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Abstract: The current study was concerned with the need to establish incentives for farmers to boost 

production of maize in Macheke, Mashonaland East Province, in Zimbabwe. This study was motivated by an 

observation that there was a serious disparity between government `s expectation to guarantee food security in 

the country, and the activities of New Farmers in the area of Macheke. The full produ ction capacity of the Grain 

Marketing Board of Macheke is 72 000 metric tonnes per year but for the past five years since 2010 , the GMB is 

receiving a mere 1000 tonnes of maize deliveries or less. The research design was mainly descriptive and both 

quantitative and qualitative research methods were used to capture the data. Questionnaires and interviews 

were employed as the main research instruments and the response rate was very high. Questionnaires and 

interviews were the main instruments for data collection. The study engaged A1 and A2 farmers, GMB staff and 

Officials from the ministry of Agriculture as the main informants. The researcher faced challenges of limited 

resources and access to confidential information, but had to employ mitigatory strategies to meet the research 

needs to access classified information relevant to the study. The major findings of the research were that 

farmers lacked financial resources to boost production in Macheke area. The government was providing 

fertilizers, and seed inputs to A1 and A2 farmers through various schemes, but these schemes remained 

ineffective to boost production owing to lack of timeliness of inputs supply, inadequacy of inputs and relevance 

of inputs to individual farmers. Production in farms is boosted if farmers have access to cash loans through 

which banks have to offer support. A commission dealing with strategic crops (Maize) may need to be appointed 

to monitor usage of agriculture loan schemes and implementation of strategic crops policy. 
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I. Introduction 
Maize is Zimbabwe‟s major staple food for the majority of people taking over from the traditional 

sorghum pearl and finger millet. White maize is primarily used for human consumption as well as stock-feed 

while yellow maize is used primarily for stock-feed although it is also consumed by people when necessary. 

Chitsike, (2003) points out that Zimbabwean farmers produced 2,148,000 tonnes of maize in 1999 and only 

525,000 tonnes of maize in 2008. Zimbabwe was once crowned the title, „The Bread Basket of Southern Africa‟ 

in the 1990s and was by 2008 known as „The Basket Case of Southern Africa‟. Zimbabwe‟s experience in this 

case demands a closer scrutiny of issues surrounding this material change in production of maize. The study is 

based on Anderson and Cook (2008)`s Community Food Security theory (CFS),which is a variation on the 

concept of food security. The theory clarifies the relationship that exists between hunger, malnutrit ion, poverty 

and development. The theory is a new conceptual framework that advocates for the development of food 

systems that are decentralized, environmentally friendly, and supportive of collective means and sustainable. 

The theory is useful to policy makers when establishing strategies to address food related challenges for a 

particular g roup of people.  Chitsike`s statistic rhymes well with the „bread basket versus basket case‟. 

A “fast track” land reform programme was launched on the 15
th

 of July 2000 to address skewed land 

ownership (Chitsike, (2003:3). This occasion is significant to this study because as a result of this programme, 

thousands of landless black people became involved in maize production with government support of inputs 

through the Grain  Marketing Board (GMB). Currently, the maize value chain in  Zimbabwe is in a bad state with 

some key actors. Some farmers are abandoning the production of maize and switching to tobacco which is 

perceived to have a viable value chain. Zimbabwe`s maize imports have become more regular since 2000 (See 

Figure 1 below). 
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Figure 1 Maize imports, 1980-2011 (tonnes) 

 
Source: FAO Statistics (2011) 

 

Figure 1 shows maize imports from 1980 to 2011, and the country`s major maize imports were in 1992 

when Zimbabwe experienced a major drought. The same Figure also shows some occasions in the period from 

Independence to the period of land reform – 1980, 1984, 1993, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999 as years of high 

inflows of maize in the country. Each of these years were associated with production collapses, due to multiple 

causes usually precipitated by drought. A notable increase of levels of variability could be noted between the 

period 2002 up to 2011 causing the researcher to pose the question why? From the same figure (1), maize 

inflows became a relative constant in 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2009, 2010 and 2011 posing a further 

question on food insecurity in the country. 

This study was carried out in Mashonaland East Province in Macheke district and the following are the details 

of the province. 

