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ABSTRACT

This thesis analyzes factors affecting member commitment in small-holder agricultural cooperatives in
Zambia for the 201-2017 farming seasons, using the principal component analysis and ordinary least
squares multiple regression analysis. A data set of 434 (329 cooperative members and 105 non-cooperative
members) small-holders farmers is used. The districts covered in the survey are Kitwe, Samfya, Kapiri
Mposhi, Lusaka, Chilanga, Ndola, Mufulira and Kalulushi. Results indicate that members’ commitment to
their cooperatives amongst these farmers is affected by; members’ satisfaction with the performance of
their cooperatives/cooperative leaders; the location of the cooperative; their quantity of maize yields; the
distances from their farms to the locations of their cooperative meetings; the distances from their farms to
the markets for their farm products; gender of the farmer; having a community leadership position; having
a formal off-farm employment and being a cooperative leader; . A composite score of 3.4 on the
measurement of member commitment was found on a 5-point Likert scale. Members’ investment in their
cooperatives is found to be very low; with an average of ZMK 615.05 ($67) per member for an average
period of 7.5 years. This partly explains why all the cooperatives in the sample do not own important
production assets such as land, machinery, warehouses and transportation vehicles. The members’
motivation to join these cooperatives seems to the easy access to government subsidized farming inputs.

Key words: Member commitment, agricultural cooperatives, small-holder farmers, subsidized farming
inputs
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REPORT SUMMARY

The cooperatives sector in Zambia is one of the sectors which being used to promote the welfare of smallholder farmers, especially in the rural areas. The government of the Republic of Zambia and the private
sector are currently promoting the use of the cooperative model to help small-holder farmers increase their
productivity and access to inputs and output markets. The term cooperative is understood to be an
autonomous association of persons who are united voluntarily to meet their common economic, social and
cultural needs and aspirations through a jointly owned and democratically controlled enterprise whose
activities are not prohibited by law. Most of the existing cooperatives in Zambia are registered as
agricultural cooperatives and are usually very small in membership size with about 48 farmers. The
cooperative sector in Zambia uses a federated structure of affiliation of primary cooperatives into district,
province and national cooperative unions and associations. Cooperatives in Zambia are currently registered
and regulated by the Ministry of Commerce and Industry (until 2016, this function was under the Ministry
of Agriculture and Livestock).
There are numerous advantages attributed to formation of cooperatives by farmers and in other sectors of
the economy and these include; economies of scale, reduction in transaction costs, easy access to improved
farming inputs and extension services; easy access to farm output markets; increased bargaining power of
farmers; a poverty reduction strategy amongst small-holder farmers and rural populations and promotion
of social cohesion.
This thesis was carried out to identify the major factors affecting member commitment in small-holder
farmer agricultural cooperatives in Zambia. In order to achieve this objective, data was collected from
Kitwe, Kapiri Mposhi, Kalulushi, Mufulira, Ndola, Chilanga, Lusaka and Samfya Districts bet. These
districts were purposively selected based on convenience to reach the farmers and collect the data; while
farmers from selected cooperatives were selected using a simple randomization approach. A total of 434
small-holder farmers were interviewed using semi-structured questionnaires. Out of the 434 farmers
interviewed, 329 belonged to small-holder farmer agricultural cooperatives while 105 did not belong to
any cooperative. Some stakeholder organizations were also interviewed about their collaborative work
with small-holder farmers who are organized in agricultural cooperatives.
Member commitment to the organizations has attracted a lot research and formulation of various theories
such as the side-bet approach, the psychological attachment approach and the multi-dimensional
approaches. The side-bet theory advocates that members are committed to their organizations because they
have hidden vested investments (side-bets) in their organizations. The psychological approach to
organizational commitment describe member commitment as a combination of the member’s attitude and
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interest in economic gains associated with the organization and defines member commitment as the
relative strength of a member’s identification with and involvement in an organization. within the multidimensional approach, the theories of Meyer and Allen (1984) and Meyer and Allen (1990) form one of
the prominent and widely used theories of organizational commitment called the Three-Component Model
which advocates that member’s commitment to the organization has 3 elements (an affective; a normative
and a continuance aspect).
In this thesis, members’ commitment to their agricultural cooperatives is a dependent variable in a multiple
regression analysis and is conceptualized as a construct of two dimensions which include (a) members’
participation in the affairs of their cooperatives such as attending cooperative meetings, being in leadership
of the cooperative and other cooperative works (b) members’ loyalty to their cooperatives by way of
pledging to continue being members of their cooperatives, delivering the produce to their cooperatives as
required, members’ perceptions about their cooperatives being their agent in the market place for
procuring farming inputs/or marketing their farm outputs. The possible factors to determine or influence
member commitment in small-holder farmer agricultural cooperatives in Zambia were modelled as the
independent variables in the multiple regression analysis. These factors were categorized as cooperative
governance and management factors; psychological factors; cultural factors; farm characteristics,
membership characteristics and economic factors and various hypotheses were developed on the
relationship between member commitment and most of these factors. The analysis was implemented in
IBM SPSS using the principal component analysis and multiple linear regression analysis with various
descriptive statistics.
Results of the descriptive statistics indicate that small-holder farmers owned farms of about 6.38 hectares
for cooperative members and about 3.5 hectares for non-cooperative members; out of which about 1.21
hectares and 0.61 hectares are cultivated for maize production respectively. Other food crops grown by
these farmers include beans, groundnuts, sweet potatoes and leaf vegetables such as cabbage, rape and
pumpkin leaves. The level of member investments in their cooperatives was found to be very low at the
time of the survey; with about ZMK 615.05 ($67) per member for an average period of 7.5 years and most
of these cooperatives did not own any considerable physical assets for any meaningful agricultural
production and processing. Therefore, most of the surveyed cooperatives were not engaged in any
production, processing or other business ventures at the time of the survey. The main motivation for many
farmers to join or form these cooperatives seems to the easy access to government subsidized farming
inputs which are distributed through farmer groups such as cooperatives.
The results indicate that the level of member commitment in small-holder farmer agricultural cooperatives
in Zambia is 3.4 on a 5-point Likert scale, for the period under review. In terms of a relationship, member
commitment is found to be positively related to members’ satisfaction with the performance of their
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cooperatives and being a cooperative leader. Member commitment is also influenced in a negative way by
the quantity of maize yields, cooperative location (whether the cooperative is located in a rural area, periurban area or urban area), formal off-farm employment, gender of the member, the distance from the farm
to the markets for farm products and the distance from the farm to the locations for cooperative meetings.
Members’ satisfaction with the performance of their cooperatives was found to have greatest effect on
members’ participation in the affairs of their cooperatives followed by formal off-farm employment.
In order to improve member commitment in small-holder farmer agricultural cooperatives in Zambia, there
is need for cooperative leaders to improve their performance in their duties in order to improve the
operations of their cooperatives because this is positively related to member commitment. Additionally,
both general members and cooperative leaders should develop a positive image about their own ownership
of their cooperatives. This can be done through cooperative and stakeholder sensitization of all cooperative
members. Members are also advised to change their mind-set about their cooperatives not to view their
cooperatives as channels for only accessing government subsidized farming inputs but as business
enterprises as well. Therefore, cooperative members and stakeholders should increase their investments in
these cooperatives in order to capitalize their operations.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background
Agricultural cooperatives in Zambia and other parts of the world have been used as a way of contributing
to poverty reduction among small-holder farmers, especially in rural areas. The government of Zambia and
the private sector are currently promoting the use of cooperative models to help small-holders farmers
increase their productivity and access to input and output markets; as a way for these farmers to contribute
to national economic development (Mtonga, 2012; Pinto, 2009).
A cooperative is defined in many ways by various scholars and organizations based on the context under
discussion. According to the International Cooperative Association (ICA), “A cooperative is an
autonomous association of persons who are united voluntarily to meet their common economic, social and
cultural needs and aspirations through a jointly owned and democratically controlled enterprise whose
activities are not prohibited by law” (FAO, 1996). The Zambia’s cooperative Act has adopted the
definition from the ICA for a cooperative.
A cooperative in Zambia is usually formed by members of the same community who desire to improve
their livelihoods through collective action by increasing their productivity and market power in a particular
sector of the economy. Therefore, a cooperative can be engaged in various sectors of the economy such as
agriculture, finance, agribusiness services, mining, manufacturing, insurance and housing. However, the
majority of cooperatives in Zambia are involved in primary agricultural production (Mtonga, 2012).
1.2 Research Problem
Member commitment towards collective action is one of the important ingredients for any cooperative
organization to succeed in its activities of providing a service or product to its members or clients (Fulton,
1999; Rueben & Heras, 2012; Awoke, 2014). The level of commitment of members towards their
agricultural cooperative can be influenced by various economic, social, cultural, political, legal and
psychological factors. According to Zeuli & Bentancor (2005), for members of a cooperative to stay in that
cooperative organization, the marginal gain of staying in that cooperative must be greater than that which
can be gained from alternative options. Jussila et al (2012) and Bijman & Verhees (2011) have identified
member commitment as one of the most important ingredients for the successful operations of any
cooperative organization.
To date, the role of member commitment in small-holder farmer agricultural cooperatives in Zambia has
not been investigated yet. Therefore, this thesis studies member commitment of small-holder farmers
towards the affairs of their agricultural cooperatives in the context of Zambia.
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The rationale and motivation for this thesis proposal was to contribute to the development of agricultural
business and cooperatives management in Zambia. Therefore this thesis is a contribution to the knowledge
and understanding of the factors affecting member commitment of small-holder farmers in Zambia
towards their cooperatives and make appropriate recommendations.
1.3 Research Objectives
The research objective for this thesis is to determine the main factors affecting member commitment of
small-holder farmers towards their agricultural cooperatives in Zambia.
1.4 Research questions


What are the socio-economic characteristics of small-holder farmers in agricultural cooperatives in
Zambia?



What is the level of member commitment in Zambia’s small-holder agricultural cooperatives?



What factors are affecting member commitment in Zambia’s small-holder agricultural
cooperatives?

1.5 Organization of the thesis report
The thesis report is organized as follows; chapter one gives the introduction which is comprised of the
background, the research problem and objective and the research questions. The next chapter, chapter two
gives some information on the organization of the cooperatives sector in Zambia. Chapter three is mainly
about the theoretical framework comprising of a literature review of similar works done by various
researchers on member commitment in agricultural cooperatives and similar organizations. Chapter four is
on the empirical framework comprising of the data collection methodology, study area(s) and methodology
for data analysis. Chapter five is on the presentation of results of the survey, comprising of the descriptive
statistics part and the regression quantitative parts. Chapter six is on a brief discussion of the results.
Chapter seven is the conclusion of the report and comprises of the conclusions in relation to the research
questions and recommendations. In order to answer the research questions, primary data was collected in
Zambia through a survey of small-holder farmers and interviewing some stakeholders of agricultural
cooperatives. Both farmers who belonged to small-holder agricultural cooperatives and those who did not
were included in the study samples. Figure 1 gives the research framework in form of the arrangements of
the other chapters of the report.
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Figure.1. The research framework used in this thesis
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CHAPTER TWO: THE COOPERATIVES SECTOR IN ZAMBIA1

2.1 Organization of the cooperatives sector in Zambia
Agricultural cooperatives in Zambia date as far back as 1914 during the time of European farmers who
settled and formed cooperatives to facilitate marketing of their farm products to the mining regions of
Copperbelt Province and the Democratic Republic of Congo (FAO, 2009). Immediately after Zambia’s
independence in 1964, the Zambian Government embarked on the active promotion of cooperatives
throughout the country as a mechanism for stimulating rural development and not necessarily as
institutions for meeting the economic and other needs of their members.
The current structure of the cooperatives sector in Zambia uses a federated system with four tiers, where
the first tier represents the primary cooperative societies at the local level. Registration of any cooperative
in Zambia is done by the Registrar of Cooperatives and requires a minimum of ten members. From the
current statistics, there are about 22,000 agricultural cooperatives throughout Zambia (Mtonga, 2012).
The primary cooperative societies are then affiliated to a District Cooperative Union within their district
to form the second tier of the pyramid. All the District Cooperative Unions in each province are affiliated
to the Provincial Cooperative Union in their province to form the third tier. Therefore there are ten
Provincial Cooperative Unions in Zambia, one for each of the ten provinces. The Provincial Cooperative
Unions are affiliated into the Zambia Cooperative Federation which was formed in 1973 as the fourth tier
and apex body of the cooperatives sector in Zambia. The Zambia Cooperative Federation was established
to be an apex organization to coordinate the development, representative and business functions of the
cooperatives sector in Zambia. The other affiliated organizations of the Zambia Cooperative Federation
are the Credit Union and Services Association of Zambia, National Marketers Cooperative Union of
Zambia, Zambia Agricultural Trading Cooperative, Zambia Army Multi-purpose Cooperative Society,
Zambia Farmers’ Cooperative Society and Zambia National Farmers Union.
In terms of legal arrangements, the operations of all cooperatives in Zambia are regulated by the
Cooperative Societies’ Act which is enforced by the Ministry of Commerce and Industry (up to 2016, this
was done by the Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock). The operations of cooperatives world over,
including Zambian cooperatives, are guided by the International Cooperative Association principles
which include; Voluntary and open membership; Democratic member participation and control; Member
economic participation with the cooperative; Autonomous and independence; Education and training of
members; Cooperation among cooperatives; Concern for the community wellbeing.

