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ABSTRACT

Assuring food security in Uganda is a fundamental challenge that the g@retrand
development agencies face. Recent analyses indicate that some suaasbegih
achieved, but food insecurity gaps still exist, with implications for more cimace
investments in a multiplicity of community assets to achieve bettetse$uis study
assessed whether social capital is a key asset for achievement ofdoaty g& Kamuli
district, southeast Uganda. More specifically, it focused on the determimanisvals of
participation in food security groups. The study also explored the statusngeal and gaps
of information flows in rural communities. Potential relationships betweenl sag#al and
food security were also examined.

Data were collected using a survey (378 randomly sampled households fram-six s
counties), group discussions (21 groups) and community interviews (12 communities), and
analyzed using SPSS and NVIVO. Results indicated that participation in foodysecur
groups is affected by socio-demographic, economic and spatial factors. Thededrage,
education level of the household head, a household’s possession of a non-agricultural income
source, land acreage owned and distance to health facilities.

Participation in a food security group is motivated by percebvedefits such as
access to material incentives and capacity building opportuniteatalsle to members as
well as group leadership style and mutual trust among membkeslevel of partnerships -—
other groups, organizations and institutions with which groups work in development
interventions -- was low. For groups with partnerships, membersedithat they continue
working with them for an indefinite period, an indication of dependency.n#ton was

accessed from a variety of sources including local communitgbrees and leaders, private
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business entities and staff from government and non-governmentaizatgans. Reliability
and applicability of some of the information, from the perspectf’fehe community
members, was low and community members had no capacity to dermemehi@bility.
Information linkages among different types of actors were low or non-existent

Bridging and linking social capital characterized by household maimpan groups,
access to information from external institutions, and observance ofsnior groups were
positively associated with food security. In addition, cognitive social capitatacterized by
observance of generalized norms in the village (trust and belleflpiulness of residents)
was positively associated with food security. Human capital (€#dackevels) and physical
capital (access to water sources) were also significantly assbaréh food security.

The key policy implications include promotion of both formal and non-&brm
education opportunities such that rural communities attain skills wdtential for
augmenting the capacity for better management of their resoame improving their
livelihoods. Strengthening of linkages is necessary and these sholldeinan exit/
sustainability strategy. Finally, farmers’ associations aadllinstitutions need a supportive
legislative and regulatory framework in which they can thrivedl aassume greater

responsibilities related to demanding accountability.



CHAPTER 1. GENERAL INTRODUCTION
Background

Food insecurity is a key challenge in most African countrietlganda, 88% of the
population is rural based with over 80% dependent on agriculture for foodvahiolbd
security (World Bank, 2005), and the bulk of the sector is smallholtsistence (Uganda
Bureau of Statistics [UBOS], 2002). About 45% of the population is paligntood
insecure — 4% food insecure throughout the year, 26% highly vulnerablel%®nd
moderately vulnerable — with variations both geographically and ambweghood groups
(World Food Program [WFP], 2006). Thus, even in areas where achievenagetdeen
made, pockets of food insecurity are extant. The prevailing food ingesituation has led
to alarming levels of malnutrition, especially among pregnant wandrchildren under five
years of age. According to UBOS and Macro International Inc. (2@8%0 of children less
than 5 years of age in Uganda were stunted in 2006/2007, indicainfgdl insecurity is a
key problem that requires close attention.

The problem of food insecurity in the country is largely associated with low
agricultural productivity and poverty. Food aid and global food markets are not reliable
because of fluctuations in world food production and markets, and rapidly increasing food
prices due to the impact of high energy prices on international markets andidomest
transport costs (World Bank, 2008). In addition, conflicts and wars may affecs acdesd
as exhibited by recent conflicts in two of Uganda’s neighboring countoesl &cess has
been made more difficult and prices greatly increased in the countlyy lpecause of high
demand in post-conflict areas in Kenya and Sudan. Moreover, the global expansion i

biofuels production has further strained world food supplies and markets as land used to



produce staple foods becomes diverted to crops for fuel (Rosamond et al. 2007, Food and
Agriculture Organization [FAO], 2008). Thus, enhanced domestic production and local food
systems are an important strategy to achieve food security in developimmi€s.

To enhance domestic food production in the country, numerous efforts have been
launched over the years, with varying outcomes. According to Semana (2002) prior
Uganda’s independence in 1962, most of the agricultural research and extensioweftorts
focused on cash crop production, with extension activities implemented by lodaliclaa
authoritative manner. However, in the six years prior to 1962, with a critical shasined
local agricultural professionals, extension efforts were implemented asTransfer of
Technology’ (ToT) approach, with progressive farmers and publicly manageondtration
gardens as models (Opio-Odongo, 1992).

Although the ToT model established prior to independence was thought to be
functioning well, its implementation was disrupted by political turmoil and ecandecline
that characterized the country for most of the 1970s and 1980s (Semana, 2002). When
conditions improved, from 1992 to 1998, the Ugandan government, with support from the
World Bank, embraced and implemented a participatory research and exteadelrbased
on the ‘Training and Visit’ model of extension, replacing the ToT and diffusion of
innovations model (Anderson, Feder & Ganguly, 2006).

The recovery period was also associated with increased involvement of non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) in agricultural service delivery to camepleefforts of
government staff that were perceived to have low coverage and impact on communities
(Feder, Willet & Zijp, 1999). Another notable development during this period was the

introduction of structural adjustment measures such as privatization of government



parastatals, liberalization of markets, and decentralization of governménesencluding
agricultural extension. During this period, the Ugandan government also developed its
Poverty Eradication Action Plan (PEAP) and Plan for Modernization of Agric{lRM&),
both of which provided for a new way of integrating efforts by the various stakeholder
involved in agricultural development (Bahiigwa, Rigby & Woodhouse, 2005).
Decentralization, PEAP, PMA and food security efforts in Uganda.

Implementation of PEAP and PMA in Uganda is done with decentralization as the
institutional framework. Decentralized governance was launched in 1997, tehaextby
delegation of some decision making responsibilities to local governments (S20D&).

The responsibilities included local planning, recruitment and supervision of tddtaita

and resource mobilization. However, for resource mobilization, the centrahgosmet
complements local budgets through unconditional and conditional grants (Francis& Jame
2003). Unconditional grants can be applied to any of the planned local development
activities, whereas conditional grants are tied to specific activiligs & construction of
schools and maintenance of roads.

According to Ministry of Local Government [MoLG] (2004), the decentréibra
system is based on a five-tier arrangement of local councils (LC lepfgsenting villages
(LC 1, approximately 60 households), parishes (LC II, 300 households), sub-couftigk (L
1,500-3,000 households), counties (LC IV, 5,000-8,000 households) and district (LC V,
10,000-50,000 households). The actual number of households depends on the population
density of a given area. Officials for LC I, Il and V are elddterough the ballot by all
voters in the area of jurisdiction, whereas those for LC Il and LC I\¢aezted by the

elected LC | and LC Il officials, respectively; all occupyioéffor five years. The functions



of each local council are presented in Table 1.1. Local people are exigeattidely
participate in the local development activities, either directly or throughrépesentatives
(Kullenberg & Porter, 1998). They directly participate in needs assessmamisoring and
evaluation of programs and demanding accountability.

Table 1.1 Major functions of local councils in Uganda’s decentralized governaac

Council level Major functions(s)

LCV 1. Harmonization and development of plans based on needs assessments
from local community members
2. Recruit, monitor and supervise technical staff and development
activities
3. Resource mobilization
4. Account to the electorate and the national local government ministry
5. Liaise with other districts in implementation of development activities

LC IV Coordination and linking the implementation of sub-county (LCIII)
development activities.
LC Il 1. Mobilization of resources mainly through collection of local taxes

2. Supervision of development activities implemented by technical staff
deployed at sub-counties

LC I Coordination and linking the implementation of village (LCI) development
activities
LC I Leadership and mobilization of community members for community

development

Sources: Francis and James (2003); MoLG (2004)

The PEAP was also established in 1997 as 20-year strategy for reducing.dovert
was a product of the World Bank-led Poverty Reduction Strategy Process)(RRg&Red
for all poor developing countries that qualified for debt relief (Ministryinafce, Planning
and Economic Development [MFPED], 2001). The main pillars of PEAP include economic
management, enhancing production and incomes, security and governance, and human
development. The activities of PEAP focus on primary health care, rurat feads,
education, water supply and modernization of agriculture (MFPED, 2004). PMA is a sub-

component of PEAP; since the majority of Uganda’s population is rural based, emgdicat



poverty requires a clear focus on agriculture which is the major econoimrityg&ahiigwa
et al., 2005).

The mission of PMA is to eradicate poverty by transformingistdrece agriculture
to commercially-oriented agriculture (Ministry of Agriculturenifal Industry and Fisheries
[MAAIF] and MFPED, 2000). The main objectives of PMA are to: ifgrease incomes and
improve the quality of life of poor subsistence farmers througheased agricultural
productivity and increased share of marketed production, (ii) improveeholds food
security through the market rather than emphasizing self-gufbygj (iii) provide gainful
employment through the secondary benefits of PMA implementatidnasuagro-processing
factories and services, and (iv) promote sustainable use andgenaeva of natural
resources. To achieve these objectives, the key intervention areas“research and
technology development, agricultural advisory services, agriculedatation, access to
rural finance, agro-processing and marketing, natural resomao@agement and investment
in supportive infrastructure” (MAAIF and MFPED, 2000, p. 46).

Under PMA, the approach to implementation of services related iculigre has
been made more inclusive and “demand-driven.” For instance, fundirggtivities is done
through a variety of sources, including the government, donors and locaér$ar
Agricultural research has been designed in such a way that negd®ref farmers are
addressed by establishing zonal Agricultural Research Develop@emters, with each
center catering for an agro-ecological zone (MAAIF, 2004).

Agricultural extension services have been reorganized under thenalat
Agricultural Advisory Services (NAADS) with an orientation towagslic funding (with

co-funding contribution by local farmers’ groups) and private sergrovision (MAAIF,



2000). NAADS has also been mandated with the facilitation of fagreup formation at
village level and farmer forums at sub-county, district, and ndtlemals. Farmers’ groups
are expected to articulate their needs and access seraceprivate service providers, paid
for through the decentralized (sub-counties) government with co-fundid® of the
budget) from the groups. The ability of farmers to make effedmmands for advisory
services depends on their ability to organize themselves in groups (Bahiigw2@0%).
Despite some achievements, implementation of the PMA and decentralized
governance has not been very effective, necessitating more concertexd Efoinstance,
one of the most recent evaluation reports of PMA indicates that “crossgastues,
including a clear focus on poverty, gender and environment issues, have not akvays be
effectively integrated in the activities undertaken within the PMA compongnidbrd
Policy Management [OPM] 2005: ii). Further, under NAADS, while farmersqiaate in
local decision making processes through their groups and associations, and hesedacce
increased knowledge on farming and practice enterprise diversificat®mahnot
necessarily translated into substantial increases in agricultural praguenid increased
incomes (Muwonge, 2007). Francis and James (2003) indicate that service delivery under
decentralization has not been as effective as expected, partly becanstedf'tivic’
engagement by people with local governments in ways that ensure downward acctuntabili
and equity. Thus, efforts to improve livelihood conditions need to go beyond investments in
human, financial, natural and physical assets (Buckland, 1998).
Grootaert (1998) asserts that social capital is vital for effectiveemmgahtation of
development initiatives because it taps into the interaction and organizatbanisns of

the actors. Social capital has the potential of improving resource managencaileictive



goal attainment (Coleman, 1988), as well as improved access to resources thkaggs |

with government and non-governmental organizations and institutions (Uphoff &
Wijayaratna, 2000). In Uganda, social capital for development interventiofieéasnainly
developed through encouragement of groups of various forms depending on existing policy
orientations and donor requirements (Mutimba & Luzobe, 2004; Sseguya, Mangheni,
Semana & Oumo, 2004).

According to Mutimba and Luzobe (2004), farmers’ groups in Uganda date back to
1913 when African farmers were mobilized by local elites to address tlivaligageous
terms of trade that were imposed by the mercantile monopolies supported byishe Br
colonialists. Although they were allowed to organize, their activities alesely controlled
by the colonial administration to curtail political developments. The admitnstra
controlled the leadership and management of cooperatives that supervised tinegpedamf
these groups. Further, the groups were only supposed to engage in marketing-related
activities. When the country attained political independence in 1962, state-control of
cooperatives continued, thereby serving as major marketing monopoliesdastaltrops
and ultimately controlling foreign exchange inflows into the country.

By the 1980s, when Structural Adjustment Programs were introduced in the country,
the cooperatives were not as competitive (Heidhues et al., 2004) and newraeaatsger
support of alternative group formations by international organizations and donors@merge
The new groups were not as strictly controlled by the state as the coaparatiement,
although the cooperative movement later re-organized and became less staliedontr
(Najjingo & Sseguya, 2004). By early 2000, there were at least six briagbias of

farmers’ groups depending on apex body: those formed by non-governmental orgasizati



(NGOs), Uganda National Farmers’ Federation (UNFFE), government chegpaist research
institutes, special donor programs such as NAADS, the cooperative movement dratpself-
initiatives (Sseguya et al., 2004). The range of services provideddntscliaried by specific
group goals and location but included lobbying and advocacy for the memberstgtere
farmer training, information gathering and dissemination, marketing, input proeat and
credit services, agricultural shows and trade fairs (Sseguya 2064.).

Numerous studies have shown associations between social capital and positive
development outcomes such as health (Rose, 2000), natural resource managemefit (Pretty
Ward, 2001), and economic development (Edwards & Foley, 1998), but none has examined
potential relationships between social capital and food security. The cundyntstused on
this relationship at household and community levels. Undertaking a study on tluasbiati
between social capital and food security is important, because it can atearzion of
the goal of the PMA and decentralized service delivery in Uganda, @tymatproving
people’s livelihoods. Generating ‘best practices’ for food and livelihood secyragdessing
the impact of social capital is particularly important, given the incrgasie of participation
by local institutions and groups in development interventions in Uganda. Thus, resuls of t
study may be instrumental in enhancing the performance and sustainabgityvaint
policies and programs.

Further, since the conceptualization and theorization of social capitalatively
recent, and given that forms of social capital are society fsp@rid change over time,
research on social capital and its relationship to important develdpoutcomes such as
food security is necessary. This study contributes to identifyiagconditions under which

the many positive aspects of social capital occur, can be Bathéw positive food security



outcomes, and how the negative aspects can be mitigated. This ddutynstrates
methodological approaches for measuring the different dimensiswial capital. Thus, it
contributes to generating best practices for enhancing swagpdtial for food security and
other development activities, as well as contributing to themizaand methodological
advancement.
Background information about Kamuli district

Kamuli district is located in southeastern Uganda (Figure 1.1). Ugandand-a
locked east African country covering 240,000 sqg. km, with a population of 27 million.
Although the country has registered positive economic performance, with paxatty |
falling from 38% in 2003 to 31% in 2007 (United Nations Development Program [UNDP],
2008), a significant proportion of the rural population is still poor. This is due to the
decreasing performance of the agricultural sector, which is the maire sfuineelinoods for
the rural population.

Kamuli district has a population of 700,000 and an area of 4,348 sg. km out af whic
3,332 sq. km (77%) is land and 1,016 sqg. km (23%) water (UBOS, 2002). Over 98% of the
population is dependent on agriculture and related activities forithedihoods. Agriculture
in Kamuli is predominantly smallholder subsistence, with an avdeagk holding of two

hectares (Kamuli District Administration [KDA], 2004).
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The area has, over the years, experienced reductions in tagaktylelds as a result
of land degradation due to cultivation of fragile lands (steep slomksveamps), continuous
cultivation with limited use of organic and inorganic fertilizers, and limime@stment in soll
conservation (National Environment Management Authority [NEMA], 2005).
Cropl/livestock pests and diseases, vagaries of weather wheseltagei is almost entirely
rain-fed, limited use of improved production and post-harvest techngl@gidsnadequate

access to extension services ha

exacerbated the situation (Pende
Nkonya & Sserunkuuma, 2001).
As a result, 80% of the rura

population in Kamuli lives in absolute

poverty and more than 50% of th
population is vulnerable to fooc
insecurity as a result of low productio

levels (KDA, 2004; WFP, 2009). The

government of Uganda has implement P e _ e
L Kamuli District
numerous initiatives to address focFigure 1.1 Location of Uganda and Kamuli
district

insecurity in the district, but only recently — in the 1980s — haveetledforts been
complemented by non-governmental organizations (MAAIF and MFPED, 2000;20DA).
One of such initiatives is a tripartite partnership program lechdetween the Center for
Sustainable Rural Livelihoods at lowa State University and twiitutisns in Uganda --
Makerere University and an indigenous NGO called Volunteer EffortsDevelopment

Concerns (VEDCO). The activities of this program frame the main fodimssagtudy.
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Overview of the food security concept

The World Bank (1986, p.1) has defined food security as “access by all people at all
times to sufficient food for an active, healthy life.” Subsequent definitions afotifeept
have emphasized nutrition. According to (FAO, 2000), food security is achieved when al
people, at all times, have physical, social and economic access to syféaferdnd
nutritious food which meets their dietary needs and food preferences for araactive
healthy life. A focus on nutrition adds care giving practices, healthcesrand healthy
environments to the definition of food security. Food security is affected by bothaghysic
and temporal factors. The physical factors relate to food flow in terms odlanity]
accessibility and utilization.

Availability of food is achieved through production, domestic food stocks,
commercial food imports or food aid. Food accessibility is achieved through purchasing
power, financial outlays or access to the necessary resources (Kenkizdid&d, 1992).