 

1.1.1 Mashonaland East Province  

According to Zimstats (2012), Mashonaland East Province has an area of 32,230 km² and a population 

of approximately 1.35 million people. The province has nine districts and the provincial capital is called 

Marondera (See figure 2 below).  
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Figure 2 Districts of Mashonaland East Province  

 
Source :Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency (2012)  

 

Figure (2) above shows the main districts of Mashonaland East Province in Zimbabwe. The major 

economic act ivities of the province include min ing, agriculture, tourism, horticulture and animal husbandry. The 

province is counted among the best in the country in terms of maize production(See Table 1 below)  

 

The following table (1) is a comparat ive analysis of provincial activ ities in  Zimbabwe, and Mashonaland East 

Province is among the best: in terms of various economic activit ies that include maize production.  

  

Table 1 Provincial comparative analysis of main economic activi ties. 
Province Mining Agriculture Tourism Horticulture Plantations Animal 

Husbandry 
Mashonaland West Χ Χ Χ Χ - Χ 

Mashonaland Central  X  X  X  X - X 
Mashonaland East Χ Χ Maize Χ Χ - Χ 

Manicaland Χ Χ Χ Χ Χ Χ 

Masvingo Χ - Χ - - - 

Midlands Χ - Χ - - Χ 

Mat South Χ - - Χ - Χ 

Mat.North Χ - Χ - - Χ 

Harare Metro   Χ Χ - Χ 

Bulawayo Metro - - Χ Χ Χ - 

Source: Zimbabwe National Statistics Agency (2012)  

 

Table 1 shows the main economic activ ities of provinces in Zimbabwe. The ecological variat ion in the 

regions of the country confers certain distinct advantages on a province by province basis. The high veld regions 

of Mashonaland East, Mashonaland Central, and Mashonaland West and Manicaland provinces have higher than 

average rainfall. The above stated provinces appear to be the heart of the country`s agriculture based economic 

activity of which the production of maize is ideally suitable. The focus of this study is main ly Mashonaland East 

Province and is one of the most important provinces of the country in terms of agriculture. The province was 

also the first to init iate the fast track land reform programme under the guidance of Chief Svosve who led the 

protest to motivate the government to redistribute land in Zimbabwe. The main question now is why Zimbabwe 

is importing maize yet the number of farmers has increased, particularly in Masho naland East province in 

Macheke in Murehwa d istrict.  
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II. Statement of the problem 
Maize deliveries at Macheke Grain Market ing Board (GMB) have significantly dropped  from an 

average annual delivery of 700,000 tonnes per year at full capacity down to less th an1,000 tonnes per year 

between the period 2008 to 2015 (Macheke GMB records 2015).The latest annual delivery at the GMB for the 

year 2015 was merely 176 tonnes of maize .The sharp drop in the delivery of Maize in Macheke  begs the 

question, why? Yet the number of farmers has increased from 70 o ld resettlement farms up to 4517 A1 farmers 

plus 296 A2 farmers (See Tab le 2).The increase in the population of farmers should have necessitated an 

increase in the production of maize to fu ll capacity at the Grain Marketing Board of Macheke, but current results 

appear to be producing the opposite, Why?.Zimbabwe is on the record of increasing its budget on maize 

imports, yet the country has all the necessary basic needs for the full production of the product. According  to 

Butamucho,the periods between 1993, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and earlier in 1980 and 1984 were associated 

with production collapses, due to multip le causes usually precipitated by drought, and maize imports are 

justified here, but the other years that follow, Zimbabwe continues to receive normal and above normal rains, 

although they may be cases of poor distribution throughout the season. This study therefore seeks to answer the 

question why farmers in Macheke were failing to meet maize p roduction needs of the country? 

 

1.3 The study objectives 

1.3.1To establishes reasons why production of maize has dropped in Macheke yet the number of farmers has 

increased? 

1.3.2 To identify incentives for new farmers to boost production of maize for the national economy  in Macheke 

area? 

 

1.4 The main research questions 

1.4.1 Why has the production of Maize dropped in Macheke area, in Mashonaland East province, yet the 

number of farmers has increased? 

1.4.2 What could be the necessary incentives to boost maize production in Macheke area in Mashonaland East 

province? 

 

1.5 Literature Review 

In terms of maize production, some researchers argue that there were two green revolutions that took 

place in Zimbabwe (Rukuni et al, (1994, 2006). However, others disagree with this discourse citing that a green 

revolution has to be structural not accidental and that it must have globally competitive yields (Mano, 2001). 

