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Abstract 

Most conflicts in the developing world take place in rural areas, displacing large numbers of 
civilians and disrupting their agricultural livelihoods. Rebuilding agriculture is an important 
strategy for post-conflict reconstruction. Agriculture is well suited to absorb demobilized 
combatants, improve food security, and enhance livelihoods. To stimulate agricultural 
production, post-conflict programs often have to provide agricultural inputs and assets including 
seeds, tools, and livestock that have been lost during the conflict. However, programs that 
distribute such inputs are subject to substantial governance challenges, such as leakage of 
funds and procurement of sub-standard material. Moreover, unlike community infrastructure 
such as schools or boreholes, agricultural inputs are private goods, and the challenge of capture 
by better-off households is particularly pronounced. In post-conflict situations, additional 
challenges arise due to the limited capacity of both government and community-based 
institutions to implement such programs effectively. 

Taking Northern Uganda as an example, this paper explores various strategies that have been 
developed to address the governance problems of implementing agricultural input supply 
programs. The study concentrated on the potentials and challenges of four different 
implementation mechanisms for the provision of agricultural inputs: (1) Public procurement of 
inputs either by (a) Government agencies or (b) by NGO implementing agencies; (2) 
procurement of inputs by community groups, with funds being channeled either through (a) local 
government accounts or (b) the groups’ own accounts; (3) input voucher programs (a) with a 
public works component, or (b) without a public works component; and (4) cash-for-work 
programs with incentives for investment in agriculture. This study examined a number of 
organizations that have implemented agricultural input supply programs in Northern Uganda 
including two World Bank-funded government programs: the National Agricultural Advisory 
Services program (NAADS) and the Northern Uganda Social Action Fund (NUSAF); two 
programs funded by DANIDA; a Caritas program; a program of the International Committee of 
the Red Cross, and a program run by the NGO Heifer International. The research was 
conducted using the “Process Net-Map” method, a participatory mapping tool, which allows 
analysts to identify (1) the steps involved in different implementation mechanisms, (2) the actors 
who are formally or informally involved in implementation, (3) the influence level of the actors on 
the outcome; and (4) possible entry points for leakages and elite capture.  



 

iv 

 

The study found that there is no “silver bullet” in addressing the governance problems of post-
conflict programs, since each implementation mechanism involves its own challenges. The 
analysis suggests that implementing agencies need to consider the following factors when 
designing an implementation mechanism:  

1) Characteristics of the goods to be provided 

2) Community characteristics 

3) Capacity of the organization 

The study also identified a number of strategies that organizations can use to address the 
governance challenges involved in agricultural post-conflict programs. These include the 
following:  

1) Empower farmers to hold providers accountable 

a. Increase transparency 

b. Establish effective complaint mechanisms  

2) Invest in group formation and internal accountability  

3) Strengthen internal accountability mechanisms in implementing agencies  

4) Foster professionalism and mission-orientation 

5) Consider trade-offs in institutional design. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Agriculture can play a key role for post-conflict reconstruction in developing countries. Most 
conflicts in the developing world have played out in rural areas, displacing large numbers of 
civilians and disrupting their agricultural livelihoods. Social protection and livelihood programs 
can help reduce vulnerability and provide the link between relief and development. Research 
has shown that agriculture is the sector that can best absorb demobilized combatants (Taeb 
2004; USIP and PKSOI 2009). However, there is limited knowledge about the agriculture-based 
strategies that are best suited for sustaining peace, promoting cooperation among formerly 
hostile groups, integrating former combatants into the rehabilitation of rural economies, and 
helping displaced persons to resume their pre-conflict livelihoods. Agricultural programs are 
typically confronted with governance challenges, such as leakage of funding, and capture of 
program benefits by better-off farmers. In post-conflict situations, these challenges are more 
severe, as such elite capture can breed resentment that leads to renewed conflict (Gaigals 
2000). Post-conflict programs often have to provide agricultural inputs and assets such as 
seeds, tools, and livestock to help kick-start agricultural production. Unlike community 
infrastructure such as schools or boreholes, these inputs are private goods, and the challenge 
of capture by better off households and leakage are particularly pronounced for these types of 
goods. In post-conflict situations, additional challenges arise due to the limited capacity of both 
government and community-based institutions to implement such programs effectively.  

Development agencies and governments have developed a variety of implementation 
mechanisms to deal with these problems. Examples include the decentralization of program 
implementation to local governments, the use of community-based procurement approaches, 
and the use of vouchers for agricultural inputs.  However, there is limited knowledge on how 
well these various approaches work to address the governance challenges of agricultural input 
programs in different settings. While programs have been evaluated individually, there is hardly 
any literature that analyzes different implementation mechanisms comparatively looking 
specifically at the programs’ ability to address governance challenges such as leakage of funds, 
elite capture, and provision of sub-standard material.  

1.2 The Context of Northern Uganda 

The long period of conflict in Northern Uganda, beginning in the mid-1980s, led to the 
displacement of virtually the entire local population. Some households were displaced due to 
fighting between the Ugandan People’s Defense Forces and the rebel Lord’s Resistance Army 
(LRA) and direct attacks on civilians, but most became internally displaced persons (IDPs) as a 
result of the government’s 2002 relocation order. Improved security since 2006 has encouraged 
spontaneous return by IDPs from domicile camps to satellite camps closer to their locations of 
origin, as well as the reconstruction of homesteads in those locations (Martin, Petty, and Acridi 
2009). Two decades of war have caused overall development to lag well behind the rest of 
Uganda (Zhang 2004). However, as the security situation continues to improve, it is widely 
believed that agriculture will lead local economic recovery (Bidwell et al. 2008).  

Promoting agriculture is a particularly promising approach as the main post-conflict 
development activity in Northern Uganda. Prewar, the population was predominantly rural, and 
farming was the primary source of livelihood. There is abundant fertile land in the region, and 
substantial markets for local produce in Gulu, the region’s main city, and increasingly in Juba, 
the capital city of South Sudan.  Researchers at the Overseas Development Institute carried out 
a longitudinal survey of 30 IDP households in Pader District and found that with the improved 
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security situation after 2006, households were able to return to their traditional livelihood 
activities, with cultivation being the most predominant (Martin, Petty, and Acridi 2009). 

Since the end of the conflict in 2006, the government of Uganda, nongovernmental 
organizations (NGOs), and international organizations have carried out various programs to 
help IDPs and former combatants (both demobilized Ugandan People’s Defense Forces 
soldiers and former rebels) return to their home villages, reconstruct housing, clear the land, 
and resume farming. Many programs provide agricultural inputs, such as seeds, tools, draft 
animals, and other livestock. The Northern Uganda Social Action Fund (NUSAF) is a 
government program specifically tailored to the post-conflict situation. This program supports a 
variety of post-conflict activities, including a community-based approach to procuring agricultural 
inputs for groups of returning IDPs. The government also provides productive resources to 
farmers through the National Agricultural Advisory Development Service (NAADS), a national 
agricultural support program.  NAADS is not specifically tailored to post-conflict conditions, yet 
the program is relevant to agricultural development of the region as it involves local 
governments and farmers’ organizations in the procurement of agricultural inputs. Several 
programs operating in the North use vouchers to distribute agricultural inputs. The Catholic 
NGO Caritas organizes seed fairs where beneficiaries can purchase seeds using vouchers. Two 
programs funded by DANIDA provide agricultural input vouchers as remuneration for farmers’ 
participation in public works activities: the Restoration of Agricultural Livelihoods in Northern 
Uganda (RALNUC), and the Danish Support to Development Assistance to Refugee Hosting 
Areas – Agricultural Related Activities Component (DAR). The International Committee of the 
Red Cross switched from using input vouchers for work to a cash-for-work approach. Many 
other NGOs also sponsor activities aimed at helping returnees resume farming activities. The 
presence of a variety of programs that use different implementation mechanisms while 
operating in the same area offers a unique opportunity for the comparative case study approach 
applied for this research. 

1.3 Objectives and approach of the study 

The overall goal of this study is to contribute to a better implementation of programs that aim at 
restoring agricultural livelihoods in post-conflict situations. The specific objective of the study is 
to identify approaches that can be used to address the governance problems involved in 
providing agricultural inputs in post-conflict situations. Taking Northern Uganda as an example, 
a case study approach is used to compare several post-conflict programs that use different 
implementation mechanisms to provide agricultural inputs. At the methodological level, the 
study aimed to pilot-test a new research method, called “Process Net-Map.” The goal of using 
this method was to identify where and why governance problems such as leakages, supply of 
sub-standard inputs, and elite capture occur, and to analyze which factors influence the 
suitability of different implementation mechanisms to deal with these challenges. The field 
research for the study was carried out in four districts of Northern Uganda in July 2009 and in 
January 2010.  

The following sections cover the methodology and findings of this study. Section 2 describes the 
conceptual framework and the “Process Net-Map” methodology used for the study.  Detailed 
analysis of three programs examined in this study is presented in Section 3 along with brief 
descriptions of the other four programs covered in this study. Section 4 offers a comparative 
analysis of the programs and implementation mechanisms and derives implications for policy 
and future research. 
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2. Conceptual framework and methodology 

2.1 Conceptual framework 

Figure 1 displays the conceptual framework used for the study, which is based on an impact 
chain approach.  

Figure 1: Conceptual framework 
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The boxes in the left-most column display the four sets of influencing factors that should be 
taken into consideration when designing an agricultural input supply program so as to achieve a 
“good fit” of the respective program. 

 The first set of influencing factors refers to the characteristics of the agricultural inputs 
that the program seeks to supply. A program may aim to supply a variety of different 
inputs, including different types of seeds and implements, or the program may be 
specialized on one particular input. Another input characteristic to be considered is the 
level of expertise required to judge the quality of the input. A third input characteristic is 
the need for timely supply. While some inputs such as seeds and fertilizers need to be 
supplied at the optimal time for planting, the delivery timing for other inputs, such as 
livestock, can be less critical.  

 The second set of factors considers the communities where the program is to be 
implemented. Communities that have high levels of social cohesion, or social capital, are 
more suitable for group-based approaches than communities that are characterized by 
heterogeneity, social exclusion, hierarchical power structures, and patronage. The 
education level of the beneficiaries also matters, since complex community-based 
programs are difficult to implement if average education levels are low and educational 
inequity may contribute to elite capture. The level of agricultural expertise from the pre-
conflict time may also determine how well beneficiaries are able to utilize the agricultural 
technologies provided by the program.  

