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The Plan for Modernisation of Agriculture (PMA) Secretariat has played an important and vital role 
in the design and delivery of agriculture policy and planning services in Uganda since 2000. 
Originally established as a mechanism for cross- and inter-sectoral coordination on the 
implementation of agriculture development policy under the PMA initiative, the PMA Secretariat has 
evolved to become the main instrument for public agriculture policy and planning in the country. 
While attracting praise from some elements of the agriculture sector, the PMA also has attracted 
considerable criticism from other quarters for its overlapping responsibilities with the Agricultural 
Planning Department of the Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry and Fisheries (MAAIF).  

The challenges in the relationship between the PMA Secretariat and the Agricultural Planning 
Department have the potential to undermine the effective and efficient delivery of administrative 
services for the agricultural sector in a country which is heavily dependent on agriculture for 
economic and social development. This policy note considers the institutional and functional 
arrangements for agricultural policy and planning within the public agriculture sector in Uganda, 
with a particular focus on the PMA Secretariat and the Agricultural Planning Department, and 
articulates some of the more relevant and pressing institutional development issues concerning the 
agriculture sector. The policy note draws upon a functional and institutional analysis of the PMA 
Secretariat and a study on an institutional restructuring of MAAIF. It identifies and describes the 
phenomenon of parallel-sourcing as a strategic response to the challenges faced by the sector. 
While drawing on Ugandan experiences, this policy note should be of general interest to all 
involved with administration and planning in public agricultural institutions globally. 

 

Institutional reforms in the public agriculture 
sector of Uganda 

Agriculture is arguably the most important economic 
sector in Uganda. It accounts for nearly 20 percent of 
GDP and 48 percent of exports. It employs 73 percent of 
the working population and provides the largest 
proportion of raw materials for industry. However, the 
enormous developmental capacity of agriculture remains 
relatively unrealized in Uganda. Real growth in 
agricultural output declined from 7.9 percent in 2000/01 
to 2.6 percent in 2008/09. The number of people who are 
food insecure has also increased from 12 million in 1992 
to 17.7 million in 2007. The MAAIF Agricultural Sector 
Development Strategy and Investment Plan (DSIP) for 
2010 to 2015 identifies the critical challenges facing the 
sector as including low productivity, poor public 
investment, and an uncertain environment for investors. 
However several institution-related restrictions on the 

performance of the sector are also identified, including 
multiple policy frameworks, inadequate institutional 
coordination and linkages among public sector 
implementing agencies, and capacity constraints within 
MAAIF that prevent the Ministry from effectively 
addressing these issues. In this policy note, the focus is on 
institution-related challenges in the sector linked to policy 
formulation and program planning. 1 

In the past decade there have been several unsuccessful 
attempts to address the institutional deficiencies in the 
agriculture sector in Uganda. These include the Post-
constitutional Restructuring Exercise in 1998, the Core 
Functional Analysis Exercise of 2000, and the MAAIF 
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Reorganisation Exercise of 2002. An in-house MAAIF 
core functional analysis was completed in mid-2008 
following a 2007 cabinet directive to “revitalize the 
entire advisory service structure”. A further restructuring 
attempt was made in 2009 when an in-house team 
conducted a review of the functions and structures of 
MAAIF. While the results of this effort were approved 
by the ministry’s Top Policy Management Committee, 
they were questioned by the Ministry of Public Service. 
A team was then commissioned to review and advise on 
an appropriate organizational structuring arrangement 
for the ministry. These institutional reform efforts are 
still ongoing.  

Moreover, the DSIP, launched in mid-2010, states under 
its sub-programme 4.1 that MAAIF will be reconfigured. 
A new Directorate of Agricultural Support Services is to 
be created “to strengthen the policy and planning 
functions and to provide a mechanism for harmonization 
and coordination with other strategic agricultural support 
services such as agribusiness promotion, market 
development, agriculture infrastructure and water for 
agricultural production”. The Agricultural Planning 
Department is to be merged with the existing Policy 
Analysis Unit to form a Department of Agricultural 
Planning within the new Directorate of Agricultural 
Support Services. However, this reorganization of 
MAAIF is still pending. 