This has not been the case in Zimbabwe. W ith global yields having reached more than 10 tonnes per hectare 

some may argue that it is premature to refer the unstructured  growth  in  the  Zimbabwean  maize  yields  as  a  

green  revolution  (FAO,  2006). However, those who agree with this discourse, argue that Zimbabwe‟s 

first green revolution (1960-80) was spearheaded by the white commercial farmers (Eicher, 1995).  During 

this period, maize exports grew by 18.8% due to the growing demand of starch in England‟s industries 

(Masters, 1993). Land ordinances assured white supremacy to the detriment of the blacks through dispossession 

of land and suppression of wages where black labourers were subjected to a system next to servitude without 

remuneration. The licensing act of 1942 made it mandatory for all commercial farmers to buy licence plate 

from the Rhodesian national farmers union which was renamed commercial farmers union (CFU). This was 

described as the „stroke of organisational brilliance‟ as it assured a strong financial base for the union (Masters, 

1993). 

The preconditions for the green revolution were both technical and institutional. The new technology 

in research and investment in human, biological and physical capital such as roads, dams and irrigation to name 

a few were among the prime movers. In addit ion, investment in farm support institutions such as market ing, 

credit, as well as fertiliser and seed distribution systems were among the principal preconditions. New maize 

varieties such as SR-1 (1949) and SR-52 (1960) increased the yields. Federation of the late 1950s led to the 

establishment of the regional research  network  and  the  substitution  of  maize  fo r  tobacco  due  to  reduction  

in  relat ive profitability of tobacco in the 1960s (Eicher, 1995). 

The second green revolution (1980-1986) was led by smallholder farmers who in 1980 with a 

population of 700 000 owned half o f the arable land with the other half being owned by the 5000 commercial 

farmers (Rukuni et al, 2006). The smallholder farmer maize production doubled in six years from 1980 to 

1986 and this was attributed to a number of factors (Jayne and Nuppenau,(1991). These factors included the 

use of land abandoned during war, use of hybrid variet ies and inorganic fertilisers. In addition, the removal of 

racial and institutional barriers and the expansion of the marketing services were also identified as the 

preconditions for this second revolution (Eicher, 1995). Th is occurred at a time when the region was in deficit 

for instance a famine killed more than a million people in Ethiopia in 1984/85. Again the success of this 

revolution awarded President Mugabe the African Leadership Award in 1988. A critical lesson from this period 
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is that infrastructure such as roads and institutions such as extension services, research and and development, 

Financialr serv ices played a critical ro le in boosting maize productivity and therefore analysis should go 

beyond price incentives as the only factor affecting production response. 

The current situation in Zimbabwe shows that the nation needs more than 2 million tonnes of cereal 

including 1.7 million tonnes for direct human consumption (FAOSTAT, 2010). From a food  provision  

perspective,  the  country  requires  approximately 1.5  million  tonnes  of  maize annually  (Rukuni & Eicher, 

1994; 2006).  Whilst  Zimbabwe  traditionally  imported  wheat,  its maize industry used to  be one of  the 

largest  in  the SADC  region  (Jayne  et  al, 2006).  The Zimbabwean maize sub-sector was traditionally a 

net-export ing sector and played a prominent role in regional grain markets through maize grain exports 

main ly to Zambia, Malawi, Maurit ius, Kenya and Mozambique. However, Zimbabwe‟s  self-sufficiency rat io 

of maize dropped from 21% in 1985 (Jayne et al., 1994; 2006) to 67% by 2004 (FAO, 2010), signifying the 

country‟s shift from a net exporter to a net importer of maize. As a result, Zimbabwe‟s maize trade policy 

has  seen  imposition  of  export  bans,  and  after  the  onset  of  the  food  crisis,  the  issuing  of government 

tenders for the importation of subsidized maize. 

The earth, God‟s gift to humanity, and a garden for all creation, needs to be tended responsibly, 

recognizing the limitations in land space as well as legal and moral grounds for such kind of treatment.  In 

highly developed societies, it is possible to measure sustainability and productivity through scientific tools.  

