not inadequate 

because of re-planting (locally known as Kujarulura) 

which is usually necessitated by erratic rainfall and 

wild animals  

The beneficiaries in all the FGDs proposed that the 

government should consider increasing the quantities of FISP 

packs as this would make the programme become even more 

effective in promoting household food security. One of the 

women in the FGDs explained that she had a big family of 14 

members and a big field. She proposed this:   

The input pack should be increased to 50kg x 6 basal 

fertiliser and 50kg x 6 top fertiliser and 10kg x 3 

maize seed if the programme was to make an impact 

of food security  

Furthermore, all the three (3) headmen interviewed indicated 

that inputs were inadequate for the majority of the 

beneficiaries considering the fact that the average size of the 

households in their villages was six members. This is what 

one headman said:  

 The launch of FISP has not helped to end hunger in 

this area (Chiawa) because our  fields are big and the 

inputs are not enough  

V. LATE DELIVERY OF INPUTS 

Some FISP beneficiaries (17) indicated that they had been 

receiving the inputs in good time before the onset of the rainy 

season. They observed that usually the inputs were received in 

November and December. However, four (4) of the 

beneficiaries interviewed argued that there had been times 

when the inputs had been received very late. Two (2) of the 

four pointed out that in 2009/10 season, they received their 

inputs late although they could not specify the month when 

they received them. One of them said that in the 2010/11 

agricultural season he received his inputs in January which 

was late. The fourth was the chairperson of one of the 

cooperatives who also revealed that in the 2010/11 they 

received the inputs in November as a result, they planted late. 

The participants in FGDs argued that inputs were supposed to 

be delivered in time in order to reduce the anxiety among the 

farmers as they were not sure when the inputs were delivered. 

Besides that, they also argued that early delivery of inputs 

would give them enough time to plan on how they cultivate 

their field. They contended that it was important to deliver 

inputs in time to enable them to plant early (kupalira) as 

rainfall pattern in the area was not predictable. They observed 

that failure to do that would render the programme irrelevant. 

Figure three (1) shows the responses on the delivery of FISP 

inputs. As can be seen from figure one (1), seventeen (17) 

beneficiaries indicated that the inputs came on time whereas 

four (4) beneficiaries indicated that the inputs came late.   

Figure 1: Responses on delivery time of inputs 

 
Source: Field Data 
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Limited choice of seed varieties  

When asked about the variety of seed inputs they received, all 

the respondents indicated that they only received maize. 

However, there were five beneficiaries who wanted the FISP 

to include crops other than maize. This was despite other 

respondents being comfortable with maize seed. These 

beneficiaries argued that one of the ways of making the 

programme more effective in promoting household food 

security was by including other varieties of seed in the pack 

such as beans, groundnuts, sorghum and millet. Of the five (5) 

respondents who proposed other types of seeds, three (3) 

proposed beans (locally known as nyemba) and groundnuts 

while two proposed sorghum and millet. One beneficiary 

suggested this:  

It would be good if the pack included drought-resistant crops 

such as sorghum and millet   

In spite of the sorghum and millet being drought resistant, one 

official from the MA argued that most of the people in the 

area including FISP beneficiaries were not willing to grow 

them because of different reasons. For instance, he pointed out 

that most people were reluctant to grow them because they are 

labour intensive in terms of processing them before they are 

ready for consumption while others said that they were 

susceptible to elephants and birds “eating” them. They also 

pointed out that a meal made from millet or sorghum does not 

taste well compared to a meal made from maize mealie meal.  

Lack of funds to pay the required farmer contribution to 

access inputs  

The issue of lack of funds to pay the required farmer 

contribution to access inputs came out so strong in the FGDs. 

Some cooperative members said that they had not been 

accessing the inputs because they were unable to raise some 

money to pay the required farmer contribution to access inputs 

due to high levels of poverty. One of the Chairperson of the 

Cooperatives said that during the 2011/12 agricultural season 

some cooperative members could not manage to raise the 

individual farmer contribution required to access the inputs.  