Food utilization is associated with the socio-economic dimension of household foodysecurit
For example, if sufficient and nutritious food is both available and accessible, thadiduse

can make decisions regarding what food is purchased, prepared and consumed and how it is
allocated within the household. In households where distribution is unequal, even if the
measured aggregate access is sufficient, some individuals may sufféodabheficiency

(Keenan, Olson, Hersey & Parmer, 2001). At the individual level, food security glscese
consideration of the biological utilization of food: the ability of the human body tceconv

food into energy which is either used or stored. Utilization requires not only an adeegtiate di

but also a healthy physical environment, including safe drinking water, adequitdeysa
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facilities and an understanding of proper health care, food preparation, and stocagsqs
(Holben, 2002).

The temporal aspect of food security involves stability — the time frameadnreh
food security is being considered. Nyariki and Wiggins (1997) note that food and nutrition
insecurity can be transitory (short-term) or chronic. Further, taagdiod insecurity can
either be cyclical (when there is a regular pattern of food insecuritytleeglean season’ or
‘hungry season’ that occurs in the period just before harvest) or temporary (whiesudta
of short-term, exogenous shocks such as droughts or floods). In this study, food security is
defined as the ability of a household to have adequate access to quality food throughout the
year, for all individuals.

Social capital

The emergence of social capital as an important concept in development puadtice
theory is relatively recent, although it has theoretical roots in early sgmal works by
Marx, Durkheim and Weber (Watson & Papamarcos, 2002). Marx’s work on mobilization as
a means of ensuring effective social systems and Durkheim’s ideas on gasgydiremedy
for anomie underlie the focus on social capital (Portes, 1998). Weber, writing opitite “s
of capitalism” suggested that Protestant sects were influential eriéam economic growth
as a result of social networks between admitted members, therebgtiagléconomic
exchanges, not only between them but also with other individuals not belonging to the sects.
This was due to the social recognition accorded by external actorsi@] 8901). However,
Weber did not use the term ‘social capital’ in his conceptualization.

While Loury (1977) is attributed with introducing the term by msmtial capital

scholars it was more fully developed analytically by Bourdieu, Colemad &utnam.
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Loury’'s work on the determinants of income variation among membedgfefent racial
groups in America indicated that implementation of equal opportunityogmpent programs
would not solve racial inequalities because inherited race-based ielations are passed on
to children, and lack of connections and information among some @oaps would
constrain their access to available employment opportunitiesterkheed these connections
and relationships ‘social capital,” but did not develop the concept inefudetail (Portes,
1998).

Coleman (1988) borrowed from Loury’s articulation of social capdati¢fine the
concept, indicating that “Social capital is not a single entityabudriety of entities, with two
elements in common: they consist of some aspect of socialusasicand they facilitate
certain actions of actors - whether persons or corporate actiitsn the structure (p. 98).”
For Coleman, obligations, expectations, trustworthiness of structuresmatifon, norms,
and effective sanctions represent important forms of social Gapgasocial structures that
facilitate it include the closure of networks and appropriate social organizkn Bourdieu’s
view, “social capital is the aggregate of the actual or potemsalurces which are linked to
possession of a durable network of more or less institutionalizetionslaips of mutual
acquaintance and recognition (1997, p. 51).” For both Coleman and Bourdignuoiyn
ties are important because of the benefits they generate for individuals

In another popular view of the concept, Putnam attributes social capital to the
community, not individuals. Putnam (1993, p. 167) defines social capital as “features of
social organization, such as trust, norms and networks that can improve the gffiéienc
society by facilitating coordinated actions.” For him, establishinig engagement (and

thus, social capital) is vital to economic development because it engendeasidrus
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reciprocity, facilitates coordination and communication, and provides successfelsifior

future collaboration. Putham’s conceptualization had some appeal for addressih@rsd
development problems, but subsequent analyses criticized it for disregardmgssoes.
DeFilippis (2001) has suggested that social capital based on civic orgarszatid networks
accruing from them only make sense if the poor people involved have authority andcaflue
on the flow and operations of the organizations, and have opportunity to access resources.

Portes and Landolt (1996) called attention to three constraints inhereatsiocihl
structures that provide access to social capital. First, while socitdldagmefits members of
the group, it inevitably excludes others from participating because it is ikelgttb have a
substantial role in the context of bounded communities in which people share a strong sense
of common identity. Second, obligations to family and friends can restrict indivrdedom
and entrepreneurship. Third, in dense networks conformity to norms is imperative and th
cost of individual initiative is great, leading to a high likelihood of ‘downward Iegéli
whereby acquisition of benefits available outside the community is stifléaetnequired
adherence to norms. Thus, attempts to build social capital need to take account gf not onl
the social and economic structure of the community, but also the power structune withi
which the poor and other vulnerable sections of the community operate.

Despite the multiplicity of views, based on individual (Coleman and deu) or
community (Putnam) perspectives, there is consensus that social em@ompasses the
nature and strength of existing relationships between memberabititg of members to
organize themselves for mutual beneficial collective action arowras af common need
and manage the social structures required to implement such plans, and thedckitidites

that community members can contribute to the development processs(A®@8; Uphoff &
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Wijayaratna, 2000; Flora, Flora & Fey, 2004). It is thus recognized multidimensional
concept comprising networks of social relations characterizetbbys of trust, values and
reciprocity.

Uphoff and Wijayaratna (2000) classify these dimensions into two main forms:
structural and cognitive social capital. Structural social capitalsrédeihe networks,
linkages and practices within and between communities. Cognitive social cafgts to the
attitudes, values, beliefs, social norms and behaviors that exist within a cogpnriwimgtreas
cognitive social capital predisposes community members to act in certggrgwided by
culturally prescribed principles, structural social capital represestantiated social capital,
which is observable and extrinsic, and arises from the outcome of the cognitiye pyudf,
2000). Institutions, associations, groups, networks are the manifestations of altsctial
capital.

Structural social capital is further differentiable into bonding, bridging iakohy
social capital (Flora et al., 2004). Bonding social capital describes #te®mnships between
people of similar ethnicity, social status and location and refers to soleedion within the
group and community, based on trust and shared moral values and reinforced by working
together. Bridging social capital refers to relationships and network$ wioss social
groupings, involving coordination or collaboration with other groups, external assosjati
mechanisms of social support or information sharing across communities and groups.
Linking social capital describes the ability of groups or individuals to engalyexternal
agencies and those in positions of influence, either to draw on useful resources or to
influence policies (Narayan & Pritchett, 1999). A complete understandingiaf sapital

for a given setting necessitates a combination of both structural and cogmiemsions.
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Establishing the link between food security and social capital

The central thesis of this study is that social capital asae the likelihood of
increased food security at both household and community levels. Rlay&dability, access
and utilization of food by households and communities can be enhancealldstively
sharing information and resources (such as improved seeds and kviesteds). Further,
during times of stress (‘hungry’ season) or shock (droughts and flosdsial capital
manifested by kinship ties, community solidarity and access &rmnattnetworks potentially
plays a role in facilitating access to food for the affed¢tedseholds and/or communities.
Access to information and resources from informal and formal arksnvis mediated by
norms of reciprocity and mutual trust and solidarity at both householdoamehunity levels.
It is also important to examine the mechanisms under which variaus fair social capital
facilitate food security at both household and community levels. Rstance, some
individuals or households may be more vulnerable to food insecurityothan community
members if denied access to information or resources (e.g., land, credit,dgasatc.).

Formal groups and partnerships with governmental and non-governmental
organizations potentially enhance the level of access to informatmmesources. However,
it is important to examine the level of participation of varioasxmunity members in these
groups and partnerships because of the likelihood that some communitgerseare
excluded from participating in group activities due to their uniqueackexistics in terms of
income level, gender or ethnicity; some may decide not to peatecbecause of lack of time
or perceptions that they will not benefit adequately from participation.

Alternatively, some households may choose not to participate in lomapgy and

partnerships because they have adequate resources. Those whacladedemay be
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vulnerable to food insecurity because they do not have access to essaunereas those
who refrain from joining a food security group may still achieve feeclrity if they belong
to other networks or have adequate resources that may enablectiere dood security.
Thus, detailed examination of how participation in group activitiegaglto food security is
necessary, taking into consideration the characteristics of indisidunl their access to
resources. It is also necessary to analyze the specif& yawhich groups and communities
responded to food security challenges in the past, whether theirsaatere successful, their
perceptions of why success was — or was not — achieved and wdtdtrave be done
differently to sustain the outcomes. In addition, groups face managehadienges, calling
for study of how members cope with those challenges and whetearthable to diagnose
these problems and seek help when needed.

The nature and quality of partnerships with the groups and commumigigsalso
vary, requiring investigation of existing or past partnerships aladiaeships to identify
those best for ensuring food security. For instance, whereas soimerpgrovide one type
of service (e.g., extension training) others provide many ser(gcgs extension, capacity
building for groups, resources, etc.). However, the quality of thexséces -- irrespective of
how many are provided by a given partner -- may influence foodriseoutcomes. In
addition, in communities where some members are unable to join groigpgnportant to
explore whether and how different partners might help them to acfuedesecurity. It is
also important to investigate intervening factors in theioglahip between social capital and
food security. Access to water resources, fertile soils, pitxito input supply and food
markets as well as transport infrastructure may lead to eadtisy even in situations where

social capital levels are low.
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Objectives, hypotheses and conceptual framework
The main objective of the study is to establish how different dimensions off socia
capital affect achievement of food security outcomes. The specific objeate/és:
1. Identify the motivating factors for participation of community members ial Igups
involved in food security interventions
2. Determine the factors that affect performance of local groups invaivedd security
interventions
3. Assess how information on technologies, production, food processing, markets and credit
is accessed and utilized in the communities under study
4. Examine possible relationships between the different dimensions of social @agita
food security, and the effects of other community capitals on the relationshigebetw
social capital and food security.
Arising from the study’s objectives are the following hypotheses:
la. There are significant positive relationships between farmers’ emutsatels, age,
household population size and their participation in groups.
1b. The level of participation of medium wealth respondents is higher than that foranche
poorer members.
1c. There is a positive relationship between location of respondents in relatioroto maj
trading centers in the district and their participation. Further, thereagative
relationship between distance to basic infrastructure and participation in groups
2a. Groups with a greater combination of capabilities for leadership, planninggtconfl

management, negotiation, monitoring and evaluation and resource mobilization are
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more effective in achieving group goals than those with fewer or none of these
capabilities.

2b. Members of groups with more partnerships and linkages have greater |dgel$ of
security than those with fewer or none of these partnerships.

3a. Communities with more linkages and partnerships have greater biitessi
information on agricultural production and technologies, markets, and credit than those
with fewer linkages and partnerships.

3b. Groups with more partnerships and linkages are better managed than those with fewer
these partnerships and linkages

4a. Households in food security groups are more food secure than those which are not.

4b. Social capital (irrespective of membership in a group, wisidneé of the indicators of
social capital) is positively associated with food security.

5. Low household human, physical and financial asset endowmentse(rigational
level, household composition, sex of household head, access to land, water, land, major
trading centers, health facilities and markets) inhibit the igesitlationship between
social capital and food security.

Figure 1.2 presents a conceptual framework of the potential impacts ofcsqutal

on food security. Within the communities where the study was implemented, spdal isa

expected to play an important role in ensuring positive food security outcomes.capital

in this study is defined as a household’s membership in networks (e.g. ,aes@siations)

together with norms and values that facilitate improvement of the food secatity at

household level. Community members’ involvement in food security groups, one of the

common networks forming a basis for this study, is affected by their individual
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characteristics (age, ethnicity, gender, education, wealth), assitbkialocation (H1a-c).
Groups with greater capabilities for management (leadership, planning, corahegement,
negotiation, lobbying and resource mobilization) are also expected to be fecteefthan

those with fewer or none (H2a). When community members on their own or through groups
are able to establish linkages and partnerships, accessibility to resanuodagormation on
production, credit, technologies and markets is expected to improve, ultimatehgleadi

food security gains (H2b, H3a). Management capacities for food securityggwith more
partnerships and linkages are also expected to be better than those with feese of t
partnerships and linkages (H3b).

Further, households with membership in food security groups are expected to have
higher food security than non-member households (H4a) due to accessibilgguoces that
enhance food security. Note that households with higher social capital or othecessou
irrespective of whether they belong to food security groups, are expediedrtore food
secure than those with lower social capital (H4b). Thus, it is necessatalbtish whether a
household’s membership in a food security group makes any difference irofgrosstive
food security outcomes. Finally, communities (and groups within these comesymitth
greater access to a variety of resources arising from linkagesenships and other
community endowments (e.g. good road infrastructure, water, land, maree¢xpacted to
be more effective at achieving improved livelihoods than those with low resousssacc
(H5). With higher access, community members will tend to achieve household, group and

community goals better than those communities with lower access.
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Dissertation organization

The remainder of the dissertation is organized as follows: Chapésgamines the
individual-level socio-demographic, economic and spatial factors ¢egder, age, spatial
centrality, wealth levels, resource endowments, location, etc.)rtbvate people to join
groups involved in food security programs in Kamuli district. Chaptessésses the level of
and factors that facilitate or impede participation of commumgynbers in activities of food
security groups in Kamuli district. Chapter 4 investigates infiondlow mechanisms by
focusing on the types of information linked to food security thataecessed by community
members, including its reliability, veracity, availability, amde in practice. Major
information gaps and difficulties in accessing useful information taa enhance food
security outcomes are also explored.

The fifth chapter focuses on the relationship between social lcapddood security,
controlling for household socioeconomic factors. Since social capitalnultidimensional
concept, the chapter also explores and appraises the dimensionslafagntahthat have the
most significant impact on food security. Further, the effeadtbér community capitals
(human, financial and physical) on the relationship between foodityeand social capital
is examined. Finally, Chapter 6 summarizes the empirical fysdend conclusions and
recommends implications for policy and theory as well as areas for foedearch.
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CHAPTER 2: DETERMINANTS OF PARTICIPATION IN FOOD SECURIT Y

GROUPS IN KAMULI DISTRICT, UGANDA

Manuscript prepared for submissionTtee Journal of Development Studies
Abstract

Smallholder farmer groups have become common in developing countri@saand
research and development organizations are opting to use groups farydelf their
services. The factors that influence participation in such groupshawever, not well
understood. Understanding these factors is important in order to ehatin@arking with
groups does not involve excluding certain categories of smallholderféamilies from the
services of these research and development organizations. Uths #terefore, aims to
establish the socio-demographic, economic and spatial determingrddiocipation in food
security groups in Kamuli district, Uganda. Data were colletttesligh in-depth interviews
with 281 households and discussions with 22 farmers’ groups using botlatixealand
guantitative methods. Logistic regression was used to analyzediffexent levels of group
participation: (i) whether household members join or do not join groupsyh{ether they
take up leadership roles, and (iii) whether they have membershipltiplengroups. Factors
found to influence participation in groups included age, education dévedusehold head,
income, land size, and distance from health facilities. Age peagively associated with
participation levels (§0.05), with the odds increasing by over 4% for each year inchease
age. The odds of participating and occupying a leadership role iadrbgsover 38% with
each additional increase in educational level (p=0.038). Both landrsizbaving additional

sources of income also affected participation levels (p<0.1) waiplications for elite
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capture. Increasing distance from health facilities negatiaffigcted participation levels
(p=0.008). For development organizations, the study recommends muttgteges for
working with smallholder farmers and policies that especialljoerage young people to
work together in groups. Caution on elite capture, even as morecteseal development
organizations move towards forming and working with existing groujsildte exercised
and strategies to reduce it implemented.

Introduction

Encouraging community participation in development interventions is oféasmg
significance as an approach for increasing food security in UgBnodeedural shortcomings
of the dominant socio-technical regime in provision of crucial pugdicds arising in good
portion from political conflicts and structural adjustment programghe 1970s to 1990s
prompted the emergence of non-governmental organizations workingy ma#tl local
farmers’ groups to complement government efforts (International FatidyPResearch
Institute [IFPRI], 2002).

Local farmers’ groups have existed in the country since colonyal lolat their roles
were different from those formed in the 1990s and later. Whereagdbps of the 1910s to
1970s were established as mechanisms for marketing of cashacrdpsere tightly state
controlled (Hussi, et al., 1993), those formed since the 1980s werelau to encourage
local participation in livelihood improvement (Mohan & Stokke, 2000). Sincelf89s,
community participation mediated through groups has been given praginby
international institutions such as the World Bank and Food and Agriciganization of
the United Nations which advocated for local farmers groups asfactied means of

involvement of local people in development initiatives (FAO, 2003). Alsd ahianges in
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policy orientation in Uganda in the 1990s, characterized by administi@d¢centralization
and the modernization of agriculture, involvement of community groups aadtess was
viewed by the state, practitioners and donors as a means to emanieultimately
resulting in more democratic and transparent local governancellaaswmproved quality of
services to community members (Bahiigwa, et al., 2005).

The success of these groups depends on the ability of members tookoperative
relationships and channel their time, labor, economic and other resoforc positive
development outcomes (Narayan & Pritchett, 1997). Despite the imgeaasognition of
local groups in development interventions, there is a dearth of sateamd empirical
studies focusing on participation in groups (Sanginga, et al., 2001; taad;2002; Zanetell
& Knuth, 2004). Relatively little is known about why people do or do pasticipate in
groups, and the characteristics of participants compared to mcigaats. This study
complements existing literature by examining social, demograpipiatial and economic
factors that motivate members to participate in local fashmgmoups. The key questions
addressed in this paper are: Who participates in local groups invalvémbd security
initiatives in Kamuli district? What is the level of membepsirticipation in these groups?
What individual level factors (socio-demographic, economic and §paféect the
participation of community members in groups?

Analytical framework

When confronted with an issue of mutual interest and concern, communities and
households could address it in many ways, one of which being the use of social capital
(Moser, 1998). Defined differently by various scholars, the definitions of thepbadopted

here borrow from Fukuyama (1995) and Brown and Ashman (1996) who imply a meso-level
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manifestation of the concept. Fukuyama (1995) defines social capital aditityech people
to work together for common purposes in groups and organizations (p. 10).” Brown and
Ashman define social capital as “relationships that are grounded in steuctw@untary
associations, norms of reciprocity and co-operation and attitudes of sociahttusspect
(p-1470).” Empirical measurement of the level of social capital in a commumity easy,
but one important indicator is the existence of local groups (Weinberger & J2@iod).