1

This chapter is mainly based on references 16 and 40
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Most of the small-holder agricultural cooperatives in Zambia have a simple organizational structure
which is composed of the Board of Directors2 (BOD) as the controlling and management body and the
Annual General Meeting as the supreme assembly for strategic decision making processes such as
elections of leaders. Figure 2 indicates a general organogram for most of the small-holder farmer
agricultural cooperatives in Zambia.
Annual General
Assembly (AGM)

Executive
committee\Board
of Directors (BOD)

Business
Commitee 1

Business
Commitee 2

Business
Commitee 3

Fig.2. Organizational structure of small-holder farmer agricultural cooperatives in Zambia

2.2 The roles of agricultural cooperatives in Zambia
Small-holder agricultural cooperatives in Zambia have various roles in the social-economic development
of their members and the nation at large and encompass such functions as indicated in this section:
Agricultural cooperatives in Zambia can be integrated into the local economy at different levels with
adherence to basic principles. Agricultural cooperatives in Zambia can therefore be a pathway out of
poverty for many small-holder farmers especially those in rural areas as most of the rural dwellers in
Zambia are engaged in small-scale agricultural production.
Cooperatives are also designed to promote democratic, transparency and accountability tendencies
through membership rules and regulations; and various leadership elections and appointments in the
cooperative. Cooperatives give communities an understanding of what community development involves
and the role of various stakeholders in development, thereby promoting development. An agricultural
cooperative as a business model is an economic entity which helps its members, especially small-holder
farmers/producers, to improve their farm production, income and in turn their livelihoods. From the
transaction costs economics, agricultural cooperatives contribute in reducing market barriers experienced
by farmers when they conduct their farm business transactions as individual farmers (Yang and Liu,
2012). Therefore, cooperative organizations allow farmers to;

2

The BOD is mainly composed of the cooperative chairperson; cooperative vice chairperson; Secretary; Vice
secretary; Treasurer; Committee members and Committee trustees in some cases. Business committees are
composed of cooperative members appointed to manage specific cooperative projects or enterprises. These leaders
may have positions or not in the BOD.
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Reduce transaction costs and hence increase farm production and income ceteris Paribas,



Increase efficiency along the value chain through net-working and information access,



Promote collective action and agreement, resulting into substantial farmer collective bargaining
power,



Create new markets with improvement in quality and value addition for members,



Increase access to farming inputs such as improved seed varieties, fertilizers, agrochemicals,
extension services, agricultural finance,



Positively contribute to community welfare.

2.3 The role of the Government of Zambia and the private sector in the development of
cooperatives in Zambia
The Government of the Republic of Zambia promotes small-holder farming mainly through the
cooperative business model. The government has stimulated the formation and registration of many
agricultural cooperatives in Zambia mainly through its agricultural extension system; where farmers are
easily reached out to once they are organized in groups such as agricultural cooperatives and farmer field
schools. In order to effectively carryout its agricultural extension services and provision of subsidized
maize farming inputs to farmers, the government of Zambia has divided each District into agricultural
blocks and each agricultural block is further divided into agricultural camps. Each agricultural block and
agricultural camp is manned by qualified agricultural personnel who report to the District Agricultural
Coordinator at the District level. The Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock in Zambia through the Food
Reserve Agency manages stocks of major food crops such as maize, rice and beans for strategic storage
and reserves. Therefore, the Food Reserve Agency currently provides a ready market for most of the
surplus maize from small-holder farmers, both those in cooperatives and those who are not in
cooperatives.
The private sector such as NGOs and private companies in the food manufacturing sector also play a
positive role in the development of the small-holder farm sector using the farmer group or cooperative
organizations. Some examples of such NGOs and companies include World Vision Zambia, Kasisi
Agricultural Training Centre, Development Aid from People to People, National Milling Company,
Zambeef, Lumwana Mining Company and Agribusiness in Sustainable Natural African Plant Products
just to mention a few. Some of these institutions support various small-holder farmer agricultural projects
which are implemented in various parts of Zambia while others such as Zambeef and Milling companies
(in the food manufacturing sector) provide a market for farm products for these small-holder farmers.

6|Page

CHAPTER THREE: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

3.1 Organizational commitment
The side-bet approach was one of the early theories of organizational commitment developed in 1960 by
Becker. According to this theory, the relationship between an employee and the organization or company
was founded on behaviors bounded by a contract of economic gains. Employees are committed to their
organization because they have some hidden vested investments or side-bets in the organization. Side-bets
can take various forms such as generalized cultural expectations about responsible behavior; selfpresentation concerns; impersonal bureaucratic arrangements; individual adjustments to social positions
and non-work concerns. Employees usually value these side-bets because of the accrual of certain costs
which render disengagement very difficult (Ghosh and Swamy, 2014). An example of a side-bet is when
an employee, who has planned to buy a house based on his assumption of a continued and stable job and
income, refuses to take up a new job in another organization because the new job has higher risks in terms
of potential failure. Therefore, this employee will become more committed to his current organization. In
this case, planning to buy a house is the side-bet for this employee.
The second school of thought on organizational commitment comes from the psychological attachment
approach. In this theory the main focus is on the psychological connection members develop towards
their organizations and tries to describe commitment as a combination of the member’s attitude and
interest in economic gains from associating with the organization (Ghosh and Swamy, 2014). In this vain
Mowday, Steers and Porter (1979) define commitment as “the relative strength of an individual’s
identification with and involvement in an organization”. Therefore, this theory of organizational
commitment is comprised of a strong acceptance (of organization values, norms and goals, the
willingness to exert substantial effort for the wellbeing and prosperity of the organization), participation
and loyalty in the organization.
The third school of thought on the organizational commitment literature comes from the multidimensional approaches advanced by Meyer and Allen (1984) and O’Reilley and Chatman (1986). The
theories of Meyer and Allen (1984) and Meyer and Allen (1990) form one of the prominent theories of
organizational commitment called the Three-Component Model. Based on the multi-dimensional
approaches, Grimseley (2017) defines organizational commitment as an organizational member’s
psychological attachment to the organization and postulates that the three components of the model
interact to form the person’s commitment profile; which has a greater influence on member retention,
work performance and member wellbeing. From the point of views of the theories in the ThreeComponent Model, a person’s commitment is considered to have at least an affective, a normative and a
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continuance aspect (Cechin et al, 2013; Meyer, Allen & Smith, 1993; Solinger et al, 2008; Meyer &
Allen, 1984; Meyer & Allen, 1991). The affective aspect is about the person’s emotional attachment to
the organization; a feeling of belonging to the organization and a wish to continue being a member of the
organization. The normative aspect is about the person’s feelings of obligation to remain a member of the
organization while the continuance aspect is about the person’s lack of choices or alternatives other than
to remain a member of the same organization; so that leaving the current organization would result in
incurring more costs and losses of acquired advantages by the member (Meyer et al, 2012). Therefore,
organizational commitment determines to a larger extent whether the member will stay with the
organization or not. Solinger et al (2008) argue that member commitment is the member’s attitude
towards the organization and this is reflected in a combination of cognitive, trust and affective behaviors
which Cechin et al (2013) refers to as the generalized behavioral pledge to serve and enhance one’s
organizational interests. According to Ghosh and Swamy (2014), O’Reilley and Chatman (1986) pursued
their research in order to fill the gap left by the failure by the other theories to distinguish between the two
processes of commitment i.e. antecedents and outcomes of commitment on the one hand and the root
cause of member attachment to the organization on the other. O’Reilley and Chatman (1986) identified
commitment as the affiliation a person feels towards the organization and is manifested by the extent to
which an individual is able to adopt and adapt to the attributes and viewpoints of the organization.
According to this theory, an employee’s psychological attachment to the organization can be predicted by
their conformity to the company’s rules and regulations in lieu of extrinsic rewards, involvement based on
a desire for affiliation, and internalization depending on the congruence between the personal and
organizational values.
3.2 Member commitment in agricultural cooperatives
According to Berraud-Didier, Henninger and Akremi (2012), members of an agricultural cooperative do
not normally hesitate to sell their farm produce to alternative buyers when the economic climate is
uncertain or unfavorable to sell their farm produce to their cooperative. This is related to the concept of
member loyalty and commitment towards their cooperative. However, Cechin et al (2013) tried to
differentiate between member commitment and loyal behavior of the farmer towards the cooperative;
where loyal behavior is defined as the members continued patronage with the cooperative while member
commitment is better understood as the member’s attitude towards loyal behavior which might or might
not determine actual loyal behavior. According to Fulton (1999), the free rider problem, which is more
pronounced in agricultural cooperatives than in investor-owned firms, can be mitigated against by means
of member commitment. In addition, Zylbersztajn and Farina (1999) postulate that if a cooperative is to
successfully engage in strictly-coordinated value chains, more vertical coordination of the cooperative
members’ transactions would be needed and this requires an increased level of member commitment.
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According to Bijman et al (2011), usually a cooperative organization with a strategy which is more
oriented towards the customer would require less freedom and more control over the members’ activities
at the farm level; and this implies that members are expected to be committed to this type of orientation
(Borgen, 2001).
Member commitment may also be defined as an assurance of the member’s support and trust towards
achieving the cooperative’s objectives. Mensah et al (2012) in a study of small-holder cashew nut farmers
in Benin, West Africa, defines cooperative member commitment on the basis of three levels as outlined
below.
1. The first level is about whether or not to become a member of the cooperative business organization. In
this regard adequate membership is important for the cooperative to achieve an operational size to profit
from the potential economies of scale and reduce the potential market power of the competing firms
(Bruynis et al, 2001).
2. The second level is about how much business a cooperative member conducts with the cooperative.
The more business a member conducts, the more commitment he/she is expected to demonstrate towards
the cooperative development. According to Gibbings (2000), a cooperative needs its members to do
business exclusively with it in order to increase its operations, market share and financial performance.
3. The third level is about the members’ involvement in the democratic process of the cooperative by
attending meetings, voting in cooperative meetings, becoming an elected representative in the cooperative
governance structure. According to Hakelius (1996), control of a cooperative requires a democratic
governance structure in achieving its objectives of business/price strategy, income distribution and joint
benefits.
3.3 Possible factors affecting member commitment in agricultural cooperatives in Zambia
Economic factors
Cooperative members are highly concerned about economic factors such as prices of inputs they are
accessing from suppliers via the facilitation of their cooperative. Fulton (1999) and Fulton & Giannakas
(2001) indicate that price is the most obvious determinant of the focus of action as people are expected to
choose the organization that has the best price to offer. Agricultural cooperatives, where supply of inputs
to members is a key objective (i.e. agricultural input supply cooperatives), can significantly reduce the
price of inputs. This is done by aggregate purchase, storage, and distribution of the required inputs from
reliable sources and provide to their member. These cooperatives can bring down the costs while taking
advantage of volume discounts and economies of scale. These cooperatives provide various inputs such as
improved seeds varieties, fertilizers, agrochemicals and farm machineries. It is the responsibility of the
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cooperatives to negotiate better terms of purchase for basic agricultural inputs from potential suppliers
(Fulton and Hueth, 2009). This argument lies on the transaction cost economics theory. Therefore, the
more benefits farmers get in cost reduction for inputs, the more they develop confidence in their
cooperatives and the more committed they are expected to become. Cooperative members are also curious
about the price for the product they are offering to the market. A better product price may drive the
individual farmer’s choice to participate in the cooperative or not (Mensah et al., 2012). Although there
are various economic advantages cooperatives may offer (Schrader, 1989), in most cases farmers look for
the alternative market price for their product (Fulton and Giannakas, 2001). Farmers choose to stay in
their cooperative on the best price basis. Hence, farmers believe that their cooperative should search for
markets with better product prices than in the other channels. Agricultural cooperatives collect members’
products and negotiate for better prices through accessing larger markets. They can also
increase/maximize the market price; and ultimately better profits by adding value on membership’
products (Fleming, 2005). In this regard, agricultural cooperatives should increase their performance in
various activities, starting from production to consumption (customers). Therefore, better product price
can influence member commitment in cooperatives in a positive way. Dividend is the mechanism
cooperatives use to give profits back to their membership (Arthur and Sheffrin, 2013). Cooperatives may
decide to retain their earnings, or distribute part of the profit as patronage refunds to their members.
Cooperatives usually distribute their patronage refunds in proportion to the members' activity or use of the
cooperative, but not to the proportion of shareholding. Giving out patronage refunds to members is
another key criterion for continuous membership commitment towards collective action in cooperatives.
Members usually expect to get back part of the profit according to the rules and regulations of their
cooperative. The absence of patronage refunds to members may decrease member commitment towards
cooperative enterprise(s).
Governance and management factors
Although the management performance of the cooperative depends on various internal and external
factors, organizational factors such as the leadership capability of people matters a lot. Leadership
involves interpersonal relationships between the leader and the led (Banaszak and Beckmann, 2006).
Agricultural cooperatives in developing countries are led by board of directors who are selected from
among the cooperative members. This means that the performance or success of those cooperatives is
mostly dependent on the managerial skills and commitment of both leaders and general members of the
cooperative. The degree of member commitment and their contribution to the cooperative enterprise
depends on how well the cooperative leaders understand and adopt appropriate leadership styles in
performing their key roles as cooperative leaders (Obiwuru et al., 2011).
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Factors such as democratic governance of the organization have also been shown to influence member
commitment in agricultural cooperatives. As for example, Osterberg and Nilsson (2009) indicate that
members’ perceptions of their participation in the governance of their cooperative enhances their
commitment towards cooperative activities. Furthermore, cooperatives’ members who have participated
in the leadership of their cooperatives at one time or the other tend to be more committed to their
cooperatives (Osterberg and Nilsson, 2009). Good and effective communication between members and
leaders of the cooperative was also found to be strongly related to member commitment in a positive way
(Osterberg and Nilsson, 2009). Cechin et al (2013), comments about the recent theories of political
governance by Masten (2006) which view the establishment of credible commitments to be the function
of democratic governance in the organization. According to Harrison and Freeman (2004), equally
distributed property and decision rights, participation and representation of different knowledge and
interests in decision making procedures are typical ingredients of democratic governance, which are
aimed at integrating different judgements and interests of various members of the organization. Fenwich
(2005) suggests that increasing employees’ “voice” can result into increased member commitment
towards their organization and this can be equally applied in agricultural cooperatives.
Farm and member characteristics
According to Hansman (1996), homogeneity of interests and other member characteristics (such as size of
the farm, distance to input markets and community roles) in the cooperative are critical for farm
marketing cooperatives because it minimizes the costs of collective decision-making. In practice,
membership differences on various aspects are common in many cooperatives. Membership’
heterogeneity may occur as a result of their individual characteristics and their farms’ characteristics
(Pozzobon and Zylbersztajn, 2011). Higher level of heterogeneity among members in terms of interest,
decision making, farm locations, farm size and investment can affects membership commitment and the
performance of the cooperative. In more heterogeneous cooperatives, board members are more likely to
be ‘captured’ by interest groups within the cooperative and suppress the interest of other members
(Pozzobon and Zylbersztajn, 2011). Increasing heterogeneity in member preferences may result in
declining membership commitment (Fulton & Giannakas, 2001), decreasing membership willingness to
provide equity capital to the cooperative (Van Bekkum, 2001). Such wide membership heterogeneity may
also lead to incoherent strategic focus of the cooperative (Hendrikse and Bijman, 2002). The
heterogeneity may generate passivity as some membership categories do not get their interests well
attended to (Hendrikse, 2007). This creates partiality among members and loss of membership trust and
interest on their cooperative’s leaders and reduces member commitment towards collective action.