As a result of this, some had to combine their financial 

resources with either their fellow cooperative member or non-

cooperative to raise the required contribution in order to 

access the inputs. After accessing the inputs, they then shared 

them. They felt that the price for the pack was too high for 

them and should that be reduced. However, those 

beneficiaries that managed to buy said the price was fair.  

 Sale of inputs by some FISP beneficiaries  

With respect to the sale of FISP inputs, the study revealed that 

there were farmers who sold fertiliser under FISP for various 

reasons. This was revealed by five (5) beneficiaries sampled 

and confirmed by one MA official though he could not 

disclose any statistics. He said that all he knew was that some 

cooperative members were in habit of selling fertiliser 

because of high levels of poverty. Furthermore, he explained 

that some sell the inputs in order to buy food while others sold 

because they have lost hope in farming especially in Chiawa 

Central Village Area Groupings (VAG). According to the MA 

official:  

Some farmers think that if they apply the inputs in the fields, 

they will end up losing their money because the crops will be 

adversely affected by droughts, floods and destroyed by wild 

animals as a result they end up selling the inputs to earn 

money to buy food   

Furthermore, three out of the five beneficiaries who indicated 

that some farmers sold their farm inputs revealed that some 

farmers decided to sell the fertiliser because they believe that 

their fields especially those along the river banks were 

naturally fertile and that application of it would just destroy 

the soil fertility.  

VI. DISCUSSION 

Household food security as a result of FISP  

This study revealed that in spite of the inputs small scale 

farmers received under FISP, no one could claim that he or 

she had access to enough food as a result of FISP. Essentially, 

the findings had established that none of the beneficiaries of 

FISP in the area became household food secure as a result of 

the programme. The failure of this programme to translate 

into availability and later on the accessibility of enough food 

by beneficiaries could be attributed to the fact that the 

beneficiaries of this programme did not receive adequate 

inputs. However, according to the data obtained from MA 

officials, Cooperative Chairpersons and FGDs, FISP had not 

contributed to household food security among the 

beneficiaries because of various factors. For instance, all the 

key respondents in this study revealed that in the 2009/10 

agricultural season when the programme was launched in the 

area, FISP beneficiaries had grown a lot of maize but 

unfortunately their fields along the Zambezi river where they 

had planted were submerged by floods that were induced by 

the opening of Kariba dam spill gates. It is therefore very 

clear that the area contributed to Zambia failing to meet the 

Millennium Development Goal number one in 2015. The goal 

was aimed at eradicating extreme poverty and hunger. This 

goal was closely related to the concept of food security (UN, 

2005).   

The findings of the current study were in line with the 

findings by Bond and Ndubani in Bond (1993) that hunger 

was always expected in Chiawa during January, February, and 

March, with a shortage of relish (a dish made from vegetables, 

fish or meat which accompanies the staple food), maize and 

sorghum as households wait for their crops to ripen. Contrary 

to the findings on this objective, a study by Policy Monitoring 

and Research Centre (PMRC) (2015) in the entire Zambia 

observed that despite the increase in allocation to FISP, the 

intended target groups of the programme were not benefiting 

from it; in contrast only 56% of small-scale farmers were 

receiving FISP fertiliser. Consequently, in 2016, the 

government of Zambia declared FISP a failed project because 
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most farmers for whom it was intended turned the programme 

into a social cash transfer hence its failure to meet its original 

objectives. Speaking in Parliament, Agriculture Minister, 

observed that:  

 The FISP programme has become a failed project and the 

government is seriously relooking at the programme. Last 

year, more than 7000 ghost farmers were removed from the 

FISP list which had seen government pay a lot of money to 

non-existent farmers. FISP was supposed to turn farmers into 

business ventures so that the beneficiaries could graduate to 

commercial farmers and be weaned off the programme. But as 

it turns out, the beneficiaries have turned the programme into 

the social cash transfer to which people continue to return 

(Daily Nation, 2016). 