 A third factor is the capacity of the implementing agency in terms of human resources 
and internal accountability. It is important to match the complexity of a program with the 
capacity of the implementing agency. 

 The general conditions of the post-conflict situations also influence the appropriateness 
of different implementation mechanisms. These conditions include the general level of 
corruption in the country as well as conditions specific to the post-conflict area. For 
example, if reconciliation has not been achieved, group-based approaches that involve 
different parties involved in the conflict maybe less likely to work. Likewise, if the overall 
security situation is low, programs that require groups to carry substantial amounts of 
money to purchase inputs may be less suitable.  

The boxes under the second column describe the implementation mechanism and the design 
features of programs that supplies agricultural inputs.  

 The first is whether or not the program uses a targeting mechanism. Since all people in a 
region may have been equally affected by the conflict and all may have lost their 
agricultural assets, programs may not necessarily target specific beneficiaries. However, 
in situations where a part of the population was able to retain their agricultural assets, 
targeting will be a useful means to use scarce resources effectively and ensure conflict-
sensitivity. Programs may use different mechanisms of targeting, including 
administrative targeting (the staff of the implementing agencies decides according to the 
specified criteria), community-based targeting (the community decides using some 
poverty assessment process), geographic targeting (particularly poor areas are 
targeted), or self-targeting (see below).  

 A second design feature of an implementation mechanism is the use of vouchers. 
Vouchers can serve to achieve three different goals at the same time: targeting 
beneficiaries, giving beneficiaries more choices regarding the inputs, and stimulating the 
emergence of markets for inputs.   
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 A third design option is the combination of an agricultural input supply program with a 
public works program. Such programs serve to provide community infrastructure, and 
may provide agricultural input vouchers in return for participation in public works. A 
program could also provide cash-for-work, assuming that farmers will have sufficient 
incentives to use the cash they earn to buy agricultural inputs. Linking an input program 
with a public works program has the advantage that participation in public works is a 
self-targeting mechanism, if the wage is set slightly below the market wage.  

 A fourth design feature is the agency in charge of procuring the agricultural inputs. This 
could be the central government, local governments, a special project unit set-up within 
government, or an NGO that either runs the program, or is contracted to implement it. A 
program may also use a community-based procurement mechanism, or a mixed 
mechanism, which involves both local governments and rural communities.  

The third column of boxes refers to the program performance of the implementation 
mechanism, which is influenced by the “fit” between contextual factors and the choice of 
mechanism. The framework distinguishes three areas of performance: 

 Targeting: In case that a program aims to target a specific group, it is an important 
performance criterion whether the program is able reach the intended beneficiaries and 
avoid elite capture.  

 Procurement: Timely supply of high-quality inputs, the avoidance of leakages and 
political interference in the procurement process, and limited complexity of procurement 
design are all important criteria for the procurement. 

 Responsiveness to farmers’ needs and priorities: This performance criterion is 
particularly important if either the farmers and or the inputs are very heterogeneous.  

As shown in Figure 1, the performance of the program with regard to the above criteria 
influences the impact that the program will have on agricultural production and, as a 
consequence, on food security, farm household incomes, and maintaining peace. These 
outcomes also depend on factors that cannot be planned for by the implementing agency, such 
as weather conditions.  

2.2 Research design and data collection  

In this research project, a qualitative case study approach was used, which aimed to contribute 
to a better understanding of where and why governance challenges occur in the process of 
implementing agricultural input programs of varying design. The field research was conducted in 
four districts in Northern Uganda. To ensure the anonymity of the respondents, the district 
names are not disclosed. The study districts were selected to create variation in the length and 
degree to which the population was affected by the armed conflict, and to create variation in the 
institutional capacity of the district-level institutions. In July 2009, a scoping study was 
conducted in two districts with the goal to identify the main governance issues that are relevant 
for agricultural programs in Northern Uganda. A follow-up study was conducted in January 2010 
to collect data for the analysis of implementation mechanisms of different projects, which is the 
focus of this paper. The programs were selected in the four study districts with the goal to cover 
both different types of implementation mechanisms and different types of implementing 
organizations.  

The research included a comprehensive review of the literature both on general principles of 
post-conflict reconstruction and also looking specifically at studies of post-conflict agricultural 
development in Northern Uganda. In addition, a thorough review of relevant project documents 
from the selected programs was conducted. The two main methods of data collection used for 
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the study were semi-structured interviews with stakeholders involved in program 
implementation, and a participatory mapping method called “Process Net-Map.” Interviews were 
held with the following types of respondents and followed guidelines based on the conceptual 
framework described above: 

 Top administrative and political leaders of the four sample districts, or their deputies, as 
well as the key civil servants involved in the selected programs 

 Top administrative and political leaders in two sub-counties (the relevant unit of 
administration below the district level) in each district 

 Sub-county civil servants responsible for NUSAF and NAADS 

 Staff of NGOs involved in agricultural programs 

 Representatives of the donor agencies financing agricultural programs 

 Formerly and currently displaced farmers in each sub-county who had received benefits 
from the programs covered by the study. 

For three of the programs covered by the study, a new research method called “Process Net-
Mapping” was applied. This method is based on the Net-Map tool developed by Eva Schiffer at 
the International Food Policy Research Institute and the International Water Management 
Institute.1 “Process Net-Map” is a variant of Net-Map, which specifically aims to identify and 
analyze governance challenges that arise in the process of implementing agricultural and rural 
development programs.  

The Process Net-Map involves three phases. In Phase 1, the team asks the respondents to 
describe the implementation process step by step, and to identify the actors involved in each 
step. The actors are written on stickers and placed on a large poster. The implementation 
processes are drawn as arrows between the actor cards. The arrows are marked with numbers, 
and the respective implementation step corresponding to each number is noted down at the 
border of the paper. Figure 2 displays this first phase of producing a Process Net-Map, which is 
continued until the final step in the implementation process is reached.  The final Process Net-
map of an implementation process can be quite complicated depicting many actors and steps in 
the implementation process. 

                                                
1
 See http://netmap.ifpriblog.org/process-net-map/ 

 

2
 Note: the research team looked only at the possibility by which problems in the procurement process implemented 

by NAADS can occur. The team has no information, and did not intend to collect any information, on whether the 
problems discussed below did in fact occur in any of the study locations. The team has no doubt that the actors they 
interacted with did their best to avoid the problems discussed below in their areas. 
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Figure 2: Net-Map Phase 1 – Mapping the implementation process 

 

Source: Authors 

 

In Phase 2 of the Process Net-Map respondents are asked to rate the influence of different 
actors on the final outcome of the input (quantity, quality, and timeliness of assets distributed to 
intended beneficiaries). The rating is done on a scale from 0 to 8, and it is visualized by using 
checker and chess pieces. As shown in Figure 3, the actors are indicated by board game 
figures, and checker pieces are used to build “towers” indicating level of influence. While 
performing this exercise, the respondents are also asked to identify why different actors have 
the influence level that is ascribed to them.  

Figure 3: Process Net-Map Phase 2 – Rating the influence of different actors 

 

Source: Authors 
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In Phase 3 of the Process Net-Map, the respondents are asked to identify where in the 
implementation process possible problems, such as leakages or political influence, may occur. 
Since these are sensitive issues, the interviewers need to emphasize that it is not the goal to 
identify problems in the study location, but rather to identify potential entry points for problems 
that are linked to the implementation mechanism used.  

3. Results 

3.1 Classification of implementation mechanisms  

The table below provides an overview of the implementation mechanisms identified in different 
programs that provide agricultural inputs in Northern Uganda. The classification of 
implementation mechanisms displayed in this table was derived from the criteria identified in the 
conceptual framework (see Figure 1). Example programs that utilize each of the implementation 
mechanisms are listed in the far right column. 

Classification of implementation mechanisms 

 Main implementation  
mechanism 

Variations on mechanism Program examples 

1 Procurement and 
distribution of agricultural 
assets by implementing 
agency 

a) Government procurement 
* at district level    
* at national level     

* Restocking Program (PM’s Office) 
* National Livestock Productivity 
   Improvement Project (MAAIF) 

b) NGOs implementing agency  
procurement 

* Heifer International (U.S. NGO)  
* GOAL (Irish NGO) 

2 Procurement and 
distribution of agricultural 
assets by farmers’ groups  

a) Funds channeled through  
     public accounts  

* National Agricultural Advisory  
   Services (NAADS) 

b) Funds channeled through 
    groups’ private accounts 

* Northern Uganda Social Action  
   Fund (NUSAF) 

3 Input voucher programs a) Vouchers without public 
works requirement 

* Caritas Seed Fairs 

b) Vouchers for public work * Restoration of Agricultural        
   Livelihoods in Northern Uganda      
   (RALNUC); Danish Support to  
   Development Assistance to  
   Refugee Hosting Areas –  
   Agricultural Related Activities  
   Component (DAR) (DANIDA) 

4 Cash-for-work 

  

 * International Committee of the 
   Red Cross 

Source: Compiled by authors 

 

The following sub-sections describe the findings from the three projects for which the Process 
Net-Map method was used: NAADS, NUSAF, and the Caritas-sponsored Seed Fairs.  
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3.2 National Agricultural Advisory Services – NAADS 

Overview of the program 

The National Agricultural Advisory Services (NAADS) program started in 2001 on a pilot basis in 
24 sub-counties, with support from the World Bank and other donor agencies. By 2009, the 
program had reached national coverage, including the Northern region. NAADS aimed to 
fundamentally reform the agricultural extension system in the country by introducing a system of 
contracting out the provision of extension services to private extension providers or NGOs. 
Originally, the program did not provide agricultural inputs, but this design was changed in 2005. 
NAADS now also provides agricultural inputs, using the procurement mechanism that was 
originally developed to contract the service providers. Since the focus of this study is on 
agricultural inputs, the subsequent analysis focuses on this aspect of NAADS. 

The implementation process step by step 

The description of the NAADS implementation mechanism in this section is based on interviews 
with District Production Officers. Eleven interviews were conducted, five of which involved 
Process Net-Maps. The figures presented in this section have been compiled by the authors 
based on both interview and Net-Map information and are intended to reflect the perceptions 
and experiences of the interviewees. As with all programs, practical implementation processes 
may deviate from the prescribed guidelines. 