Notwithstanding the planning functions which the 
Agricultural Planning Department has been mandated to 
perform within MAAIF, the PMA Secretariat was 
established in late 2000 to play a planning and cross-
sectoral coordination role for the implementation of the 
PMA, the agriculture and rural development component 
of the Poverty Eradication Action Plan (PEAP), the 
master development framework for the government of 
Uganda. PEAP was implemented over the period from 
1997 to 2009. Although 
institutionally a semi-
autonomous agency under 
MAAIF, the PMA 
Secretariat had wide 
oversight on PMA activities 
across several sectors and 
performed significant 
planning and policy related 
functions within the 
agricultural sector itself. 
PEAP was wound up in 2009 
and replaced by the National 
Development Plan (2010/11-
2014/15), with, in parallel, 
the PMA being replaced by 
the DSIP as the agricultural 
development strategy for the 
public sector in Uganda. 
Despite the end of the PMA 
as the strategy for 

agricultural development in Uganda, the PMA Secretariat 
continues to function in parallel with the Agricultural 
Planning Department, as government has assigned 
additional duties and continues to give new responsibilities 
to the Secretariat. 
 
Institutional relationships 

Both the Agricultural Planning Department and the PMA 
Secretariat exist within the complex institutional web that 
comprises the public agriculture sector in Uganda. With its 
strategic importance to the country and the extensive 
interests which it serves, the agricultural sector in Uganda is 
constituted by a diverse range of institutions. The many 
stakeholders and institutional relationships are depicted in 
Figure 1. Within this institutional network, it is quite 
difficult to quantify the results and outputs of sectoral 
efforts, much less to credit such results to any one 
institution. Many of the variables which influence results 
(such as weather, markets, prices and distributional 
infrastructure) are outside the direct control of any single 
institution. This situation has led to the perception by many 
that MAAIF is an underperforming institution.  

What is important to appreciate is that the existing 
institutional arrangements in the agricultural sector have 
weakened MAAIF in two respects. First, semi-autonomous 
agencies in the sector attract staff from MAAIF because the 
agencies have more competitive rewards structures than the 
Ministry. Secondly, these agencies are increasingly viewed 
as autonomous institutions detached from their parent 
ministry, MAAIF. This has adversely impacted intra-
sectoral coordination and collaboration. 

The PMA Secretariat is a prominent example of the 
institutional and functional challenges within the sector. The 
Secretariat was established, in part, to create necessary 
linkages between MAAIF and other sector ministries and to 
facilitate both intra-sectoral and cross-sectoral coordination 
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in the implementation of agricultural development 
policy. With the passage of time, however, the PMA 
Secretariat has evolved into a policy and planning arm of 
MAAIF, losing much of its focus on cross-sectoral 
coordination. This has led to institutional tensions 
between the Agricultural Planning Department and the 
PMA Secretariat, as some officers in MAAIF now view 
the PMA Secretariat as a parallel institution with 
responsibilities that clearly overlap those of the 
Agricultural Planning Department.  Indeed, the Minister, 
State Ministers, and Permanent Secretary assign tasks to 
the PMA Secretariat that, according to the functional 
design of MAAIF, should be carried out by staff of the 
Agricultural Planning Department. 

Even beyond the PMA Secretariat, the MAAIF policy 
and planning function has been disjointed and 
dysfunctional with related functions being performed by 
separately managed or supervised departments and units. 
For example, the Policy Analysis Unit of MAAIF was 
completely separated from the Agricultural Planning 
Department. Policy formulation and implementation 
often appeared disconnected – a commonly cited issue 
was that policies were divorced from market and 
distribution considerations leading to increased post-
harvest and production losses. Following the recent 
organizational review, the proposed Department of 
Agricultural Planning was formulated to strengthen 
MAAIF’s policy and planning functions and to provide a 
mechanism for coordinated action with other strategic 
agricultural support services. This revised policy and 
planning framework will include a reconfigured 
Agriculture Resource Centre which includes the 
Statistics Division and the Information Technologies 
Division. These organizational changes are intended to 
harmonize the complementary processes of policy 
making, strategic planning and information 
management, underpinned by a robust mechanism for 
the generation, analysis, storage and archiving of data 
and information on agriculture in Uganda. However, 
these recent plans for reconfiguring MAAIF are notably 
silent on the future of the PMA Secretariat and the 
functions for which it will be responsible within the 
organization of the Ministry. 