This clearly shows that there were challenges in the 

implementation of FISP programmes.  

Inadequacy of inputs  

The study revealed that since the launch of the programme in 

2009, the study area has been receiving a total of 100 FISP 

packs each year. Each pack consisted of 50kg x 2 of basal 

fertiliser, 50kg x 2 of top fertiliser and 10kg of white maize 

seed. However, the participants indicated that the quantities of 

the inputs were not adequate. The programme should have 

taken into consideration such factors when allocating inputs. 

Furthermore, what was noted was that some beneficiaries had 

big fields that required more inputs than what was allocated to 

each beneficiary.  

Limited choice of seed varieties  

The study established that the pack should include not any 

other variety of maize but early maturity and not the medium 

type which was distributed in the 2010/11 agricultural season. 

This argument was valid in the sense that the area was 

drought-prone and that rain season was short. It is also 

inevitable to suggest that the pack should contain a variety of 

seeds such as maize, sorghum and millet. Participants argued 

that in case there was inadequate rainfall then sorghum and 

millet might do well as they were drought tolerant. This view 

was also supported by one of the headmen who revealed that 

he was planning to plant sorghum in the next season. Despite 

knowing the strength of sorghum and millets to withstand 

drought, most participants preferred maize citing two reasons. 

They contended that sorghum and millets to be part of FISP. 

This is because a meal (nshima) made from sorghum and 

millet meal did not taste good and more the crop susceptible 

to birds and elephants’ destruction. Another reason given was 

that these crops took longer to mature and too labour 

intensive. On part of the Ministry of Agriculture, this is a 

paradox because on one hand they encourage farmers to plant 

drought tolerant crops through extension services while on the 

other hand the government was promoting maize production 

which was drought intolerant through FISP. According to 

Muleba (2008), the „one size fits all‟ approach to fertiliser and 

seed regardless of differences in agroecological zones and soil 

types had been responsible for poor yields per hectare 

experienced each year. All farmers were made to plant the 

same variety or range of seeds (short maturing or medium 

maturing or long maturing) using the same type of fertilisers 

(D-compound and Urea) despite agriculturists knowing that 

differences in soil fertility required adjustments in input 

applications. This had resulted in significant drop in yield 

against yield potentials to as low as 10 bags per hectare 

against the potential 50-70 bags.  

Unlike the government’s approach, Mweene’s study (2006) 

revealed that World Vision Zambia’s approach was different 

because it encouraged agricultural production of both maize 

and sorghum (a drought-tolerant crop) by distributing out both 

maize and sorghum seeds to small scale farmers. Mweene’s 

study is in line with the findings of this study to contribute to 

household food security.    

Late delivery of inputs  

The study established that the FISP inputs came late. 

Cooperative leaders started collecting money for inputs as late 

as October. For instance, one participant revealed that in the 

2011/12 he received his pack in January which was very late 

as rainfall had already started. There was need to have the 

FISP packs on time to enable farmers start planning for the 

season as well as to reduce anxiety as they don’t know exactly 

when the inputs were supposed to be delivered. Clearly, such 

delays have the potential of adversely affecting the 

effectiveness of FISP.   

Meanwhile 4 participants stated that FISP inputs usually 

arrived late. However, some participants (17) said that their 

cooperatives usually received inputs in good time before it 

started raining, more so, rains mainly falls from late 

November to December and sometimes in January. And this 

was in agreement with what one official from MA said in a 

separate interview. Contrary, World Bank sponsored study of 

(2010) revealed that the 2007/08 agricultural season was 

marked by serious problems of late delivery of FSP inputs 

(World Bank, Timeliness of planting is extremely important 

with maize and there is no doubt this record had a significant 

negative impact on yields. The findings of this study were in 

conformity with studies that were conducted by CSPR in 

Mazabuka and Monze (2011).  