Figure 4 displays the different steps of the implementation process for NAADS. The figure 
represents the mechanism that was in place before the “Prosperity for All” component was 
integrated in NAADS. In the case of the farmers’ groups that were interviewed for this study, 
private service providers that had already been hired by NAADS facilitated the formation of the 
groups. As a second step, the group leader collected funds from the group members and 
deposited those with a Sub-Accountant at the sub-county office. The third was the hiring of a 
community-based facilitator. As indicated in Figure 4, the actors involved in this step include the 
service provider, the farmers’ group, the sub-county NAADS coordinator, the sub-county chief 
and the Chair of the Sub-County Farmers’ Forum, which is the umbrella organization of the 
farmers’ groups involved in NAADS at the sub-county level. After the community-based 
facilitator was appointed, the Sub-Accountant provided him or her with an allowance and a 
bicycle. The next step was the selection of the farm enterprises for which training was to be 
provided and inputs procured. According to the respondents, this step involved not only the 
farmers’ groups, the sub-county NAADS Coordinator, and members of the Sub-County Farmers’ 
Forum, but also representatives from the parish, which is the administrative unit below sub-
county, including the NAADS Parish Committee, the parish chief (an administrative officer), and 
elected officials. 

After the enterprises were selected, the service providers trained the farmers’ group and 
established demonstration plots. For the procurement of the inputs, the procurement committee 
of the Farmer’s Forum held a meeting to decide on the specifications of the bids. The sub-
county NAADS coordinator was responsible for announcing the bids (using postings, radio, and 
other means). The bidders submit their bids to the sub-county chief. The bids were opened and 
evaluated in a meeting, at which the Farmer’s Forum Procurement Committee, the sub-county 
NAADS Coordinator and the Secretary of Production participated. 
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Figure 4: Process-Influence Map of the National Agricultural Advisory Services (NAADS) Program 

 

Source: Compiled by authors, based on Process Net-Map interviews in two sub-counties (2010) 
 

The District Production Officer, with the participation of Subject Matter Specialists (district 
government technical experts), evaluate the bids and make a shortlist of three bidders. The 
Farmers’ Forum Procurement Committee has the right to reject shortlisted bidders, based on 
previous experience. After a decision is made, the sub-county NAADS coordinator negotiates 
with the winning bidder, who is then awarded the contract by the sub-county chief, NAADS 
coordinator and Farmers’ Forum chairperson. After a Local Purchase Order is issued, the input 
supplier delivers the inputs to the Sub-County Office. Subject Matter Specialists at either the 
sub-county or the district level evaluate the quality of the inputs, and can reject them if the 
quality does not meet the contractual specifications. If the inputs are approved, the input 
supplier is issued a check, which is signed by the sub-county NAADS Coordinator, the Sub-
county Chief and the sub-county Sub-accountant. The District Internal Auditor is responsible for 
monitoring this financial transaction. The chair of the Farmers’ Forum is responsible for ensuring 
that the inputs are delivered to the respective group members.  

Level of influence of different actors  

Figure 5 indicates the perceived level of influence that the different actors have on the outcome 
of the procurement process. The figure displays the results from one of the four Net-Maps that 
were produced. The ratings in the other maps were very similar, therefore they are not 
displayed. A good outcome was defined as the timely delivery of the inputs in appropriate 
amount and quality to the entitled beneficiaries. 
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Figure 5: Perceived influence levels of different actors in NAADS implementation 

 

Source: Compiled by authors, based on Process Net-Map interviews in two sub-counties (2010) 
 

The most influential actors are seen to be the sub-county NAADS coordinator and the 
community-based facilitator (level 8), followed by the sub-county chief, the Farmers’ Forum 
Chair and the Procurement Committee, who are ascribed a level of 7. The chairman of the 
group’s influence on the outcome was rated as 6, and that of the group members as 5, equal to 
that of the input suppliers. The Parish Coordination Committee and the service providers were 
assigned an influence level of 4, followed by the sub-accountant, the subject matter specialists, 
the District Internal Auditor, and the LC3 representatives, who were all assigned a level of 3. 
The influence of the parish chiefs was rated as 2. 

Advantages of the NAADS implementation mechanism 

The influence rating reveals some important advantages of the NAADS implementation 
mechanism. One goal of this mechanism was to empower the farmers to have a major say in 
procurement, and to keep the influence of politicians and public officials at bay. The influence 
ratings indicate that NAADS largely achieved this goal. The rating of the community-based 
facilitator is as high as that of the sub-county NAADS coordinator, and influence of the Farmers’ 
Forum Chair is rated as high as that of the Sub-county Chief. Farmer group leaders are 
perceived to have twice as much influence on the procurement as the elected LC3 officials, and 
the NAADS Parish Coordination Committee is also considered to be more influential than the 
political leaders. Moreover, the rating indicates that district-level officials have relatively low 
influence on the procurement. While it is not clear whether this rating is representative for the 
region, it still underlines that NAADS clearly has the potential to empower farmers and 
decentralize decision-making to the sub-county level. 
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Problems in the procurement process implemented by NAADS 

The Process Net-Map was also used to discuss potential entry points for leakages and 
procurement problems.2 Recently, such problems within NAADS have become increasingly 
highlighted in the media, especially after the government instituted a Probe Committee to look 
into these problems. Figure 6 displays the findings from the Process Net-Map exercise. To 
understand where leakages may occur, it is useful to look at the fund flows, which are indicated 
with bold arrows in the diagram, and ask who has to sign on a check that is used to withdraw 
funds from public accounts. These transactions are indicated by the dotted arrows in Figure 6.  

In the case of NAADS, a signature is required from the sub-county NAADS coordinator, the sub-
county chief, and the sub-accountant. If these three officials collude, the potential for leakages 
can be considerable. Since the District Internal Auditor is the official overseeing the transaction, 
it is likely that he or she has to be part of this collusion. The respondents confirmed that this 
type of collusion is in fact an important potential entry point for leakages. Since no 
representative of the Farmers’ Forum is a signatory to the checks, the Forum’s capacity to 
control this type of problem is limited. 

Another fund flow occurs between the farmers’ group chairperson and the sub-county sub-
accountant, because the chair has to deposit the financial contribution of the farmers’ group 
members. The respondents indicated that leakage can also occur at this point, even though the 
amounts of funds that can be appropriated at that level are obviously much smaller than those 
discussed above.   

Figure 6: Entry points for leakage and procurement problems in NAADS 

 

Source: Compiled by authors, based on Net-Map interviews in two sub-counties (2010) 

                                                
2
 Note: the research team looked only at the possibility by which problems in the procurement process implemented 

by NAADS can occur. The team has no information, and did not intend to collect any information, on whether the 
problems discussed below did in fact occur in any of the study locations. The team has no doubt that the actors they 
interacted with did their best to avoid the problems discussed below in their areas. 
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An important problem in public procurement is the supply of sub-standard material. The 
difference between the actual cost of sub-standard material and the cost that is budgeted for 
quality material can be appropriated in various ways. This type of problem is indicated by the 
blue circles in Figure 6. As can be seen from the figure, the Farmers’ Forum Procurement 
Committee needs to be part of the collusion if this type of problem is to occur, unless the actors 
involved find a way to circumvent this Committee. Reportedly, elected officials, who officially 
have no vote on the procurement under the NAADS rules, may pressure the Procurement 
Committee to select input suppliers to whom the politicians are connected. The preferred input 
suppliers may contribute to the campaign finance of local politicians, or they may have family 
connections. The reason why elected officials can exercise pressure on the Procurement 
Committee is reportedly due to the fact that the Committee members have to rely on the LC3 for 
other matters. For example, the signature of the LC3 chair is required for many transactions, 
including land-related transactions. The problem of sub-standard material may, however, also 
occur without the involvement of the elected officials, since the administrative officials identified 
above can provide sub-standard material and appropriate funds for themselves. 

Importantly, the technical staff in charge of inspecting the quality of the supplied material can 
prevent the problem of sub-standard material. Respondents mentioned cases where the sub-
county technical staff invited the district-level subject matter specialists to carry out the 
inspection and rejected material even under considerable political pressure to approve it 
because they were determined to uphold their professional standards. However, if the technical 
staff members in charge of the inspection are part of the collusion, or if the actors involved find 
ways to avoid the inspection, this mechanism to check the problem of sub-standard material 
becomes ineffective. 

Another problem may occur at the level of distributing the inputs to the farmers. As indicated in 
the diagram, this task is the responsibility of the Farmers’ Forum Chair. In cases where there is 
collusion with the leader of a farmers’ group, it may happen that not all group members receive 
the amounts of inputs they are entitled to.  

Strategies to reduce these problems: 

As interviewees indicated to the researchers, the problems encountered in NAADS are linked to 
general problems in Uganda’s political and administrative system, including the erosion of 
incentives in the civil service system during the past decades, and increasing political party 
competition that has not yet led to political incentives for better policy outcomes. Solutions to 
these problems cannot be achieved by focusing on the agricultural sector or the Northern region 
alone; they need to be embedded in a more comprehensive and long-term governance reform 
process. Keeping this caveat in mind, four strategies have been identified to reduce the 
problems that are associated with the NAADS procurement process. These strategies may best 
work in combination since each strategy has its own limitations. 

1. An obvious strategy is to strengthen supervision. As can be derived from the newspaper 
articles that have been published frequently during the past year, the Probe Committee that 
has been instituted to identify the problems in NAADS has been able to trace funds that 
have been misappropriated, and to identify the actors involved. According to interview 
information, the Probe Committee members appeared without prior announcement, and 
they visited randomly selected farmers who had received agricultural inputs according to 
NAADS program records. This indicates that a strong commitment from the central level to 
carry out serious supervision could go a long way in addressing the potential problems 
identified. The challenge with this strategy is to institutionalize it and make sure it continues 
to function over time.  
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2. An important strategy to reduce the problems identified above is to increase transparency at 
the beneficiary level. The interviews with beneficiaries indicated that they are often not 
aware of the value of the inputs that they are entitled to receive. Distributing this information 
is more challenging for NAADS than in other programs, since different farmers’ groups 
receive different types of inputs, depending on the enterprises they select. It may be 
worthwhile to standardize the value of the inputs that each farmer is entitled to receive, and 
to ensure that each farmer knows this figure. Since the beneficiaries have the strongest 
stake in the outcome of the procurement process, empowering farmers with information and 
transparency is a promising strategy. However, this strategy only works in combination with 
other strategies, since the farmers need to have functioning mechanisms to hold other 
actors accountable.  