The formation of local groups is a process that may be induced Within the
community or by outside agents (Perkins, et al. 1996). Florin and \"¢amaie (1990)
identified a number of steps in the process: needs and problem aiuf] prioritization;
development of an action strategy that involves a sufficient numhezapie; formation of
the group; implementation of activities in pursuit of the goal;lanfdling on reactions to the
strategy to maintain or increase participation and momenturneobriganization or group.
Behera and Engel (2006) state that people’s participation in teegy depends on the
expected net present value of the task. This in turn depends on twe:fabtorcosts of
participation and the expected returns of participating in the gaatipities. Costs would
occur either when the group is founded or when activities are beingnrmapted, whereas
benefits would normally emerge after a certain period of tirhesTpotential members will
have to discount benefits that are expected to bear fruit ifuthee, in order to estimate
present worth and compare it to present costs. In addition, both costermefds may be
either direct (linked to the goal aimed at) or indirect (umitid@al and secondary), such as
negative external effects (Moser, 1998).

Weinberger (2000) attributes people’s motivation to participate to daddrnal and

internal factors. Examples of external factors include time, détudigd institutional factors,
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whereas internal factors include interest in the group goal afwmation searching
behavior, attitudes towards political and social behavior and percepfigoesver relations.
A person’s decision to join a group would imply dedicating time, md¢mesome instances)
and other resources, in addition to having a conviction and interest potéetial of the
local group to lead to higher benefits and returns than other altesiafive enabling
institutional framework for local group performance through reguia, infrastructure,
logistical support and positive perceptions of power relations withencommunity and
households as well as development partners, if they exist, aveviddd for people’s
motivation to participate (Varughese & Ostrom, 2001). For instaint some countries,
women are barred from playing certain roles in groups or eveitipating due to cultural
barriers (Beard, 2005) whereas in others, for political reasatsl Igroups may be
discouraged altogether (Behera & Engel, 2006).

Corroborating theoretical discourse on the predictors of participataangiven by
Perkins, et al. (1996) who also note that participation in local greugspendent on social,
economic and physical environmental factors. Examples of thesensione include
community heterogeneity, income and educational level. Thelefustate that there is a
function of relative stability or transience within each of thetdies. Relatively stable factors
such as the built environment and community economic and demograplactehatics are
seen as important shapers of the more transient features phykeal environment, of
members’ behaviors, perceptions and attitudes and of the saciateckthat these attributes
create in the community. These social and community psychologhieafcteristics are in

turn key predictors of the development of local groups (or lackdfer&lthough some of
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the theoretical descriptors of the determinants of participasodiscussed above are in
agreement, others are not. A discussion of these determinants at the empitiéall dbeve

Alesina and La Ferrara (2000) and La Ferrara (2002) establisaenhdividuals are
less likely to join groups in unequal and heterogeneous communities. Jtueses were
conducted in developed and developing country contexts (United StatesiefcA and
Tanzania, respectively). In a heterogeneous community, thergmeés of people with
respect to group activities and perceived benefits will vargrdaty to their basic socio-
economic and cultural needs, strategic interests, resource oppastandieonstraints. Thus,
there may be disagreement and varied commitment and enthusiasm &ztithies,
depending on the status of each individual who is associated or poyeasisdiciated with
the group. The differences in socio-economic background can be eshdigzed on ethnic
background, political affiliation, education level and wealth. VaruglaeskeOstrom (2001)
argue that the presumption that groups whose membership is drawrhétenogeneous
communities have a more difficult time self-organizing emarfabes the assumed problems
of potential distrust and lack of mutual understanding. The procésgraf to reach a set of
rules that everyone may agree upon can involve high levels of conflict.

La Ferrara (2002) also established that wealthier people sdikely to participate
in groups. Weinberger and Jutting (2001) and Beard (2005) found a ‘middleetfiests
whereby members in the middle wealth category were morky li@egparticipate in groups;
Sanginga et al. (2001) found no significant difference in weatdgoaes among group and
non-group members. In all the studies, wealth categories wereathgnderived by
considering local wealth indicators and using these to categmymmenunity members into

three: wealthier than most others, like most others and pooremtbstnothers. Analysis of
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the wealth and participation differences shows that other factstsad play a key role,
mainly the nature of the group (open or closed access) andtine of expectations from
the group. Behera and Engel (2006) state that in some instances padradidgitave a high
opportunity cost of participation, as the time spent on participation beuded as labor for
cash income. There are exceptions, as in the case discussaddnygd et al. (2001) where
the focus of the group activity (participation in collaborativeeagsh with agricultural

researchers) had potential benefits for the poor and weaikiey bl the case of Weinberger
and Jutting (2001) and Beard (2005), the middle class effect wa® dbe high costs of

joining the group for both the poor and rich. The poor could not afford theatrhon and

membership costs whereas the wealthy did not have enough timditateeto the group

activities as they presumably had better opportunities.

Regarding gender, Sanginga et al. (2001) found women more likpbrticipate in
groups than men, whereas Beard (2005) found that men were more dikedyticipate in
groups. In both cases, social-cultural factors had impact on the observed tréehdsdse of
Sanginga et al. (2001), women in East Africa (Kabale in Uganda, BmuhaWestern
Kenya and Lushoto in northern Tanzania) had dominant roles and respoesililitine
communities in relation to activities implemented by the grotydied whereas, in the case
of Beard (2005), women in Indonesian communities had limited partampdtie to cultural
limitations on their level of public engagement.

Most studies stress that membership in other social networkskesy gositive
determinant of participation in groups (Perkins, et al. 1996; Weinbé&rggitting, 2001;
Sanginga et al. 2001; Beard, 2005). Weinberger and Jutting (2001) edpdaifi{T]he

expectation of beneficial effects of networks seems to be highen experience with group
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membership exists ... the existing stock of social capital hagnaortant influence on
participation in local organizations” (p. 1402).

From the preceding discussion, despite the theoretical convergendas general
determinants of participation, empirical studies on the subjetd yexed results. The
implication is that some underlying factors which are contexta} further influence the
determinants. Knowing why people participate and why they suppojistaor resist
development interventions are key issues given the importantfrideab groups in Uganda.
As Drijver (1991:131) notes, “Only if this is known, can one come tettebunderstanding
of how and under what conditions their participation might be intensiffgzh.” Since
existing empirical research does not give completely plausiadleiaiform results regarding
the determinants, descriptive research was conducted to conisxttred situation with
regard to local group participation in Uganda, building on the dimensibrtiseoretical
determinants of the concept.

The study hypotheses are: (i) There are significant posiglationships between
farmers’ education levels, age, household population size and participatgyaups; (ii)
middle-wealth community members have a higher level of participat groups than richer
or poorer members; (iiia) there is a positive relationship betwamtion of a respondent in
relation to major trading centers in the district and partidpagnd (iiib) there is a negative

relationship between distance to basic infrastructure and participation in groups.



37

Data and methods
Study area

Data were collected in Kamuli district in an area where a tripanegéHood
improvement program involving lowa State University, Makerere UniveasityVEDCO is
being implemented beginning in 2004. The main objectives of the program are to: (1)
promote farmer-to-farmer extension services and provide technicabassigh Kamuli
district through training Rural Development Extensionists (RDEs), CommNuaitytion and
Health Workers (CNHWSs), and members of farmers’ groups for food seauuttytion, and
enterprise development; (2) promote viable agro-based enterprises amaarg’farm
organizations to enhance commercial competitiveness of their produce, witl spec
emphasis on women'’s participation for increased incomes; (3) introduce value addition
technologies among farmers, their groups, and marketing associations angadeasst
sharing basis to produce for the larger market; (4) empower disadvantaggusgérough
specially designed programs to enable them to improve their livelihoods; and (&yémpr
household nutrition and well being in Kamuli district through integration of nutrition and
health into food security management activities (Sseguya, 2007).

According to Mazur et al. (2006), the livelihood improvement program works with
communities through community-based farmers’ groups. Historicallheabroups came in
existence largely as a result of interventions by government and non-gom&ahme
organizations, especially beginning in the 1980s. It was not possible to establigtdheathi
profile for each of the groups involved in the program from extant secondary data at
VEDCO. However, the general impression from groups involved in this study was that a

least half (n=11) were in existence before VEDCO started operatingnulKaistrict,
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whereas the rest were initiated as a result of VEDCOQO’s work in the areggoAps working
with VEDCO are encouraged by the program to operate with an appropriate lrehalf
organization (constitution, elected leadership, etc.) and officially ezgisth the local
administration. Membership in these groups is generally voluntary with mctiess. In
addition to providing support in technical areas, the program enhances the capathiéseof
farmer groups in terms of internal management techniques and competencies.

The key element in the group approach is training of volunteers from each group to
supplement the extension efforts of program staff. They include Rural Devexibpm
Extensionists (RDEs) who train members of the farmer groups in agricydtodaiction,
animal husbandry and marketing, and Community Nutrition and Health Workers (CNHWSs)
who train members in aspects of diet, nutrition and health. The program also provides
improved planting materials and livestock to participating farmers groups. Tieading
groups were selected for study by local leaders in the geographiofmgeesation. By the
time of implementing this study, the program was working with 62 farmers’ g(80ps
households) in three sub-counties — Namasagali, Butansi and Bugulumbya covering two
parishes in each sub-county - Bwiiza and Namasagali; Naluwoli atach& and Kasambira
and Nawanende, respectively (Figure 2.1). The average group size was 16snesiva

female-male membership ratio of 3:1.
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Figure 2.1 Map of Kamuli showing the study area

Population and data

Multi-stage sampling was used (Table 2.1). All the parishes partiogpiatithe program
were included. A simple random sampling strategy was then used to select 193 hisusehol

from the 800 patrticipating in the program. In addition, 90 households were selected withi
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the communities where the program is being implemented that do not participaydaoc
security group, whether it is involved in the CSRL/VEDCO/MU tripartite progoa not.

Thus, the total sample size was 283 households. Four respondents were dropped because
they had incomplete data.

Table 2.1 Selection procedures for the study sample in Kamuli distitic

Sample Selection method

Parishes Census (all those patrticipating in the
CSRL/MU/VEDCO Program)

Households participating in groups Random sampiingouseholds

Households not participating in groups Random samgpif households

Groups Purposive sampling (from all those participatinghia
program)

Up-to-date lists of group members were obtained from the VEDCO fieltkoffi
Kamuli, and simple random sampling was used to select a representative propoeechf
group. For instance, if groyphad 20 members, the number of members for the group would

20x193
80C

be

= 483=5 respondents. For non-group members, local listd gillage

residents were obtained from village local leaqeoxal Council I). In consultation with
both the community and group leaders, names of raessnho belong to any food security
group were removed. The remaining names then pedvedsampling frame for non-group
members, from which respondents were randomly teeledhe plan was to include a non-
group member for any two group members already Empwenty-one of the 62 groups
participating in the livelihood improvement prograrare also purposively selected, based
on their composition (mixed gender or not, ageetdéhces, spatial location, health status of
members, etc.), and members of these groups wesk/éd in group discussions about the

activities of their respective groups. The grougcdssions took place before the survey, to
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provide further opportunities for the research téammodify the questionnaire after the pre-
test.

The household-level questionnaire and semi-stradtinterview guide captured
guantitative and qualitative data respectivelyteAm of four researchers were involved in
collection of the data between August and Decer@b@8. The research team first
completed an on-line human subjects training ¢eatibn before starting the data collection
activities. They then participated in preliminactigities aimed at clarifying the study aims.
The activities included joint translation of thaalaollection instrument (survey
guestionnaire and semi-structured interview guile) local dialects (Lusoga and Luganda)
and clarification of unclear questions. The instemts were then pre-tested over a week in
Nabwigulu sub-county in Kamuli district with 30 pEsdents. Issues addressed included
ambiguous questions and English words that wertusiong to the respondents. In addition,
some questions that would elicit more useful infation for the study were added.

Household level information was collected on satgorographic, economic and
spatial characteristics, including age, educatwmell marital status, land and livestock
ownership, years of residence in the village, hbakksize (with a breakdown by age
category) and level of member participation ingheups. Additional information was
collected on major sources of income, access teiphlyinfrastructure (paved road, water,
education, health, market church or mosque andrieieg) as well as location by parish. At
group level, information was collected on histofyhe groups and the process of
implementing the main group activities. Choiceld study variables was guided by earlier
research on participation and improved welfarecshimunity members (e.g., Grootaert,

2001; Weinberger & Jitting, 2001; Agrawal & Gu@805; and Beard, 2005).
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Variables

Table 2.2 presents a summary of the dependenndegendent variables used in the study.
Three dependent variables related to participatiere selected for this study. The first
variable was general household level participaitiotme food security groups (whether any
household member belongs to a food security grdupjas coded as a dichotomous variable
for logistic regression analysis.

Table 2.2. Summary of variables used in the study

Variable Type Iltem(s) and codes*
Participation Dependent 1.Participation status (GRPPART)
2. Role of members in groups (GRPROLE)
3. Participation intensity/level for all responderPARTLEVL)

Socio- Independent 1. Age of respondent (respage)

demographic Marital Status of household (HHMSTAT)
Educational level of household head (HHHEDUC)
Household size (HHNUMBER)

Ethnic group (HHTRIBE)

Religion (HHRELGN)

. Number of years of residence (HHRESID).
Economic Independent 1.Land acreage owned (TOTLAND)

Livestock owned (LUOWN)

Spatial Independent 1.Parish of respondent (PARISH)

Distance to major trading center (DMAJCENT)
Distance to local trading center(DLOCENT)
Distance to paved road (DROAD)

Distance to nearest water source (DWATER)
Distance to nearest education facility (DSCHOL)
Distance to nearest health facility (DHELTH)
Distance to market (DMAKT)

Distance to electricity (DELEC).

N o Nook~wN

CoNoA~WN

*ltems in parentheses indicate the names of variaséel in the analysis

The second dependent variable applied only to thosseholds that belong to groups
and refers to the role of members in the groups Was also coded as a dichotomous
response with 1 indicating any role in the groug.(eommittee member, RDE, CNHW or
demonstration garden host) and 0 as ordinary meshiper The third dependent variable,

which applied to the entire sample, focused onrtensity of participation. The variable was
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coded by assigning 0 for non-participation, 1 fadiosary membership in a group, 2 for either
being a committee member in a group or having meshiiin more than two food security
groups, and 3 for having committee membership riol@sore than one group or being a
member in more than two groups.

Three categories of independent variables werediecl: socio-demographic,
economic and spatighocio-demographic variablesncluded age of respondent, marital
status (coded as a dummy variable with 1 as maaned) otherwise), education level of
household head, and household size. Others incluithed religion, and number of years of
residence in the villag&he economic categorywas characterized by amount of land owned
(in acres), total livestock owned and sources obine. Livestock were converted to tropical
livestock units (LU) as suggested by Otte and @luién(2002): cattle=0.70, sheep and goats=
0.10, pigs=0.20 and chickens=0.01. The conversgumds do not take weight and age
differences within species into consideration; ahky variations among species are
considered. Income sources were also dummy cottechative sources were coded as 1 and
only agriculture as 0. Thepatial variablesincluded parish of respondent and distance to
basic infrastructure (major trading center, locatling center, paved road, water, education,

health, market and electricity).

Analysis

Descriptive statistics (frequencies) were usedutmraarize general socio-economic
and demographic characteristics of the communityelsas the characteristics of groups to
which members belong. One way ANOVA (Analysis ofridace) for scale variables and

chi-square tests for categorical variables werel igeestablish whether differences existed
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between group members and non-members. Threeitogigtession models were developed
to establish relationships between the dependedt iadependent variables. Logistic
regression is appropriate for these analyses bedhesfirst two dependent variables are

dichotomous whereas the third one is categorical.

In logistic regression, the probability of an eveoturring (in this case participation
in food security groups) is directly estimated. Thedel can be written as Prob (event) =
Prob (participation in groups) =

eBO+BQQ+BZX2+m+Ban

1+ @Bo+BiXi+ By X5 +..By X, T Equation 2.1

Where B, is a constant and;BB; ... B, are coefficients estimated from the data. X; ...
Xn are the independent variables (socio-demograpbanomic and spatial) and e is the base
of the natural logarithm, approximately 2.718. Tprebability of not participating is the
difference between Prob (participation) and 1, ikatProb (non-participation) = 1 - Prob
(participation). The model was estimated by the imarn likelihood method (Gujarati,
1988), that is, the co-efficient that makes ourepbsd results most 'likely' were selected. The
coefficients in the logit model were representedhg/change in the log odds associated with
one unit change in the independent variable.

The odds of an event occurring are defined asdhe of the probability that it will
occur to the probability that it will not. The laf the odds (logit) is obtained as follows:

Prob (event)
Prob (no event)

g (

From equation 2.2, it can be seen that the logfiident can be interpreted as the change in

the log odds associated with a one unit changleenndependent variable. Equation 2.2 can
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be re-written in terms of odds other than log oduisce it is easier to think of odds rather
than log odds giving

Prob (event) _ Bo+BiX, +B X, +..B, X,
Prob (no event)

B0 eleleBZXZ .

=e ..e®*n  Equation 2.3

Thus e to the power X, is the factor by which the odds change when e n
independent variable increases by one unit anepiesented by Exp (B) in the SPSS output
(Gujarati, 1988). If B is positive, this factor Wile greater than one, which means that the
odds are increased. If B is 0, the implicationhiattthe odds remain unchanged and if B is
negative, it means that the odds decrease witkases in B. Multinomial logistic regression
uses the same logic except that it compares teeerefe category in the dependent variable
(in this case non-participation) with other catég®(various levels of group participation).