Lack of funds to pay the required farmer contribution to 

access inputs  

The study revealed that some individual cooperative members 

were finding it very difficult to raise money to pay for the 

subsidised inputs. Hence, their subsequent exclusion from the 

programme. Consequently, cooperative members were used 

by non cooperative members. FGDs and traditional leaders 

highlighted the need for more input subsidies to ensure their 

access by the vulnerable populations. In the same vein, one 

MA official attributed the limited number of beneficiaries to 

high poverty levels and lost hope due to various hazards such 

as droughts, wild animals and floods.  
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Furthermore, the MA official revealed that few cooperative 

members would want to make business out of the programme 

by selling their acquired inputs secretly. The MA official said 

that a lot of people would want to get the inputs but they can’t 

afford to raise the upfront payment because of poverty. In the 

2011/12 agricultural season the upfront payment was at K250 

000 plus K30 000 for logistics. Similar observations were also 

made in a study made in Mazabuka and Monze districts by 

CSPR. According to the study some cooperative members 

were finding it difficult to raise the required farmer 

contribution. According to Agriculture Minister (Daily 

Nation, 2016):  

The FISP programme was supposed to help farmers with the 

potential to grow but as turns out, it has stopped making any 

economic sense as shown by the fact that some farmers who 

are beneficiaries are still failing to raise the K400 deposit fees 

to access inputs 

Consequently, some farmers who belonged to cooperatives 

failed to raise the upfront payment and opted to put money 

together to raise the necessary funds, and then share the 

inputs.  

Sale of inputs by some beneficiaries  

The study revealed that there were some farmers sold the 

inputs under FISP for various reasons. According to the CEO 

some farmers were fond of sold the inputs because of poverty. 

He disclosed that some sell the inputs in order to buy food 

while others have lost hope in farming. Furthermore, the 

research revealed that some farmers decided to sale the 

fertiliser because they believed that fields along the river 

banks were naturally fertile and that application of fertilisers 

would destroy the soil fertility. However, none of the 

beneficiaries including traditional leaders could confirm such 

allegations.  

In 2008, President Mwanawasa warned against the illegal sale 

of FISP inputs. He warned that he would scrap the 40% 

discount and only subsidise 5% to benefit all farmers across 

the country as opposed to a situation where only few people 

were benefitting. A study by Chipata District Farmers 

Association (CDFA) (2008) confirmed that some farmers in 

Chipata who had accessed inputs later sold them to fellow 

farmers and traders.                                                                               

Furthermore, Chief Siachitema of Kalomo confirmed that 

some of his subjects were re-selling the fertiliser under FSP at 

the point of collection. He called for audit to determine how 

many farmers had applied the fertiliser and that stern action 

should be taken against his subjects who were selling fertiliser 

(Daily Mail, 2008).  

VII. CONCLUSION 

The findings from this research have revealed that FISP had 

not resulted in the beneficiaries being household food secure 

in Chiawa. This was because of various factors that adversely 

affect the effectiveness of the programme. The study 

established that inputs that were being supplied to farmers 

under FISP were inadequate. The study also established that 

the pack only contained one type of seed and that is maize. 

Other factors that were established were affected effectiveness 

of FISP and these were: lack of funds by some small-scale 

farmers to pay the required contribution for them to access the 

inputs, late delivery of inputs by MA to the beneficiaries and 

sale of inputs by some beneficiaries.  

VIII. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. The government should consider subsidising the 

FISP Pack further to enable majority of farmers’ 

access it. This is because some eligible farmers 

cannot access the inputs due to lack of money. 

Furthermore, there is need to increase the quantities 

of inputs. 

2. Mechanisms to ensure that input supply delivery is 

done at the right time should be put in place. This 

will reduce anxiety by some farmers and also give 

them enough time to plan on how they will cultivate.  

3. Since the Chiawa is a drought prone area, the 

Ministry of Agriculture should consider including 

drought tolerant seed crops such as sorghum in the 

FISP not just maize alone.  

4. There is need for Ministry of Agriculture and other 

stakeholders to educate farmers not to sale the inputs 

when provided but apply them in their fields to 

promote their household food security.  
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