3. A third strategy is increasing the downward accountability within the farmers’ organizations 
set up under NAADS. The study found evidence that the farmers at the grassroots level are 
not necessarily informed about the procurement process and the role of the NAADS Sub-
County Farmers’ Forum and its Procurement Committee. One accountability mechanism is 
periodic public social audit meetings, in which the members of the Farmers’ Forum and its 
Procurement Committee have to explain their actions to the members of farmers’ groups.  

4. A fourth strategy is strengthening the technical oversight of the procurement process. As 
indicated above, technical staff such as district subject matter specialists can play an 
important role in preventing the supply of sub-standard material. At present, it seems that 
there is little reward for technical staff members who do not compromise their professional 
judgment even under pressure, whereas those who are involved in collusion are not 
necessarily confronted with sanctions. Hence, it would be important to find better 
mechanisms to reward performance and professional ethos on the one hand, and sanction 
unprofessional behavior on the other. As indicated above, such a strategy needs to be part 
of a more general approach to strengthen the accountability mechanisms that are available 
within the civil service, such as improved remuneration in combination with effective 
performance appraisal, merit-based promotion, and effective use of sanctions. 

Changes under the “Prosperity for All” component 

The procurement process described above was in place before NAADS was charged with the 
task to implement a component of government’s Prosperity for All (PFA) program. Using the 
Process Net-Maps, the research team also asked the respondents to identify the changes that 
were implemented under this program. Moreover, the team visited several farmers who had 
received inputs under PFA. 

PFA supplies inputs to individual “model farmers” or “demonstration farmers.” The interviews 
suggest that there is considerable variation in the process by which these model farmers were 
actually selected, notwithstanding that the guidelines were supposedly the same for all cases. 
All respondents mentioned a selection committee. Though size and composition seems to differ, 
the following members were consistently mentioned: politically elected local officials, such as 
the LC3 Chair and Production Secretary, the local chairperson of the ruling National Resistance 
Movement, the local intelligence officer (GISO), and representatives from civil society, including 
women’s groups. Reportedly, this committee is involved not only in the selection of the model 
farmers, but also in the procurement of the inputs that are supplied under PFA. Thus, PFA 
marks a clear shift from the NAADS policy of “keeping politics at bay” to an inclusion of local 
political leaders. The respondents had mixed views on these changes.  

Since the PFA component is a new element of the NAADS program, it is expected that some 
implementation challenges are unavoidable. Hence, it is not possible at this point to assess this 
program. There is obviously a potential benefit from involving elected officials more strongly in 
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program implementation, since they are subject to the accountability mechanism of re-election, 
or competing in elections at a higher level. However, there are also trade-offs involved in this 
strategy, since elected officials have incentives to appropriate funds for their election 
campaigns. Moreover, there is a substantial literature that discusses why democratic elections 
may fail to result in better local service provision (see Keefer & Khemani 2005, for a review). In 
addition, as the national ruling party has a privileged position on the selection committees, and 
given the history of political polarization in the North, PFA’s implementation mechanism may not 
be “conflict-sensitive,” as it risks generating perceptions of political favoritism in beneficiary 
selection. This, in turn, may contribute to continued tensions and affect reconciliation. 

Respondents further informed the team that the PFA component may affect the efforts that 
NAADS has undertaken on group formation, since the group members can easily become 
discontent with the fact that under PFA, an individual group member receives a rather large 
share of funds.  

3.3 Northern Uganda Social Action Fund – NUSAF 

Overview of the program 

NUSAF is a community-driven development program for Northern Uganda financed by the 
World Bank. The research focused on the implementation mechanisms used in the first phase 
of the project (NUSAF I), since the second phase project (NUSAF II) had not been implemented 
at the time when the research was conducted. NUSAF I had a total volume of US$100 million. It 
was originally designed to operate in 18 districts, some of which were divided, resulting in a total 
number of 25 districts. By the end of the project, more than one million households in Northern 
Uganda were reported to have participated in some form in the project (World Bank 2009a).  

NUSAF I had three components: (1) Community Development Initiatives; (2) Vulnerable Groups 
Support; and (3) Community Reconciliation and Conflict Management. The project followed a 
typical community-driven approach, in which community groups decide on the activities for 
which they want to receive funding. The first project component focused on community-based 
infrastructure, such as school buildings or water facilities. Community groups could access 
agricultural assets under project components (2) and (3). Agricultural assets were apparently 
high in demand. According to the Implementation Completion and Results Report, 32 percent of 
the funding for NUSAF I went to the agricultural sector, even though the original target in the 
Project Appraisal Document was only 10 percent (World Bank 2009a: ii).  

The implementation process step by step 

The description of the NUSAF implementation process is based on five interviews, four of which 
involved Process Net-Maps. In addition, the team reviewed NUSAF brochures and the 
Implementation Completion and Results Report for NUSAF I. Figure 7 displays the flow of 
funds, the actors involved in the authorization of funds, and the actors who can actually 
withdraw funds from the NUSAF group’s bank account. To reduce the level of detail, the 
different implementation steps are not displayed in the figure. The key agencies and staff in 
NUSAF I were the regional project office, referred to as Northern Uganda Management Unit 
(NUMU), the District Technical NUSAF Officer (NDTO) at the district level, and the NUSAF 
facilitators at the community level. The sub-county administration was not directly involved in the 
implementation of NUSAF I.   

The respondents described the steps of a typical process of procuring agricultural inputs under 
NUSAF I as follows: NUMU and the NDTO were responsible for recruiting the NUSAF 
facilitators, who were then supposed to hold community meetings to mobilize the communities 
to participate in the program. Under NUSAF I, these meetings were typically held in the IDP 
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camps, where most of the population lived during the project period. The NUSAF facilitators 
typically requested the sub-county and parish councilors to assist with community mobilization; 
the pre-encampment political structures remained intact in the camps. The community members 
were then encouraged to form groups and to decide on the projects they wanted to pursue.  

Figure 7: Fund flow and authorization processes under NUSAF 

 

Source: Authors 
 

The interviews with group members suggest that they did not necessarily become aware of the 
project through such meetings. Some were invited by a group leader to join. The groups had to 
fill in an application form, which was handed over to the NUSAF facilitator, who had to pass it on 
to the NDTO for appraisal. The NDTO passed on the proposals to the technical officers at the 
district level, such as agricultural officers, who in turn conducted a desk appraisal. Field 
appraisals also took place, but apparently only at certain times during the year at the sub-county 
office. The technical officers then scored the proposals and prepared a list with the projects that 
were approved for funding. This list was passed on through the NDTO to the District Executive 
Committee (consisting of elected district councilors), who could reportedly make 
recommendations on the list (e.g., on the geographical distribution of projects) without, however, 
being able to change it. The list was then finally approved by NUMU, which informed the District 
Chief Administrative Officer and the NDTO about the approved projects. Subsequently, the 
selected groups were requested through announcements at the Sub-County Office and on the 
radio to open group accounts with banks of their choice. NUMU then ordered the funds to be 
sent to these accounts. The NUSAF Accounts Assistant was in charge of verifying whether the 
funds had arrived at the groups’ accounts. The groups were then supposed to receive a two-
days training, even though it remained unclear from the interviews with beneficiary groups 
whether all group leaders indeed participated in such training. According to NUSAF documents, 
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the group projects were managed by Community Sub-Project Management Committees, but 
none of the respondents interviewed for this study used the term (they only referred to “group 
leaders”).  

The groups then had the opportunity to use a community procurement procedure involving a 
contractor to purchase the agricultural assets. Alternatively, they could purchase the inputs or 
assets themselves. One group that purchased oxen for plowing described the process by which 
they acquired the animals as follows: Three group leaders—the chair, the treasurer and the 
secretary—were jointly entitled to withdraw funds from the group’s bank account. They needed 
an endorsement from the Parish Chair to verify that they were the signatories. Moreover, they 
needed a letter from the District Veterinary Officer that allowed them to transport animals from 
other locations to the district. They withdrew the funds required to buy 34 oxen from their group 
account at Stanbic Bank, and travelled to a cattle market in a different region to purchase the 
animals on behalf of their group members. The persons selling the cattle at the market did not 
issue receipts, but noted down the prices at which they sold the animals in a note book, and 
signed in the book (the book was shown to the research team). The transport of the animals 
was also paid for from funds that were withdrawn from the group account. The oxen were then 
kept for two months close to the camp, and they were inspected by the district veterinary officer. 
The group then used a lottery system to distribute the oxen to the group members. The group 
consisted mainly of extended families, and each extended family received a pair of oxen. The 
group also had additional funds available for buying inputs such as barbed wire and to pay for 
veterinary care. At the completion of the project, the group had to hand in receipts or 
documentation for all expenses to the NDTO.  

As can be seen in the figure, the funds are directly sent from the Bank of Uganda to the group 
account without passing through any accounts that are managed by NUMU, the districts or the 
sub-counties. After being withdrawn, the funds are then either paid directly to the sellers of the 
inputs and service providers such as veterinarians, or passed through a contractor if the group 
uses the community procurement procedure. According to interview information, the groups also 
had to pay the NUSAF facilitator a percentage of the project amount. The persons involved in 
the authorization of fund flows include the NUMU staff, the NDTO and the NUSAF Accounts 
Assistant.  

Level of influence of different actors on procurement outcomes 

Figure 8 displays the influence levels of actors involved in NUSAF, as perceived by the 
interviewed group that had received oxen under the program.  
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Figure 8: Perceived influence levels of different actors involved in NUSAF implementation 

 

Source: Authors 
 

The respondents were asked to rate the level of influence of the actors on the procurement 
outcome, and a good outcome was described as delivery of the assets (in this case, the oxen) 
of expected quality and quantity to intended beneficiaries. As can be seen in Figure 8, the group 
leaders were perceived to have had the highest influence on this outcome under NUSAF, which 
is not surprising considering their authority to handle the funds and purchase the inputs. The 
second highest influence level was ascribed to the NUSAF facilitator, who is the main program 
official with whom the groups interact. The NDTO came next, with an ascribed influence level of 
4. The district technical officers were perceived to have an influence level of 3, mainly because 
of their role in authorizing projects or fund releases. The influence level assigned to the group 
members was 3, as well. The elected sub-county officials were perceived to have the same 
influence level. Their influence was ascribed to their role in facilitating the interaction between 
the group and public officials. LC1 councilors (elected representatives at the village level) and 
the sub-county chief were ascribed an influence level of 2 for similar reasons. The influence of 
the input suppliers was rated as 1. 