Thus to have titles over the land is not to license one to be irresponsible, and as such being entitled to land 

demands accountability towards the integrity of the land.  This, guards against the capitalist extractive economic 

strategies of the west on African resources (Rasmussen, 1996:124). Farmers in Macheke should understand that 

land reform was done from a poverty alleviation perspective, mindful of people‟s spiritual convictions (Mbaya, 

2001). During colonization, acquisition of large land tracts impoverished most African populations who were 

reduced to farm workers during all the time colonialists ruled Zimbabwe.  This led to a legacy of poor 

commercial farm workers, “the largest proportion of Zimbabwe‟s proletariat”, with neither land nor housing 

rights (Magaramombe, 2001:1).  The Fast Track Land Reform Program (FTLRP) thus promised to tackle the 

poverty disparity created by lack of land ownership and use among the landless poor workers. Now that the 

black majority has land, production must be motivated.  

 

III. Research Design 
In conducting the study, the researcher used the mixed method. Mixed method is a procedure for 

collecting, analyzing and “mixing” both qualitative and quantitative data (Creswell, 2002).  The rationale for 

mixing was that neither qualitative nor quantitative methods were sufficient enough to capture the trends and 

details of the situation. When used in combination, qualitative and quantitative methods 

complemented.Questionnares and interviews were the main instruments for data collection. The target 

population were ,Grain Marketing Board Officials in Macheke, Extension Officers in Macheke, New Farmers in 

Macheke ward 22,23 and 24  (See the Table 2 below) 

 

Table  2 Study Population 

Ward A1 A2 Total 

Ward 22 1 682 141  1823 

Ward 23 1 223  57 1280 

Ward 24 1 612  98 1710 

Extension Officers 5 3 8 

GMB staff   10 

Ministry of Agriculture   10 

Total 4522 299 4841 

Source: Th is data was collected from Macheke Agritex Offices  

Macheke Area Farm Statistics  

Key 

A1 – Small Scale Farms  

A2- Medium Scale Farms 

 

1.6.1 Sample size 

To determine the size of the sample used, the Yamani Taro (cited in Yilma 2005) formula was used. It 

states that the desired sample size is a function of the target population and the maximum acceptable marg in of 

error (also known as the sampling error) and is expressed mathematically thus: 

                                              n    =                    N 

                                                         

                                                            1 + Ne
2
                 

 Where: 
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            n = sample size  

           N = target population (4841) 

            e = maximum acceptable margin of error (5%) 

 

 Sample size calculation  

                                                n    =           4841 

                                                           

                                                        1 + 4841(0.0025) 

                                               

                                                        n     =   4841/13.1025 
                                                                        

    

      n      = 369 

      

The s tudy  sampled 369 part icipants namely  A1 and A2 Farmers,GMB officials and Agriculture 

Extension officers in Macheke area. The New farmers used in this study were the creation of the land reform 

program init iated by the government in the year 2000. The study used both quota sampling and s imple random 

sampling technique to capture all the categories of the research participants. Personally administered 

questionnaires we r e  used to collect data. The questionnaire comprised of 20 items, out of which 5 questions 

analyzed the historical production of maize in Macheke, 7 questions were related to maize production 

challenges facing people in Macheke,5 focused on incentives to boost production of Maize in Macheke.369  

questionnaires were distributed and a response rate of 70% was achieved.30 interviews were scheduled and 90% 

of the interviews were successful. Reliability of questionnaire was checked and it was found to be.82. For the 

purpose of analysis. Statistical findings of the study are given below. 

 

1.7 Tabulation of Research Results  

 
 

1.7.1 Tabulation of result showing reasons why agricultural production had dropped in Mashonaland 

East area 

Figure 1.7.1 shows that Farmers in Macheke were not producing owing to lack of financial support to 

do their business. The majority of respondents 45% blamed lack of the necessary financial suppo rt for the 

production of maize in Macheke. According to Gwara (2010), farming is a capital intensive business, and 

therefore farmers in Macheke need financial support to be productive.30% of the respondents blamed lack of 

equipment, and 10% b lamed lack of training. The least score was 3% where farmers in Macheke indicated that 

they did not have enough land for farming activities. This confirms that the land reform program was a success 

because the majority got land, and the issue of land was not the main challenge causing poor production in 

Macheke. This result was consistent with Gwara (2010) who highlighted that farmers were experiencing 

shortage of financial support to be productive.  



“The Impact Of Incentives To Indigenous Farmers (Ai And A 2) In Maize Production In ….. 