Results and discussion
Sample characteristics

Tables 2.3a and 2.3b show socio-economic charstitsrbf the study sample. The
majority of the respondents (79.4%) are engagedjiiiculture (crop farming) as a major
source of income, with the rest (20.6%) accesdlitegreative sources such as livestock sales,
agricultural processing, fishing and managing shdps main crops grown include maize
(91%), sweet potatoes (69%), beans (63%), cas6898)( bananas (42%), groundnuts
(20%), soybean (9%) and coffee (7%). Major livektaaring activities included chicken
(71%), goats (62%), cattle (54%), pigs (34%) arekph(1%). The modal land size was 2
acres, with 50% of the respondents owning 2.5 amrésss. There was a significant

difference between group members and non-membgasdieg the total land acreage and
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livestock units owned. In both cases, group meméwerseed more land and livestock,
compared to non-group members.

Table 2.3a. Characteristics of respondents: categorical variables (n = 279)

Percent p-value for chi-
Variable Non-  Members Overall square {)
members
Major source of income
e Farming 76.3 80.5 79.4 229
e Other sources 23.7 19.5 20.6
Age categories
e 30 years and below 43.4 19.0 25.6 .000
e 31-45years 39.5 46.3 43.4 .303
e 61 years and above 6.6 10.7 9.6 294
Head of household
e Male 84.2 83.9 84.0 .950
e Female 15.8 16.1 16.0
Religion
e Anglican 43.2 42.6 42.8
e Catholic 14.9 255 22.7
e Muslim 18.9 16.7 17.3 217
e Seventh Day Adventists 13.5 8.8 10.1
e Others 9.5 6.4 7.2
Marital status
e Married 78.8 82.9 81.9 .370
¢ Not married 211 171 18.1
Education level
e None 14.5 13.2 135 T77
e Lower primary 7.9 9.8 9.2 .890
e Lower secondary 28.9 33.7 325 453
e Upper secondary and above 4.0 4.9 4.6 666

Table 2.3b. Characteristics of respondents: scale variables (n = 279)

Means p-value for

Variable Non- Members Overall ANOVA

members mean
Age 36.0 43.0 41.2 .000
Total number of household members 7.7 9.2 9.0 011
Residence in the village (years) 23.0 29.0 27.2 3.00
Livestock units owned 1.2 2.2 1.91 .002
Total land size (in acres) 2.4 4.7 3.98* .001

*Modal acreage=2 acres; median acreage=2.5 acres.
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The mean age of the respondents was 41.2 yearsmait respondents in the 31-45
year age category. There was an overall signifiddfégrence between the age groups
regarding participation levels (p=0.000). Whenale groups were further disaggregated, it
was established that the only significant diffeesywere of community members in the age
categories of ‘30 years and below’ and ‘46-60 yédise implication is that members from
these two categories do not join groups in largalmers for some reasons. Discussions with
group members revealed that members under 30 geage are usually interested in quick
returns from group activities that may not be rigaidirthcoming through participation in
groups. They instead choose to start up small bases or migrate to the nearest trading
centers for off-farm jobs. In other words, they ks likely to be farmers.

For the age category of 46-60, the probable exptaméor their low participation
relates to the required commitments of time, laba other resources. In one of the groups,
members asserted that elderly members ceasedeitig in the group because of high
labor demands for managing the group demonstrgaotiens. For the age categories that
tend to join groups, those in the 31-45 range areeranergetic and committed to benefitting
from farming through joining groups since it is tihain economic activity in the area
(Sseguya & Masinde, 2005). They also tend to haweeoles and responsibilities than
those in other age categories, which necessitatesbership in groups such that they attain
maximum benefits from farming activities. Membelsy@&ars of age and over are most likely
committed to spending most of their time in the oamity and are most likely out of formal
employment. This leaves them with joining groupshstihat they continue to benefit more

from farming as a major option.
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Most of the households (84%) were male-headed amdhaost similar proportion of
heads (82%) were married. The predominant tribleeithnic Basoga (85%) and the
predominant religion is Anglican (43%). Other redigs denominations included Catholics
(23%), Muslims (17%) and Seventh Day Adventist€4)10The majority of group members
had attained upper primary and lower secondaryattiurclevels, with non-significant
differences existing between group and non-groumbegs.

Regarding group membership, 60% of group membédomiged to one group, 27% to
two groups, and the rest (13%) belonged to threeare groups. The categories of other
groups to which members belong included burialfaestvals groups (28%), other farmers’
groups (14%), savings and credit groups (9%), ielgygroups (4%), and marketing
groups/associations (1%). Most members (64%) ibelicthat residents in their respective
villages participate in groups to a large extemt 48% indicated that they actively
participated in fewer groups compared to the pastyears. Further, 31% and 26% of the
group members indicated that they participate énslome number of groups and more
groups, respectively. Most groups in the study &é&8&b6) were formed by community
members, but a sizeable number (31%) were formed@®@s. Voluntary choice and
invitation were the main means of becoming a menpregresenting 61% and 39% of the
membership respectively. Whereas most members (Batjibuted joining fees, many
(36%) did not contribute anything. Most groups noaete (45%) or twice (39%) per month,
and most respondents asserted that they partigip#te group activities (75%) or decision

making activities (67%) of the groups to a grederk
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Predictors of participation in food security groups

Logistic regression was used to establish the rahgecio-demographic, economic
and spatial variables that significantly prediattiggoation in food security groups. Prior to
the regression analysis, multicollinearity betwdenindependent variables was tested to
avoid misleading or incorrect results. Since lagistgression does not have a provision for
testing multicollinearity (possibility of high calations among the independent variables),
Leech, et al. (2005) suggest that a linear regradsetween the categorical dependent
variable and the independent variables should béatest for it. All independent variables
with a tolerance value of less than the differdmesveen 1 and the adjusted R (i.e.,?-R
should not be included in the model. Nine indepehsariables had tolerance values greater
than 1 — R (1 - 0.096 = 0.904), and were included in thetlogpdel (Appendix 4). The

resulting logit model (Table 2.4) significantly piets whether or not a community member
would participate in a food security groupi=23.22, df=9, p=0.006).

Table 2.4. Logistic regression of participation in groups with socio-demaogphic,
economic and spatial factors in Kamuli district

Variable B SE Odds Ratio p
Socio-demographic factofs

Age of respondent .042 .013 1.043 .001*
Ethnic group of household(1) -206 .384 0.814 .591
Religion of household(1) .038 .299 1.039 .898
Educational level of household head -.241 .301 ®.78123
Total number of household members 092 .041 1.0926**
Economic factors

Major source of income(1) .032 .361 1.033 .929
Number of livestock units owned -.014 .018 0.98655.4
Spatial factors

Distance to major trading center .000 .022 0.99979.9
Distance to nearest water source -105 214 0.96Q2 .
Constant -1.384 752 0.251 .066

4 The reference categories are indicated in pareeshes
*Significant ata = 0.01
**Significant ata = 0.05



50

Among the socio-demographic factors, age of respainsignificantly predicts the
likelihood of participation in food security groupg3lder people are more likely to be
members of groups than younger people. For eathneneéase in age, the odds of
participating in groups increases by 4.3%. Theiggmce of age as a predictor of household
participation confirms earlier observations of eifnces between non-group members and
group members of the 31-45 age category but nerdifice between those below 30 years.
However, since there were no differences betweesetin the 46-60 age category, this
suggests that the relationship is not linear bshiped — low for those below 30 years, high
for 31-45 years, low for 46-60 years and then ligl60 years and above. Beard (2005) also
found a significant relationship between age antigiggation in community development
groups in Indonesia, with members between 15-3€syead over 60 years participating less.

Another significant factor is the total number olusehold members. With each unit
increase in household members, the odds of patingpin groups increases by 9.6%. The
probable explanation for household composition sigi@ificant predictor of group
participation is that as household compositiongases, more members are able to dedicate
some time to group activities. Also, with an in@ean household composition, the perceived
benefits from groups are numerous. Weinberger atiohg (2001) also found positive
relationships between household composition andpgparticipation in women’s groups in
Kashmir and Chad. None of the economic and spfati#brs significantly predicted the
likelihood of participation in food security groups

Although other variables such as ethnic group efitbusehold and distance to major

trading center did not significantly predict paigition in the groups in the final model, they
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individually significantly predict participationmplying that they are important up to a
certain level for predicting participation. Religiand education level of household head was
not a significant predictor because the variousdenations and education levels of group
participants and non-participants were roughly éditds was a result of the largely non-
discriminative nature of the groups based on tkes&l characteristics. Beard (2005) found
a positive relationship between participation iaugrs and religion and education levels in
Indonesia. Weinberger and Jutting (2001) alsodaapositive relationship between

participation and education level in India and Chad

Determinants of group leadership

Another logit model (Table 2.5) was developed, ardgsidering group members.
Multicollinearity for the independent variables waso tested, with nine factors qualifying
for inclusion in the model (having tolerance valless than 1 - R= 1 - 0.103 = 0.897
(Appendix 5). Group leadership was coded as 1 for members witteebeyond ordinary
membership and O for ordinary members with no &afdht role. Educational level was
treated as an ordinal variable with O indicating &ducation’ and 6 indicating the highest
level attainable (beyond vocational school). Otteegorical variables were coded as
follows: major sources of income (1 for non-farmsaurce, 0 otherwise), ethnic group (1 for

Musoga, 0 otherwise) and religion (1 for AnglicArgtherwise). The resulting model (Table

2.5) significantly predicts members’ group lead@gshles (y?= 17.504, df = 9, p = 0.041).
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Table 2.5 Logistic regression of group leadership with socio-demographic,a@mmic
and spatial factors in Kamuli district

Variables ® B S.E. Oddsratio p
Socio-demographic factors
Respondent’s age .011 .014 1.011 .445
Educational level of household head .329 .159 1.38B8**
Number of household members .006 .040 1.006 .887
Ethnic group of household (1) -.087 AT75 0.917 .855
Religion of household (1) A71 .354 1.186 .629
.011 .014 1.011 .445
Economic factors
Major source of income (1) -1.262 .488 0.283 .010*
Total land owned by the household (acres) .016 .030 1.016 .599
Spatial factors
Distance of household to major trading center (km) -.031 .027 0.969 .252
Distance of household to nearest market (km) -.099 .095 0.906 .297
Constant 762 .989 2.142 441

#Figures in parentheses indicate the reference @atégr the dummy
*Significant ata = 0.01
**Significant ata. = 0.05

Two factors were significant predictors of membdéeadership in food security
groups. The only socio-demographic factor thatificantly predicts group leadership was
education, with the odds increasing by 38.9% fahegear increase in education level. This
result suggests the importance of education inlgrgabommunity members to take up
needed roles such as documenting on behalf ofrthevde.g., serving as secretary for the
group or representing a group at a training worgshbere feedback to members is required,
both of which require a minimum level of functiotiééracy). This result is corroborated by
Beard (2005) and Behera and Engel (2006), but asgegrawal and Gupta (2005), although
in the latter case the focus of the study was otiggaation in groups in general, not role
occupation.

The second predictor, among economic factorscme. The odds of group
leadership beyond ordinary group membership deeseak.7% for a member who has an

alternative source(s) of income compared to a membese major income source is
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farming. This result suggests that members witriadttive sources of income may not have
the time to serve roles beyond ordinary membersige the major focus of the groups
studied is primarily improving livelihoods througgrming. Household members with
alternative sources of income may have other cdiomscbeyond the community which
affect their dedication to groups in their commigsit- a phenomenon that Coleman (1990)
refers to as ‘network closure.” Members with corioers outside the community may not
dedicate much time to networks in the communityalbige they feel they can access
additional services from the outside networks. Natial factor significantly predicted
differences in group leadership roles. Since prielary analysis established that community
members participate differently in groups, with gomembers participating in one group,
others in more than one and others still havindéeship roles in these groups, factors that

motivate members to participate to different lewvelthe groups were also considered.

Predictors of level of participation in the food security groups

A multinomial logistic regression was conducte@stablish the levels of
participation in food security groups. Multicollizty for the independent variables was also
tested, with seven factors qualifying for inclusiarthe model (having tolerance values more
than 1 - B =1 - 0.127 = 0.873 (Appendix 6Multinomial logistic regression provides for
prediction of factors between the reference categod other categories within the
dependent variable. In this analysis, non-parttaypavas treated as the reference category
and was compared in turn with participation atdtieer levels: (1) ordinary membership in a
group, (2) either being a committee member in ag@ having membership in more than

two food security groups, and (3) having committesmbership roles in more than one
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group. The independent categorical variables weded as dummies: education (1 for
education above 5 years, 0 otherwise); major sanfroeome (1 for non-farming sources, 0
otherwise) and sex of household head (1 for madeléx, O otherwise). The resulting model
(Table 2.6) significantly fits the datg’€ 63.98, df = 21, p = .000).

Table 2.6. Logistic regression of participation levels with socio-demograpt) economic
and spatial factors in Kamuli district

Level of Independent variable B SE Odds p
participation Ratio
Ordinary Intercept -2.817 1.370 0.040
member (1)  Age of respondent 0.056 0.024 1.058 0.020*
Total land owned by household (acres) 0.157 0.099 .17 0.113
Distance to major trading center (km) -0.049 0.035 0.952 0.164
Distance to nearest health facility (km) 0.123 0.10 1.131 0.249
Male-headed household(0) 0.452 0.783 1.572 0.564
[hhsex1=1.00] B . .
Education level below five years(0) -0.167 0.691 848. 0.809
[educ1=1.00] ) . .o
Farming as major income source (0) 0.312 0.652 61.36.633
[Incomenow=1.00] ) . o
Executive or  Intercept -2.586 1.211 0.033
member in Age of respondent 0.049 0.022 1.051 0.022*
more than one Total land owned by household (acres) 0.183 0.095 .2011 0.055*
group (2) Distance to major trading center (km) -0.041 0.027 0.960 0.133
Distance to nearest health facility (km) 0.032 @.09 1.032 0.743
Male-headed household(0) 0.186  0.702 1.205 0.791
[hhsex1=1.00] ) . .
Education level below five years(0) 0.319 0.633 76.3 0.614
[educ1=1.00] ) . .
Farming as major income source (0) 0.840 0.587 72.30.153
[Incomenow=1.00] B . ..
Executive in  Intercept -1.753 1.496 0.241
more than one Age of respondent 0.062 0.026 1.063 0.017*
group or Total land owned by household (acres) 0.167 0.097 .1811 0.087***
member in Distance to major trading center (km) -0.040 0.034 0.961 0.242
more than Distance to nearest health facility (km) -0.503 881 0.605 0.008*
two groups Male-headed household(0) 0.173  0.799 1.189 0.829
(3) [hhsex1=1.00] Q) . oo
Education level below five years(0) 0.987 0.935 83.6 0.291
[educ1=1.00] ) . .
Farming as major income source (0) -1.164  0.587 120.30.047**
[Incomenow=1.00] B . .

a. The reference category for the dependent variabD (Non-participation in food security groups)
b. This parameter is set to zero because it isnct.

*Significant ato, = 0.01

** Significant atoe, = 0.05

*** Significant ato = 0.1
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The model shows that a range of socio-demograpbanomic and spatial factors are
significant in distinguishing non-participation froother levels of participation. Older
respondents were more likely to participate akeaiéls (Dependent Variable (DV) 1-3) than
being non-members. The odds of being a group meatlibe three group participation
levels (1, 2 and 3) increased by 5.8%, 5.1% anthtr8spectively, for each unit increase in
age of household head. Two economic factors sanifly predict the level of participation
in food security groups: major source of income tdl land size owned. Respondents with
farming as a major source of income were lessylitebe members in more than two groups
(DV category 3) than being non-participant§he odds of being a member in this category
rather than a non-member decreased by 68.8%. Tpiesation of this result is that since
membership and leadership roles in farmers’ groagsire a great deal of sacrifice in terms
of money and time, members with only farming as@&e of income may not be able to
afford the demands associated with membership itipteugroups as well as the funds that
may be required. Agrawal and Gupta (2005) alsodaupositive relationship between a
household having additional sources of income lessagyriculture and participation in local
groups. Community members with more land were rike¢y to be members at the two
categories (DV = 2 and 3), than non-members, vaighadds increasing by 20.1% and 18.1%,
respectively. The probable explanation is thatad kize increases, a household may want to
use it in a maximum manner, which necessitatesngia group to augment access to
resources.

However, this relationship - together with thabai/ing an income source in addition
to farming - reflects the potential negative imation of elite capture of groups by the more

endowed community members, which in turn limitsitifeience of the disadvantaged.
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Gugerty and Kremer (2000) also found the negafifeceof elite capture while investigating
the impact of development assistance on organizalticapacity and social capital in Kenya.
They established that outside support for localigsgomade membership and leadership
positions more attractive, leading to program cagphy wealthier, more educated and
connected outsiders not initially involved in thegps, to the disadvantage of poorer, less
educated, and less connected members. Howevercapture may not always imply
negative outcomes for the non-elite as establislyddasgupta and Beard (2007) and Fritzen
(2007). In their studies conducted in Indonesiajas established that in some instances,
elites may participate in groups in such ways biestefit the poor. The elites may control the
resources or the groups, but ensure that all gnoepbers access benefits. What is required
in such a situation, as suggested by Prokopy (2@®8}ktablishment and taking into
consideration by program stakeholders of conteati§ip issues (policy, community history
and characteristics), such that some participanésnon-elite) are not exploited by others
(the elites).