Potentials of the NUSAF implementation mechanism 

A main feature of community-driven projects is that they transfer the funds for purchasing the 
inputs directly to the beneficiaries, who obviously have the strongest interest in the outcome of 
the procurement process. Hence, this mechanism has a unique potential to avoid the problem of 
supplying sub-standard material, which is inherent in public sector procurement processes, and 
has been encountered in the NAADS program. The quality of the draft oxen received by the 
group members interviewed for this study was appreciated, and they estimated the value of the 
oxen to be in the same range at which the group members had indeed purchased them. The 
fact that the group leaders had kept oxen prior to the conflict and were able to judge the quality 
of the animals might have contributed to this outcome. The influence ratings also indicate that 
NUSAF shifted power to the groups. The case study methodology applied here does not make it 
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possible to assess the representativeness of the results, but the results show that this program 
model has the potential to supply high quality inputs. The Implementation Completion and 
Results Report of NUSAF I also highlights community empowerment as a major achievement of 
the project (World Bank 2009a).  

Problems of the NUSAF implementation process 

Figure 7 indicates the entry points for leakages under the NUSAF procedure.  

Problems at the community group level: 

One major entry point is the misuse of funds by group leaders. This entry point is obviously the 
down-side of transferring funds directly to a bank account of the groups. The ratings displayed 
in the figure indicate a considerable difference in power between group members and group 
leaders, and the absence of strong checks and balances on the group leaders. As can be seen 
from the above description, it is fairly easy for group leaders to withdraw funds, especially if they 
are the only literate members of the group, and if the other group members are not well 
informed. In the case of the visited group that had received draft oxen, the group members were 
not aware of the total amount of funds that the group had received. Since they had been invited 
by the group leaders to join the group, they also showed a sense of gratitude to the group 
leaders and did not feel in a position to question them. This is a typical problem of community-
based approaches that has been highlighted in the literature (Platteau & Gaspart 2003). The 
accounting procedures also seem to leave room for leakages. The signature of a seller in a note 
book, as encountered in the case study, is a type of documentation that is easy to forge.  

The research team was also told about various problems that the respondents had heard of 
regarding NUSAF. Group leaders listed the names of alleged beneficiaries without the 
knowledge of these persons, and then pocketed the funds that were supposed to be used for 
them. It was also reported that members have signed up for groups, but then they were simply 
told that their names were not on the list of beneficiaries approved by the project agency. Other 
anecdotes referred to group leaders who withdrew funds from the group’s bank accounts and 
“lost” the funds on their journey to buying the inputs, either because they were robbed, or used 
the funds for other purposes.  

The use of the community procurement procedure was not studied by the team in detail, but the 
team was told that one problem of this approach was that the contractors would “run away with 
the money.” The use of contractors was probably more likely in community infrastructure 
projects under NUSAF than in input projects.  A newspaper article on leakages of NUSAF funds 
that appeared in 2008 stated: “Embezzlement took all kind of forms. In some cases, members of 
the Community Project Management Committee (CPMC) connived with contractors to produce 
shoddy or incomplete work. In other cases, the supplier never delivered the goods he was paid 
for. But mostly, money was withdrawn by CPMC executives and diverted for personal use” 
(Tebajjukira 2008). A newspaper report published in 2009 indicated the majority of the cases of 
theft and embezzlement of NUSAF funds processed in court at that time involved livestock, 
poultry, or swine projects (Karugaba 2009). This is in line with the hypotheses that livestock, as 
a private good, is particularly prone to this problem.  

Problems at the staff level: 

As indicated above, the funding flow under NUSAF prevents staff involved in project 
implementation from directly withdrawing funds, as they can in the case of NAADS. However, 
opportunities for leakages at the staff level still exist. The respondents mentioned the problem of 
staff members involved in the implementation process demanding kick-back payments to “move 
papers” or provide signatures needed for authorization. Officials who could ask for such kick-
backs include the NUSAF facilitators, the NDTOs, and the technical officers involved in the 
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implementation of the proposals. It was reported that to cope with problems occurring with fund 
withdrawal at the group level, NUSAF introduced a requirement of obtaining authorization from 
the NDTO and/or technical officers before withdrawing funds from the group account. This 
requirement apparently increased the opportunities for these officials to demand kick-backs in 
return for this authorization. One respondent indicated that these kick-backs amounted “up to 
70%” of the amounts that the groups wanted to withdraw. Another problem with this procedure 
was that it increased the transaction costs for the group members, since—depending on the 
location of the group—the costs of traveling to the district office was rather high, and sometimes 
involved crossing through combat zones. 

Respondents also mentioned the problem of officials involved in the implementation procedure 
setting up of “ghost groups.” The team did not receive detailed information on this problem, but 
according to the Process Net-Maps, this problem would require collusion between the NDTO, 
the NUSAF Accounts Assistant at the district level, the regional NUMU staff involved in 
overseeing financial transactions, and, possibly, district technical officers involved in project 
approval and technical supervision. Obviously, if local community members are also involved in 
the collusion, this type of leakage is easier to pursue. It is likely that the ghost group problem 
appears more frequently in programs that distribute agricultural inputs than in community 
infrastructure projects because the distribution of inputs is more difficult to track than the 
creation of community infrastructure.   

Strategies to reduce these problems: 

Investments in the capacity of the groups to hold group leaders accountable are an essential 
strategy to reduce problems occurring at the group level.  

 As indicated above, low literacy levels pose a challenge for developing group capacity, 
but this challenge could be addressed with sufficient time and resources spent on group 
development. According to respondents, this time was sometimes less than half a year, 
which does not seem sufficient to build functioning groups. Likewise, the field evidence 
suggests that strategies may be needed to increase the coverage, intensity, and 
effectiveness of group facilitation. This may require creating of stronger incentives for the 
NUSAF facilitators and a better supervision of their work. Managing the staff involved in 
group facilitation is obviously a general challenge in community-driven projects. One 
strategy to deal with this challenge is to promote the formation of new groups with the 
help of community group leaders who have been successful in forming their groups. 

 If groups are formed while people still live in IDP camps, it might be useful to form 
groups with members from the same location, so that the groups can continue to 
function after people return from the camps to their home villages. Thus, the investment 
in group formation would not be lost. According to the field observations, there was no 
specific effort to form groups among people from the same villages, a problem that 
applied not only to NUSAF, but also to other programs.  

 As in the case of NAADS, accountability could be strengthened by providing group 
members with more information on what they are entitled to. According to the 
Implementation Completion and Results Report, NUSAF I already adopted a policy to 
publish all releases for sub-projects (World Bank 2009a: 8). For program components 
that focus on agricultural inputs, it might be useful to standardize the amounts that 
groups are entitled to, so that it is easier to generate general awareness.  

 As discussed above for NAADS, measures to increase transparency would be most 
effective if they are combined with functioning complaint mechanisms. In a newspaper 
report, the World Bank country director was quoted as saying that NUSAF II will set up 
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accountability committees at sub-project level (Bareebe 2010), which may fulfill such a 
role. Social audits could also be used to increase accountability within groups. 

 It is also worthwhile to reconsider the extent that a group approach is useful for those 
program components that aim to provide individual households with productive assets 
after a conflict. While group approaches can provide additional benefits to farmers, such 
as reduced transaction costs in accessing inputs; mutual support in farming; and joint 
access to extension services, careful assessment to determine if the program design 
does in fact promote the realization of such benefits is important. Alternative 
implementation mechanisms for providing households with productive assets, such as 
direct cash transfers, avoid the problem of elite capture by group leaders. Of course, 
cash transfer programs involve their own implementation problems.  

A number of strategies can be considered to address the problems arising at the staff level:  

 As discussed above for NAADS, there is always the option to strengthen central 
supervision. According to the Implementation Completion and Results Report, NUSAF I 
already adopted this strategy through “a collaborative arrangement between NUSAF and 
anti-corruption agencies“ and a “continuous strengthening of financial management 
systems and installing independent annual audits over and above the normal regular 
audits.” The report points out that these and other measures led to the arrest of 15 
people and the reimbursement of US$ 240,000 of ineligible funds to the project, which 
“set strong examples” (World Bank 2009a: 8-9). Various newspaper reports also 
indicated that supervision efforts resulted in legal action against officials who had 
embezzled funds (Karugaba 2009; Tebajjukira 2008). 

 As in the case of NAADS, accountability could be improved by strengthening the role of 
elected local politicians in program implementation, since they are subject to the 
accountability mechanism of seeking re-election, or election at a higher level.  

 There is also a potential in strengthening the role of administrative staff at district and 
sub-county levels in project implementation. The interviewed District Chief Administrative 
Officers (CAOs) and Sub-County Chiefs emphasized that they had limited opportunity to 
monitor and supervise the implementation of NUSAF I, since NUSAF staff, such as the 
NDTO, were reporting to NUMU, and were not accountable to them. Likewise, they 
indicated that they had no means to supervise the fund flows under NUSAF I. 
Strengthening their role has the advantage of enhanced checks and balances. The 
involvement of the sub-county level has particular advantages, because (i) this 
government level is accessible to project beneficiaries at much lower 
transport/transaction costs and (ii) the sub-county staff is in a much better position to 
monitor what is actually happening at the community level.  NUSAF II plans to integrate 
project implementation into the local government system rather than implementing it 
through a semi-autonomous agency (World Bank 2009b). One has to take into account, 
however, that this strategy also involves its trade-offs. As the case of NAADS shows, 
administrative and technical staff at district and sub-county levels may also become 
involved in collusion regarding the embezzlement of funds. NUSAF II has safeguards 
against this problem. As stated in the Project Appraisal Document: “As will be detailed in 
the Operational Manual, where a participating district does not meet the minimum local 
government performance criteria, NUSAF II funds will not be disbursed to such a Local 
Government until those challenges have been addressed” (World Bank 2009b: 13). 
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3.4 Caritas Seed Fair Program – A voucher-based approach 

Overview of the project 

The Caritas organization of the Gulu Archdiocese in Northern Uganda started its Seed Fair 
program in 2000 in partnership with Catholic Relief Services (CRS), the international relief and 
development agency of the US Catholic Bishops, under an agricultural project funded by 
USAID. Caritas then continued this approach in partnership with European Commission 
Humanitarian Aid Department and Food and Agriculture Organization. Under the Seed Fair 
program, the implementing agency (in this case Caritas) issues vouchers to the beneficiaries, 
who can then use the vouchers to buy seeds at a local seed fair that is specifically organized for 
this purpose. The sellers of the seeds then redeem the vouchers with the implementing agency. 
Caritas has used this approach in more than 60 IDP camps in Acholi sub-region. The Seed Fair 
program has a number of features that distinguish it from other input voucher programs which 
are discussed in Section 3.5. 