DOI: 10.9790/0661-1813115127                                   www.iosrjournals.org                                      121 | Page 

1.7.2 Tabulation of results to explain why farmers were not getting financial support 

 
 

1.7.2  Tabulation of results on why farmers were not getting financial support  

Figure 1.7.2  shows that the majority of respondents (40%) established that inputs were too expensive 

to be used in the production of Maize profitably.(35%) pointed out that maize prize was too low to be 

productive, and funding in the product would be disastrous.15% have established that farming was no longer a 

viable business in the country. This result was consistent with Takavarasha (2012) who pointed out t hat the 

price of inputs such as fertilisers and seed was too expensive for the farmer. The possible explanation in this 

result could be that farmers were not getting financial support because financiers were being discouraged by 

viability of the maize. 

 

1.7.3 Tabulation of incentives used by the government to motivate farmers to be productive in 

Mashonaland East in Macheke. 

 
Figure 1.7.3 Incentives from Government for Farmers (A1 and A2) in Mashonaland East Macheke  

Figure 1.7.3 shows that farmers in Macheke were getting incentives to boost production. The 

dominating incentive was the Fertiliser Input Scheme supported by 29% of the respondent, followed by the Seed 

Input Scheme with a support base of 35%, Mechanisation program 10%,and finally GMB paymen t program at 

20%.The least being the cash loan with 1%.This result shows that   the government did not have enough cash 

resources to offer to farmers to buy own inputs. Supply of seed was very dominating, and this result was 

consistent with the findings of Gwara (2011) who established that farmers in Zimbabwe were getting some 

support from the government to boost production. Programs such as Operation Maguta, and the Grain Loan 

Scheme were some of the initiatives to encourage farmers to be productive, but t he major question remained on 

the reasons why production remained poor. It was therefore important to establish the effectiveness of 

government support to boost production. 
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1.7.4 Tabulation of results to establish the effectiveness of government incentives  to boost maize 

production in Mashonaland East Macheke.  
Extent of Effectiveness 
of the incentive scheme 

Ministry Officials 
(N=5) 

 
F1 

A1 and A2 Farmers 
N =20 

F2 

GMB Officials 
N=5 

F3 

X  F 1                    XF1 F2                            XF2                                 F3                          XF3  

1.Highly effective 0 0 2 2    0     0 

2.More than effective 1 2 2 4   0    0 

3.Effective 1 3 5 15   2     6 

4.Less than Effective 3 12 10 40   3                 12 

5.Disgusting 0 0 1 5  0                  0 

 ΣF1= 5                  ΣXF1 =17 ΣF2  =20          ΣXF2 = 66 ΣF3=5                   ΣXF3=18 

Results Mean = 3.4                   Mode=  4 Mean = 3.3  Mode = 4 Mean=3.6   Mode = 4 

 

F1 Ministry Officials: As the values of median and mode indicate low degree of effect iveness (3.4) in regard to 

“incentive schemes to boost production” and also the value of mean is (4): it was apparent that the majority of 

the respondents holds the view that the incentive schemes were not effective to boost production in Macheke.  

 

F2 Farmers (A1 and A2) As the values of mean (3.3) and mode (4) indicates a low degree of effectiveness, it 

was apparent that farmers in Mashonaland East were not motivated to boost production as a result of the 

schemes.  

 

F3 GMB Officials : As the values of mean (3.6) and mode (4) indicate a low degree of  effectiveness in regard 

to incentive schemes for farmers to boost production in Macheke,it was also apparent that GMB officials were 

not satisfied with the effectiveness of the incentive schemes to boost production of farmers in the area of 

Macheke.  

On the whole, the question of less effectiveness of incentive schemes to boost production was quite 

significant. These results were in agreement with those of Ross et al (2010) who highlighted  that Zimbabwe`s 

agriculture production was deteriorating despite the government support in form of inputs and other logistical 

needs. This result could have been influenced by the fact that farmers failed to utilize the inputs as detailed in 

Gwara 2011. 

 

1.7.5  Tabulation of results to establish why government Agriculture incentives were not being effective  

 
 

Figure 1.7.5 The Reasons why incentives for Farmers in Macheke were not effective to boost production.  

Figure 4.13 tabulates reasons why farmers in Mashonaland East Macheke were not being productive 

despite government efforts to provide incentives. The majority of respondents (30%) have indicated that 

timeliness of the delivery of incentives was the major factor. This could mean that delivery of inputs could be 

done in January or late December, when the farming season has already started, and some of the farmers with 

enough inputs would have started production. This was followed (20%) poor distribution of 

incentives,(20%)inadequacy of incentives and (20%)under utilisation of the incentives.Respodents had an equal 

judgement of the reasons why incentives were not being effective in terms of the items listed. This result could 
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mean that a mult itude of problems marred the incentives for them to be effective . Poor distribution could be a 

result of timeliness and an unfair distribution of inputs by the authorities. This result was consistent with the 

findings of Mavedzenge (2010) who established that farmers need to be monitored to ensure that the inputs are 

reaching them on time or else resources were being wasted owing to logistical challenges facing farmer input 

schemes. 