 
Parallel-sourcing as a response to institutional 
challenges 

The strengthening of the policy and planning function in 
MAAIF at a time when the PMA Secretariat had become 
the preferred vehicle for policy advisory services for 
MAAIF has led to an important but unintended 
consequence – an institutional phenomenon called 
“parallel-sourcing”. The theory of parallel-sourcing is 
rooted in supply chain management, but it very aptly 
describes the present situation where MAAIF is sourcing 
its policy and planning expertise from its own 
Agricultural Planning Department as an “internal” 

supplier and the PMA Secretariat as an “external” supplier. 
While potentially providing the same services, the two 
parallel sources have different and potentially 
complementary strengths and capacities.  

The PMA Secretariat is something of an enigmatic 
institution whose strengths are also the source of some of its 
weaknesses. Its informality and semi-autonomous status 
allow the institution to enjoy unfettered access to other 
institutions, sectors, people, and information. This enables 
the PMA Secretariat to respond more quickly and flexibly 
to situations and circumstances (see text box). It also 
enables its technical staff members to be more generally 
accepted as partners in initiatives across all sectors of 
government and by Uganda’s development partners. This 
allows them to be seen as capable of performing effective 
cross- and intra-sector coordination.  

However, the Secretariat has no dedicated allocation 
(budget vote) in the annual government budget and lacks 
the discretionary financial resources which it needs to 
effectively execute its work. Although the PMA Secretariat 
receives significant financial support from both government 
and development partners, this funding is routed through the 
MAAIF budget allocation, limiting the autonomy of the 
Secretariat. Moreover, as a semi-autonomous agency 
created to facilitate the implementation of the PMA and, as 
such, without a statutory mandate, the Secretariat also has 
limited capacity to enforce compliance with requests it 
makes for information and action from the other agencies of 

A tale of institutional agility and responsiveness

We had spoken two days earlier in order to set up an 
appointment for this study. But when I arrived at the 
scheduled time to interview the director of the PMA 
Secretariat. I was surprised to learn that he had travelled 
abroad the previous day on an urgent assignment to 
represent the Minister of Agriculture at an important 
regional function. How that had happened is a good 
example of the institutional agility and flexibility of the PMA 
Secretariat. 

As the secretary explained, the previous day the Minister, 
who had become unavailable to attend the event, had 
called to ask the Director of the PMA Secretariat to 
represent her at the regional function. Within a few hours, 
the PMA Secretariat was able to make the necessary 
arrangements for the Director to travel that very afternoon. 
Such a fast response would be inconceivable in a public 
service bureaucratic setting. First, the Minister would not 
be able to communicate directly with the Director. She 
would have to communicate through the chain of 
command – in this case, the Permanent Secretary. The PS 
would then make an appropriate nomination based on 
specified public service criteria. Following that the 
nomination would be submitted for approval to the 
Treasury Department. 

Although disappointed that my appointment had fallen 
through, I was impressed by the dexterity with which the 
PMA Secretariat had responded and could understand 
more clearly how and why the PMA Secretariat has 
become such an indispensible asset to MAAIF. 

Dennys Pasipanodya 
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government with which it interacts in performing its 
assigned duties. 

The Agricultural Planning Department, on the other 
hand, enjoys recognition as a statutory agency of a line 
ministry of the government of Uganda. It has a budget 
vote allocation, albeit a relatively small one, and, as a 
component of the MAAIF decision making hierarchy, 
could have considerable authority and responsibility for 
agricultural policy development and implementation in 
Uganda. However, the directorate has significant 
weaknesses, most prominently the difficulty in attracting 
motivated staff with the required qualifications to carry 
out its statutory functions effectively. In addition, the 
department suffers from other constraints common to 
bureaucratic institutions such as slow decision making, 
slavish respect for hierarchy, and limited accountability.  