Among the spatial factors, community members remddeated from health
facilities are less likely to be executive comndttaembers or to be members in more than
two groups, with the odds decreasing by 39.5% &oheunit increase in distance (in
kilometers). The probable explanation may be linked related dearth of groups in remote
locations, since health facilities are most likielgated in major trading centers. Thus,
proximity to health facilities for a household is iadicator of physical spatial centrality.
Major trading centers are usually the operatioicef of NGOs and government staff
working with groups. However, the staff face chadjes of regularly working with those

members due to the extra efforts required to réaem. As Chambers (1983) suggests, this
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rural development bias leads to scenarios wheressiies of remote household members are
not given much attention, leading to their demdtorato actively participate in development
programs.
Conclusion

A major aim of this paper was to identify factdnatt predict participation in food
security groups in Kamuli district. A range of smcilemographic, economic and spatial
factors significantly predict participation. The imaocio-demographic factors that
significantly predict general participation as waelleadership in groups were age and
education level. The participation of community nibems below thirty years of age was low.
Since there is a dearth of off-farm income oppaties in the study area, there is need to
encourage and facilitate people in this age cajetgojoin groups. One of the analyses
indicated that even when they try to join, theylargely left out of leadership roles. Their
interests and priority enterprises may also besdfit from those of other community
members, implying a need to plan programs tailtodtieir needs. Thus, programs need to
promote ‘youth’ groups with their membership, whpossible, in an exclusive manner such
that their distinct needs and priority enterprigessaddressed. Another alternative would be
to promote rural-based off-farm employment oppdties such that youth spend most of the
time in the rural setting which would boost theatgntial to form new groups or join existing
ones in their communities.

Education is undoubtedly a key factor in ensuriigiér participation in the groups.
In this study, the main shortcoming of respondaritis no or low education was that they
cannot take up roles beyond ordinary membershghaily due to feelings of inadequacy.

The challenge of education levels might be overctmmugh adult education programs and
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ensuring that children benefit from the currenigobf Universal Primary Education in
Uganda (Sseguya & Masinde, 2005).

On economic factors, farming as a major sourcaeadme dampens multi-group
levels of participation. This implies that food 88ty programs should strongly consider
promoting value addition technologies and off-fancome opportunities such as agro-
processing, carpentry and small-scale manufacterng making fuel-efficient stoves),
especially if the community members achieve bétted security, with more food available
for market. This will contribute to augmentationiméome levels for community members.
Land size (in acres) also increases participagoels. The positive significance of
participation levels indicates a potential riskebfe capture which programs may need to
consider by establishing mechanisms such thatdheetite do not lose benefits that are due
to them.

Most of the previous studies on participation iougys have not addressed the spatial
aspect of households. In this study, it was esthbt that physical spatial centrality of a
household, indicated by remoteness from healtlitfasinegatively affects participation in
groups. Health facilities are mostly located in onajading centers which are also the
sources of services and partners’ offices with whioengroups may need to implement
development programs. As a result of access comistita remote communities, some
programs may not work with groups located thereegalarly as they would, compared to
closer ones. Programs working on food securityrvetations therefore need to dedicate extra
efforts to reaching remote households in theirsacégurisdiction such that, holding other
factors constant, equitable development irrespedfvocation is achieved. Further, there is

need for groups in remote communities to nurtucesaupport dedicated members who can
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represent them at the trading centers and furhistm with appropriate information and
opportunities accessible from there.
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CHAPTER 3: ASSESSMENT OF PARTICIPATION IN FOOD SECURITY GRO UPS

IN KAMULI DISTRICT, SOUTHEAST UGANDA.

Manuscript prepared for submissionGommunity Development Journal
Abstract

Participation of community members in groups isnefeasing significance,
especially as the Ugandan government promotesig®licat encourage involvement of
diverse stakeholders in development programs.isrstiidy, participation levels of 21
community groups in a food security program in Kérdistrict are assessed. Qualitative
data on level and process of members’ participatiggroup activities, group management,
partnerships and levels of success were collec®dden August and December 2008.
Results indicate that members’ participation igsrection of perceived benefits such as access
to material incentives and capacity building oppoities, in addition to group leadership
style and mutual trust. Further, groups with padmweth whom they implement development
programs highly rate those partnerships and mes$e¢ipthat the partner organizations
continue working with them for an indefinite perj@h indication of dependence. However,
cases of conflicts in groups are rarely reportediscussed with partners. Group members’
status in terms of human, financial and physicaéiendowments also affected the overall
performance of groups. The paper concludes witlyestgopns on mechanisms for increased

involvement of community members in group actigted enhancement of partnerships.

Introduction
Many development interventions in the Global Sarthincreasingly supportive of

active participation of community members in depebent programs. According to Kelly
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and Van Vlaenderen (1995), definitions of partitigarefer to a vast range of different
processes, including the capacity to influencesiecimaking processes at all levels of
societal organization; direct sharing in decisiceiking; the capacity to take initiative in
development activities; and being in a positiobéoefit from a project or program. It is thus
not surprising that there is a considerable divetgeamongst policy makers, researchers,
development workers and local people involved wetlgoment as to what participation is
(Kollavali & Kerr, 2002).

Proponents of participation assert that it is inguatrto involve local people in
development programs and to regard people as stimlezh (rather than objects) who are
capable of contributing to analysis of their owtuations and designing solutions (Cornwall
and Jewkes, 1995). In this regard, local peoptgaip or community levels could be
involved in needs assessment, action planning ranognplementation, resource
mobilization or monitoring and evaluation of thegram activities (Boyle, 1981). Programs
benefit from local knowledge that best reflectsaalaeeds and demands, promotes a sense of
project ownership and ultimately, enhances chaatssccess in meeting community needs
(Salmen, 1989).

Participation also enhances empowerment by incrg@gople’s feelings of self-
worth, improving their skills, giving them a greagense of their rights, as well as improving
their knowledge and competencies (Boyle, 1981 )olwing local people in development
programs can shift the power dynamics. Initiallgyyer may be in the hands of the
development agencies as they determine whetheatdo nvolve local people, but power
relationships can change as local people decidéhehand how to work with other

stakeholders.



65

Participation in development programs varies lyrele, with local stakeholders
always participating at some level along a contmuranging from tokenism to real
empowerment. Bass, Dalal-Clayton and Pretty (188§pest four levels of participation,
ranging from contractual, to consultative, to dotieative, to collegiate. With increasingly
deep participation (as in collegiate), there isatgerelinquishing of control and devolution
of ownership of program processes (planning, impla&ation, evaluation, resource
mobilization, etc.) to all stakeholders. Cornwaltlalewkes (1995) note that the most
common form of participatory development is coretide, where (some) stakeholders are
asked for their opinions before interventions beBiarely, however, do development
agencies engage in collaborative projects whergram implementers and local people
work together on project design and management; liegs frequently do they have
collegiate relationships where local people acyuadive control over the process. The reason
for limited approaches to participation is ass@datith the perceived complexity of actively
involving all stakeholders, especially local pegplied the relatively greater amount of
resources, time and coordination needed (Weinbé&géitting, 2001).

Rifkin (1986) suggests that assessment of partioipan development interventions
is vital and should focus on at least one of thyeestions: (1) Why was stakeholders’
participation prioritized by the development agermypromoted by the existing policy
framework? This relates to objectives which the elil@yment agencies’ government
structures set out to achieve by pursuing a commypyparticipation approach. (2) Who
participates? This relates to description of indliNdls and groups which participate,
recognizing that communities are not homogenous tat the process may be hijacked by

elite groups in communities, depending on the peedebenefits of the program. (3) How do
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people participate? This relates to the types ofigiaation involved in a program, e.g.,
whether people participate by benefiting from thegpam, by participating in the activities
of the program, by implementing program activitiby, monitoring and evaluation or by
planning programs.

The objectives of this study are twofold: (1) teae¥ne how community members
participate in food security groups in Kamuli, Udanand (2) identify the factors
(organizational and community context) that faatkt or impede their participation. It is
hypothesized that groups with a greater combinatforapabilities for leadership, planning,
conflict management, negotiation, monitoring andleation and resource mobilization are
more effective in enabling members’ achievemergrotip goals than those with fewer or no
capabilities. In addition, it is hypothesized tlsaice higher household-level food security
achievement is the main goal of these groups, mendéeroups with more partnerships and
linkages have greater levels of food security thianse with fewer or none of these
partnerships.

Analytical framework

Uphoff (2000) suggests that group functioning reeslaround four major activities
namely: (1) decision-making, (2) resource mobii@aand management, (3)
communication, and (4) conflict resolution. Hiswamgent is premised on Parson’s theory of
action (1961) which posits that all action is otigad by three systems: personality, social
and cultural. The personality system is charaatdrlzy the orientation and motivation of
action at individual level and is organized by néepositions. Need dispositions are

“tendencies to act with respect to the objectseitain manners, depending on expected
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consequences from these actions, otherwise referrasiroles” (Parsons and Shils, 2001,
pp. 114-115).

The social system involves interaction betweencaordego) and other actors (alters)
oriented towards means or goals in an interdepeémdede. This interdependent interaction
is moderated by a consensus on normative and oageipectations (Parsons 1961). These
expectations are in turn a result of establish&skroetween the different members and
persons with whom these role incumbents interaph@ff, 2000). The cultural system is an
organization of values, norms and symbols thataythé choices made by actors and which
limit the types of interaction that may occur amadimgm. Parsons also noted that the three
systems of organization of action interpenetrateutph socialization (the social system
regards specific norms and values as binding)iriatzation (the individual incorporates
specific cultural meanings into his or her neegdsstions), and institutionalization
(integration of the expectations of actors in aeriactive system of roles with a shared
normative pattern of values). Thus, when people ijpigroups, they have needs and goals
which they feel can be addressed through this medlio achieve these goals and needs,
roles and rules for decision-making and resourchbilimation are established, in addition to
establishing means of facilitating communicatiod amnaging conflicts that may arise
between members in the groups.

Since members have different experiences anddgstithe functioning of a group is
affected by their past experiences as well as ¢apens from the group. Norms, which
guide recurring exchanges whereby individuals ‘iplytgive up the right to control their
own actions while in turn receiving the authoriypartially control the actions of others”

(Coleman, 1990, p. 243), may be violated or upheldlthus affect goal achievement. Thus,
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individuals who are members of groups need to nrsakee investments (time, labor, money
information) for the good of the group, althoughk ttontribution for each member may differ
depending on roles in the group. Mutual trust betwaembers and other partners in the
social system (e.g., other groups, government ti@pgats, non-governmental organizations)
who interact with them also need to be maintaimeslich a way that the goals of all
participating parties are achieved. Therefore attytical focus of this paper takes
individuals as group members striving to achievalganediated by roles, rules,
membership trust, and trust in other social sygiayers, norms, sanctions and members’
attitudes. These organizational factors prevainugpe way activities of the group are

implemented, with benefits, both real and percemesing.

Previous Studies

Smith (1994) states that at the organizationall)ekear goals and a proactive
orientation towards change increase participat@nganizational structure also affects who
becomes a member and how many become active grale, with an important distinction
between community self-help groups which initiabenerous projects with or without
outside support and relatively bureaucratic oneislwtocus attention on ‘capacity building’
through planning or other efforts. In additionyaivement varies by the time commitment,
physical labor, and opportunities for networkingafftihez & McMullin, 2004). These
factors may also affect burnout rates, in additma lack of accomplishment, clear
objectives or plans, and the incorporation of maimg and feedback in planning and
implementation of activities (Byron & Curtis, 2002he exact nature of participation,

especially the level of authority or decision-makpower, may also affect the attitudes of
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those involved (Propst, Jackson & McDonough, 208#)ng with organizational
characteristics, geographic and situational factach as remoteness and the implied
alternative minimal opportunities influence thetjggpation process as Behera and Engel
(2006) found in a study of joint community foresamagement in India.

In his analysis of participation of community greup a program implemented by an
international NGO (CONCERN) in Bangladesh, Dat20@) established that successful
groups had strong leadership and were transparanformation-sharing and decision-
making. The membership, through a process of eledtiad selected trustworthy and
competent leaders for the working committees ambisled a specific quota for women’s
membership of the committee. At individual leveltomal trust and respect among the
members was also an important factor for effeqbaeicipation.

Other factors relate to group size and heteroger@roup size and homogeneity are
widely expected to affect prospects for trust dreddegree of divergence in interests, and
ultimately to influence prospects for effective papation. Smaller and more homogenous
groups are associated with more trust among menabertess diverse needs and interests.
However, Poteete and Ostrom (2004), based onghaly on community forest resources
use in Nepal, India and Ecuador, found no unifaend on the influence of group size and
community heterogeneity on the participation precé@sey concluded that the influence of
these factors depends on the type of program drea tectors such as mutual trust and the
nature of leadership and leadership styles in tbhags).

Data and Methods

Study area and sample selection
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The study was conducted in Kamuli district, locatedoutheast Uganda, where a
livelihood improvement program between lowa Statéversity, Makerere University and
VEDCO (Volunteer Efforts for Development Concersgrted in 2004. In 2009, the
program worked with 62 farmers’ groups in three-sabnties: Bugulumbya, Butansi and
Namasagali, with an average membership of 16 mesnberenty-one groups representing
one-third of the group population, were selectedtis study (Table 3.1). The final number
selected for each sub-county was based on the ghtre 62 groups in each of the sub-
counties. For instance, if sub-county x had 30%ef62 groups, the corresponding sample
of groups selected for the study would also be 3D8ése groups were purposively selected,
taking into consideration factors documented duangual assessments such as gender
composition, ethnicity, religion, resource endowisglocation and food security status of
members (Sseguya, 2007). Invitations were extetmlattmbers through their leaders for a
meeting at their usual meeting places or a conwémigernative. All members were free to
attend the meetings, since the total group memipevgs deemed appropriate for focused
group interviews (Krueger, 1994). The averagenddiace was 12, with a range of seven to

15.
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Table 3.1. Groups involved in the group discussions in Kamuli district

Group Name Parish

1. Akuwa Amagezi Women’s Group Kasambira
2. St. Bruno Farmers’ Group Kasambira
3. Muno Mukabi Farmers’ Group Kasambira
4. Mwino Ni Mwino Nawanende

5. Ndigakweya Bakaire Farmers’ Group Nawanende
6. Nawanende Farmers’ Network Nawanende
7. Tukolere Walala Women'’s Group Butansi

8. Busuyi Kiribedda Women'’s Group Butansi

9. Butansi HIV/AIDS Alert Butansi

10. Bulondo Youth Group Butansi

11. Twesituleku Farmers’ Group Butansi

12. Twisakilala Widows and Orphans Naluwoli
13. Akuwa Olukaba Youth Group Naluwoli

14. Bafuba Kukola Farmers’ Group Naluwoli

15. Kasombereza Women’s Group Namasagali
16. Babigumira Farmers’ Group Namasagali
17. Namasagali HIV/AIDS Group Namasagali & Bwiiza
18. Tweweyo Farmers’ Group Bwiiza

19. Omwavu Takoowa Farmers’ Group Bwiiza

20. Tagabira Atyaime Farmers’ Group Bwiiza

21. Twegaite Elderly Farmers’ Group Bwiiza

Data Collection

Focus group interviews were used to assess mengagtiipation experiences in the

program and the factors that facilitate or impenig performance. Group interviews elicit
the best information in circumstances in which eg@odifferential potentially exists between
the respondents and interviewers because theatffattitudes, feelings, views and beliefs
are more easily revealed via the social gathentftiae interaction inherent in the focus
group (Krueger, 1994). A semi-structured open-enntmlview approach allowed for
maximum input from the respondents, a breadthsgarses from the group, and the
emergence of a wide variety of viewpoints. Theéssdiscussed included history of the
group; level and process of members’ participaitiotie different group activities (e.g.,
attendance of meetings, training, sharing plammadgerials and perceived quality of training

offered by Rural Development Extensionists (RDE&) @ommunity Nutrition and Health
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Workers (CNHWS) : group management; partnershipis @ther players in development
(government, non-government organizations, locsitutions, markets, research, etc.);
changes in household food security; and membelfsasgessment of group success.

The interviews were conducted with the help oasasistant who first completed on-
line human subjects training. All the interviewsraveonducted between August and
December 2008 in the local Lusoga language anddaged. They were then translated and
transcribed in English. The interviewers also téekd notes on personal experiences and
feelings before and after the interviews, includimigrmal interactions with VEDCO field

staff and review of program documents.

Data analysis

| used a multi-stage coding process to understapdriamt common and variant
issues (Charmaz, 2006) related to participatia@fgroup members in the program. |
manually coded data at successive stages out chvtiemes relating to the study
objectives(s) emerged. We began by openly coditeyfdam each group using word-by-
word, line-by-line and paragraph-by-paragraph cgdiie next used focused coding to
generate common categories relevant to the stuggtoles across the groups, generating a
total of 80 focused codes. The third stage wad agiding aimed at developing categories
and linking them to each other; we identified 2¥abgodes: community-mindedness,
member characteristics, membership turnover, compnalolem(s), local networks, group
initiation source, incentives, sanctions, flextyiligroup leadership styles, interpersonal
relations, material benefits, problem solving, greustainability, diverse skills, quality

services, information concealment, group minimahdards, resource contribution,
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consultation, decision making, capacity buildingyigy, household individual resource
endowments, training quality, local stakeholders group size.

We perused the transcripts once more, highlighaimdycoding explanatory
guotations using the 27 axial categories. Sombexfd quotations will be used in the results
and discussion section. We again contemplatedrtieegent themes and found 27 categories
to be connected with one another; these were fucthredensed, culminating in five major
themes: (1) group features, (2) group successriad®) group roles in the program, (4)
individual participation motivators, and (5) valagachment to other partners. We then
linked these themes to the two objectives of thdysthow members participate and the
factors that facilitate or impede their participat{Figure 3.1). Note that a particular
category could apply to more than one major thdfoeinstance, the category of
interpersonal relations applies to the themesuafcsss factors,’ ‘group features,” and
‘participation motivators’. To counter the potehtigases in the study, we discussed
preliminary findings with VEDCO staff. The validityf findings was assured by identifying
representative and appropriate quotations fordbees under discussion, and crosschecking
with members of the research team, secondarytliterand VEDCO'’s field staff (Patton,

2002).
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Study objectives

Themes

Axial codes/categories

Participation motivators

—>

coukrwnpE

Incentives

Sanctions

Flexibility

Leadership styles
Interpersonal relations
Equity

1. How group
members participat

Value of relations with
other partners in the
community

Quality of services
Material benefits
Diverse skills

. Information concealment
. Problem solving
. Group maintenance

Group roles

13.
14.
15.
16.