The implementation process step-by-step 

Due to time constraints, only one Process Net-Map was produced for the Caritas Seed Fair 
program. The respondent was the Program Coordinator of Caritas Gulu Archdiocese, and the 
mapping focused on the way in which the program was implemented when the armed conflict 
was still ongoing. The entire implementation process according to the Process Net-Map had 24 
steps, which are displayed in Figure 9 and summarized below. 

Similar to NAADS and NUSAF, Caritas uses a group approach to implement the Seed Fair 
program. As a first step, the field staff of Caritas (Extension Supervisors) helped community 
members to form groups. The program targeted the “productive poor”, including rebel returnees, 
child mothers, youth, widows, orphans, widowers, and people living with HIV. Groups had a 
target of 20 members of which 60% are women and 40% men.  Also similar to NAADS and 
NUSAF, the Caritas program employed a Community Resource Person (CRP), who assisted 
the Extension Supervisors in interacting with the farming groups. The Community Resource 
Person and the Extension Supervisor then conducted an assessment of the quantity and quality 
of seeds that are available with the farming community first; then from local seed suppliers 
(referred to as “stockists”). Seed suppliers from outside the area were invited to the Seed Fairs 
if local suppliers did not have an adequate amount of seed for the particular community. 
Farmers who have seeds could also participate as sellers in the Seed Fairs. Caritas staff also 
took samples to test the quality of the seeds offered by prospective seed suppliers, using 
germination tests. The District or sub-county agricultural officers assisted Caritas staff in this 
aspect.  

Caritas also helped landless groups to acquire land for cultivation. During the time when the 
population was still living in camps, the Program Coordinator, with the help of the Executive 
Director, requested the assistance of local government authorities, landlords, and church 
organizations to allow the beneficiary groups to use available land for cultivation without paying 
rent. The groups received training and assistance to prepare the land. The group members 
were registered, and their needs for seeds were assessed using registration forms, which were 
then entered into a data base by Caritas data entry clerks.  

The Seed Fairs were conducted approximately three weeks after the registration step. Each 
Seed Fair lasted for one day and typically covered up to four camps. All Seed Fairs were 
conducted within a short timeframe since they had to be completed before the planting season. 
The vouchers needed for the Seed Fairs were printed in Kampala by Catholic Relief Services 
and submitted to the Program Coordinator (Step 1 in Figure 9), who signed a receipt for the 
vouchers. Caritas employed approximately 10 volunteers, who were trained to assist with the 
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organization of the Seed Fairs. The Program Coordinator also asked the army commanders to 
provide a security escort for the Seed Fairs.  

Figure 9: Flow of vouchers and funds under the Caritas Seed Fair Program 

 

Source: Authors 
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The Program Manager, the Extension Supervisor, the Accountant, and the volunteers all 
attended the Seed Fairs. The local council members were typically also present at the Seed 
Fairs and officially opened them. The beneficiaries and the seed suppliers jointly negotiated the 
prices for all seeds with facilitation provided by Caritas staff. The agreed upon prices were 
displayed on posters. The beneficiaries received vouchers, and with the help of the volunteers 
and extension supervisors to explain the different denominations of the vouchers, purchased the 
seeds of their choice. Each seed seller was given a numbered tag to indicate that that the seeds 
for sale were of good quality. Seed sellers without a tag were disqualified and sent out of the 
market zone by the local security committees. The fair was evaluated by a randomly selected 
sample of beneficiaries and seed sellers. The evaluation questionnaire covers basic information 
about the variety, quantity, and quality of seed purchased at the fair, and about how 
beneficiaries used their vouchers. At the end of the Seed Fair, the seed suppliers handed in the 
vouchers to the Caritas accountant against a receipt. The accountant then passed on the 
vouchers to the extension agent, who handed them back to the program officers. Both had to 
sign a receipt for the vouchers, as well. The program manager then entered the data on the 
vouchers in a data bank, and he was also responsible for storing them properly. A final report is 
produced once payment to seed suppliers is completed. 

Since the Caritas program was conducted at a time when the conflict was still ongoing, the 
reimbursement of the vouchers was organized in one or several meetings held at the Centenary 
Bank. The payments in the bank took more than one day, if the number of seed sellers was 
high. In such cases, Caritas grouped them by sub-county. The seed suppliers were informed by 

Archbishop

Landlords

Church

Army commanders

Escort

Catholic Relief 
Services

1. Print vouchers; deliver against receipt

Program coordinator

1

3. Hands out vouchers at seed fair

2. Assesses number of vouchers needed and
passes them on with receipt book 

Farmers 
Groups

Program Manager

2

3

4. Use vouchers to buy seeds after collective bargaining

Stockists
Seed suppliers

4

5. Collects vouchers; gives receipt

Accountant

5

6. Passes on vouchers against receipt

Extension 
supervisor

6
6

7. Confirms vouchers; enters data; stores them.

7

8. Bring receipts to meeting held at Bank

Centenary 
Bank

8

9. Attend meeting at Bank

9

9

9

Community 
Resource 
Person

Volunteers District Agric. 
Officer

Government 
authorities

Facilitators /
Specialists

Elected 
District
Leaders

10. Sign checks; keep documents in store

Financial Manager

Executive Director

10

10

11. Receive cash or checks; sign receipt

11

Seed fair



 

30 

 

radio about the day of the meeting. They handed in their receipts for the vouchers at this 
meeting, received checks or cash in return, and signed that they were reimbursed. The 
accountant and the program manager were also present at this meeting. The checks were 
signed by three senior Caritas officials, the Program Coordinator, the Executive Director, and 
the Financial Manager. These officials were also in charge of keeping the appropriate 
documentation on file.  

Level of influence of different actors on procurement outcomes 

Figure 10 displays the level of influence of the different actors involved on the procurement 
outcome, according to the perception of the interviewed Program Coordinator. In the case of 
this program, a good outcome was defined as the acquisition of the seeds in the expected 
quality and quantity by the intended group members.  

The interviewee ascribed the highest level of influence on this outcome to the field staff in 
charge of program implementation, the extension supervisor. A similarly high level of influence 
was ascribed to the army, which guaranteed the safety of the Seed Fairs that were conducted 
during the time of the armed conflict. The next highest level (7) was assigned to the program 
coordinator, followed by the District Agricultural Officer (6). The Program Manager, the 
Community Resource Person and the stockists or seed suppliers were all assigned an influence 
level of 5, followed by the farmers’ groups with an influence level of 4. The volunteers and the 
accountants both had an influence level of 3, and the senior staff involved in the financial 
transactions, the Executive Director and the Financial Manager were assigned a level of 2. The 
mapping indicates that the major influence on the outcome of this process rests with the project 
staff, in particular the field staff. 

 

Figure 10: Influence levels in the CARITAS Seed Fair Program 

 

Source: Authors 
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Potentials of the Seed Fair program 

The Seed Fair program has three important advantages as compared to the strategy of directly 
delivering seeds to the farmers that were procured by the implementing agency. First, the 
farmers can choose the seeds that they want. At a Seed Fair, it is easier to provide farmers with 
a larger choice of different seeds than it is in the case of central procurement. Hence this 
delivery mechanism is more responsive to the farmers’ demands and needs. Second, the 
voucher mechanism is market-friendly as it stimulates the emergence of private local seed 
suppliers. A large number of small suppliers can participate in a Seed Fair, which is not usually 
the case if the implementing agency procures the seed for distribution. Third, the vouchers also 
serve as a targeting mechanism. Fourth, voucher programs inject cash to the local communities 
since the markets are located within the communities. 

Challenges of the Seed Fair program and Caritas’ approach to deal with them 

Controlling the flow of vouchers: 

It is important to recognize that vouchers are in some sense like cash with similar difficulties 
associated with the handling of the vouchers. Staff involved in handling vouchers may have 
incentives to appropriate the vouchers for themselves and pass them on to others besides the 
identified beneficiaries. Staff may also have incentives not to invalidate used vouchers and find 
ways to reuse them. On the beneficiary side, recipients may have incentives to sell vouchers to 
other farmers rather than using them for the intended purpose of buying seeds for themselves. 
To manage this challenge Caritas applied very strict accounting procedures for handling 
vouchers within the organization. Whenever vouchers were handed from one staff member in 
the organization to another, the receiving staff member had to sign a receipt for the vouchers. 

In programs that do not use vouchers, the challenge of handling cash is reduced by transferring 
the funds from the point of origin to the point of delivery through the banking system. This has 
the advantage that nobody “can touch” the funds while they are within the banking system. As 
discussed above, problems only arise at the point where cash and checks can be withdrawn 
from the bank. In the case of vouchers, the implementing organization has to take care that 
none of the vouchers “disappear” while being transferred from the place they are printed to the 
place where they are handed out to the farmers. The same level of care is necessary after the 
Seed Fair, when transferring the vouchers back from the seed suppliers to the place in the 
organization where they are finally stored. Caritas controlled the flow of vouchers by making 
sure that all main voucher transactions involving beneficiaries and seed suppliers took place on 
one day and in one spot. The beneficiaries could only use the vouchers to trade at the Seed 
Fair, and the vouchers were collected back from the seed suppliers in exchange for receipts the 
same day. Caritas staff members were present at the Seed Fair during the whole day so that 
they could control all voucher transactions  

Redeeming the vouchers: 

Redeeming the vouchers is a challenging step because it involves handing out cash or checks 
to the seed dealers. Caritas managed this challenge by “centralizing” the transaction on one day 
and at one location, which made it easy to supervise. Since this entire transaction was handled 
within the bank itself, staff did not have to leave the bank and travel with cash or checks to the 
field to meet seed suppliers, which would have created opportunities for leakages.  

Targeting: 

While the vouchers can be used for targeting specific beneficiary groups, they do not constitute 
a self-targeting mechanism. Hence, program staff faced the challenge of appropriately 
managing the targeting mechanism so as to ensure that the intended beneficiary groups were 
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reached. Since vouchers are cash-like private goods, the challenge of elite capture is obviously 
considerable when using this approach. Caritas managed this challenge by clearly specifying 
the criteria for selecting the beneficiaries, and by engaging both the Extension Supervisor and a 
Community Resource Person in group formation to ensure that the selection criteria were met. 
The relative high level of influence attributed to these field staff in the Process Net-Map may 
indicate the importance of this task. 