11 | P a g e

Cultural factors
Although cooperative members would want to get more financial benefits through their membership to an
agricultural cooperative, it is also important to keep in mind that cooperatives are established not only for
economic interest, but for social and cultural interest as well. There are many variables which members
consider important in order to stay in their cooperatives besides financial benefits. Several literature
reports that trust is the key factor in determining the level of membership commitment towards
cooperative enterprises (Sanjib, 2007). According to organizational behaviour literature, trust may be
defined as a commitment to the cooperative before there is any certainty about how the trusted people will
act (Coleman, 1990). The relationship between members and the cooperative is dependent on the trust
that members have already developed (or expecting) on their cooperative leaders (Barraud-Didier et al.,
2012). The more cooperative members trust cooperative leaders and BOD, the more committed they
become towards collective action of the cooperative (Borgen, 2001). This also relates to the cooperatives
principles of solidarity, egalitarianism, trust, and unity (Birchall and Simons, 2004). Solidarity in an
organization entails members’ unity, harmony and cohesion in performing their expected duties and roles
in achieving the organizational goals and objectives; while egalitarianism implies that all members of the
organization are treated equally and according to the rules and regulations of the organization in accessing
services and benefits from the organization. Hansen et al (2002) found that trust among cooperative
members and trust between members and their cooperative leaders are also important ingredients for
group cohesion. Cooperative members decide to trust their cooperative depending on what information
they have about the cooperative; which is basically based on their beliefs about its competence, reliability
and conscientiousness (Barraud-Didier et al., 2012). Theuvsen and Franz (2007) indicate that members
develop trust on their cooperative when they believe that the capacity of the cooperative is sufficient to
satisfy their minimum needs. The relationship between cooperative leaders and BOD and the general
members should be based on clear trust if the cooperative is to successfully achieve its goals and
objectives.
Therefore, the level of member commitment towards their agricultural cooperatives may be influenced by
various economic, social, cultural, political, legal, organizational and psychological factors such as prices,
gender, age of the farmer, level of maize input subsidies, distance from home to the gathering center,
payment/non-payment of patronage refunds to members, the initiator of the idea to form the cooperative
(either members themselves or another organization/agency, members trust for leaders in the Board of
Directors (BOD) and business committees, levels of education of the members, perception of members
about the quality of leadership in the BOD and business committee, location of the cooperative (whether
rural or urban), type of cooperative (multipurpose or primary). The research hypotheses are shown in
table 1.
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Table.1. Research hypotheses
Hypothesis

Variable

Statement
Cooperative factors

H1

Cooperative location

Members of cooperatives located in rural areas would show more commitment
towards their cooperatives than members of cooperatives located in the urban areas
Farmer Factors

H2

Level of education

Highly educated members of cooperatives would demonstrate lower commitment
towards their cooperatives than members who are lowly educated

H3

Age of the farmer

Older members are expected to be more eager to join cooperatives than younger
farmers; consequently older members would show higher commitment to their
cooperatives than younger members.

H4

Farm yields

Members who achieved higher farm maize yields would be more committed to their
cooperatives than members with lower maize yields.

H5

Distance to cooperative Distance from the farm to the location of cooperative meetings is inversely related to
meetings areas

H6

Distance to farm product Distance from the farm to the markets for farm products is positively related to
markets

H7

measures of member commitment to the cooperative

measures of member commitment to the cooperative

Distance to farming input Distance from the farm to the markets for farming inputs is positively related to
markets

measures of member commitment to the cooperative
Governance and managerial factors

H8

H9

Quality of cooperative

When cooperative members consider the BOD and other leaders of their

leadership

cooperatives to be good managers, their commitment to their cooperatives increases

Members’ participation in

Cooperative members who have participated in the leadership of their cooperatives,

cooperative leadership

will show more commitment to their cooperatives
Psychological/attitudinal factors

H10

Gender of the member

Culturally in Zambia, females especially those who are married are considered as
house-keepers. Therefore, male members are likely to be more committed to their
cooperatives than female members.

H11

Members’ satisfaction

The higher the measures of members satisfaction with the performance of their

with performance of their

cooperatives, the higher their scores on the measurements of member commitment

cooperatives
H12

Having a leadership role

Members’ who have some community leadership role will be more committed to

in the community

their cooperatives than those without this role
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CHAPTER FOUR: THE EMPIRICAL FRAMEWORK

4.1 Description of the study area
Zambia is a landlocked country in Southern Africa, and covers about 752 600 km2 located between
latitudes 8º and 18º South and longitudes 22º and 33º East. A large part of Zambia is on the Central
African plateau between 1 000 and 1 600 meters above sea level. The rainy season is between October
and April, and depending on agro-ecological region the mean annual rainfall ranges from 650 mm in the
south to about 1500mm in the north. The months of October to April are for upland field activities, while
May to October is for vegetable production in Dambos. Temperatures generally vary from 140 c to 300 C.
July and October are the coldest and hottest mouths with average temperatures of 16 0 C and 300C
respectively. Zambia was divided into three main agro-ecological regions which are defined on the basis
of climatic characteristics of which rainfall is the dominant factor MAFF (1997).
The agro-ecological regions are further divided into 36 sub-zones. The agro-ecological zones were
established using the following five parameters: Length of growing season at 70% probability;
Occurrence of drought in rainy season at 70% probability; Mean monthly temperatures; Amount of sun
shine in rain season; Occurrence of frost in the dry season.
The study was conducted in Zambia’s Copperbelt (Kitwe, Kalulushi, Mufulira and Ndola Districts),
Lusaka (Chilanga and Lusaka Districts), Central (Kapiri Mposhi District), and Luapula (Samfya District)
Provinces where the majority of people are engaged in agricultural related income activities. For most of
the farmers in Zambia, rain-fed maize production is one of the most important activities in every farming
season. Other farming activities include rearing of small animals, bee keeping, and production of other
crops such as sugar beans, ground nuts, cassava, sweet potatoes and leaf vegetables. The map of Zambia,
showing the surveyed districts is shown in figure 3.
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Figure 3: Map of Zambia showing the study Districts of Kalulushi, Kitwe, Mufulira, Samfya, Ndola, Kapiri Mposhi,
Lusaka and Chilanga (MAFF, 1997)

4.2 Data sources and instruments of data collection and analysis
Primary data for this thesis was collected in Zambia from both small-holder farmers who are members of
agricultural cooperatives and small-holder farmers who do not belong to any agricultural cooperative in
various agricultural camps; using semi-structured questionnaires and personal interviews. Both general
members of agricultural cooperatives and their leaders in the Board of Directors (BOD) and agribusiness
committees were included in the samples for data collection. The primary data was collected from 5th
April to 20th June 2017. The focus years were for the recent farming seasons such as 2015, 2016 and part
of 2017 farm household and cooperative activities. Furthermore, data were collected from some
stakeholders of agricultural cooperatives in Zambia through a semi-structured questionnaire. A literature
review was also conducted for some theories about member commitment and the factors which affect
member commitment of farmers who belong to agricultural cooperatives or farmer group organizations.
Sampling procedures
Eight districts were covered in the surveys and these included Lusaka and Chilanga (in Lusaka Province),
Kalulushi, Mufulira and Kitwe (on the Copperbelt Province), Samfya (in Luapula Province),
Kalumbila/Solwezi (in North Western Province) and Kapiri Mposhi (in Central Province) were
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purposively selected based on the convenience to reach these farmers and collecting data. From each of
these districts, agricultural camps were selected using simple random sampling procedure using the
cooperative registers from the Camp agricultural officers. The total number of respondents reached was
600 out of which 434 small-holder farmers were successfully interviewed or completed the questionnaires
for data collection. Out of the 434 successful interviewees, 329 are small-holder farmers who belonged to
agricultural cooperatives while 105 are small-holder farmers who did not belong to any agricultural
cooperative. However, questionnaires taken to farmers in Kalumbila/Solwezi were not collected because
they were not ready by 24th June, 2017 which was the time I was scheduled to come back to the
Netherlands to finalize the thesis report.
Methodology for data analysis
The data collected was described and analyzed using SPSS and Stata soft wares to calculate descriptive
statistics, draw graphs and estimate a regression equation to find out the possible relationship between the
possible factors which influence member commitment in small-holder agricultural cooperatives in
Zambia. The measures of the components of the concept of member commitment were first analyzed
using the Principle Component Analysis (PCA) to reduce the number of measures to a more manageable
size before the regression model is implemented in SPSS. PCA components were extracted based on the
Eigen values of greater or equal to 1, using a maximum of 25 iterations for convergence. The factor
analysis rotation used for all PCA tables and scores is the Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. The factor
scores for each PCA were saved using the regression method.
The regression model estimated in the relationship between various factors and member commitment is
shown below;
FarmerCommitscorei = β0 + β1Xji + …+ βnXn + Σerrors

for all i and j

Where,
FarmerCommitscorei is the estimated average member commitment measurement score for farmer i as
defined in the operationalization and concept definition section
Xji is the independent variable j for farmer i as indicated in table 4
β0 is the constant of regression
βn is the regression coefficient due to each specific independent variable
Σerrorsi (Σui) is the sum of errors and unexplained variations in the levels of the dependent variable in
the study samples. The error term is assumed to be identically, independently and normally distributed.
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Stakeholder concerns
The research also collected data on the views of stakeholder organizations which directly work with
small-holder farmers agricultural cooperatives. The organizations interviewed included the Ministry of
Agriculture and Livestock through its extension officers at the camp level (7 officers); Nature by Nature
(1 officer); Small-holder agribusiness Promotion Programme (1 officer); Agribusiness in Sustainable
Natural African Plant Products (1 officer); Lusaka Southwest Block Cooperative Union (1 officer);
Ministry of Commerce, Trade and Industry (1 officer) and the department of Community Development
and Social Welfare (1 officer).
These stakeholder organizations help small-holder farmers in various ways such as formation and
registration of cooperatives, promotion and inspections of cooperative activities, training and education
on cooperative business, easy access to subsidized farming inputs and farm advice and extension services.
The most prominent challenges indicated to be affecting stakeholder relationship with these small-holder
agricultural cooperatives were lack of adequate resources such as transportation, staff, finances and
farmers skills to run the cooperatives properly; political interference and lack of entrepreneurial skills.
Even if most of the stakeholders indicated that the cooperative system allowed them to easily reach out to
many farmers at reduced costs, they indicated that most farmers only used these cooperatives as a way of
accessing government assistance, especially subsidized farming inputs. Therefore, stakeholders
recommended continuous trainings and sensitization amongst cooperative members about the potential
benefits of a vibrant cooperative sector; de-registration of dormant cooperatives; allocation of more
resources to the cooperative sector by both the government and the private sector stakeholders.
Reliability analysis and model assumptions
Reliability analysis measures the internal consistency of a questionnaire and Cronbach’s alpha values of
about 0.8 are considered a good measure (Field 2009). Reliability assesses whether repeated research
works are able to produce similar results if conducted under the same conditions and circumstances. A
Therefore, the survey questionnaires for this research were designed in line with the study’s conceptual
framework. The questionnaires were written in English and were interpreted at the time of actual
interviews by the enumerator for every interviewee (a farmer in this case) in the local language for easy
understanding. The questionnaires were also pre-tested with about 10 farmers to check if there were any
difficulties and ambiguities arising from the questions for both the interviewee (farmer) and the
interviewer (enumerator), after which the identified concerns in the questionnaires were addressed before
the actual implementation of the survey data collection. A Cronbach’s alpha of 0.867 was achieved for the
21 questions (Items) designed for small-holder farmers in agricultural cooperatives.
The multiple regression assumptions as indicated by Dougherty (2016) are that; the model is linear in
parameters and correctly specified; there is no exact linear relationship among the independent variables
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(there is no multicollinearity). This assumption was met as indicated by correlation coefficients of smaller
than 0.4 among the independent variables; the disturbance or error term has zero expectation or mean
value E(ui) = 0 for all I; the disturbance term is homoscedastic, meaning that the error terms have equal
variance for each observation; the values of the disturbance term are independently and normally
distributed.
4.3 Definition and operationalization of member Commitment for this thesis
Member commitment in this thesis is defined as a construct with two components based on Bijman and
Verhee (2011). These components are (i) members’ participation in the affairs of their cooperatives such
as attending meetings and being in leadership or not and members’ loyalty to their cooperatives. Each of
these two components in the definition of member commitment are defined in terms of indicator
statements to which survey participants were required to indicate their level of agreement or disagreement
on a continuum of a 5-point Likert scale such as strongly disagree (1), agree (2), moderately agree (3),
highly agree (4), and strongly agree (5). Each component has a group of indicator statements or questions
as developed in the questionnaire and most of them have psychological, sociological and economical
dimensions. Therefore, these two components are the dependent variables in the regression models 2 and
3. The aforementioned statements are a way of operationalizing the concept of member commitment in
this thesis. According to Alan and Emma (2011), operationalization is the setting up of indicators which
will stand for the concept (in this case member commitment) which is not easy to measure directly. It is a
process of choosing and accurately describing the indicators of the abstract concept (Verschuren et al,
2010 as quoted in Awoke, 2014. The operationalization of member commitment is depicted in figure 4,
showing the dimensions of member commitment and the possible factors influencing it.
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FACTORS
* Economic factors
* Heterogeneity of members
* Social factors
* Organizational factors
* Government factors (extension, subsidies & formation)
* Pschological factors
* Location factors (rural or urban)
* Coop Rules and bye laws
* Cultural
* Satisfaction with coop work
* Members coop ownership
* Type of coop (multipurpose or primary)
* Gender
* Education level
* Age of the farmer
* Amount of capital invested in the coop
* Social status in community
* Serving the coop's BOD
* Serving in coop's business committee
* Received training about coop business
* Distance to coop's location of activities
* Distance to the markets (inputs & outputs)