Minimum standards
Resource contribution
Consultation

Decision making

Group features

2. Factors that
facilitate or impede
participation

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22,

Group initiation process
Community mindedness
Member characteristics
Membership turnover
Common (unifying) problem
Local network

/
\
Va

Success factors

>

23.
24.

25.
26.
27.

Capacity building

Members’ resource
endowments

Training quality

Local leaders (formal/informal)
Commitment

Figure 3.1 Objectives, themes and axial categories of the study
Results and discussion

The objectives of this study were to establishi¢lrel of members’ participation in

group activities and the factors that facilitateropede the performance of their respective

groups. Results for each of these objectives agepted and discussed in turn.

Participation levels in the groups
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Three of the five themes arising from the datateeia levels of participation in program
activities, that is, motivators of participatiompgp roles and value of relations with other
partners.

Motivators of participation

In all the groups, it was noted that participatddrmembers in activities in which
there is a need to commit time or resources igamiad by incentives or sanctions to avoid
‘free riding.” These included fines for non-attenda of meetings or maintenance of group
gardens and reprimand for non-attendance of meetingroup garden management for
three consecutive sessions. The benefits accrung fegular attendance included priority
consideration in sharing of benefits from groupd# such as sharing of planting materials.
However, there was flexibility in implementationtbe sanctions in such a way that if one
had a plausible reason, that individual would beusrd. Indeed, fines were reportedly rare
in all the groups.

During meetings, all groups reported varied contidns of members in terms of
deliberations but generally, in mixed meetings whée membership was also mixed, men
reportedly tended to dominate, due to culturalaeasn this part of Uganda; women
generally tended to approve of their male countésppoints of view without much overt
guestioning. The exception was in three mixed gspwhere every member was encouraged
to take up responsibilities such as representiagtbup at external meetings. In these
exceptional groups, it was evident during the fogumsips that everyone, irrespective of
gender or age, actively participated in the deibens.

Members in the three groups in which participati@s relatively uniform

irrespective of gender noted that:
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“... When the group started, most women in the grfeaped to speak up and

even take up responsibilities. But now, the vicaiigierson is a woman...

(Male group member, September 22, 2008)

The ... program trained us in how to conduct meetargsa number of other

topics which has helped us to improve the way rabas participate ....

(Female group member, August 31, 2008)

There is delegation of responsibilities to all menshwhether they are on the

executive or not.” (Male group member, October2(&)8)

In one of the three groups in which participaticesvwnore balanced, some female
members were more articulate than males, diffdrem the common scenario in which
males dominate. These female members have hadicagmiexposure outside their
community through training and tours for peer teain As a result, they had gained
considerable confidence. This shows that competenisancement for both male and female
group members as well as delegation of resports#isilio all members potentially improve
the contribution and participation of all membersspective of gender. This argument is
corroborated by Najjingo and Sseguya (2004) orr 8tady of gender dimensions of rural
producers’ organizations in central Uganda. Theytbout that groups whose members had

access to capacity enhancement opportunities hset performance than those where such

opportunities were missing, especially for femaksmbers.

Value of relations with other partners in the community

In most groups (15 groups), the only active panmas VEDCO (the partner NGO in
the tripartite program that implements field ac¢ies). Focus group members gave three
major reasons for having only one partner. The feason was feelings by the majority of

members that other new partners were offering sesvihat had already been accessed from
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the existing partner program. One focus group membed that working with new partners
on problems that have already been addressectisaigtudent going back to kindergarten
when they qualify for elementary school” (group nibem Naluwoli parish, personal
communication, November 6, 2008). Another reastatas to demands by some programs
such as the National Agricultural Advisory Servi€B®\ADS), a government program that is
publicly funded but privately implemented, that coomity members contribute a proportion
of funds (co-funding) before they can access sesviMuwonge, 2007). This arrangement is
markedly different from past experiences whereuahsontribution was been requested. In
some communities, external partners that had deesbsoime contribution had fleeced them
of their funds without any service. Although NAADsSa government-led program, many
members were not comfortable with the co-fundingtgbution.

The third reason was dissatisfaction with the dquali services by some partners
such, as in the case of NAADS, in four groups whieeemodel farmers were selected
without consulting group members. Most of thessoas resonate with findings of Opondo
(2005) cited by Friis-Hansen (2005) on the impletagon of NAADS activities in Kabale
district, where farmers’ forums responsible fording implementation of the activities
became illegitimate in the view of farmers becanfggreoccupation with demanding high
‘sitting allowances,’ locating the technology tsain their own fields, and demanding ‘kick-
backs’ for allocating contracts to private senpeeviders. The Ugandan Development
Network of Indigenous Voluntary Associations (DEMI)also conducted an independent
study on the effectiveness of farmer groups aguisins for farmer empowerment and

poverty eradication under the NAADS program in Kap@ororo and Arua districts
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(DENIVA, 2005). Their assessment indicated thatpagnothers, service provision was
constrained by poor skills of the contracted seryimviders.

In addition, most groups (17) did not have parthig@swith other food security
groups in the community, with the feeling that tligy not perceive such links as being vital
since all of the groups were participating in taene CSRL/MU/VEDCO program. Absence
of linkages with non-VEDCO groups was also expldimeterms of low or no perceived
benefits from such linkages. The only partnerskipteg between the groups was in the
form of RDE and CNHW exchanges, and this was 4 joitiative of the VEDCO program
staff and groups, not groups alone. The weak brglihks among the groups has
implications at the program level. For instancensaroups, especially in Bugulumbya sub-
county, did not have adequate access to partngigledhe community; their efforts in this
regard had been frustrated by non-response frorfeth@otential partners that they tried to
contact.

However, most groups highly rank the need to mairgaod relations with the
partners with whom they currently work. As Datt@@Z, p. 52) notes in the case of
Bangladesh, “groups emphasized the importance HCERN’s presence in the area for an
indefinite period of time, even in a limited forniri the case of VEDCO, all groups were
interested in having the NGO stay for an indefipgeiod. All the groups are averse at losing
linkages with the program, as implied by the follogvstatements:

“They [VEDCO] have been helpful in improving ouwdis and reviving our

group. We request that they continue working wiHar some time. We will

strive to improve our shortcomings. They shoulddisiniss us or stop

working with us when we commit mistakes for thetfiime... | heard there is

one group that was stopped from working with thegpam because they left

their plant multiplication garden untended... You e&eknow, something like
this may happen with us...” (Female group membetoker 8, 2008)
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“We request that the program continues working wgHor many years to

come. We appreciate their service (closing remlayka female executive

member of one of the groups, October 10, 2008).”

The statements reflect dependency of the grougxtamnal linkages, which has the
potential to affect sustainability of the groupghie program area. The situation is further
complicated by lack of a clear indication of eXdns by VEDCO in the area that would
provide opportunities for preparing the groups eohmunities “to carry on in the absence
of external partners” (CSRL 2009, p.vii). As a het indication of fear of losing partnership
relations with the program, poorly performing RDdf&l CNHWSs are rarely reported to
VEDCO, an indicator of information concealment.olre of the groups, during the period
when members did not have RDE services for some, firalp was requested from RDEs
from neighboring groups but was reported as urfaat®y:

“Mr. X. and Y from groups W and Z came last plagtseason to help teach

us but their service was not good. ... When they dicoime to my home,

they would just look around without giving adviédter that they would ask

for the visitors’ book to sign, as evidence tha&tytlvere at my home if

VEDCO personnel come to monitor progress... afterttiey would go

away... Is that genuine service?” (Female group menSeptember 30,

2008).

When asked whether such cases are reported to VEBER@Dbers replied that they do not
want to create ‘bad relations’ in the communitydsgmoting individual conflicts, in addition
to fear of losing good working relations with thegram.

Another issue relating to maintenance of good iaiatis linked to the kind of
benefits accessed from the program. One of theritapofactors for viability of people's

participation in groups is the type of benefitsiaead by members. In the case of local

people, as Boyle (1981) notes, participation ireesa&mpowerment by increasing people’s
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feelings of self-worth, improving their skills, gng them a greater sense of entitlement, as
well as improving their knowledge and building ceipa In addition, accessing material
benefits is also vital as noted in the case of Bategh where some members demanded
incentive payments, feeling that they were notixéog sufficient benefits compared to the
amount of time invested to ensure that the groapsmoothly (Datta, 2007).

In the case of these study groups, the types d@dfliemccessed included knowledge,
skills and positive attitudes for individual membehs a result, from their perspective, they
became more confident at meetings, better at magalgeir organizations, and realized
improved yields through application of knowledgeguiced. In all groups, the program’s
focus of helping members to know how to manage tireiups was a good complement to
training in agricultural production and nutritiondwledge. The competencies acquired had
helped them to solve problems, either on their omwith other stakeholders and were
believed to lead to more stable groups.

One of the key components of the farmers’ trainmgroduction and nutrition are the
RDEs and CNHWSs. The RDEs and CNHWSs use a varietraofing methods, including
lectures, demonstrations and home visits. In allgtoups, the training program is flexible,
based on the seasonally related demands of therfariror instance, during the planting
season fewer training sessions may be held as cethfrathe pre-planting season when the
demand for production knowledge and skills is higired labor requirements in the fields
less intensive. There were variations on the guafiRDEs’ and CNHWS’ services, with 14
groups expressing satisfaction with the level aining and seven groups reporting low
quality. However, members suggested a need to @mguit RDES’ and CNHWS’ work with

visits and training by VEDCO staff since,
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“[RDEs and CNHWSs] are not as knowledgeable asnaragstaff and since

they are our peers, some members under look theme $nhembers do not

consider their training as very important” (maleuw member, October 14,

2008).

For the groups expressing problems with qualitgreased family responsibilities
and reduced interest in group activities for theERvere cited as the main reasons. This
shows that opportunity costs in group activities akey factor worthy of consideration due
to their voluntary nature (Behera & Engel, 2008)embers also accessed material benefits
from the program in the form of quality planting ter@als. Achievement of benefits from
participation is a key driver of participation asesvard for the participants’ efforts (Uphoff
& Wijayaratna, 2000). In this program, membersliriree groups noted that access to these
materials helped them increase production. Menteere even shared some of the materials
with other community members not belonging to tigeaqups as a way of ensuring that the
general community food security status improve® Slmaring process was based on
regularity of attendance in managing the gardensase all members are regular in
contributing to maintenance of the gardens, othi&gra such as level of household food
insecurity and family size were used by group memsteselect the beneficiaries. For
instance, the more food insecure and the biggdiath@y size of a group member, the better

the chances of accessing the materials first. Tihereht criteria may have been used

differently but eventually nearly all members asesgbplanting materials.

Group roles
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Generally, the level of participation of local stélders in programs was diverse
depending on the activities in which they were Imed: needs assessment, action planning,
implementation, resource mobilization, monitorimgi @valuation (Boyle, 1981). In this
program, some of the issues noted, based on wimis in addition to interactions with
VEDCO field staff and review of documents, was tt@nmunity members provided
information on the local situation and needs attitihe of entry. However, after this activity
their involvement in program planning and needesssent was minimal. For instance,
there was no indication of prioritization of groufidt training needs in the program
documents. An annual program on training itemseigetbped at VEDCO headquarters and
then shared with the farmers’ representatives ainamial meeting.

On program implementation and resource mobilizatpaups were involved up to a
certain level, but not in all program activitiegrknstance, in all the groups, volunteer
trainees (RDEs and CNHWSs) were selected and recoutedeby the respective group
members with no influence from the program stafffe program’s role in selection of the
members was to facilitate the setting of geneiigdrta for a member who would best serve
as an RDE or CNHW, which the groups followed in sk&ction.

In addition, improved planting materials were pd®d by the program, which were
then multiplied and distributed to members. Eacdugrcontributed land on which the
multiplication gardens were established, and alinimers contributed labor. Each group was
also expected to ensure minimum standards (havoogstitution and registration with local
administration offices) before they could start kg with the program. However,
monitoring and evaluation of activities of RDEs &@WHWs seemed to inadequately involve

the groups. So, because of the absence of a @skidrum for reporting RDEs and CNHWs
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who may not implement their activities adequatelthis regard, effective participation of
groups in monitoring and evaluation of the acteéstregularly suffered. Field monitoring
reports indicated that group monitors were selettddtblp complement the efforts of
program staff, but the roles of these members wetget clear to groups and the selected
members.
Factors that facilitate or impede participation

The two major themes that relate to facilitatingropeding factors to participation of
group members were group features and successdaktost of the categories for these two
themes were mutually inclusive.

Group features

All the groups were initiated with a common liveddd improvement goal in mind
that was of concern to the members. The most conguals for initiation of these groups
included poverty reduction, increased food produrcand mutual help (e.g., HIV/AIDS and
disabled peoples’ groups who perceived themselvesilaerable people likely to be
stigmatized in other groups). The activities utalen to achieve the group goals were
different. For instance, some groups with the gdg@loverty reduction started with collective
savings, whereas others implemented commerciatbe& rearing enterprises, or focused on
production of a marketable agricultural productrsas maize or cassava. This suggests that
formation of a group with potential for survivalisually preceded by identification of a
mutual problem of interest for all potential mendt also demonstrates the community-
minded nature of the members, who instead of fatiagoroblem individually, work

together in a group. It is also noteworthy thatupp®make some changes in their activities
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when opportunities for working with external parsarise, as the case of groups working
with VEDCO illustrates.

The initiation of these groups was either integnall externally motivated as noted in
the following statements:

“We got the idea of starting a group after our chusrganized a training

session at our county offices and encouraged fgrogroups as a means of

fighting poverty. When we came back, our curreratiigierson, with other

members (names cited) mobilized the community mesibethe village,

irrespective of religious belief, and we formed ¢heup” (Male group

member, September 22, 2008).

“... when they (people living with HIV/AIDS) are alenthey are too

vulnerable. So, we thought we need to form a gtbapcan ensure mutual

help as affected people” (Female group member, Mbee 13, 2008).

“We realized that if we get together and start upealit revolving scheme, we

could help each other out of poverty. So we foritiésigroup on our own”

(Female group member, November 10, 2008).

After starting the group, its progress and achiearnof goals benefit greatly from
external contacts or “bridging capital” (Uphoff &ij@yaratna, 2000). Thus, especially in
situations where a group was initiated by membaettsowt external assistance, which was
the case ten groups, maintaining local network®ig important for progress and success.
Further, for all the groups in this study, contatith the food security program were not
initially made directly with the groups, but thrdutpcal leaders and extension agents. This
implies that once a group does not maintain goodllnetworks and contacts with
government departments, it may miss out on devedopiprograms as the case of group
contacts with this food security program demonegat

The rates of membership turnover varied among tbeps; 13 had low turnover

rates, but eight lost a considerable proportion§8%) since inception, with some members
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becoming inactive. In five groups, members leferafeeling that the group was no longer
offering anything new to them. In three othersneanembers had different expectations
from what the program had on offer:
“Some members thought that they would get assetsremey from VEDCO
as was the case with earlier programs in the contyntivat provided such
items... they left after failing to see any of sugpected benefits” (Male
group member, October 7, 2008).
Datta (2007) notes in the case of groups workirth @ONCERN in Bangladesh that a
perceived lack of accomplishment affects membershipover and ultimately success of the
groups. The case of one of the groups whose mehipdwsnover was high corroborates this
argument, as revealed by this statement:

“... Some members left, saying that “we are tiregmiups, because we do

not see any benefit. It is as if we are beggingFenfale group member,

November 10 2008).

A close examination of the probable reasons for beship turnover which
ultimately affects participation levels and sucaefsthe groups links to members’
characteristics such as heterogeneity (ethniatigion and resource endowments) and
interpersonal relations such as mutual trust, isped leadership styles. These are discussed

in detail in the next section.

Levels of group success

The groups involved in this study achieved diffédevels of success with the
program activities due to a number of factors. Sitne key goal of the groups was to
improve livelihoods through better food securityammes, all existing group members were
ranked in terms of their food security status aeliae and the current status. Locally

generated food security indicators (Sseguya andndes2005) were used. In general, 11%
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were food secure at baseline, with current leviedsving an improvement to 73%. All
groups whose members had achieved over 50% fooulityelevels were considered to be
successful. Members were also asked if theyHaltthe group had helped them to achieve
their goal(s), and all those groups which had dmeaxement level for at least 50% of the
members were rated as ‘successful.” These two messtere used to rate the level of
success at group level, with 16 groups fulfillihg tcriteria for successful groups based on
the two criteria.

Beyond program activities to which the groups hittied their food security
achievements, a range of other factors are foutigeiiterature that could affect group
success. These include individual factors suchwsahtrust and respect, leadership styles
in the group (Weinberger & Jutting, 2001); commuiféctors such as heterogeneity, status
of group members and resource endowments (La Be2@02) and geography in addition to
group size (Poteete & Ostrom , 2004). These arugsed in turn, in relation to success of
the groups.

Most groups (12 out of 16) ranked as successfilinmembers of both sexes, with
most of them being of the same ethnicity but défereligions. The average group size was
19 members. The other successful groups werentd sex membership (all female) with
negligible membership turnover and with mixed ethipiand religions. Most of the
successful groups had a democratic leadership stitle all members irrespective of age or
gender taking up leadership roles. In other watdscontribution of every member was
actively promoted, instead of a few members dormgahe scene.

Of the five unsuccessful groups, one was exclugifezhale, with 10 members of

very diverse ethnicities and resource endowmehésrttajority were poor by village
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standards); the majority of the members were |grgelctive, with most of the group
activities implemented by two members (the CNHW BRmE). The second unsuccessful
group had mixed sex membership, with most memkfdresame ethnicity but with low
resource endowments by village standards. Most reesnieere not willing to take up
responsibilities in the group; they argued thay the not educated and therefore cannot take
up some roles that may require a minimal leveltefdcy. The other three groups had an
average of 11 members (nine, 11 and 13) of mixedge but had problems of domination
by their leaders. Leaders rarely consulted withntleenbership, and disagreements between
members on how to share proceeds from the growfegsifurther affected the working
relationships between the leadership ultimatelgctiihg trust levels in the groups.