Conflict Sensitivity 

The use of government troops to ensure security might have led to perceptions of political bias 
in the program. However, the Archdiocese of Gulu—and particularly the Archbishop—were well-
known in Northern Uganda for the efforts to mediate a peace settlement between the 
government and LRA (Soto 2009).  

In managing the governance challenges of implementing this and other development programs, 
Caritas may also benefit from their affiliation with the Catholic Church. The interviewee 
suggested that the authority of the Archbishop and the respect he commands contributes 
considerably to the creation of accountability within the organization. It was also mentioned that 
the Nuncio of the Pope plays an oversight role for Caritas. 

3.5 DANIDA Programs 

DANIDA operates two main programs in Northern Uganda, the Restoration of Agricultural 
Livelihoods Northern Uganda (RALNUC), and the Danish Support to Development Assistance 
to Refugee Hosting Areas – Agricultural Related Activities Component (DAR). Information from 
these programs was derived from an interview with the Kampala-based DANIDA representative 
in charge of the programs, and from monitoring and evaluation reports of these programs. Due 
to time constraints, no field visits or Process Net-Maps could be produced for these programs.  

DANIDA’s voucher-for-inputs approach 

The two DANIDA programs use a voucher-based implementation mechanism. However, the 
programs are larger in scale and scope than the Caritas Seed Fair program, and the voucher-
mechanism differs from the Caritas approach in important ways: first, the vouchers are provided 
as remuneration for community-based public works. Second, the vouchers are not only provided 
for seeds, but also for a whole range of agricultural inputs. Third, the use of the vouchers is not 
limited to a single event as in the Seed Fair example. The farmers can buy inputs from 
participating input dealers at their choice.  

Potentials of DANIDA voucher-for-inputs programs  

The DANIDA programs share the advantages associated with using vouchers that have been 
described above: they give farmers more choices than programs that centrally procure certain 
inputs and then distribute them to farmers. Moreover, by creating a demand for inputs, voucher-
based programs promote the development of local markets for inputs.  

Obviously, the creation of infrastructure is another important benefit of the approach used by the 
DANIDA programs. The two programs supported community access roads, water points, wood 
lots, marketing facilities, and cattle crushes (facilities for treating cattle against diseases). Since 
conflicts often lead to the destruction of such basic infrastructure, combining agricultural input 
supply projects with the creation and rehabilitation of community infrastructure is a useful 
approach for post-conflict programs. From a project implementation perspective, another 
important advantage of the public works approach is the fact that it constitutes a self-targeting 
mechanism. Only those farmers who are willing to work at the wage rate that is paid in form of 
vouchers can benefit from the program.  
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In fact, monitoring data documented a wide range of benefits that were associated with the 
programs, in particular increased productivity of agricultural production, increased household 
incomes and assets, and improved food security and nutrition (DANIDA 2008a; DANIDA 
2008b). 

Challenges of the input-for-voucher approach and DANIDA’s strategies to deal with them 

While DANIDA’s approach has additional benefits, it involves its own governance challenges. 
The creation of infrastructure involves the challenge of selecting the most appropriate 
infrastructure to be created, planning it appropriately, and ensuring that the infrastructure is of 
the desired quality. This may involve collaboration with engineers from local governments, or 
experts to be contracted for this purpose. DANIDA used a community-based approach involving 
Project Management Committees (PMCs) to organize the public works component. This study 
did not focus on the governance challenges involved in using PMCs, but one can assume that 
the challenges of this group-based approach may be similar to those described for the NUSAF 
program. Providing community-based infrastructure involves fewer targeting challenges than 
providing private goods, but PMCs may still misuse funds. Creating transparency can help to 
address this challenge. The monitoring report for one of the two projects states that extensive 
mobilization of local communities, involving the community leaders “coupled with radio 
awareness campaigns have played a key role in empowering communities to deal with 
dishonest PMCs” (DANIDA 2008a: 34). 

Since the DANIDA programs did not limit voucher transactions to one day and one spot, as in 
case of the Seed Fairs, the program involved the problem that beneficiaries may sell vouchers, 
thus undermining the purpose of the program. The monitoring reports found that, again, 
community mobilization and radio campaigns were also useful in reducing household sale of 
vouchers. In the RALNUC program, 26% of the households sold vouchers according to the 
monitoring report (DANIDA 2008a). The DAR Program was more successful in this regard: only 
7% of the households were found to have sold vouchers (DANIDA 2008b). 

According to interview information, the DANIDA programs also faced some challenges in 
controlling the flow of vouchers, which is not surprising given the challenges in handling 
vouchers identified above.  A case was reported in which used vouchers were not invalidated, 
and were circulated again on a rather substantial scale. 

Identifying the inputs to be purchased may also be a challenge of this approach. According to 
one respondent, the list of inputs that beneficiaries were able to buy did not include some of the 
items that women preferred. It was also reported that beneficiaries frequently complained that 
they did not receive direct payment in exchange for their labor input. 

When linking the voucher approach to a public works approach, one also has to recognize that 
the amount of inputs that can be provided is limited by the wage rate. The typical working hours 
for hired labor were half a day for these programs (as farmers used the other half of the day for 
their own work), and the programs paid a wage rate of 3,000 UGX. This was the wage that the 
donor agencies jointly agreed to use so as not to compete with each other or distort the local 
labor market. Since the price of a pair of draft oxen is in the range of several hundred thousand 
UGX, it was difficult for farm families to acquire this type of input under the DANIDA programs. 

3.6 The cash-for-work program of the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) 
Due to time limitations, this program was not included in the field research, but since its 
implementation mechanism seems particularly interesting, it is included in the analysis. 
Originally, ICRC operated a voucher-based agricultural input program, which used a similar 
mechanism to those of the DANIDA programs described above. The public works component, 
however, was mostly dedicated to the opening of land for cultivation. Obviously, this is a task 
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that otherwise farmers, or groups of farmers, have to do on their own without payment if they 
want to start cultivation again. During the conflict, many plots had become overgrown, so that 
the tilling of the land is a major effort. At some point, the managers of the ICRC project decided 
to switch from vouchers to direct cash, as they became convinced that the farmers would most 
likely use the cash to buy farm inputs, especially since they had already invested time and effort 
in land preparation. According to a former ICRC staff member whom the team interviewed, this 
indeed turned out to be the case.  

Further information on how well this approach worked in practice was not available to the 
authors. Still, as compared to the other implementation mechanisms discussed above, this 
mechanism seems to have three important advantages: 

1) This approach uses the self-targeting mechanism of public work programs, yet avoids 
the challenges involved in creating public infrastructure, such as ensuring quality control. 
Quality of work should not be an issue in this approach, since the farmers prepare their 
own fields, a task in which they have a high interest. 

2) It is easy to create transparency about the program benefits, since it is clear what 
farmers are entitled to: a specified payment for clearing a specified amount of land. Such 
information can, for example, be easily disseminated by radio. As a consequence, 
farmers will be able to judge whether they receive what they are entitled to, and they are 
in a better position to launch complaints if they receive less than the specified amount. 
This should help to avoid leakages in the disbursement of the funds for wages.  

3) Third, this approach avoids all the challenges involved in administering a voucher 
scheme. As indicated above, these challenges are substantial. Since the farmers have 
already cleared their land, they have a higher incentive to use the cash they receive for 
buying agricultural inputs than they might have if their labor was used for other 
purposes, such as creating community infrastructure.  

This approach has the disadvantage of not creating community-based infrastructure that rural 
communities may also need. Still, for programs that aim to restore agricultural livelihoods by 
providing access to agricultural inputs, this is an interesting approach because it seems to 
involve fewer governance challenges than the other programs reviewed. 

3.7 Heifer International’s dairy program 

Heifer International (HPI) is a non-profit organization based in the USA that works in many 
developing countries. The basic concept of HPI is the following: farm families receive a female 
animal, such as a dairy cow or a goat, and they return the first female off-spring of that animal to 
the program, so that another farm family can receive it. This principle is referred to as “passing 
on the gift.” In Uganda, HPI does not operate a specific post-conflict program, but its dairy 
program is also implemented in Northern Uganda. Information on this program is based on 
interviews with a program officer, two families that received dairy cows, and published 
information.  

HPI uses the following implementation mechanism: unlike the organizations discussed earlier, 
HPI does not initially invest in the formation of groups, but rather invites proposals from groups 
that have already formed themselves. The proposals are evaluated by program staff. If a 
proposal is approved, the group members receive intensive training. The program implemented 
in Northern Uganda promoted dairy production using improved breeds. The groups received 
intensive weekly training by an extension officer, which lasted for one year or more. During this 
period, the participants had to make the required preparations for receiving a dairy cow, such as 
building a shed and growing Napier grass and other fodder crops. The program manager 
reviewed whether the participants were meeting the readiness criteria, before either a pregnant 
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heifer, or a cow with a calf was delivered. The information from the field visits suggests that the 
approach followed by HPI is rather labor-intensive, and that its ultimate income effect will 
depend on the possibilities to link the dairy farmers to urban milk markets. 

The program uses a mix of two procurement mechanisms. The community groups receive 
funding to employ the extension officer. Hence, for this position, a type of community 
procurement is used, which creates strong accountability of the extension officer to the group. 
The animals, however, are procured by HPI. Since specialized knowledge is required to procure 
high-yielding dairy cows and since HPI has superior knowledge in this respect, this procurement 
mechanism seems very appropriate. Similar to the case of Caritas, HPI can rely on a strong 
international organization that helps to create accountability among staff. For example, HPI 
officers from the US visit the country programs and play a strong oversight role. The fact that 
the organization has to show success to be able to raise funds also helps to create 
accountability. Moreover, HPI can pay salaries that are higher than those of public sector 
employees; this also helps to motivate staff members. HPI uses another interesting mechanism 
to motivate staff and overcome governance challenges. The organization has formulated twelve 
principles which constitute the “cornerstones” of the organization and which are apparently well 
communicated to staff. “Passing on the gift” is one of those principles; others include 
accountability, full participation, sharing and caring, and genuine need and justice.  