MEMBER COMMITMENT
TO THE COOP

Member
participation in coop
affairs

Member loyalty to
the coop

Figure.4. Conceptual framework and operationalization of the member commitment

The measures used to measure the two components of member commitment are shown in tables 16 and
17 in the appendix section. Members’ participation in cooperative affairs component had eight measures
while members’ loyalty to the cooperative had six measures.
4.4 The study variables
The dependent variable in the regression model (Member commitment)
The dependent variable in this research is the member commitment which is operationalized as a concept
composed of members’ participation in their cooperatives affairs and members’ loyalty to their
cooperatives. These components can be described as:
Member participation in cooperative affairs
Member participation in cooperative affairs involves participation of cooperative members in decision
making processes such as attending cooperative meetings, works, casting votes and participating in
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leadership positions of the cooperative (Bijman and Verhees, 2011). Member participation was measured
by asking participation questions, with possible answers on a 5-point Likert scale of strongly disagree (1);
agree (2); moderately agree (3); highly agree (4) and strongly agree (5).
Eight measures of member participation in cooperative affairs were initially chosen and subjected to
principal component analysis based on the Eigen values of equal or greater than 1 in SPSS. Out of the 8
measures of member commitment, 2 components (FAC1_1 and FAC2_1) were extracted to be used in the
regression analysis; FAC1_1 with an Eigen value of 3.347 and explaining 41.83% of the total explained
variance in member participation while the second component FAC2_1 has the Eigen value of 1.053 and
accounted for 13.17% of the total variance explained in member participation (see table 13 in appendix
2). Therefore, the 2 extracted components explained a cumulative 55.005% of the total explained variance
in member participation in cooperative affairs. The data was appropriate to be subjected to PCA as
indicated by a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy of 0.834 (which is above the
recommended value of about 0.60) and a significant Bartlett’s test of Sphericity at 1% level of
significance. The mean scores for the measures of member participation in the affairs of the cooperative
are shown in table 2, with an overall average of 3.42. The first component was used in the regression
analysis.
Table.2. Descriptive statistics for measures of members’ participation in the affairs of their cooperatives
Measure

Mean Std. Deviation

N

I have attended all the general meetings of my cooperative
I have attended all the Annual general meetings (AGM) of my cooperative
I actively participate in the discussions of every meeting of my cooperative
I consider and find it very important to give my opinion in every meeting of my
cooperative
In meetings of my cooperative, my opinion is sought after by my fellow coop members
I always share my opinion during my cooperative meetings
I always try to influence my cooperative in its decision making process
I am always eager to arrive at my cooperative meetings first

3.70
3.74
3.63

1.363
1.389
1.394

329
329
329

3.64

1.368

329

2.74
3.67
2.50
3.74

1.369
1.342
1.455
1.376

329
329
329
329

Average

3.42

Member loyalty to the cooperative
Member’s loyalty to the cooperative involves the desire by a cooperative member to continue being a
member of a cooperative and trading with that cooperative despite the existence of better alternative
marketing channels (Bijman and Verhees, 2011). Member loyalty was measured by asking loyalty
questions, with possible answers on a 5-point Likert scale of strongly disagree (1); agree (2); moderately
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agree (3); highly agree (4) and strongly agree (5). Out of the six measures of member loyalty to the
cooperative, 2 components (FAC1_2 and FAC2_2) were extracted in the principal component analysis
based on the Eigen values; with FAC1_2 with an Eigen value of 2.064 and explaining 34.41% of the total
explained variations in member loyalty to the cooperative while FAC2_2 has an Eigen value of 1.17 and
explaining 19.57% of the total explained variations in member loyalty to the cooperative (see table 14 in
appendix 3). Therefore, the 2 components explain the cumulative variance of 53.98% of the total
explained variance in member loyalty to the cooperative. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling
adequacy was 0.669 with a significant Bartlett test of Sphericity at 1% level of significance. Therefore,
the data for this variable was suitable to be used in the principal component analysis. The overall average
score for the means of the measures of member loyalty to the cooperative was 3.05 as show in table 3.
The first component was used as the variable in the regression analysis.
Table.3. Descriptive statistics for measures of members’ loyalty to their cooperatives
Measure

Mean

Std.
Deviation

N

I regularly sell all my commercial farm produce to/through my Coop
I will sell all my commercial farm products to my Coop even if another buyer has offered me a
higher price
I will still buy my farming inputs through my Coop even if the price or service is not better than
other suppliers
I believe that my Coop is my agent in the market place in procuring/marketing my inputs/outputs
and other services
I regularly buy my farming inputs through my Coop
I will be a member of my Coop as long as I am active in farming

2.38

1.454 329

2.48

1.488 329

3.04

1.581 329

3.18

1.447 329

3.31
3.90

1.472 329
1.362 329

Average

3.05

The independent variables in the regression model
The independent variables used in the model are described in table 4. Some of the variables shown on
figure 4 were not necessarily used in the regression analysis because data was not provided for some
while for the others multicollinearity was a problem.
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Table.4. Description of the independent variables used in the regression model
Name

Description

Type of agricultural cooperative

The type of an agricultural cooperative a member belongs to in terms of
multi-purpose or primary cooperative society (Dummy: 1 = multipurpose coop society; 2 = primary cooperative society)

Gender

Gender of the member of an agricultural cooperative (Dummy: Gender
=1 for male; Gender = 2 for females

Age

Age group of the member of an agricultural cooperative (Dummy: Age
group =1 if Age is 18-25; =2 if 26-33; =3 if 34-41; =4 if 42-49; =5 if 5057; =6 if 58 and above

Education

Education of the member of an agricultural cooperative (Dummy:
Education =1 if not attended any formal education; Education =2 if
primary; Education =3 if secondary; Education =3 if college; Education
=4 if university

Formal off-farm employment

The member’s employment status in non-farm job activities (Dummy:
Formal off-farm employment =1 if YES; =0 if NO)

Partisan/Civic position/Community role

The member’s participation in community leadership Dummy:
Partisan/civic position =1 if YES; =0 if NO)

Size of the household

The number of people living in the member’s farm household

Distance to coop meetings

The distance covered in kilometers by the member from home to the
location for cooperative meetings

Distance to coop commercial Center

The distance covered in kilometers by the member from home to the
location for cooperative commercial activities

Distance to markets for inputs

The distance covered in kilometers by the member from home to the
location for markets for purchasing farming inputs

Distance to markets for outputs

The distance covered in kilometers by the member from home to the
location for markets for selling farm outputs

Farm size

The member’s farm size in hectares

Marital status

The member’s marital status (Dummy: Marital status = 1 if Single; =2 if
Widowed; =3 if separated; =4 if married)

Farm ownership

The member’s farm ownership status (if the member owns the farm or
not); (Dummy: Farm ownership =1 if YES; =0 if NO)
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The member’s farm ownership documentation through a title deed (if the

Farm title deed

member has a title deed or not)
The membership age

The number of years the member has in the coop from the time of joining
up to 2017

Investment in the coop

The number of paid up shares the member has in the cooperative

Maize cultivation 1

The farmer’s land size in hectares used for maize cultivation in 2015
farming season
The farmer’s land size in hectares used for maize cultivation in 2016

Maize cultivation 2

farming season
Maize yields 1

The farmer’s maize yields in kilograms in the 2015 farming season

Maize yield 2

The farmer’s maize yields in kilograms in the 2016 farming season

Maize sales 1

The farmer’s maize sales in kilograms in the 2015 farming season

Maize sales 2

The farmer’s maize sales in kilograms in the 2016 farming season

Received training in coop business

The member’s participation in a training on cooperative business
(Dummy: training in coop business =1 if YES; =0 if NO
The member’s participation in coop’s BOD leadership (Dummy:

Participation in BOD

participation in BOD =1 if YES; =0 if NO
The member’s participation in coop’s Business Committee leadership

Participation in BC

(Dummy: participation in BC =1 if YES; =0 if NO
Location of the agric cooperative

This is the location of the agricultural cooperative to which the farmer
belongs (Dummy: Location of coop=1 if location is Rural area; =2 if
Peri-urban area; =3 if Urban area

Member’s

satisfaction

with

cooperative’s performance/work

the This is a construct variable which has eight measures assessed on a 5point Likert scale; as strongly disagree=1, agree=2, moderately agree=3,
highly agree=4 and strongly agree=5

Member’s
ownership

feelings

of

cooperative This is a construct variable which has eight measures assessed on a 5point Likert scale; as strongly disagree=1, agree=2, moderately agree=3,
highly agree=4 and strongly agree=5

Out of eight measures of member satisfaction with the performance of their cooperatives, 2 components,
FAC1_4 and FAC2_4, were extracted based on the Eigen values of greater or equal to 1. The Eigen
values and variances explained for FAC1_4 and FAC2_4 are 3.236 and 1.288; and 40.45% and 16.10%
respectively (see table 12 in appendix 1). The 2 components accounted for 56.55% of the total explained
variations in the measures of member satisfaction with the performance of their cooperatives. The data for
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the measures of member satisfaction with their cooperatives was appropriate to be used in principal
component analysis as indicated by the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy of 0.777; with
a significant Bartlett’s test of Sphericity at 1% level of significance. The extracted components are used in
the regression analysis by calculating the average scores of the two components. Table 5 shows the mean
values and the overall average for the measures of members’ satisfaction with the performance of their
cooperatives.
Table.5. Descriptive statistics for measures of members’ satisfaction with the performance of their cooperatives
Measure

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Satisfaction with the performance of the Coop BOD in performing its duties
Satisfaction with the performance of the Coop Business committee in performing its duties
Satisfaction with the services received from the Coop
Satisfaction with communication with Coop
Satisfaction with the participation of other Coop members in decision-making process
Satisfaction with own influence on Coop affairs
Satisfaction with the progress the Coop has made in business expansion in last 5 years
Satisfaction with overall performance of Coop

3.79
2.89
3.86
3.91
3.72
3.06
2.63
3.62

1.162
1.282
1.084
1.026
1.129
1.369
1.314
1.079

Average

3.44

Cooperative ownership is about the members’ feelings of identity towards their cooperative and its work.
It involves the member’s positive talks about the cooperative and feelings of co-ownership of the
cooperative and its activities (Bijman and Verhees, 2011; Gray and Kraenzle, 1998). Member cooperative
ownership was measured by asking ownership questions with possible answers on a 5-point Likert scale
of strongly disagree (1); agree (2); moderately agree (3); highly agree (4) and strongly agree (5). This
variable was also subjected to the principal component analysis and out of 7 measures, 1 component
(FAC1_3) was extracted based on the Eigen values of greater or equal to 1 (see table 15 in appendix 4).
The Eigen value was 3.448 and FAC1_3 explained 49.25% of the total explained variations in the
member ownership of the cooperative. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was 0.880
with a significant Bartlett’s test of Sphericity at 1% level of significance. The mean scores for the
measures of member cooperative ownership are shown in table 6.
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N
329
329
329
329
329
329
329
329

Table.6. Descriptive statistics for measures of members’ own ownership of their cooperatives
Measure
I am willing to pay for the share capital at a higher amount of money than the current
amount
I feel that I am a part owner of my Coop
I believe I am benefiting from being a member of my Coop
I care about the future of my Coop
I encourage leaders of my Coop to work hard to improve the Coop and my farm business
I talk about good things about my Coop to other people
I invite other people to join my Coop
Average

Mean

Std.
Deviation

3.59

1.501

329

3.94
3.86
4.27
3.95
4.11
3.98

1.305
1.312
1.132
1.366
1.218
1.315

329
329
329
329
329
329

3.96

4.5 Levels of member commitment in Zambia’s small-holder farmer agricultural cooperatives
The research question on the levels of member commitment to their cooperatives is discussed in form of
mean values on the measures of each component of member commitment concept. Therefore, the levels
were computed in form of mean scores on the 5-point Likert scale used for each component in the
member commitment concept. The scale was 1= Very low member commitment; 2 = Low member
commitment; 3 = Moderate member commitment; 4 = High member commitment; 5 = Very high member
commitment.
The highest average score on the level of member commitment components was 3.42 recorded for the
measures of members’ participation in the affairs of their cooperatives and then 3.05 recorded for the
measures of members loyalty to their cooperatives, resulting into an average composite score of 3.24
which is slightly above the moderate score of 3.00 on a 5-point Likert scale as described above.
At the end of each interview, each member of the agricultural cooperative was also asked to rate his/her
own overall commitment level to his/her cooperative using a 5-point Likert scale described above and the
average rating score was 3.47. A similar question was also asked to the representative(s) of the
cooperative’s Board of Directors to rate the overall member commitment of all the members in their
cooperatives on a similar 5-point Likert scale and the average score from all the cooperatives in the
survey was 3.26. Therefore, the level of member commitment towards in small-holder farmer agricultural
cooperatives in Zambia was implied to be about 3.40, which was slightly above the moderate score of
3.00 on the 5-point Likert scale which was used in this thesis.
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N

4.6 The number of surveyed farmers from each district
A total of 434 farmers were successfully interviewed in the survey out of which 329 have membership to
agricultural cooperatives while 105 had no membership to any agricultural cooperative. As can be seen in
table 7 those from cooperatives, 190 were males and 139 were females; whereas for farmers who did not
belong to cooperatives, 32 were females and 73 were males. Therefore, in terms of gender the total
number of females was 171 (39.4%) and the total number of males was 263 (60.6%). The number of
farmers from agricultural cooperatives was about 76% of the total sample size compared to the number of
non-cooperative farmers. The highest number (30.65%) of farmers came from Kalulushi District followed
by Kitwe with 126 (29%) and then Samfya with 64 (14.8%) while the lowest numbers of farmers was 2,
each from Chilanga and Ndola. A total of 80 small-holder agricultural cooperatives were surveyed
distributed as follows in terms of the Districts; 7 cooperatives from Kalulushi, 5 from Kapiri Mposhi, 11
from Lusaka, 2 from Chilanga, 11 from Kitwe, 6 from Mufulira, 1 from Ndola and 37 from Samfya.
Table.7. Numbers of surveyed farmers from each district
District

Province

Farmers in coops

Farmers not in coops

Survey Totals
Female

Female

Male

Total

Female

Male

Total

Male

Total

Kitwe

Copperbelt

47

45

92

11

23

34

58

68

126

Mufulira

Copperbelt

17

33

50

1

5

6

18

38

56

Kalulushi

Copperbelt

36

63

99

7

27

34

43

90

133

Samfya

Luapula

23

34

57

1

6

7

24

40

64

Kapiri

Central

7

6

13

0

9

9

7

15

22

Chilanga

Lusaka

2

0

2

0

0

0

2

0

2

Lusaka

Lusaka

7

8

15

11

3

14

18

11

29

Ndola

Copperbelt

0

1

1

1

0

1

1

1

2

139

190

329

32

73

105

171

263

434

Totals

4.7 Major challenges faced by small-holder farmer agricultural cooperatives in Zambia
The major challenges faced by cooperatives in Zambia as captured from the farmers and stakeholders
interviewed in the survey and observations during the research include Lack of access to financial credit
because of lack of collateral to pledge to financial lending institutions such as commercial banks;
Inadequate asset base due to low levels of investment in the cooperatives’ assets by the members; Lack of
cooperative business activities and growth, and business strategies; Lack of adequate understanding of
what the cooperative is supposed to be doing; Lower levels of farm yields; Non-payment of patronage
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refunds for cooperatives which are currently doing some businesses and when profits is realized; Low
prices for surplus marketable farm products; Low member commitment towards the cooperative work;
Lack of adequate economic infrastructure such as feeder roads, storage facilities and electricity and Lack
of land ownership for most cooperatives and small-holder farmers.
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CHAPTER FIVE: RESULTS