 

1.7.6 Tabulation of results showing Farm Utilisation by Farmers in Macheke 

 
 

Figure 1.7.6 Farm utilization by Farmers against the possible  

Figure 1.7.7 seem to suggest that the majority of farmers in Macheke have failed to utilize the land 

given to them at full capacity between the period 2011 and 2015.The variance averaged 83%.This result implies 

that farmers in Macheke were only using 15% of the total land allocated to them through the land reform 

program. This result could mean that farmers were having serious challenges in the production of maize because 

land utilization variance was too high.The implication of the result could be that the government needs to take 

action to ensure that farmers utilize land given to them through the land reform program. Farmers appear to keep 

the land for inheritance purposes instead of production threatening food security in the country.  Feresu, 2011 

established that FTLR had the potential for increased agricultural production; however, it needed financial and 

technical resources to profitably and sustainably use acquired land.  This endeavor can also be viewed in terms 

of the Millennium Development Goals , “to eradicate extreme poverty”.  It thus could not be possible to achieve 

this without considering use of appropriate technology to intensify on agricultural production rather than on 

increasing the area under utilizat ion. 

 

1.7.7 Tabulation of areas that need to be improved to boost production of New Farmers in Mashonaland 

East Macheke  
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Figure 1.7.7 Areas of improvement to boost production of New Farmers in Mashonaland East Macheke  

Figure 1.7.7 show that policy issues on strategic crops (Maize), Farm management, and training of 

farmers have dominated the study.Futhermore, policy on inputs was also an issue whereby 20% of the 

respondents have indicated that farmers need training to boost production. Policy on production of maize 

implies that farmers need to be encouraged to grow the crop as a requirement to ensure that the product is 

available in the country. This result was consistent with Ndlela (2011) who established that the government 

policy on farmers in the A1 and A2 category was not clear enough to motivate them to boost production of 

maize in the country. The implication of this result in the current study is that the government need to adjust the 

spanners on input schemes, maize production as a strategic crop, and farm management to ensure that 

Agriculture production is boosted. 

 

1.7.8  Tabulation of input distribution strategies to motivate Farmers in Macheke to boost production  

 
 

Figure 1.7.8 Input distribution strategies to motivate farmers in Macheke to boost production 

Figure 1.7.8 seems to suggest that selective distribution was dominant and got the support of 45% of 

the participants. This was followed by Exclusive distribution strategy supported by 37%,and intensive 

distribution was supported by 8%.This result would mean that selective distribution of inputs appeared more 

popular, and the strategy implies that distributors of inputs identify farmers who are serious with production, 

and provide them with inputs. This result is consistent with the findings of Etzel et al (2004) that there is greater 

partnership and contact between seller and reseller and results in a great deal of loyalty.  In a bid to explain 

exclusive distribution, (Etzel et al., 2004) say “suppliers agree to sell their products only to a single given 

market. This kind of distribution is used when suppliers of inputs are interested in the maintenance and control 

the service level and service outputs of farmers. Intensive distribution was not supported by the mainly because, 

the strategy does not select farmers to get inputs. Some of them will end up under-utilizing the inputs. This 

result meant that the government should identify farmers to support with inputs and monitor the distribution up 

to finality to ensure that there is effective utilizat ion of the inputs. 
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1.7.9 Tabulation of loan conditions for A1 and A2 Farmers  

 
 

Figure 1.7.9 Loan Conditions for A1and A2 Farmers  

Figure 1.7.9  show loan conditions that farmers advocate for inclusion when borrowing funding from 

financial institutions. The dominating feature is that loans need to be assessed on the basis of production that the 

farmer estimates, and the level of experience that farmers have in the production of the crop.55% of the 

respondents had the view that a production oriented loan facility means farmers borrow as per a detailed 

schedule of the inputs and expected yield as detailed in the production schedules prescribed by experts.30% of 

the respondents have subscribed to the view that loans need to be guaranteed by assets of farmers to boost 

production. Some of the respondents (10%) have argued that loans need not to have conditions at all, to ensure 

that farmers get what they want to boost production. This result was consistent with what is happening in 

Nebraska where the National Bank is offering a cash incentive to all farmers using the following stated NIFA 

(2010) conditions: 

 Interest rate and all other loan terms are negotiated purely between the borrower and lender 

 Lender‟s interest rate offered to the borrower must  be below the normal interest rate 

 Anyone can lend - a lending institution such as a bank, a private seller-lender using a land contract, or a 

private investor lender 

 Loan cannot go beyond 30 years  

 No farming Experience required. 