Consequently, the PMA Secretariat is generally 
perceived by stakeholders as the more effective deliverer 
of agriculture policy and administration services in 
comparison to the Agricultural Planning Department. 
The PMA Secretariat has also taken much of the credit 
for some of the most prominent policy and program 
design successes of recent times in the public 
agricultural sector, including the successful design and 
acceptance by government of the DSIP and facilitating 
Uganda’s signing of the Comprehensive Africa 
Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP) 
Compact. 

 
Delineating roles and responsibilities 

Given the existing duplication of functions between the 
two institutions, some focus must be directed at 
delineating mutually exclusive roles and responsibilities 
between the two. The emerging and more favored 
proposition has been to focus the PMA Secretariat on 
policy formulation – researching and planning 
overarching policies and plans for the agriculture sector 
of Uganda. This involves mobilizing stakeholders to 
influence and provide input into policy; delivering solid 
analysis for decision making; and providing “a bird’s 
eye view” on wider policy issues concerning the 
agriculture sector. However this role increasingly 
challenges the designated responsibilities of the 
Agricultural Planning Department.  

In Uganda, the role of policy formulation is assigned to 
sector ministries. Although the PMA Secretariat has 
demonstrated that it can garner the resources and has the 
wherewithal to lead policy formulation efforts in the 
public agriculture sector, performing these functions is 
the constitutional and assigned role of the Agricultural 
Planning Department. As such, it can be argued with 
some justification that the Agricultural Planning 
Department should be responsible for executing 
MAAIF’s core constitutional mandates of setting 
agricultural policy; making national plans for the 

provision of agricultural services, and coordinating plans 
made by local governments for local agricultural 
development. Arguably, if the Agricultural Planning 
Department is provided with sufficient resources and 
motivated staff to perform such functions, the PMA 
Secretariat role would be more supportive and facilitative in 
providing a strong sectoral advocacy – pushing for the 
engagement of all key stakeholders in agricultural 
development efforts, facilitating dialogue between them, 
and advocating for sufficient resources to meet the 
objectives and to implement the development programs of 
the sector. The PMA Secretariat could also undertake cross- 
and intra-sector coordination – providing an entry point for 
collaboration with other sectors, institutions and 
stakeholders. 

However, to get to such an institutional situation where the 
two agencies are able to coordinate their activities towards 
achieving common purposes in agricultural development in 
Uganda is a daunting challenge, or, alternatively and more 
conclusively, to merge their activities within a single 
agency is unlikely to be achieved in the short term.  The 
advantages for MAAIF of having a nimble and effective 
PMA Secretariat to advance its policy objectives, even if the 
Secretariat operates without a strong statutory foundation, 
seemingly far outweigh the costs, at least in the short term, 
of maintaining a parallel statutory agency in the 
Agricultural Planning Department that is generally 
moribund and ineffective.  

As such, the ongoing institutional reforms and restructuring 
of MAAIF and the sector agencies, including the PMA 
Secretariat, represent a process of organizational renewal 
which will attract resistance. The resistance could emanate 
from various sources – internally from those who seek to 
protect their interests and externally from those who feel 
that changes destabilize the status quo. One of the more 
practical issues to create and sustain change in the public 
administration of agriculture in Uganda is to address the 
issue of staff rewards and incentives. Poor reward systems 
adversely affect staff motivation and productivity, 
particularly in the departments and directorates of MAAIF. 
Therefore, the prevailing reward and incentive structures 
within the Ministry and within its semi-autonomous 
agencies, such as the PMA Secretariat, should be reviewed 
and improved to enable MAAIF to attract and retain a 
suitable and effective cadre of staff.  

However this is a long-term endeavor. The use of parallel 
institutions like the PMA Secretariat and the Agricultural 
Planning Department to deliver public policy and other 
policy-related services within the public agriculture sector 
in Uganda remains a viable interim solution. 
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