4. Discussion 

4.1 Identifying the appropriate implementation mechanism 

The above analysis indicates that each implementation mechanism has its own advantages and 
disadvantages, which underlines the need for identifying a mechanism that is best suited to the 
specific project goals and context. As outlined in the conceptual framework (Figure 1), an 
assessment for “fit” of an implementation mechanism should take the following factors into 
account:  

1) Characteristics of the goods to be provided: The more diverse farmers’ needs and 
preferences are with regard to different agricultural inputs, the less suitable is the 
mechanism of central procurement by the implementing agency. Likewise, if a program 
intends to provide a variety of different agricultural inputs rather than just one type, central 
procurement by the implementing agency is less suitable than mechanisms that leave the 
choice to the farmers. The programs under review seemed to have followed this logic, since 
procurement by the implementing agency was only used by programs that specialized on 
specific inputs. Farmers’ ability to assess the quality of inputs is an important characteristic 
that should be considered in the program design. Implementation mechanisms that leave 
the procurement decisions entirely to the beneficiary farmers seem appropriate when 
farmers are familiar with the input and can easily judge its quality. If new inputs are 
introduced that farmers are not yet familiar with (e.g., new crops or improved breeds), there 
is a need for a stronger involvement of agricultural experts in the procurement process. The 
market structure for inputs also matters. If the inputs are not available in the respective 
region, a community-based procurement mechanism seems less suitable.  

2) Community characteristics: The case study indicates that there was considerable 
heterogeneity among the population in terms of education levels, access to land, and assets 
that households were able to maintain during the conflict. Group-based approaches may 
have worked better during the time of the IDP camps compared to the situation that 
prevailed after the population had returned to their home locations, because residence in the 
camps may have served as a type of “equalizer” reducing the need for targeting. Of all 
implementation mechanisms covered in this study, NUSAF had the highest demands on the 
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capacity of communities to avoid capture by group leaders. The program experience 
discussed above suggests that NUSAF may have underestimated the need for investment 
in community capacity that was required to make the program work, especially after the 
beneficiaries had returned to their home locations. The experience of the Prosperity for All 
component under NAADS underlines the need to carefully analyze whether mechanisms 
such as targeting individual model farmers will increase inequality within communities, which 
is particularly problematic in post-conflict settings. It is all the more problematic as there is a 
high potential for perceptions of political favoritism (given the composition of the selection 
committee) in a setting where political polarization played an important role in the conflict. 

3) Capacity of the organization: There is a need to match the complexity of the implementation 
mechanism with the capacity of the organization. The case study suggests that 
organizations with strong internal accountability such as Caritas were successful in using 
implementation mechanisms that involve considerable governance challenges. However, 
their programs also operated on a smaller scale than NAADS and NUSAF.  

4) General conditions: At the time of conducting this research, the general conditions in 
Northern Uganda can be considered comparatively favorable. The armed conflict had come 
to a complete end. Moreover, due to characteristics of the Acholi culture which are 
conducive to reconciliation, tensions between the ex-combatants and the affected 
population seemed low (Soto 2009). Former rebels who were interviewed indicated that they 
had joined the LRA under coercion, and this explanation is widely accepted as a way of 
welcoming people back into their communities. Moreover, since only a part of the country 
was affected by the conflict, public administration institutions, such as the Ministry of 
Agriculture Animal Industry and Fisheries, continued to function. Respondents reported that 
even local governments continued to function in the IDP camps. These conditions favored 
the use of group-based approaches as well as the use of more complex implementation 
mechanisms. The endemic problem of corruption in Uganda discussed in the introduction, 
however, might have required stronger checks and balances than were applied in the 
programs implemented by the public sector.  

4.2 Strategies to address governance challenges across implementation mechanisms 

1) Empower farmers to hold providers accountable: Since it is the farmers who have the 
strongest interest in the delivery of high quality inputs, any delivery mechanism will benefit 
from measures that empower farmers to hold the implementing agency accountable. The 
following measures can help to achieve this result: 

a. Increase transparency: Farmers need to know what they are entitled to in order to be 
able to hold the implementing agency accountable. Radio campaigns can help to 
create this awareness. In public works programs, it is easy to standardize the wage 
per day. In programs that deliver agricultural inputs or funds for such inputs (as in 
NAADS and NUSAF), it might be useful to standardize the value of the inputs that 
each farmer is entitled to, even if a group approach is used to implement the 
program. 

b. Establish effective complaint mechanisms: Making farmers aware of what they are 
entitled to can only lead to better outcomes if there is a functioning mechanism to 
launch complaints. Establishing such mechanisms, however, is not an easy task 
since the implementing agency may have limited incentives to make a complaint 
mechanism work. New technologies may play a role here. 

2) Invest in group formation and internal accountability: Since most implementation 
mechanisms rely on groups, it is important to invest in group formation. Developing well 
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functioning groups takes time, and this has to be built into the program design. To combat 
elite capture within groups, it is also important to invest in internal accountability 
mechanisms within groups. For example, social audit meetings, where group leaders have 
to account for their management of funds and show that they have not benefited from 
cronyism or political favoritism. Transparency of what group members are entitled to should 
also help to strengthen accountability within groups. 

3) Strengthen internal accountability mechanisms in implementing agencies: The strategies 
that can be used to achieve this goal may vary according to the type of agency. Semi-
autonomous public agencies, private and nongovernmental organizations as well as 
international organizations have more flexibility in using financial benefits and the 
termination of contracts to create incentives. In public sector agencies, the use of merit-
based promotion is one of the most important instruments to create incentives. Moreover, 
public sector agencies also have sanctioning mechanisms. The experience of the Probe 
Committee for NAADS shows that inspectors from the central level can be quite effective in 
identifying leakages, for example by visiting randomly selected beneficiaries. The challenge 
is to create incentives for the leadership of the agencies to use these mechanisms 
effectively. However, there is also a need to review the salary levels in the public 
administration. If public servants do not earn the minimum required for maintaining a decent 
life style that is appropriate for their level of education, it is obviously difficult to control 
leakages.  

4) Foster professionalism and mission-orientation: This is an important and often overlooked 
approach to improve governance. Obviously, this is a long-term strategy, which has to start 
in the training institutions and universities where professionals receive their formation. 
Supporting associations among professionals that uphold professional values and ethics is 
also conducive to this goal. The case study identified several instances where public officials 
did not approve sub-standard material in spite of political pressure because they upheld 
their professional principles.   

5) Consider trade-offs in institutional design: In designing implementation mechanisms, it is 
important to carefully consider the trade-offs and long-term goals. For example, creating 
semi-autonomous agencies, as in case of NAADS, can make it easier to provide a particular 
service or implement a particular project or program. However, in the long run, this strategy 
can undermine efforts to reform the overall administration and to strengthen local 
governments.  

4.3 Research needs 

The case study illustrates the value in evaluating implementation mechanisms in a comparative 
perspective, so as to better understand their advantages and disadvantages. The case study 
indicated that Process Net-Map is a useful tool to identify where and why governance 
challenges occur. However, a case study approach does not generate statistically significant 
results. Future research on this topic could use the following quantitative approaches: 

1) Survey research: Develop modules to be included in household surveys that focus on 
governance involved in program implementation. For example, in group-based approaches, 
a survey could ask whether group members know how much funds the group received, and 
how these funds are spent. To assess conflict sensitivity, group members and leaders could 
be asked about their political affiliation. It would be also be beneficial to conduct surveys 
among the staff involved in implementing programs, so as to assess the incentives and 
challenges that they face. 
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2) Quantify extent of different types of leakages: Even though this is ultimately a task for audit 
institutions, research can play a role in quantifying the extent of leakages that occur in 
different types of programs. The Public Expenditure Tracking (PET) methodology developed 
by the World Bank is an example.3 The basic idea is to follow the flow of funds from the 
central level to the ultimate recipients. PET studies have mostly been conducted for health 
and education, but it would be useful to apply this methodology to post-conflict agricultural 
programs. The Process Net-Map technique employed in this study can be used to design 
effective quantitative PET studies. 

3) Test hypotheses on appropriateness of different implementation mechanisms: The 
conceptual framework proposed in this study can be used to develop hypotheses on the 
appropriateness of different implementation mechanisms, taking into account the influencing 
factors identified above (capacity of implementing organization; scale of operation; nature of 
the goods to be provided; etc.). A research design that uses this approach would have to 
compare different implementation mechanisms applied in the same situation, or look at the 
same mechanism applied in different situations.  

4) Experimentation and learning: Recent research on program implementation has 
demonstrated the advantages of using an experimental approach. Implementing agencies 
could experiment with different implementation mechanisms on a pilot basis, and make 
them subject to rigorous evaluation, so as to learn over time what type of mechanisms work 
best where and why. The already ongoing exchange among different organizations working 
in post-conflict situations in donor working groups can also help to promote mutual learning.  

4.4 Concluding remarks 

Assisting rural people to rebuild agricultural livelihoods is one of the most promising strategies 
to promote development in post-conflict areas, although it is a challenging task. Projects that 
implement agricultural programs in post-conflict situations are confronted with serious 
governance challenges such as leakages and elite capture, which may undermine efforts to 
sustain peace. The study indicates that a variety of promising approaches have been developed 
to meet these challenges. However, the study also shows that there is no single approach in 
improving governance. Each mechanism comes at a cost: while solving some challenges, it 
creates new ones. For example, combating corruption among public officials using community-
based procurement may come at the expense of elite capture in community groups. Hence, the 
analytical task is to identify the approach that involves the least challenges in a particular 
situation, while seeking to maximize avoidance of renewed to conflict.  

In deciding on the appropriate approach, one has to take into account trade-offs in terms of time 
and scale. For example, using specialized organizations for delivering post-conflict programs 
may work well in the short run, but affect the possibilities to create well-functioning institutions in 
the long run. Moreover, many interesting approaches work well on a small scale, when they are 
implemented by a dedicated and committed project team. However, scaling up such 
experiences is not easy. Civil conflicts often occur on a substantial scale, affecting large parts of 
a country or an entire country. Scattered small-scale projects can help to address post-conflict 
problems, but they are not sufficient to rebuild agriculture—as this is the source of livelihood on 
which the majority of rural people depend. Hence, it remains one of the most challenging tasks 
to identify approaches that can be used on a large scale by the public sector to make sure that 
all victims of violent conflicts have the chance to rebuild their agricultural livelihoods, escape 
poverty and live in peace. 

                                                
3
 See http://go.worldbank.org/84C1RUHTD0 

http://go.worldbank.org/84C1RUHTD0
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