5.1 Results for the descriptive statistics
Descriptions of small-holder farmers in agricultural cooperatives in Zambia
The total number of members of small-holder agricultural cooperatives interviewed was 329, out of which
190 (57.8%) were males and 139 (42.2%) were females. The number (329) of farmers from agricultural
cooperatives was about 76% of the total sample size compared to the number (105) of non-cooperative
members. The farmer’s average age was 48.07 years for cooperative members and 38.91 for noncooperative members. This suggests that youth participation in farming in general and in cooperatives in
particular is low in Zambia. Other farmer and cooperative characteristics are discussed below. In some
cases, generalization of the results is possible while in other cases it is not possible because not all parts of
Zambia were covered in the survey.
The main aim of forming these cooperatives by small-holder farmers is to use them in mobilizing and
accessing farming inputs such as fertilizers, improved seed varieties, extension services, especially those
supplied through government subsidy programmes. The sale of farm outputs seems not to be the main
reason most farmers joined or formed these cooperatives. From the interviews and observations, most of
these cooperatives were not implementing any businesses at the time of data collection. As for example,
from the 14 cooperatives surveyed on the Copperbelt Province, only 1 was found to be engaged in
business of grocer shop and supplies. However, the other cooperatives indicated to have had some
business ventures in the past and were planning to resume business activities like chicken production;
credit and short-term loan programmes and cattle rearing. This can also be the reason why most of these
cooperatives do not have production and storage assets such as warehouses, tractors and irrigation
facilities. The decision to form the cooperative was mostly initiated by the farmers while in some few
cases the decision initiated from agricultural extension workers.
The major field crop grown by both farmers in agricultural cooperatives and farmers who are not
members of these cooperatives include maize as the number one crop because all the farmers in the
sample were found to cultivate maize and in most cases maize was allocated a larger portion of land.
Other crops include groundnuts, Bambara nuts, cassava (especially in Samfya), beans, soya beans, sweet
potato, pumpkins, and leaf vegetables such as rape, cabbage, Chinese cabbage and tomatoes. Most of
these crops are grown in the rain season. In terms of animals rearing, out the 434 farmers 321 (74%) did
not keep any form of animals while 113 (26%) farmers atleast kept one form of animal or another. The
most common animals kept by both farmers in cooperatives and non-cooperative members are pigs, goats,
rabbits, village chickens and dogs. In terms of maize production and yields, a farmer in an agricultural
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cooperative planted an average of 1.205 hectares compared to 0.611 hectares for a farmer who did not
belong to any agricultural cooperative with the corresponding average maize yields of 2,717kgs and
2,143kgs. When these maize yield-hectare metrics are translated into per hectare basis, it is found that on
average a farmer in an agricultural cooperative produced 2,255kgs of maize per hectare while a farmer
who did not belong to any agricultural cooperative on average produced 3,507kgs of maize per hectare.
These maize yields fall short of the yield expectations of most seed companies which are in the ranges of
5,000kgs (5 metric tons) and above in a normal rainfall season. The types of major crops and animals kept
in the surveyed areas may be different from those kept in other parts of Zambia which were not covered
in this survey. As for example, the major animal species kept in the Southern parts of Zambia is cattle.
The cooperatives surveyed were characterized by low investments and non-existent of operating
businesses. The average price of each cooperative share was ZMK 99.18 (which was about $10.44 at the
time of the survey) and the average number of paid up shares for each member was 6.16. This translated
into an average investment of ZMK 610.95 ($64.31) per member of an agricultural cooperative; for an
average period of 7.5 years which was the average period a farmer had been a member of an agricultural
cooperative. This explains partly the lack of owning assets by the cooperatives at the time of the survey.
In fact, some cooperative members indicated to have never paid for any money to the cooperative for the
purchase of capital shares in the cooperative because they saw the cooperative as a channel for only
accessing subsidized farming inputs through a Farmer Input Support Programme (FISP) which is a
government sponsored programme.
For farmers in agricultural cooperatives, 252 out of 329 owned the farm land they were using for farming
their activities with 102 having title deeds for those farms; while for farmers who did not belong to
agricultural cooperatives, 75 out of 105 owned the farm land they were using for farming and only 38 had
title deeds for those farms. The average farm sizes were 6.38 and 3.5 hectares for a farmer in agricultural
cooperative and for a farmer who did not belong to any agricultural cooperative respectively. The major
marketing channels small-holder farmers in Zambia use to sell their surplus maize include the Food
Reserve Agency (FRA) and the private sector, mostly milling companies and individual buyers. FRA is a
Zambian government agency which has been mandated to procure cereal food crop for national strategic
food reserves to ensure national food security and stabilized prices of major food items, especially maize
meal flour. Every marketing season, FRA announces the floor price of maize and other major crops such
as beans and rice and indicates how much of these crops it would procure in every marketing season.
From an average maize yield of 2,717kgs per cooperative member, an average of 2,255kg was sold out
for the period under review (2014/2015-2015/2016 farming seasons). The frequencies and descriptive
statistics of the farmers’ characteristics for both members and non-members and for the agricultural
cooperatives are shown in tables 8 and 9 respectively. Figure 5 shows a pie chart for the number of
cooperative members in the 3 locations of rural, semi-urban and urban areas.
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Table.8. Frequencies and descriptive statistics of the farmers
Variable

Frequencies and mean values
Agric coop members

Non-agric coop members

Female

139 (32.0%)

32 (7.4%)

Male

190 (43.8%)

73 (16.8%)

2. Age of the farmers (Years)

Mean

48.07 (12.83)

38.91 (11.62)

3. Farmer’s marital status

Married

266 (61.3%)

76 (17.5%)

Separated

11 (2.5%)

2 (0.5%)

Widowed

35 (8.1%)

6 (1.4%)

Single

17 (3.9%)

21 (4.8%)

University

18 (4.2%)

5 (1.2%)

College

24 (5.5%)

14 (3.2%)

Secondary

151 (34.8%)

52 (12.0%)

Primary

115 (26.5%)

30 (6.9%)

No Education

21 (4.8%)

4 (0.9%)

5. Size of HH (# of people)

Mean

7.12 (2.71)

6.02 (1.92)

6. Partisan/civic position

YES

38 (8.7%)

7 (1.6%)

NO

291 (67.1%)

98 (22.6%)

YES

96 (22.1%)

54 (12.4%)

NO

233 (53.7%)

51 (11.8%)

Female

60 (13.8%)

13 (3.0%)

Male

269 (62.0%)

92 (21.2%)

9. Size of farms (Hectares)

Mean

6.38 (14.86)

3.5 (7.35)

10. Farm ownership

YES

252 (58.1%)

75 (17.3%)

NO

77 (17.7%)

30 (6.9%)

YES

102 (31.1%)

38 (11.3%)

NO

152 (46.4%)

37 (11.2%)

12. Maize cultivations in 2015 (Hectares)

Mean

1.17 (1.79)

0.569 (0.56)

13. Maize cultivations in 2016 (Hectares)

Mean

1.24 (1.87)

0.653 (0.57)

14. Maize harvests in 2015 (kg)

Mean

2640.77 (2697.97)

1911 (1699)

15. Maize harvests in 2016 (kg)

Mean

2794.14 (2763.97)

2375 (2521.05)

16. Maize sales in 2015 (kg)

Mean

2142.41 (2269.23)

1463.70 (1369.01)

17. Maize sales in 2016 (kg)

Mean

2329.44 (2321.75)

2196 (2309.87)

18. Distance to input markets from farms (km)

Mean

22.52 (22.56)

17.2 (1.04)

1. Gender of the farmers

4. Education of the farmers

7. Formal non-farm work

8. Gender of HHH

11. Farmers have title deeds
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19. Distance to output markets from farms (km)

Mean

18.47 (12.09)

17.36 (10.46)

20. Distance to coop meetings from farms

Mean

2.26 (3.94)

N/A

21. Distance to coop commercial activity

Mean

10.34 (10.73)

N/A

22. Number of years in the coop

Mean

7.5 (4.50)

N/A

23. Number of capital shares for each farmer

Mean

6.16 (3.75)

N/A

24. Received subsidized maize farming inputs

YES

320 (73.7%)

5 (1.2%)

NO

9 (2.1%)

100 (23.0%)

YES

88 (26.7%)

N/A

NO

241 (73.3%)

N/A

YES

207 (62.9%)

N/A

NO

122 (37.1%)

N/A

Mean

615.05 (373.10)

N/A

25. Participated in coop leadership

26. Received training in coop business
Farmer’s share investment in the coop (ZMK)

(x) Numbers beside averages are standard deviations; (x%) beside frequencies are percentages of the
sample size

Figure.5. Pie chart for the number of cooperative members in the indicated 3 locations
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Table.9. Description of the agricultural cooperatives surveyed
Characteristic

Frequency/Mean Value

Multi-purpose coop society

76 (95.0%)

Primary coop society

4 (5.0%)

Members in Rural location

219 (66.6%)

Members in Peri-urban location

92 (28.0%)

Members in Urban location

18 (5.4%)

Age of the cooperative (Years)

10.45

Annual membership fee (ZMK)

47.72

Current Share capital price (ZMK)

99.85

Number of members in 2017

48.18

Age in FISP3 participation in 2017 (Years) 8.41

5.2 Results for the regression model
In order to answer the main research question on factors influencing member commitment in small-holder
agricultural cooperatives in Zambia, ordinary least squares (OLS) multiple regression model was
estimated for each of the two components of member commitment.
Model: FarmerCommitscorei = β0 + β1Xji + …+ βnXn + Σerrors

for all i and j

This model was estimated based on the independent variables indicated in the regression results of tables
10 and 11. Asterisks are marked on the values of probability of significance for factors found to be
significantly influencing the indicated aspect of the member commitment to the cooperative. However,
some independent variables were removed from the analysis because of the problem of high multicollinearity which was indicated by very high (greater than 10) Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) and
tolerance values of less than 0.2 for the highly correlated independent variables (Field, 2009). The
average values for the variance inflation factor and tolerance were about 1.191 and 0.847 respectively.

3

FISP stands for Farmer Input Support Programme which is a government subsidy support programme for maize
production by small-holder farmers who are organized in groups such as cooperatives.

32 | P a g e

Table.10. Regression results for factors affecting members’ participation in the affairs of their cooperatives
Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients
B

1

(Constant)

Std.
Error

-2.284

.023**

.019

.037

.711

.478

-.145
-.002
-.048
-.302

.105
.004
.062
.119

-.072
-.023
-.043
-.138

-1.383
-.429
-.766
-2.549

.168
.668
.444
.011**

-.048
-5.903E-005
-.002
8.100E-005

.126
.000
.013
.004

-.020
-.157
-.008
.001

-.380
-2.769
-.164
.018

.704
.006***
.869
.986

Membership characteristics
Number-of-Years-in Coop
Participation in coop BOD

.003
.276

.012
.117

.016
.130

.285
2.357

.776
.019**

Psychological characteristics
AverageSATISFACTION
CommunityLeadershipDummy

.573
-.102

.072
.163

.406
-.033

7.947
-.629

.000***
.530

Farm characteristic
FarmOwnershipDummy
AverageMaizeYields
Distance-farm-to-Coop-Meetings
Distance-to-Output-Markets

.092

.014

Beta

-.123

Gender Dummy
Age of the member
Level of Education Dummy
FormalOffFarmEmployDummy

-.211

Sig.

.030**

Household characteristics
HH-Size

.366

t

2.176

Cooperative characteristics
Cooperative LocationDummy

.796

Standardized
Coefficients

R-squared = 0.400; Adjusted R-squared = 0.355;
N = 329
a. Dependent Variable: measures of members’ participation in the affairs of their cooperatives
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Table.11. Regression results for factors affecting members’ loyalty to their cooperatives
Model

Unstandardized
Coefficients
B

1

Standardized
Coefficients

Std.
Error

(Constant)

1.780

.358

Cooperative characteristics
Cooperative LocationDummy

-.423

.090

.015

t

Sig.

Beta
4.973

.000***

-.248

-4.692

.000***

.019

.041

.811

.418

-.185
-.006
-.081
-.273

.102
.004
.061
.116

-.092
-.080
-.074
-.124

-1.810
-1.513
-1.339
-2.352

.071*
.131
.181
.019**

-.041
-6.187E-005
-.027
-.014

.123
.000
.013
.004

-.018
-.165
-.108
-.167

-.337
-2.967
-2.166
-3.117

.736
.003***
.031**
.002***

Membership characteristics
Number-of-Years-in Coop
Participation in coop BOD

.009
.150

.012
.114

.040
.071

.753
1.313

.452
.190

Psychological characteristics
AverageSATISFACTION

.384

.071

.272

5.441

.000***

Community role
CommunityLeadershipDummy

-.326

.159

-.105

-2.053

.041**

Household characteristics
HH-Size
Gender Dummy
Age of the member
Level of Education Dummy
FormalOffFarmEmployDummy
Farm characteristic
FarmOwnershipDummy
AverageMaizeYields
Distance-farm-to-Coop-Meetings
Distance-to-Output-Markets

R-squared = 0.268; Adjusted R-squared = 0.235;
N = 329
b. Dependent Variable: measures of members’ loyalty to their cooperatives