Reflecting on the potential factors for successrmgrthe groups, the levels of mutual
trust and collective sense of purpose in succegsfuips were higher than in unsuccessful
groups that exhibited high membership turnovenaciivity as a result of perceptions that
some members were not benefiting. The leadersylip ist unsuccessful groups also tended
to be undemocratic as opposed to more democraticipatory leadership in successful
groups. In successful groups, delegation of respiities to all members regarding the
different group activities was common, as opposaahisuccessful ones where the contrary
was common. As an illustration, during one of theetings, a participant indicated that
members were not usually informed about some trgisessions or meetings. The executive
members present countered that sometimes suchgaiessions about which other
members may not be informed may be exclusivelyfacutive members, RDEs and
CHNWSs. This still reflects a problem of poor infeation flow and less democratic

leadership in unsuccessful groups compared to ssftde@nes. Some members in successful
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groups also had access to leadership capacityitgitghportunities which may have boosted
the potential for better participation of all memdavhereas in most of the unsuccessful
groups, no such opportunities existed.

Regarding community factors, Poteete and Ostrorfd4Ridicate that the
dimensions of heterogeneity such as ethnicitygieh, wealth and occupation, in addition to
group size, affect participation levels in groupiaties but their effects are non-linear and
depend on the status of other factors such as gyoalfs), leadership style(s) and mutual
trust. Although all the groups in the present sthdgt some level of heterogeneity among
members, their levels of success were diverseel&tion to group size, one of the least
successful groups had the smallest membership,ingetirat a critical mass (number of
group members, at least ten) is a key factor inragg success of participation in groups.
Heterogeneity was a characteristic of both sucakasfl unsuccessful groups. Since it was
not possible to statistically test the strengtkthefdifferent types of heterogeneity among
members and group size on participation leveg firobable, as suggested by previous
studies (e.g., Agrawal, 2000; Velded, 2000; Pot&etistrom , 2004), that other factors may
have had a larger impact on the success of patioipof members in groups.

A participatory leadership style and mutual trusd aespect may have had a positive
impact on successful participation levels and psses, whereas in some groups such as the
HIV/AIDS groups, the program goal of bringing Pemplving with HIV/AIDS (PLWHA)
together (membership homogeneity) may have hayarlanpact than other levels of
heterogeneity. In some of the unsuccessful gratigspossible that the poorer members may

have felt exploited by the better off members (uese heterogeneity), coupled with a largely
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autocratic leadership style, affecting the partitign levels and processes of members,
ultimately affecting group success.
Conclusion

Understanding how members participate in local gsas of paramount importance
since successful implementation of developmentvstgions in developing countries is
increasingly hinged on community groups as keyneast However, processes of local
people’s participation are varied with a numbefagtors at play. In this study, based on an
assessment of groups participating in a food sggorogram in Uganda, the main themes
pertaining to members’ participation included mators of individual participation, value of
relations with partners, group roles, group featned success factors related to participation
in the program activities.

It was hypothesized that groups with a greater ¢oation of capabilities for
leadership, planning, conflict management, negotiatmonitoring and evaluation and
resource mobilization are more effective than thegk fewer or none of these capabilities.
It was also hypothesized that since higher foodirsigcachievements is the main goal of
food security groups, members of groups with masenerships and linkages have higher
levels of food security than those with fewer onef these partnerships.

Since all the groups had a few partners (in mosts@ne partner), we could neither
confirm nor reject the hypothesis that membersrofigs with more partners were more food
secure than those without such partnerships. Wedconly confirm part of the first
hypothesis with the argument that groups whoseelsti was democratic were better than

those which had autocratic tendencies. It was nobed democratic leadership boosts
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individual level factors such as members’ configemnt conducting group activities (e.qg.,
contributions during meetings and mutual trust}uimm boosting participation.

It was also noted that some of the groups in whiembers’ participation was better
had members who were exposed to capacity enhante@mgroup management. Capacity
enhancement for group members coupled with mutusi &mong members has the potential
for ensuring a critical mass of social capital isatecessary for groups to survive. This leads
to a suggestion that programs should incorporatdusive capacity enhancement in
leadership and other group management componemds,participatory identification of
training needs for all members of the participatgiups. Since one of the goals of
participation in development is inclusion of thepexences of diverse stakeholders in
programs, it is vital to incorporate the farmersirting needs in the program, instead of
entirely relying on information on needs from pragr staff. Participatory identification of
needs should also be complemented with joint ptanoif program activities, selection of
model farmers and other forms of implementation meditoring that are discussed below.

All groups in this study reiterated the importané@artnerships in development.
Since most NGO-driven interventions are projectgrograms which would inevitably end
after some time, it is always important that groapsencouraged to establish partnerships,
both local and external, especially through localegnment establishments which are
supposedly more people-centered under decentrajinesinance in Uganda. Local groups
should also be encouraged to partner with each ttheugh farm tours and joint training
since the value of such partnerships seem to bertatdd yet a particular group could have

an advantage over another in activities promotethéyrogram.



91

| found that conflicts between group members &ed feaders or trainers may not be
reported to program staff for fear of ‘undesiraldehsequences at individual, group and
community levels. To this end, local monitoring cuitiees had been established by the
program but their roles were not clear. These cdtaes would be instrumental in assessing
the quality of services offered by RDEs and CNHWsyiding suggestions and addressing
potential conflicts within the groups in a manrtettwould not lead to straining of working
relations with development programs which was dribefears of participating groups,
preventing them from reporting poor performancdeRof these committees should be
clarified to both members and local leaders, ardhtgal periodically, preferably on an
annual basis.
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CHAPTER 4: STATUS AND CHALLENGES OF INFORMATION ACCESSIBILI TY
IN RURAL COMMUNITIES OF KAMULI DISTRICT

Manuscript prepared for submissionGommunity Development Journal

Abstract

Access to information is one of the benefits ofi@locapital. In Uganda, structural
adjustment programs and decentralization have desmmpanied by changes in mechanisms
of information delivery for local development. Ttiansformation of information models
began with transfer of technology (ToT) in the 196®1980s, evolved to farming systems
research and extension (FSR-E) in the 1990s, andmalves agricultural knowledge and
information systems (AKIS). In this paper, the ssatchallenges and gaps in information
accessibility for farm households in 12 parisheKarnuli district are assessed using a
modified AKIS framework that considers informatibeyond agricultural-related issues.
Data were collected between August 2008 and Fep 419, using community discussions
and household interviews, and analyzed using SR838/®IVO software. The results
showed that community members access informatan & variety of sources including
local community members and leaders, private basieatities and staff from government
and non-governmental organizations. The princigas$ of information concerned
agricultural technologies and productions, heathucation, natural resource management,
markets and credit. Reliability and applicabilifytibe information from the perspective of
community members varied, with information from govwnent departments and private
businesses being the least reliable. Community reesrtiiad no capacity to hold accountable

those who provide low quality information servicegormation linkages among the actors
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were low or non-existent in all the communitiesy] &edback to other actors from
community members was rarely ensured. Recommemddio actors in the AKIS include
feedback loops from community members, establispamine partnerships between actors
including local leaders, and addressing specifiermation gaps, depending on the
prevailing local policy environment and enterpriseszhich community members are
engaged.

Introduction

Access to information that can potentially boostlitielihoods of rural communities
can contribute significantly to development in stdtharan Africa (Bertolini, 2004). In
Uganda, the importance of information access ihéureinforced by recent policy reforms
in the country, such as implementation of strudtadgustment programs (SAPS) in the
1980s and decentralization in the 1990s. Thesemsfinduced changes in roles of key
stakeholders who provided information on the vasigaods and services, such as farm
inputs, markets, extension and related rural sesviRamirez & Quarry, 2004).

For instance, the emphasis in SAPs on eliminaticubsidies and price controls,
liberalization of trade and exchange transactielisyination of parastatal activities, and
privatization (Heidhues et al. 2004) implied thatnactors, such as private business entities,
had to take on new information roles in rural likebds enhancement. Decentralization of
extension and other service delivery mandatescasstrained an already inefficient system
that provided inadequate information to rural comities (Francis & James, 2003),
although the emergence of non-governmental orginmiEa(NGOs) in the 1980s partly
bridged the gap (Feder, Willet & Zijp, 1999). Téavernment’'s Poverty Eradication Action

Plan (PEAP) launched in 1997 provided opportunitiesocal communities to actively
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participate in development interventions as keledialders (Bahiigwa, Rigby &
Woodhouse, 2005). One of the resources for lamainsunities that could be harnessed to
ensure better access to information ultimately owjprg development prospects is their
social capital.

Definitions of social capital are still evolvingjttv some scholars embracing the
individual-level views of the concept based on @Gwea (1988) and Bourdieu (1997) or the
communitarian view by Putman (1993). Despite disagrents on definitions, there is
consensus that the concept encompasses the natuserength of existing relationships
between individuals, their ability to organize foutual beneficial collective action around
areas of common need and managing the social wtegatequired to implement such plans,
and the skills and abilities that community memizans contribute to the development
process (Portes, 1998).

Further, social capital inheres in the nature afaaelations that exist between
individuals, unlike human and physical capital, ethare lodged in individual actors and
physical implements of production, respectivelye@h & Reimar, 2004). In this regard, as
they organize for mutually beneficial action, indivals or communities are guided by
norms, sanctions, roles, rules, trust and expectstivhich in turn reduce transaction costs.
The range of benefits from social capital inclueédr access to broader sources of
information, collective action and decision makiagd enhanced solidarity among members
of the social system (Collier, 1998). In this stutihe status and challenges of information
accessibility and utilization among rural commuastin Kamuli district are assessed. The
rest of the paper presents the analytical framewungthods and data, a discussion of results

and conclusion.
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Analytical framework

Changes in information access for rural communitiddganda can be explored
alongside extant policies and communication mopiets to independence. From the time
before independence in 1962 through the 1980grihailing communication model was
that of ‘transfer of technologies [ToT] (Kidd, 200based on innovation diffusion theory
summarized by Everett Rogers in the 1960s (Ro86(3). The innovation diffusion
approach emphasized adoption of new technologyasyaf enabling farmers to become
more productive. Government organizations that eonkith rural communities in the
broader agricultural sector were structured altwgyrhodel. The focus of communication
efforts was for the extension agents to packagernmdtion from research to farmers, with no
opportunities for feedback from them. However, difeusion of innovations model has an
emphasis on interpersonal communication networkg;wthe extension organizations did
not keenly incorporate in the activities (Kidd, 200Further, the model provided a
categorization of farmers based on the speed wiibhwthe innovations are accepted and
utilized: innovators, early adopters, early majgriate majority and laggards (Van den Ban
& Hawkins, 1996), with any shortcoming in the adoptprocess blamed on the individual
farmers, not the research-extension system.

International organizations such as the World Bamther supported this model by
promoting extension approaches such as the ‘tiquai visit' (T&V) system, which sought
to spread agricultural innovation through contacirfers as a way of improving production
and rural incomes (Kidd, 2001). The T&V system wawe focused on delivery of
information and technologies to farmers’ groups &gy of improving efficiency in the

extension system. However, rural communities wetenvolved in identifying reasons for
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their potential non-adoption (Ramirez, 1997). Alsidg this communication model was
provision of farm inputs and markets through gowegnt marketing boards (Hussi et al.,
1993).

Realizing the limitation of the ToT model, a ne@namunication model, the farming
systems research and extension model (FSR-E)dhghsto involve the farmer in
technology development was introduced in the 1989, complement to the then dominant
ToT model. According to Merrill-Sands (1985), theylconcepts of the FSR-E model
included (1) targeting small-scale farmers as tdiéor agricultural research and technology
development, with the fundamental objective of mgkiechnology generation more relevant
to their goals, needs and priorities; (2) viewihg farm in a holistic manner and focusing on
interactions between components; (3) complemenritoiy not replacing it (it was conceived
as drawing on the body of knowledge of technologie$ management strategies generated
by discipline and commodity research and adaptiegitto the specific environments and
socio-economic circumstances of a targeted grouplafively homogenous farmers); and
(4) channeling feedback on farmers' goals, neeasjtges and criteria for evaluating
technologies to station-based agricultural reseascand to national and regional policy
makers.

During the same period, there was increased aclaugement of the validity of
indigenous knowledge (IK) as a key source of paaésblutions for farming systems
problems (Richards, 1985). Rajasekaran (1993¢atels that the attitudinal top-down
orientation of communication systems in the 199@siy affected integration of IK in
communication systems in addition to inherent weakns of IK such as its oral nature, non-

documentation and farmers’ failure to recall quatitre data pertaining to the indigenous
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systems. However, as the FSR and IK systems widirevetiving, policy and funding
orientations changed in ways such that the fedsyilil these approaches became suspect.
For instance, introduction of SAPs in the 1980s@#d the productivity and profitability of
some farm enterprises promoted by FSR in some gesnand donor focus became more
oriented to new approaches such as participatgsoaphes to development interventions
(Collinson, 2000).

Beginning in the 1990s, participatory approaches alvocated for shifting of
control of the communication process solely fromadtural research and extension experts
to both farmers and experts were more widely intoed in the developing countries’
extension systems, although the impact of locapfgeon the process has been widely
contested (Leewuis, 2004). During the same timkgipe that encouraged participation of
local people and other actors in development sadheprivate sector were introduced.
Around this time, a new communication model, adtizal knowledge and information
systems (AKIS), evolved and provided a means afedigng the organizational forms that
enable or constrain processes such as generadosfdrmation and use of knowledge and
information (Engel, 1997). However, the model inmoated insights from earlier models
such as the importance of interpersonal commuoicatetworks, the benefits of delivering
information in groups and engagement of communigymoers (farmers) in information
processing. The focus also further shifted fromcatfural systems to livelihoods systems
(Ellis & Biggs, 2001), implying a need for a charfgem simple to more complex systems
and system interactions for better developmentasnés. Ellis (2000, p. 10) defines a

livelihood as: “[T]he assets (natural, physicalptaun, financial and social capital), the
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activities, and the access to these (mediateddtiutions and social relations) that together
determine the living gained by the individual oukehold.”

According to Leewuis and van den Ban (2004), AKéSdalibe the interactions
among institutions or individuals - researcherdlisisector workers, private traders, non-
governmental organizations and farmers - that aregd the system within which
agricultural information is exchanged. This prowagportunities for understanding links
and sources of agricultural information and knowkeduch that improvements in farmers'
agricultural knowledge are enabled. Thus, the fafusKIS is on strengthening linkages
and communication that should take place amongystem actors instead of strengthening
research, education or extension institutions #sisase espoused by the dominant ToT
model (Assefa, Waters-Bayer, Fincham & Mudahar@920

In this paper, an adapted version of AKIS is useeiplore the linkages among
actors regarding rural information for livelihoadprovement, including information beyond
agriculture. Rural community members require a eamignformation such as agricultural
technologies, markets, health, credit and educéti@chieve better and more sustainable
development outcomes. The focus, therefore, isnalysis of agricultural/rural knowledge
and information systems (ARKIS) beyond a strictiyieultural focus to consider all
development-related information necessary for impddivelihoods.

Previous studies on information accessibility iadicvariability due to underlying
factors of structures and individuals. In his studyhe Philippines, Ramirez (1997)
established that the agricultural information ttegtched users was limited and inadequate.
Farmers' primary source of information was othemfxs. In general, the extension workers

were not meeting the farmers’ needs. The informatiprograms handed down from
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researchers to the extension agents were alsoguatiedue to failure to incorporate local
needs since design of solutions did not involve momity members or their representatives.

Garforth (2001) found distinct differences in infaation accessibility and needs
between the two villages studied in Eritrea. IngSlaillage, which was closer to the major
trading center of Hagaz and the administrativeearesit Keren, the majority of households
were involved in agriculture as a major sourcencbme, with a mix of crop and livestock
enterprises: cereals, livestock and horticultugec@ntrast, in Ashera village, which was
farther located from the major trading center ofaia the majority of households were not
reliant on agriculture as a major source of inca@mee access to land was limited, coupled
with declining agricultural productivity due to vaies of weather and soil depletion.

Because of these characteristics, farmers in Gilage had access to more sources
of reliable information than Ashera. In Glass, th@or sources included markets (local,
regional and national), fellow farmers, church-lobisestitutions and individuals, Ministry of
Agriculture extension staff, an agro-technical sgho Hagaz and two cooperatives. In
Ashera, the main sources were Ministry of Agricrdtextension staff and fellow farmers.
Ministry of Agriculture staff were regarded as db#el but not easily accessible due to
difficulties associated with accessibility to Ashdry road. Thus, the main determinants of
differences in information accessibility betweem$al and Ashera villages were associated
with information sources and markets, and diffeesna farming systems and livelihoods.

Data and Methods

Population and sample selection

A multi-stage sampling strategy was used to séftecsample from six sub-counties

in Kamuli district, southeastern Uganda (Figure 4Three sub-counties participating in a
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sustainable rural livelihoods program jointly implented by lowa State University (USA),
Makerere University (Uganda) and Volunteer EffdoisDevelopment Concerns -VEDCO

(Uganda) were selected. These are Butansi, NamaaagaBugulumbya.
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Figure 4.1 Map of Kamuli district showing the study area

Further, three sub-counties not participating ephogram, but with predominantly
agricultural (crop production) communities as ogubt® pastoral/cattle grazing or fishing
activities were also selected. These are BalaMalimwendwa and Kisozi. Within each of
the selected six sub-counties, two parishes wéeetse through consultation with local
leaders and VEDCO field staff. The units of anaysere the communities in each of the
parishes. These included Butansi and Naluwoli itaBsi; Namasagali and Bwiiza in

Namasagali; Kasambira and Nawanende in Buguluntiyge and Kasolwe in Balawoli;
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Namwendwa and Kidiki in Namwendwa and Kakunhu angikga in Kisozi. Non-

contiguity was ensured between parishes particigat the program and non-participants to
facilitate comparisons. It was assumed that comti®snin non-contiguous parishes would
have minimum contact with communities participatinghe livelihood improvement
program by VEDCO, thereby enabling the comparisbnsases where the participating sub-
county bordered with a non-participating one, nontiguity was maintained by selecting
parishes not bordering with the participating sobsties.