 

The implication of the above result shows that farmers were advocating for cheaper and reasonable 

loan conditions to access funding for production pruposes.Given the NEBRASKA status, Zimbabwe will be 

able to boost production if farmers get the support that they need. 

 

IV. The study Conclusions 
The study conclusion was that farmers were underutilising land at the rate of 85% owing to lack of 

farming equipment and financial resources to boost production. The government was offering fertilisers and 

seed inputs to farmers to, but production was low because of timeliness of the distribution of the inputs and the 

methods of distribution. Farmers need financial resources to plan and prepare land for agriculture, implying that 

the incentives were not serving the major purpose of boosting production. The incentives were not adequate to 

meet the needs of requirements of farmers, delivery is often late, and sometimes irrelevant inputs were being 

supplied to farmers. The inadequacies have contributed to the failure of incentives to motivate farmers to boost 

production in Mashonaland East area. Furthermore, policy on farm management and training of farmers was 

also not very clear for farmers to boost production of the strategic crop. The GMB was also contributing towards 

the production of strategic crops in the country, in that farmers were not getting paid on time to prepare for the 

next season. The price of maize was too low to be viable because maize inputs such as fertiliser was too 

expensive to be viable, and funding was not possible when business prospects are not viable. Farmers lacked the 

incentive to produce maize in Macheke and government policy was not clear about this product. The 

government policy on incentives need to be revised, and guarantees for loans need to be production oriented. I t 

is also the conclusion of the study that farmers need to be trained to utilise farm inputs received and the land. 
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Loan conditions need to be relaxed to allow farmers to access inputs and cash resources and extension officers 

need to be motivated to visit farmers and continue to advise them on good farming methods. 

 

V. Recommendations of the Study 
Maize product should be treated as a strategic crop, and both A1 and A2 farmers should be encouraged 

to grow the crop. Everyone in the Zimbabwe is concerned about food security; This study therefore recommends 

that the government should establish a commission to implement policy meant to boost the production of maize. 

The function of the commission is to monitor the effective ut ilization of land and incentives advanc ed to farmers 

by the government, and root out possible challenges facing farmers. The commission will also be responsible of 

training programs for farmers benefit ing from the input supply program. Resources to fund the commission 

should be raised from the farmers through contributions from land tax that the government collects from the 

farmers. The commission must also establish markets for Agricu lture output to motivate farmers to be 

productive. These markets will be responsible for the entire sale of output and remove farmers from the street 

selling their products using vending means. The commission would also be responsible for the formulation of 

policy on farm management, production of strategic crops, agriculture loans for farmers, farm equipment and 

funding proposals for farmers in need of cash resources to run their farms. The GMB need to be active in the 

payment of farmers to motivate them to deliver the product to the station. Support is needed for agricultural 

ventures in Macheke .Supermarkets, Industries, and other retail shops in the area of Macheke must develop a 

network of support to ensure that travel costs for farmers are reduced, and farmers would be motivated by the 

market incentive. If the market is ready, the farmer is motivated to become productive. 

Production in farms is boosted if farmers have access to cash loans (FAO 2005).This study therefore 

recommends that the Government of Zimbabwe need to adopt The Nebraska Investment Finance Authority 

strategy to support farmers owning land but lacking financial resources. The government Financial institution 

such as Agri-Bank should provide farmers with loans to ensure that production is increased and guaranteed by 

the State. The loan evaluations should be based on production of farmers, and get a  boost if the farmer manage 

to increase the production level,however,the major issue is governance, and this study proposes the use of a 

commission to effectively monitor loan usage to ensure that farmers do not abuse the funding structure. Loans 

should be used for the purpose in which there were borrowed for, and if the loan is not used as proposed in the 

application, the commission must be able to establish the challenge. This is done to motivate farmers to be 

productive in Macheke. 
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