34 | P a g e

5.3 Factors affecting member commitment in small-holder agricultural cooperatives in Zambia
5.3.1 Factors affecting member participation in the affairs of their cooperatives
The parameters of regression results in table 10 indicate that members’ participation in cooperative affairs
is influenced by the quantity of maize yields, members’ satisfaction with the performance of their
cooperatives, cooperative location, formal off-farm employment and having participated in the leadership
of the cooperative. Members’ satisfaction with the performance of their cooperatives and having
participated in the leadership of the cooperative are positively related to members’ participation in the
affairs of their cooperatives; with 0.276 and 0.573 as unstandardized regression coefficients respectively
while maize yields, cooperative location and having a formal off-farm employment are negatively related
to members’ participation in the affairs of their cooperatives with a unstandardized regression coefficient
of -0.00005903, -0.211 and -0.302 respectively. This implies that a unit increase on the measurements of
member satisfaction with the performance of their cooperatives will result into 0.573 units increase in the
scores on the measurements of member participation in cooperative affairs; while an increase of 1kg in
maize yields will result into a decrease of 0.00005903 units in the dependent variable. For formal off-farm
employment, the interpretation is that cooperative members who have formal-off-farm jobs will have
measurements on participating in the affairs of their cooperatives which are 0.302 units lower than
members who do not have formal off-farm jobs. The explanation for cooperative location is that members
who belong to cooperatives from rural areas expected to have higher scores on their measurements of
member participation in the affairs of their cooperatives than members who belong to peri-urban and
urban area cooperatives. Being in the leadership of the cooperatives increases members’ participation in
the affairs of their cooperatives. Comparatively and using standardized regression coefficients, members’
satisfaction with the performance of their cooperatives has the highest effect on members’ participation in
the affairs of their cooperatives followed by quantity of maize yields.
On the basis of these results, only the hypotheses for cooperative location; members’ satisfaction with the
performance of their cooperatives and having been in cooperative leadership with respect to member
commitment can be approved.
5.3.2 Factors affecting members’ loyalty to their cooperatives
Regression results in table 11 indicate that members’ loyalty to their cooperatives is determined by the
distance from the member’s farm to the location for cooperative’s meetings, distance from the farm to the
markets for farm products, location of the cooperative (whether the location of the cooperative is a rural
area or a peri-urban area or an urban area), member’s satisfaction with the performance of their
cooperatives, quantity of maize yields, gender of the member, having a formal off-farm employment and
holding a leadership role in the community with the following regression coefficients -0.027, -0.108, -
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0.423, 0.384 , -0.00006187, -0.185, -0.273 and -0.326 respectively. As can be observed, all the significant
factors are negatively related to member’s loyalty to their cooperatives except only for members’
satisfaction with the performance of their cooperatives. These results imply that for a 1 km increase or
difference among members in the distance from the farm to the location for cooperative meetings, a
reduction or a difference of 0.024 units on their measures of members’ loyalty to their cooperatives is
expected.
The explanations for the other factors are the same before. For the cooperative location variable, the
implication is that a member from a cooperative which is located in a rural area will exhibit a score on the
measures of members loyalty to their cooperatives which is 0.423 units higher than a score for a member
from a cooperative which is located in the peri-urban area; and a score which is 0.846 units higher than
for a farmer who is a member of a cooperative located in the urban area. The result for gender suggests
that male members are on average 0.185 units more loyal to their cooperatives than female members. The
results for distances from the farm to the location for cooperative meetings is what would normally be
expected because if a member lives closer to the location of cooperative meeting, it is expected that such
farmers would be more loyal to their cooperative than members who live far away.
On members’ loyalty to their cooperatives, the hypotheses for gender, cooperative location, distance from
the farm to the location of cooperative meetings, members’ satisfaction with the performance of their
cooperatives and gender of the member.
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CHAPTER SIX: DISCUSSIONS
This thesis studied the factors affecting member commitment in small-holder farmer agricultural
cooperatives in Zambia; and member commitment was conceptualized as a construct composed of
members’ participation in the affairs of their cooperatives and members’ loyalty to their cooperatives.
These two dimensions were found to be significantly influenced by various factors ranging from
psychological, organizational, member, cultural and geographical characteristics.
Regression results indicated that member commitment is positively affected by members’ perceptions
about the performance of their cooperatives and its leaders. If members think that their cooperative and its
leaders did a good job in serving them their commitment to the cooperative is likely to increase and they
increase their participation levels in the affairs of their cooperatives such as attending meetings,
contributing in the decision making processes and other related cooperative works. This is also in line
with the findings of Bijman and Ruben (2005) and Awoke (2014), where they postulate that if
cooperative members feel a lack of connection and disappointed with the cooperative Board Directors
their commitment to the cooperative reduces. Hanses et al (2002) has also reported that when members
trust their cooperative Board of Directors and management there is a sense of satisfaction among
members and their commitment to the cooperative increases.
Community leadership role was found to be negatively affecting members’ loyalty to their cooperatives
which is somewhat surprising and contradictory to the findings of Fulton and Adamowicz (1993) and
Awoke (2014). One of the possible explanations for this contrast could be related to time constraints in
the case of the small-holder farmers interviewed for this thesis where those who participated in
community leadership roles amongst small-holder farmers in Zambia, do not devote enough time for
cooperative activities when they are pre-occupied in their community roles. This is similar to the effect of
a member being in formal off-farm employment which normally requires following regulations of those
organizations where members are employed.
Participating in the leadership of the cooperative such as being a member of the cooperative Board of
Directors or other leadership positions in the cooperative has a positive effect on the members’
participation in the affairs of their cooperatives. Members who are currently or had served on a leadership
position of their cooperatives tend to show higher commitment to their cooperatives than members who
have not served in the leadership of their cooperatives. This finding is also noted in the studies of Gray
and Kraenzle (1998) and Osterberg and Nilsson (2009).
Farm characteristics such as distances to the markets for farming input and farm products have been
empirically found to affect member commitment in small-holder farmer agricultural cooperatives in
Zambia. This factor is even much important for farmers and cooperatives which are located in very far
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from the markets and urban service centers or areas which make transaction costs very high. Therefore, it
can be argued that cooperative members have an incentive to align themselves firmly to their cooperatives
in such situations as an easy way of accessing services which would otherwise be very difficult for each
individual farmer to access on their own.
Gender of the cooperative members is also found to significantly account for the differences in member
commitment between female and male members. From the model in this thesis male cooperative
members are estimated to be more loyal to their cooperatives than their female counterparts. This finding
could be due to cultural and traditional beliefs which suggested men are given a dominant role in socioeconomic activities in the Zambian society. As for example, in a household the husband is seen to be the
one to more active in the affairs of the cooperative while the wife mostly takes care of the home even in
cases where both are members of a cooperative.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

7.1 Conclusions
This thesis was able to determine the factors affecting member commitment in small-holder agricultural
cooperatives in Zambia. Member commitment was defined as a construct comprising of members’
participation in the affairs of their cooperatives (through such activities as attending their cooperative
meetings, influencing the cooperative in its decision making process and other cooperative works) and
members’ loyalty to their cooperatives (through their business conduct with their cooperatives such as
purchasing inputs, selling their products and a desire to continue being members of their cooperatives).
Member commitment was a dependent variable and possible factors affecting it as the independent
variables in a regression model. Independent variables ranged from economic, social, psychological and
cultural.
The first research question on socio-economic characteristics of small-holder farmers in Zambia was
answered descriptively and the research finds that the average total farm land size is 6 hectares for
farmers who belonged to cooperatives and 3.5 hectares for farmers who did not belong to cooperatives
out of which an average of 1 hectare and 0.6 hectares are used for actual farm production activities each
farming season respectively. In terms farm land ownership, the majority of farmers owned the land they
were using for farming. However, the majority of farm land owners did not have title deeds for their
farms. The most important crop of small-holder farmers in Zambia was found to be maize which is also
the staple food crop in Zambia. Animal production was mainly about small animals especially village
chickens. The majority of these farmers did not have any formal employment or business activities of
their own. In terms of age, the average age was 48.07 years old for farmers in cooperatives and 38.91 year
old for farmers not in cooperatives. The overall gender participation in the survey was 39.4% for women
and 60.6% for men and their education attainment was 5.8% for No formal education; 33.4% for primary
level; 46.8% for secondary level; 8.8% for college level and 5.2% for university level.
For farmers in agricultural cooperatives, their levels of investment in their cooperatives were not
impressive. The average value of investment per member of a cooperative was ZMK 615.05 (about $67)
in an average of 7.5 years at the time of the survey and the main motivation for the majority of farmers to
join a cooperative was to have easy access to government subsidized farming inputs.
The second research question was answered in terms of scores based on a 5-point Likert scale and the
level of member commitment in small-holder agricultural cooperatives was a composite average score of
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3.40 which was a higher than the medium score of 3.00 on a 5-point Likert scale which was used in the
thesis research.
The third research question was also answered and results indicated that member commitment in smallholder farmer agricultural cooperatives is determined by the quantity of maize yields; members’
satisfaction with the performance of their cooperatives; members’ gender; the distances from members’
farm to the locations for cooperative meetings; the distances from members’ farm to the markets for farm
products, formal off-farm

employment, community leadership role, having been a leader of the

cooperative and cooperative location (whether rural area, peri-urban area or urban area). Members’
participation in the affairs of their cooperatives was determined by members’ satisfaction with the
performance of their cooperatives, quantity of maize yields, formal off-farm employment and having been
in cooperative leadership before. Members’ loyalty to their cooperatives was affected by members’
satisfaction with the performance of their cooperatives, members’ gender, quantity of maize yields, the
distances from members’ farms to the locations for cooperative meetings, the distance from the farm to
the farm output markets, cooperative location, formal off-farm employment and community leadership
role.
The members’ satisfaction with the performance of their cooperatives and having been in the leadership
of the cooperative are positively related with member commitment whereas all the other significant
factors are found to be negatively related to member commitment amongst small-holder farmers in
agricultural cooperatives in Zambia.
7.2 Limitations of the research
This research was conducted to study member commitment in small-holder agricultural cooperatives in
the context of Zambia and its results may not necessarily be inferred or generalized to all countries,
especially for developed countries where the structure of small-holder agriculture is very different from
those in developing countries because of the differences in the way small-holder agricultural cooperatives
are organized and regulated and also emanating from differences in the ways farmers understand, know
and perceive the concept of cooperatives and their operations.
The research was also limited in terms of coverage, where only 8 districts in Zambia were surveyed
(Kitwe, Kapiri Mposhi, Mufulira, Kalulushi, Chilanga, Lusaka, Ndola and Samfya) and only 434 smallholder farmers participated. Therefore, some generalization and inferences of certain results may be
difficult in certain circumstances, especially where some regions are very different from the surveyed
locations in terms of geographical, cultural and social-economical aspects. In addition, not all types of
small-holder farmer agricultural cooperatives were surveyed.
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7.3 Recommendations
In order to improve member commitment in small-holder farmer agricultural cooperatives in Zambia,
there is need for:


Cooperative leaders to improve their performance in their various cooperative positions because
this is positively related to member commitment. This may require training of cooperative
leaders in different leadership skills



Both cooperative members and leaders should develop a positive image about their own
ownership of their cooperatives. This can be done by cooperative leaders sensitizing their
members that a cooperative is owned by its members and not by its leaders or stakeholders



Improved marketing of farm products through improved market information, road networks in
rural areas, financial credit and market linkages



Cooperative members should take upon themselves to improve their

investing in their

cooperatives in order to capitalize them


Cooperative members to change their mind-set and perceptions about the purpose of their
cooperatives; not to view them as vehicles for only accessing cheaper subsidized maize farming
inputs. This is a concern raised by cooperative stakeholders that it appeared most cooperative
members joined these agricultural cooperatives as one way to access subsidized farming inputs.
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LIST OF APPENICES

Appendix 1: Table.12. PCA for members’ satisfaction with the performance of their cooperatives
Total Variance Explained
Component

Initial Eigenvalues
Total

Extraction Sums of Squared
Loadings

% of
Cumulative Total
Variance
%

1
3.236
40.453
40.453 3.236
2
1.288
16.096
56.549 1.288
3
.946
11.820
68.369
4
.708
8.855
77.225
5
.542
6.779
84.004
6
.529
6.609
90.613
7
.422
5.278
95.891
8
.329
4.109
100.000
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis

% of
Variance

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Cumulative
%

40.453
16.096

40.453
56.549

Total
2.851
1.673

% of Variance

Cumulative
%

35.639
20.910

35.639
56.549

Appendix 2: Table.13. PCA results for members’ participation in the affairs of their cooperatives
Total Variance Explained
Component

Initial Eigen values
Total

% of
Variance

Extraction Sums of Squared
Loadings

Cumulative
%

Total

% of
Variance

Cumulative %

Rotation Sums of Squared
Loadings
Total

% of
Variance

Cumulative %

1

3.347

41.839

41.839

3.347

41.839

41.839

3.174

39.674

39.674

2

1.053

13.166

55.005

1.053

13.166

55.005

1.226

15.331

55.005

3

.917

11.463

66.468

4

.692

8.653

75.121

5

.645

8.060

83.181

6
7

.527
.483

6.594
6.033

89.775
95.807

8
.335
4.193
100.000
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis
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Appendix 3: Table.14. PCA results for members’ loyalty to their cooperatives
Total Variance Explained
Component

Initial Eigenvalues
Total

% of
Variance

Extraction Sums of Squared
Loadings

Cumulative Total % of Variance
%

1
2

2.064
1.174

34.405
19.566

34.405
53.972

3

.864

14.408

68.380

4
5

.699
.651

11.656
10.852

80.035
90.887

2.064
1.174

Rotation Sums of Squared
Loadings

Cumulative
%

34.405
19.566

34.405
53.972

Total

% of Variance Cumulativ
e%

1.689
1.550

28.144
25.828

28.144
53.972

6
.547
9.113
100.000
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis

Appendix 4: Table.15. PCA results for members’ own ownership of their cooperatives
Total Variance Explained
Component

Initial Eigenvalues
Total

Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

% of Variance Cumulative %

1
3.448
49.250
2
.778
11.120
3
.682
9.738
4
.656
9.369
5
.534
7.628
6
.463
6.608
7
.440
6.286
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis

49.250
60.370
70.109
79.478
87.106
93.714
100.000

Total
3.448

% of Variance

Cumulative %

49.250

49.250
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Appendix.5. Table.16. Pearson correlation coefficients for the regression variables; N=327

Members’
Participati
on in coop
affairs
Member
s’
Participa
tion in
coop
affairs
Age
HH-size
Farm
size
Dist to
coop
meeting
s
Dist to
input
markets
Dist to
output
markets
Number
of years
in coop
Member
s’ own
ownersh
ip
of coop
Coop
location
Gender
Marital

Age

HHsize

Farm
size

Dist
to
coop
meeti
ngs
-0.04
0.00

1.00

0.04

0.05

0.04
0.05
-0.04

1.00
0.20
0.03

0.20
1.00
0.16

0.03
0.16
1.00

0.00

0.09

-0.04

-0.04

0.07

-0.05

Dist to
input
market
s

Dist to
output
market
s

Numbe
r of
years
in coop

Members Coop
’ own
locati
ownershi on
p
of coop
-0.03
0.54
-0.15

Gende
r

Marita
l
status

-0.06

0.09

Educati
on

Commu
nity
leadersh
ip

Investme
nt in
coop

Maiz
e
yield

-0.13

0.02

0.05

-0.08

-0.04

-0.05

0.09
-0.04
0.06

0.07
-0.02
0.28

0.02
0.01
0.36

0.20
0.15
0.27

-0.07
0.11
-0.11

0.14
0.01
-0.05

-0.02
-0.08
-0.08

-0.06
0.06
0.00

-0.14
-0.10
0.04

0.03
0.12
0.01

0.12
0.17
0.13

0.08
0.13
0.41

0.06

1.00

0.06

0.05

0.00

-0.06

0.07

-0.04

0.03

0.04

-0.03

-0.02

0.04

-0.02

0.28

0.06

1.00

0.41

0.16

-0.05

-0.18

-0.05

0.00

-0.01

0.07

0.15

0.30

0.02

0.01

0.36

0.05

0.41

1.00

0.16

-0.21

-0.10

-0.07

0.00

-0.05

0.08

0.05

0.39

-0.03

0.20

0.15

0.27

0.00

0.16

0.16

1.00

-0.12

-0.03

-0.05

-0.05

0.13

0.07

0.64

0.25

0.54

-0.07

0.11

-0.11

-0.06

-0.05

-0.21

-0.12

1.00

-0.17

-0.04

0.10

-0.17

-0.08

-0.01

-0.07

-0.15

0.14

0.01

-0.05

0.07

-0.18

-0.10

-0.03

-0.17

1.00

0.12

-0.14

0.13

0.05

-0.06

-0.12

-0.06
0.09

-0.02
-0.06

-0.08
0.06

-0.08
0.00

-0.04
0.03

-0.05
0.00

-0.07
0.00

-0.05
-0.05

-0.04
0.10

0.12
-0.14

1.00
-0.36

-0.36
1.00

-0.16
0.00

-0.04
-0.09

-0.11
0.02

-0.12
0.07
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status
Educatio
n
Commu
nity
leadersh
ip
Investm
ent in
coop
Maize
yield
TypeofC
oop
Formal
OffFarm
Employ
Gender
HHH
FarmOw
nership
Participa
tionBO
D
Participa
tionBusi
nessCo
m
Receive
dTrainin
gonCoo
pBusine
ss
SATISF
ACTIO
N

-0.13

-0.14

-0.10

0.04

0.04

-0.01

-0.05

0.13

-0.17

0.13

-0.16

0.00

1.00

0.01

0.10

0.05

0.02

0.03

0.12

0.01

-0.03

0.07

0.08

0.07

-0.08

0.05

-0.04

-0.09

0.01

1.00

0.11

0.06

0.05

0.12

0.17

0.13

-0.02

0.15

0.05

0.64

-0.01

-0.06

-0.11

0.02

0.10

0.11

1.00

0.18

-0.08

0.08

0.13

0.41

0.04

0.30

0.39

0.25

-0.07

-0.12

-0.12

0.07

0.05

0.06

0.18

1.00

0.02

0.08

-0.09

-0.05

0.05

-0.05

-0.03

0.07

-0.04

0.47

0.08

-0.20

0.14

0.00

0.06

-0.02

-0.18

-0.19

-0.05

-0.12

-0.01

-0.08

0.02

-0.04

-0.17

0.02

-0.05

0.06

0.35

-0.04

-0.05

-0.03

-0.08

0.08

-0.07

0.02

0.00

0.06

0.06

0.08

-0.06

0.16

0.52

-0.70

-0.05

0.05

0.01

-0.04

0.06

0.12

0.05

0.16

0.14

0.11

0.06

0.11

-0.03

-0.24

0.03

-0.10

-0.09

0.02

0.15

0.10

0.08

0.16

0.15

0.24

0.02

0.36

0.06

0.24

0.08

-0.05

-0.17

0.04

0.05

0.27

0.21

0.22

0.08

0.11

0.09

0.21

0.07

0.35

0.08

0.26

0.09

-0.08

-0.06

0.01

0.06

0.10

0.20

0.20

0.03

0.05

0.01

0.02

0.04

0.28

0.17

-0.03

-0.03

0.04

0.08

-0.04

-0.06

0.00

-0.05

0.24

0.40

0.07

0.01

-0.07

0.05

-0.04

-0.04

-0.11

0.30

-0.05

0.05

0.05

-0.09

0.05

-0.10

0.05
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Pearson correlations

TypeofCoop
FormalOffFarmEmploy
GenderHHH
FarmOwnership
ParticipationBOD
ParticipationBusinessCo
mmittee
ReceivedTrainingonCoo
pBusiness
SATISFACTION

TypeofCoop
1.00
-.025
.162
-.040
.001
.067

FormalOffFarm
Employ
-.025
1.00
-.077
-.126
-.048
-.039

GenderH
HH
.162
-.077
1.00
.036
.020
.069

FarmOwner
ship
-.040
-.126
.036
1.00
.017
.024

ParticipationB
OD
.001
-.048
.020
.017
1.00
.673

ParticipationBusine
ssCommittee
.067
-.039
.069
.024
.673
1.00

ReceivedTrainingon
CoopBusiness
.052
-.082
.085
.163
.107
.122

SATISFACTION
.065
-.085
-.076
.118
-.078
-.039

.052

-.082

.085

.163

.107

.122

1.00

.359

.065

-.085

-.076

.118

-.078

-.039

.359

1.00

Significance

Members’
Participati
on in coop
affairs
Member
s’
Participa
tion in
coop
affairs
Age
HH-size
Farm
size
Dist to
coop
meeting
s
Dist to
input

Age

0.26

HHsize

0.18

0.00

Farm
size

Dist
to
coop
meeti
ngs
0.24
0.46

0.26
0.18
0.24

0.32
0.00

0.00
0.32

0.00

0.46

0.05

0.24

0.15

0.26

0.09

0.38

0.00

0.05
0.24
0.15

0.14

Dist to
input
market
s

Dist to
output
market
s

Numbe
r of
years
in coop

0.26

0.17

Members Coop
Gende Marita Educati
’ own
locati r
l
on
ownershi on
status
p
of coop
0.27
0.00
0.00
0.14
0.05
0.01

Commu
nity
leadersh
ip

Investme
nt in
coop

Maiz
e
yield

0.35

0.18

0.07

0.09
0.38
0.00

0.39
0.40
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.10
0.02
0.02

0.01
0.42
0.18

0.38
0.07
0.07

0.16
0.13
0.48

0.01
0.03
0.23

0.28
0.02
0.44

0.02
0.00
0.01

0.08
0.01
0.00

0.14

0.17

0.49

0.14

0.11

0.21

0.28

0.23

0.31

0.34

0.21

0.00

0.00

0.19

0.00

0.16

0.47

0.46

0.11

0.00

0.00
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markets
Dist to
output
markets
Number
of years
in coop
Member
s’ own
ownersh
ip
of coop
Coop
location
Gender
Marital
status
Educatio
n
Commu
nity
leadersh
ip
Investm
ent in
coop
Maize
yield
TypeofC
oop
Formal
OffFarm
Employ
Gender
HHH
FarmOw
nership
Participa
tionBO
D

0.17

0.39

0.40

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.04

0.12

0.48

0.17

0.08

0.17

0.00

0.27

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.31

0.17

0.17

0.01

0.11

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.10

0.02

0.02

0.14

0.19

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.24

0.03

0.00

0.07

0.46

0.11

0.00

0.01

0.42

0.18

0.11

0.00

0.04

0.31

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.16

0.13

0.01

0.14
0.05

0.38
0.16

0.07
0.13

0.07
0.48

0.21
0.28

0.16
0.47

0.12
0.48

0.17
0.17

0.24
0.03

0.01
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
0.48

0.23
0.04

0.02
0.36

0.02
0.11

0.01

0.01

0.03

0.23

0.23

0.46

0.17

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.48

0.42

0.03

0.19

0.35

0.28

0.02

0.44

0.31

0.11

0.08

0.11

0.07

0.16

0.23

0.04

0.42

0.02

0.13

0.18

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.34

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.46

0.13

0.02

0.36

0.03

0.02

0.07

0.08

0.01

0.00

0.21

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.11

0.01

0.02

0.11

0.19

0.13

0.00

.330

.066

.062

.169

.172

.185

.308

.100

.222

.000

.069

.000

.006

.481

.153

.356

.000

.000

.200

.013

.410

.072

.342

.259

.001

.386

.203

.154

.000

.220

.172

.310

.073

.065

.115

.372

.487

.127

.155

.075

.149

.002

.000

.000

.189

.184

.435

.233

.129

.016

.206

.002

.005

.024

.142

.020

.317

.000

.271

.041

.054

.367

.003

.042

.068

.002

.003

.000

.371

.000

.124

.000

.079

.177

.001

.227

.203

.000

.000

.000

0.00
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Participa
tionBusi
nessCo
m
Receive
dTrainin
gonCoo
pBusine
ss
SATISF
ACTIO
N

.076

.020

.046

.000

.090

.000

.069

.000

.049

.070

.134

.414

.148

.032

.000

.000

.318

.185

.443

.361

.254

.000

.001

.317

.274

.239

.068

.264

.151

.491

.165

.000

.000

.106

.395

.097

.203

.217

.243

.021

.000

.181

.177

.174

.046

.170

.035

.199

TypeofCoop
TypeofCoop
FormalOffFarmEmpl
oy
GenderHHH
FarmOwnership
ParticipationBOD
ParticipationBusiness
Committee
ReceivedTrainingonC
oopBusiness
SATISFACTION

FormalOffFarm
Employ
.324

.324

GenderH
HH
.002
.082

FarmOwner
ship
.234
.011

ParticipationB
OD
.492
.192

ParticipationBusine
ssCommittee
.115
.241

ReceivedTrainingon
CoopBusiness
.177
.071

SATISFACTION
.122
.063

.256

.360
.380

.108
.335
.000

.062
.002
.026
.014

.084
.016
.079
.242

.002
.234
.492
.115

.082
.011
.192
.241

.256
.360
.108

.380
.335

.000

.177

.071

.062

.002

.026

.014

.122

.063

.084

.016

.079

.242

.000
.000
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Appendix 6: Farmer interview questionnaire: cooperative member

Wageningen University and Research Centre
Department of Socials Sciences
Agricultural Economics and Rural Policy
MSc Thesis
Student Name: James Mutambo: james.mutambo@wur.nl
Supervisor: Professor. Liesbeth Dries
Institution: Wageningen University & Research, The Netherlands.
Questionnaire/interview guide for data collection in Zambia
This is a questionnaire/interview guide for data collection as part of my MSc studies at Wageningen
University and Research in the Netherlands. The data will be used for academic purposes only and
according to the University’s research integrity policy. This research is about your relationship with your
cooperative and the factors influencing that relationship. In addition to this interview, information will be
collected from the cooperative’s secretary and treasurer.
Questions for the farmer with membership to an agricultural cooperative
1. Farmer name/ Number:………………………….; District:……….……; Cooperative:.……………..…;
2. What is your gender? Male:....................; Female:.....................
3. What is your age?.....................................
4. What is your marital status? Single:…..….; Widowed:………; Separated:….……; Married:…..…..
5. What is your level of education in years?
Not attended formal education:…………; Primary;-Grade………....: Secondary;-Form.................:
Tertiary;-College level......................; Tertially;-University level:……………………
6. What is the size of your household (Number of people)?....................
7. Do you have any partisan or civic position in your community? YES:……………; NO:………..
8. Are you in formal off-farm employment? YES:…………….……; NO:……………….
9. What is the gender of the head of your household? Female:…………..…; Male:……………………
10. What is the size of your farm in LIMAS?.........................................................................................
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11. Do you or your household own the farm land you are using for your agricultural production?
YES:..........; NO:................;
12. If YES in question 11, do you have a title deed for your farm land? YES:………..; NO:………….
13. What 3 major crops do you grow at your farm? i…………………………………..;
ii……………………….…………; iii. ……………………………….……..
14. What 3 major animals do you keep at your farm? i. NO animals kept:………
ii….………………………; iii………………………; vi……………………………………
15. How much of your farm land, in LIMAS, is cultivated for maize production?
2014/2015 season……........................; 2015/2016 season.............................;
16. How many 50kg bags of maize did you harvest? 2015;…......................; 2016…........................
17. How much (50kg bags) maize did you sale? 2015…………...…..; 2016………………………….
18. What marketing channels did you use to sell your surplus maize? i……………………...……….;
ii……………………………………; iii……………………………; iv…………………………………….
19. What is the distance from your household’s farm to the location of your cooperative’s meetings? Km
taken:…………………..
20. What is the distance of your farm to the cooperative’s location of commercial activities? km
taken............................
21. What is the distance from your farm to the markets for your farming inputs? km
taken:…………………………
22. What is the distance from your farm to the markets for your farm produce? km
taken:…………………………
23. In what year did you join this cooperative?......................................
24. What is your main reason for joining this cooperative?
..........................................................................................................................................................................
..........................................................................................................................................................................
........................................................................................................................................................
25. How many capital shares have you paid for in this cooperative? ……………………………….
26. Did you receive any subsidies for your farming operations in 2014/2015 – 2016/2017 seasons?
YES:………….; NO:…………….
27.
If
YES
in
question
26,
what
type
of
subsidies
did
you
receive?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………
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28. If YES in question 26, who provided these subsidies? Cooperative:………….; NGO:………….;
Government programme: ........………….; Other (specify):…………………….
29. Have you received any training on cooperative business? YES:………..; NO:….........
30. If YES in question 29, who provided the training? Coop:…….; NGO:.....; Government
extension:............; Friends:………………
31. Have you participated in the leadership of your cooperative in the last 5 years; such as being a
member of the Board of Directors (BOD)? YES:….…...., NO:……..…………..
32. Have you participated in the leadership of your cooperative in the last 5 years; such as being a
member of any Business committee(s)? YES:…..….., NO:……….
33. If YES in Questions (31) or (32), what is/was your position(s)? And what were/are your
duties/responsibilities?
Position(s):……………………………………………………………………………………………
Duties:
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
34. If NO to Questions (31) and (32), what are the reasons for you not to have participated in the
leadership of your cooperative?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
In this section, you are required to indicate how strongly you agree or disagree to each statement.
You just have to select (tick) one option which suits your level of agreement with each statement.
35. I have attended all the general meetings of my cooperative.
Strongly
disagree:………..……;
Agree……….…..;
agree:……….….; Strongly agree:…….………

Moderately

agree:…..………Highly

36. I have attended all the Annual General Meetings (AGM) of my cooperative.
Strongly disagree:…………….…..…; Agree……..…..….…..; Moderately agree:………………...;
Highly agree:……….….; Strongly agree:……..….………

37. I actively participate in the discussions of every meeting of the cooperative.
Strongly
disagree:………..……;
Agree……….…..;
agree:……….….; Strongly agree:…….………

Moderately

agree:…..………Highly
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38. I consider and find it very important to give my opinion in every meeting.
Strongly
disagree:………..……;
Agree……….…..;
agree:……….….; Strongly agree:…….………

Moderately

agree:…..………Highly

39. In meetings, my opinion is sought after by my fellow cooperative members.
Strongly
disagree:………..……;
Agree……….…..;
agree:……….….; Strongly agree:…….………

Moderately

agree:…..………Highly

40. I always share my opinions in the cooperative meetings.
Strongly
disagree:………..……;
Agree……….…..;
Highly agree:……….….; Strongly agree:…….………

Moderately

agree:…..………;

41. I always try to influence the cooperative in the decision making process?
Strongly
disagree:………..……;
Agree……….…..;
agree:……….….; Strongly agree:…….………

Moderately

agree:…..………Highly

42. I am always eager to arrive at the cooperative meeting first?
Strongly disagree:………..……; Agree……….…..; Moderately agree:…..………; Highly agree:…....….;
Strongly agree:…….………

43. How well are you satisfied with the performance of the cooperative’s executive committee/Board of
Directors (BOD) in performing its duties?
Not satisfied at all:……………; Lowly satisfied:………………..; Moderately satisfied:………………;
Highly satisfied:……………….; Very satisfied:……….……..

44. How well are you satisfied with the performance of the cooperative’s business committees in
performing its/their duties?
Not satisfied at all:……………; Lowly satisfied:………………..; Moderately satisfied:………………;
Highly satisfied:……………….; Very satisfied:……….……..
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45. How well are you satisfied with the services you receive from your cooperative?
Not satisfied at all:……………; Lowly satisfied:………………..; Moderately satisfied:………………;
Highly satisfied:……………….; Very satisfied:……….……..

46. How well are you satisfied with the communication between you and your cooperative?
Not satisfied at all:……………; Lowly satisfied:………………..; Moderately satisfied:………………;
Highly satisfied:……………….; Very satisfied:……….……..

47. How well are you satisfied with the participation of other members of your cooperative in the decision
making process?
Not satisfied at all:……………; Lowly satisfied:………………..; Moderately satisfied:………………;
Highly satisfied:……………….; Very satisfied:……….……..

48. How well are you satisfied with the influence you have on your cooperative’s affairs?
Not satisfied at all:……………; Lowly satisfied:………………..; Moderately satisfied:………………;
Highly satisfied:……………….; Very satisfied:……….……..

49. How well are you satisfied with the progress your cooperative has made in business expansions in the
last 5 years?
Not satisfied at all:……………; Lowly satisfied:………………..; Moderately satisfied:………………;
Highly satisfied:……………….; Very satisfied:……….……..

50. How well are you satisfied with overall performance of your cooperative?
Not satisfied at all:……………; Lowly satisfied:………………..; Moderately satisfied:………………;
Highly satisfied:……………….; Very satisfied:……….……..

51. I regularly sell all my commercial farm produce to/through the cooperative.
Strongly disagree:………..……; Agree……….…..; Moderately agree:…..………; Highly agree:…....….;
Strongly agree:…….………
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52. I will sell my commercial farm produce to another buyer if that buyer offers me a higher price than
the cooperative?
Strongly disagree:………..……; Agree……….…..; Moderately agree:…..………; Highly agree:…....….;
Strongly agree:…….………

53. I will sell all my commercial farm products to my cooperative even if another buyer has offered me a
higher price?
Strongly disagree:………..……; Agree……….…..; Moderately agree:…..………; Highly agree:…....….;
Strongly agree:…….………

54. I regularly buy my farming inputs through my cooperative?
Strongly disagree:………..……; Agree……….…..; Moderately agree:…..………; Highly agree:…....….;
Strongly agree:…….………….

55. I will still buy my farming inputs through my cooperative even if the price or service is not better than
other supply channels?
Strongly disagree:………..……; Agree……….…..; Moderately agree:…..………; Highly agree:…....….;
Strongly agree:…….………

56. I will be a member of this cooperative as long as I am active in farming?
Strongly disagree:………..……; Agree……….…..; Moderately agree:…..………; Highly agree:…....….;
Strongly agree:…….………

57. I am willing to pay for the share capital at a higher amount of money than the current amount?
Strongly disagree:………..……; Agree……….…..; Moderately agree:…..………; Highly agree:…....….;
Strongly agree:…….…………..

58. I feel that I am a part owner of this cooperative?
Strongly disagree:………..……; Agree……….…..; Moderately agree:…..………; Highly agree:…....….;
Strongly agree:…….………
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59. I believe I am benefiting from being a member of this cooperative?
Strongly disagree:………..……; Agree……….…..; Moderately agree:…..………; Highly agree:…....….;
Strongly agree:…….………

60. I believe that my cooperative is my agent in the market place in procuring/marketing my
inputs/outputs and other services?
Strongly disagree:………..……; Agree……….…..; Moderately agree:…..………; Highly agree:…....….;
Strongly agree:…….………

61. I care about the future of my cooperative?
Strongly disagree:………..……; Agree……….…..; Moderately agree:…..………; Highly agree:…....….;
Strongly agree:…….…………..

62. I talk about good things about my cooperative to other people?
Strongly disagree:………..……; Agree……….…..; Moderately agree:…..………; Highly agree:…....….;
Strongly agree:…….…………..

63. I invite other people to join my cooperative?
Strongly disagree:………..……; Agree……….…..; Moderately agree:…..………; Highly agree:…....….;
Strongly agree:…….…………..

64. I encourage leaders of my cooperative to work hard to improve the cooperative and my farm
business?
Strongly disagree:………..……; Agree……….…..; Moderately agree:…..………; Highly agree:…....….;
Strongly agree:…….…………..

65. How do you rate your efforts and commitment level towards the agribusiness activities of your
cooperative; on a Likert scale below? When rating your level of commitment, you can think of your
participation rates; in cooperative meetings; leadership; payment of equity/share capital; working in
business enterprises of the cooperative and other related cooperative activities.
1=very low……....; 2=low……..….; 3=moderate……....….; 4=high ……..…; 5=very high……….….;
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66. What benefits do you get from being a member of this cooperative?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
67. What do you think your cooperative and its stakeholders should do to improve the commitment of its
members towards its agricultural enterprises?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
I THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS SURVEY

Appendix 7: Farmer interview questionnaire: non-cooperative member

Wageningen University and Research Centre
Department of Socials Sciences
Agricultural Economics and Rural Policy
MSc Thesis
Student Name: James Mutambo: james.mutambo@wur.nl
Supervisor: Professor. Liesbeth Dries
Institution: Wageningen University & Research, The Netherlands.
Questionnaire/interview guide for data collection in Zambia
This is a questionnaire/interview guide for data collection as part of my MSc studies at Wageningen
University and Research Centre in the Netherlands. The data will be used for academic purposes only and
according to the University’s research integrity policy. This research is about your relationship with your
farm business and the factors influencing that relationship.
Questions for the farmer with no membership to an agricultural cooperative
1. Farmer name/ Number:………………………….; District:……….….……; Camp:……………
2. What is your gender? Male:....................; Female:.....................
3. What is your age?.....................................
4. What is your marital status? Single:…..….; Widowed:………; Separated:….……; Married:…..…..
5. What is your level of education in years?
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Not attended formal education:…………; Primary;-Grade………....: Secondary;-Form.................:
Tertiary;-College level......................; Tertially;-University level:……………………
6. What is the size of your household (Number of people)?....................
7. Do you have any partisan or civic position in your community? YES:……………; NO:…………….
8. Are you in any formal/off-farm employment or business? YES:…………….……; NO:……………….
9. What is the gender of the head of your household? Female:…………..…; Male:……………………
10. What is the size of your farm in LIMAS?..........................................
11. Do you or your household own the farm land you are using for your agricultural production?
YES:..........; NO:................;
12. If YES in question 11, do you have a title deed for your farm land?
13. What 3 major crops do you grow at your farm?; i…………………………………..;
ii……………………….…………; iii. ……………………………….……..
14. What 3 major animals do you keep at your farm? i. NO animals kept:………
ii….………………………; iii………………………; vi……………………………………
15. How much of your farm land, in LIMAS, is cultivated for maize production?
2015……........................; 2016.............................;
16. How many 50kg bags of maize did you harvest? 2015;…......................; 2016…........................
17. How much (50kg bags) maize did you sale? 2015…………...…..; 2016………………………….
18. What marketing channels do/did you use to sell your surplus maize and other farm produce?
i……………………...……….;
ii……………………………………;
iii……………………………;
iv…………………………………….
19. What is the distance from your farm to the markets for your farming inputs? Kilometers (km)
taken:…………………………
20. What is the distance from your farm to the markets for your commercial and surplus farm produce?
km taken:…………………………
21. What are your reasons for not joining any agricultural cooperative organization?
..........................................................................................................................................................................
..........................................................................................................................................................................
..........................................................................................................................................................................
22. Did you receive any subsidies for your farming operations in 2014/2015 – 2016/2017 seasons?
YES:………….; NO:…………….
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23.
If
YES
in
question
22,
what
type
of
subsidies
did
you
receive?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………….
24. If YES in question 22, how did you receive these subsidies? Through Coop:…….; Through
NGO:…………………………………..; Through government programme: ...................………….; Other
(specify):…………………….……………………………………………………………………
I THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS SURVEY

Appendix 8: Questionnaire for the cooperative’s Board of Directors

Wageningen University and Research Centre
Agricultural Economics and Rural Policy
Department of Socials Sciences
MSc Thesis
Student Name: James Mutambo: james.mutambo@wur.nl
Supervisor: Professor. Liesbeth Dries
Institution: Wageningen University and Research Centre
Questionnaire/interview guide for data collection in Zambia
This is a questionnaire/interview guide for data collection as part of my MSc studies at Wageningen
University & Research in the Netherlands. The data will be used for academic purposes only and
according to the University’s research integrity policy. This research is about your relationship with your
cooperative and the factors influencing that relationship.
Questions for the cooperative secretary/treasurer/chairperson (BOD)
1. District:………………….; Camp:……....……………..……; Cooperative Name:……………………...
2. Cooperative type: Primary cooperative:………….………; Multipurpose cooperative:…………………
3. What is your gender? Female:…………..; Male:……………..
4. In what type of area is your cooperative located?
Rural area:………………..; Urban area:……………; Peri-urban area……………..;
5. What is your position in this cooperative’s Board of Directors?
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Chairperson:……; Vice chairperson:….…; Secretary:.….; Treasurer……..; Board member:…...;
6. For what purpose is this cooperative for? Please indicate examples of the inputs/farm produce or other
businesses your cooperative is involved in.
Input supply coop:…......e.g….……….……………………………………………………………………...
Crop/produce marketing coop:…………e.g……………………………………………………………….
Processing coop:…………e.g………………………………………………………………………………..
Other businesses: e.g…………………………………………………………………………………………
7. In what year was your cooperative formed?………………………………………………
8. What are the main reason(s) for forming your cooperative?
..........................................................................................................................................................................
..............................................................................................................................................
9. Who initiated the formation of your cooperative? NGO:....................; Government
agency.......................; Cooperative members:................................; Other (specify) :……………
10. What is the membership of your cooperative in? 2015………..; 2016…….…..; 2017……………..
11.What is the current value of each share (in Kwacha) in your cooperative?.........................................
12. How much does each member pay for the annual membership fees? …………………………………
13. What is the performance of your cooperative’s businesses in terms of gross margin? For
2015;………………………………………………………………………………………………..
2016;………………………………………………………………………………………………..
14. Does your cooperative pay dividends (Patronage refunds) to its members? YES…..; NO:…...
15. Does your cooperative participate in any farmer subsidy programmes? YE….....; NO….........;
16. If YES in question 15, what subsidy programme(s) do your members participate in?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
17. If YES in question 15, who sponsors this subsidy programme? NGO:……..; Government:……...;
Cooperative:…………….
18. If YES to question 15, in what year did your cooperative members start participating in the subsidy
programme?........................................................
19. If YES in question 15, what are the percentages of subsidies your members received in the following
years? Indicate only for the years applicable for your cooperative.
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2014……...…….........; 2015…….….………; 2016………….………..; 2017……………...
20. How do you rate the efforts and commitment level of your members towards the business activities of
your cooperative; on a Likert scale below? When rating the average level of commitment, you can think
of the participation rates; in cooperative meetings; leadership; payment of equity/share capital; working in
business enterprises of the cooperative and other related cooperative activities. If possible you can
indicate the ratings for each particular year for: 2015………..…….; 2016……..………..;
2017…………….…...
1=very low;

2=low;

3=moderate;

4=high;

5=very high

21. What are the reasons for the scores/ratings you have given in question 20?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………
I THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS SURVEY

Appendix 9: Questionnaire for the cooperative stakeholder

Wageningen University and Research Centre
Agricultural Economics and Rural Policy
Department of Socials Sciences
MSc Thesis

Student Name: James Mutambo: james.mutambo@wur.nl
Supervisor: Professor. Liesbeth Dries
Institution: Wageningen University and Research Centre
Questionnaire/interview guide: data collection from agricultural cooperative Stakeholders
This is an interview guide/questionnaire for data collection as part of my MSc studies at Wageningen
University & Research in the Netherlands. The data will be used for academic purposes only and
according to the University’s research integrity policy. This questionnaire is about your relationship with
small-holder farmer agricultural cooperatives in Zambia or your local community and the factors
influencing that relationship.
1. District Name: ………………………………
2. What is your gender? Female: …………..; Male: …………………
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3. What organization do you represent in this relationship with small-holder agricultural cooperatives?
………………………………………..............................................................................................................
4. What services or role does your organization play in this relationship with agricultural cooperatives?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
5. In how many provinces does your organization work with these small-holder farmer cooperatives in
Zambia? ………………………………
6. How do you rate the commitment of your stakeholder cooperatives towards working with you in
improving farmers’ and cooperative productivity?
1 = very low;

2 = low;

3 = moderate;

4 = high;

5 = very high

7. What are the reasons for the rate of commitment you have given in question 6?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
8. What factors do you think are positively impacting your organization’s relationship with these
cooperatives?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
9. What factors do you think are negatively impacting your organization’s relationship with these
cooperatives?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
10. What do you think your organization and these small-holder farmers cooperatives should do to further
enhance the productivity of their agricultural cooperatives’ businesses and farm households?
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My organization:
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
Agricultural cooperatives:
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………….
I THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS SURVEY
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