For each parish, community representatives congisti local leaders (local council
committee members, teachers, religious leaderstaminunity members (farmers,
shopkeepers, etc.) were selected for communityingsetin each parish, 10-20
representatives were invited. The principal crersed in the selection of participants in the
discussion included gender and number of yearesidence in the community (at least four
years). Further, from each of the sub-countielgamt 30 respondents were randomly
selected as part of a larger study on the reldtiprizetween food security and social capital.

The total sample size was 378.

Data Collection

Quantitative and qualitative data were collectadgibousehold interviews and
community discussions respectively. A team of seesearchers was involved in collection
of the data between August 2008 and February Zl@®research team first completed on-
line human subjects training sessions before stattie data collection activities. They then
participated in preliminary activities aimed atrdlgng the study goals. The activities

included joint translation of the interview scheslito local dialects (Lusoga and Luganda)
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and elucidation of unclear items. Additional quass that would elicit more useful
information for the study were also suggested,utised and considered. The questionnaire
was then pre-tested in Nabwigulu sub-county in Kladistrict over a week, after which
more clarifications were made.

Information was collected on sources and typesfofimation for community
members, frequency of contact with each sourcehigty, veracity, availability and
applicability of the information, information lingas between the farmers and each source,
and between the sources, and existing informatims gAdditional information on social,
human, political, economic, cultural and physicsdets was also collected, to provide a
context within which the information is accessed.

Community discussions were audio-taped after oloigicommunity members’
permission to do so. Field notes on the naturepangress of interactions during the
interview were also taken. Community discussiose aivolved development of information
flow diagrams on flip charts which were then transfd to notebooks and also
photographed. The audio-taped information in Lusmglauganda was transcribed into
English for analysis. Field notes were also takepersonal experiences and feelings before
and after the community meetings.

Data analysis

Quantitative data were analyzed using the SPS@a@tprogram, mainly generating
frequencies and cross-tabulations. Qualitative dat@ analyzed manually and using
NVIVO software. Five categories (nodes) were dgwetbex-ante on the basis of
information required to support the study objedjveamely: (i) community context, (ii)

information sources and changes, (iii) informatieliability and applicability, (iv)
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information linkages, and (v) information gaps.ct8ms of each discussion transcript were
coded under an appropriate code and citationsppastithe categories were also extracted
for use when discussing the results. Analytical memere also developed during and after
the coding to further assist in focusing the analysitial data analysis focused on each
transcript separately, followed by a combined asialgcross communities. After initial
coding using NVIVO, a coding summary report wasegated, and further analysis was done
to discern patterns from the categories. From tpasterns, the major axial codes were
identified (Table 4.1).

Table 4.1 Thematic and axial categories of the study data

Thematic Categories Axial codes

Context Diversity

Community members’ orientation
Accessibility

Governance features

Multiplicity

Actor roles

Adaptation

Quality

Timeliness

Information sources and changes

Information reliability and applicability

Trust
Follow-up
Contact
Clarity
Neglect
Jurisdiction
Resources
Accountability
Consultation
Regulation
Specific competencies

Linkages among information providers

Information gaps

PONPWODNMPRPOORAW NRPONERWOWDOE

Results and discussion
Context of the communities
Most of the communities were characterized by armdity of ethnic and religious

groups. The highest number of ethnic groups, 18,iw&lamasagali parish, whereas in
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Kidiki parish there was only one ethnic group, ithdigenous Basoga (Table 4.2). In all the
parishes, six major religious denominations exis@atholics, Protestants, Seventh Day
Adventists, Muslims and African traditionalists.rigtn traditionalists were a minority in all
the parishes. Although the parishes generally nagtsk ethnic and religious groups, it was
indicated that this did not adversely affect actesaformation for development among
communities. That is, it was unusual for a memlber different ethnic or religious group to
withhold information from a community member frondiéferent group, or stop them from
joining community groups.

Table 4.2. Ethnic groups in the study parishes

Parish Ethnic groups

Namasagali Basoga, Banyoro, Baganda, Acholi, Ldtegiot, Bagishu, Banyole, Samia,
Banyankole, Banyarwanda, Masaai, Sebei/Sabot, BaBguli, Madi, Barundi,
Bagwere, Bakenyi

Kiige Basoga, Baganda, Banyoro, Bateso, Bagweersafya, Balaalo, Banyole, Bagishu,
Badaama

Kasolwe Basoga, Baganda, Banyoro, Bateso, BagwBasamya, Balaalo, Banyole, Bagishu,
Badaama

Naluwoli Basoga, Itesot, Bagishu, Banyole, BadaB@ganda, Alur, Banyankole, Bakiga,
Bagwere

Bwiiza Basoga, Bakiga, Banyoro, Baganda, LanggdteSamia, Banyarwanda,Luo

Kasambira Basoga, Badaama, Bateso, Baganda, Bagiahyankole

Nawanende Basoga, Badaama, Bateso, Baganda, Bagayankole

Butansi Banyarwanda, Basoga, Baganda, Bagisu, Banyo

Namwendwa Basoga, Banyoro, Bateso, Baganda, Bagishu

Kidiki Basoga

However, in all the communities, the spirit of malty beneficial collective action,
especially for activities that are not charactetibg adversity, such as loss of a loved one,
had slightly decreased compared to twenty years®ygs was attributed to reduction in the
influence of local parish chiefs and traditionalders who previously used force to mobilize
community members to participate in collectivedtigs such as maintenance of roads and

water sources. The reduction of parish chiefsuiefice was as a result of establishment of
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decentralized governance which assigned the refpldgof mobilizing community
members for local community activities to electechl councils. Because the local councils
are elected, it is hard for them to use force tbittee community members for local
development activities. It was indicated that,

“Locally elected leaders fear losing their positighthey at all used force to

ensure compliance of community members. Paristihilbo are technical

staff of the sub-county used to do this forcefully They no longer care.

They just sit in their offices, arguing that itne longer their responsibility

and they lack funds to do it...” (Community membeaj&voli sub-county,

November 7, 2008).

“Parish chiefs do not do their job. They blame itipgior performance on lack

of facilitation. Nobody supervises them ... they answerable to the sub-

county chief and elected local leaders who maywaoit to be associated with
enforcement-led activities” (Community member, Bisissub-county,

January 9, 2009).

All the communities were easily accessible by raads were passable (in
good condition) for at least half of the year, moduring the dry season. It was
indicated that local leaders at the sub-county l{lDGisually dedicate a considerable
amount of resources to road maintenance, althchgghdmmunity members’
negative attitudes towards collective maintenari¢dbase roads have rendered the
task of ensuring the road network in good condittooughout the year to be
daunting. In addition, 39% of the community memtetmed mobile phones (Table
4.3), a measure that would facilitate informationess if systems that use mobile
telephony were adopted. All the communities haegseto at least two of the

following national mobile telephone providers: Zélganda, Uganda Telecom,

Mobile Telephone Network (MTN), and Warid Telecom.
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Table 4.3. Ownership of at least one mobile phone at household level in Kamdilstrict
(n =378)

Sub-county n Frequency (%) [at least one phone]*
Butansi 113 30
Bugulumbya 100 33
Namwendwa 32 44
Balawoli 33 49
Namasagali 68 50
Kisozi 32 50

*Qverall frequency = 39%

One of the major features that characterize ruadraunities in Uganda is the
new governance structure of decentralization. Conmtymembers are expected to
actively participate in management of communitya$f under decentralization by
selecting local leaders as well as participatindaaelopment and monitoring of
programs. However, in all communities, members Wangely dissatisfied with the
impact of decentralization on their welfare. It waded that in the beginning,
decentralized governance led to improved qualityen¥ices. In the past years,
however, local leaders have tended to collaborétetechnical staff to provide poor
guality services, yet the community members ddvaoe the capacity to demand
accountability from them.

Under the local government development programehwvis a product of
decentralized governance, local community membamscgpate in development of
the programs and monitoring the activities throagiarish development committee.
On these issues, community members noted that,

“Local leaders and sub-county technical staff n@egrsult communities on

their needs to be included in the annual developm&grams... Even when

the needs are assessed, priority ones may notiseleoed. It is the perceived

benefit of a political nature that prevalils... lstance road maintenance may
be chosen when the community members’ prioritissl furniture if local
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leaders note that roads would lead to better oppities for winning the next
election” (community member, Namasagali sub-coubggember 16, 2008).

“Decentralization has led to construction of bettexds.... However, it's hard
to demand accountability from local leaders antinesal staff at the sub-
county. Parish development committee members whsgyposed to monitor
the activities are weak” (community member, Kissab-county, November
12, 2008).

“There are parish development committees thatigrpased to monitor the
local development activities but they are weakhwitadequate orientation,
support and influence over sub-county technicdf atad local leaders”
(community member, Bugulumbya sub-county, DecerdBe2008).

“There is a team of monitors from Uganda Debt Nekw@a local NGO) who
collect information on the quality of services frgovernment in the two
parishes. Some [of these] monitors present weakigrams on a local FM
radio, but most of the political and technical dedmow that this is not

enough and nothing serious can be done to stop fhiee local leaders’] bad
practices” (community member, Butansi sub-courapuary 9, 2009).

This indicates that that decentralized governawbéh was conceived as a means of
improving quality of services for local developmems not lived up to its promise in the
communities. The causes are multiple, related tw faxilitation, supervision and
monitoring on the part of the technical staff irddidn to selfish tendencies on the part of
local leaders. The analysis of decentralization@tizien participation in local development
interventions in Uganda by Francis and James (200(@) three major factors that have led
to disappointing results: inadequate capacity,fiisent fiscal decentralization, and a lack
of accountability to citizens, the latter being thest challenging. This study corroborates
that finding, although it would have benefittednfrebtaining the perspective of local leaders
and technical staff who were not systematicallyscited in this study. Based on the context,

issues related to information accessibility arewlsed in the following sections.
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Information sources and changes

Information on a range of development issues isss=d from an array of sources (Table
4.4). The main types of information accessed itha&lcommunities included agricultural
production and technologies, credit, produce markedtural resource management, formal

education, and health.

Table 4.4 Major sources of information in the study communities in Kamuli dstrict*

Nature of information

Sub-county  Agricultural Produce  Credit Education Health Natural
technologies and Markets resources
production management
information

Bugulumbya VEDCO, Local Friends, Local Local VEDCO,
NAADS, radio, business groups leaders, leaders, NAADS, radio
local leaders, sub- people, schools health
county extension radio, centers,
staff, friends, friends VEDCO
private input
suppliers

Butansi VEDCO, radio, Local Friends, Local Local VEDCO,
local leaders, sub- business village leaders, leaders, NAADS, radio
county extension people, banks, schools, VEDCO,
staff, friends, radio, radio Plan- health
private input friends Uganda centers
suppliers

Namasagali VEDCO, Local Friends, Local Local VEDCO,
NAADS, IRDI, business groups, leaders, leaders, NAADS, IRDI,
IFDI, SPW, radio, people, radio schools VEDCO, IFDI, radio
local leaders, sub- radio, health
county extension friends centers

staff, friends,
private input

suppliers

Balawoli SHI, NAADS, SHI, local Banks, Local Local SHI, NAADS,
radio, local business friends, leaders, leaders, SHI, radio
leaders, sub- people, village schools health
county extension radio, banks centers
staff, friends, friends
private input
suppliers

Kisozi KCT, radio, local Local Friends, Local Local KCT, NAADS,
leaders, sub- business groups, leaders, leaders, IRDI, IFDI,
county extension people, radio schools health radio
staff, friends, radio, centers
private input friends

suppliers
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Table 4.4 (Continued)

Nature of information

Sub-county  Agricultural Produce Credit Education Health Natural
technologies and Markets resources
production management
information

Namwendwa SHI, NAADS, Local SHI, Local Local SHI, NAADS,
radio, local business friends, leaders, leaders, SHI, radio
leaders, sub- people, groups, schools health
county extension SHI, radio centers
staff, friends, radio,
private input friends
suppliers

*NGO - acronyms: (1) VEDCO: Volunteer Efforts foelelopment Concerns, (2) SHI: Self-Help
International, (3) IFDI: Integrated Family Develoent Initiative, (4) IRDI: Integrated Rural Developnt
Initiative, (4) KCT: Kulika Charitable Trust, (5)P%V: Student Partnerships Worldwide.

Government Program acronym — NAADS: National Agitietal Advisory Services

The main actors in information access includeafeitommunity members,
government staff (departments of agriculture, ahimealth/veterinary services, education,
health and community development), local businesple; NGOs, local leaders and radio
(also see Figure 4.2). At least one NGO operategam sub-county. Information on
agricultural technologies and production informatemd skills was accessed from all the
actors: fellow community members, local leadergiadocal business people and staff from
NGOs and government departments. Changes havereddnrthe sources, with past efforts
relying more on fellow community members, localibass people who sell farm inputs and
government staff. With increasing involvement of Qin local development efforts, most
communities reported more reliance on NGOs andvetiommunity members as major
sources of agricultural technologies. Other chamglase to information from community
members to other actors. In the three sub-coup#ggcipating in the livelihood

improvement program (i.e., Namasagali, ButansiBungulumbya), community members
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were regularly consulted regarding the performaridbe technologies and adaptations
incorporated in the program activities.

For instance, in Bwiiza Parish, VEDCO program ssaffjgested use of a certain type
of grass for mulching bananas. Farmers realizedhigatype of mulch was susceptible to
termites that would also threaten other crop entp such as maize. When they informed
the field staff about this challenge, the message wtegrated in the training curriculum for
the rest of the program’s area of operation. (GEatgirye (VEDCO Team leader), personal
communication, August 13 2008).

Farmers in Bugulumbya sub-
county had also been encouraged
to test cultural means of
controlling nematodes on bananas

on their own and sharing results

with program staff. Successful
practices such as use of ‘plant
tea,” a mixture of various herbs
that can repel the pests, was
shared with other participants in

the program.

Figure 4.2 An illustration of information flow
mapping (diagram for Bugulumbya sub-county,
Kamuli district)

Another important feature was the approach of chioing new technologies in the

communities. NGOs operating in the communitiesomhiiced the technologies by providing
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the farmers with a few of the seeds to test andesjgte their virtues. This was in contrast to
local business people who would try to introduce technologies without providing
opportunities for farmers to test them first. Ireaf the communities, it was indicated that,

“Before VEDCO started operating in this area, theeee supply shops but

adoption levels were low because of ignorance ath@wirtues ... but also

most of the seeds were sub-standard. It was hasic&rtain the goodness of a

new seed when it was possible to find mixed [gawd lzad] results in the

same village. When VEDCO came, the seeds we ga emrsistently good

and the NGO also first gave us some small amourit®ne wanted to grow

on a bigger scale, they now knew what they wamem the input supply

shops...” (community member, Bugulumbya sub-coungcénber 10,

2008).

The foregoing statements imply that if farmersgvwen opportunities for testing new
information that is potentially relevant to theituations such as testing new technologies
before adoption, as well as providing feedback waild be integrated in the programs, it
would boost their contribution to development ingattions. This is different from earlier
communication models (Ramirez, 1997) that consaléaemers as receivers of technologies,
skills and knowledge from research and extensigargzations. The contribution of
community members would consequently improve tradityuof local development
interventions.

Information on credit was the hardest to obtairthwiost community members
relying on local networks of friends and relativeshelp when they have a problem. The
only exception was Balawoli sub-county (both paghvhere some community members
would access credit from commercial banks in KamtWas not established why Balawoli
sub-county was an exception in this regard. Infaioneon markets was mainly accessed

from local business people, radio and fellow comityumembers, but it was noted in all the

communities that the existing marketing mechanis@® exploitative with the middlemen
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earning most of the final market price. Informata@meducation, especially at primary level,
was accessed from fellow community members, logahcil members, some NGOs and
schools. Health information was accessed from 99@©s, health centers, local leaders and
fellow community members. Information on naturalagrce management was a domain of
NGOs, with only two exclusively focusing on natu@$ource management matters such as
using energy saving stoves, agroforestry and soervation. Fortunately, they were
operational in most of the parishes, although tbevwerage at household level was still low
due to their large area of operation. Although infation was accessed from a range of
sources and on a variety of development aspestliability and applicability was varied,
depending on the source.
Information reliability and applicability
The reliability of information from the various soes was varied. Information of all

forms from NGOs was rated highly by all communitesthe reliability scale because of its
timeliness, good quality and regular follow-up b@@ staff as compared to government
departments. It was noted that,

“Production information from NAADS is not reliabdad not easily accessible

— they develop programs with communities, whichraoeimplemented...

Most of their trainers do not know what they arendo..— they give

contradicting information. Their activities are mobnitored... The farmers’

forum is supposed to participate in the monitobug it is poorly facilitated”

(community member, Namasagali sub-county, Decerhbge2008)

“Oh... itis all praises for [the NGO] Kulika. Theggularly visit us in our

homes for guidance, are friendly when interactirtp ws ... they listen when

one has a problem.” (community member, Kisozi soibaty, November 13,

2008).

“We are our own extension trainers because the RID&Epart of us. The
government extension staff say that ‘if you want omme to the sub-county
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m

office and seek my services...
January 8, 2009).

(community membanta®isi sub-county,

“Government has constructed health facilities baté are no health workers,

and there is no medication. The staff are irregul&ven if | am told that

there are good services at the health center natdrust that information

because | have on many occasions failed to firfliteere...” (Community

member, Balawoli sub-county, November 6, 2008).

These statements point to a problem of poor mangand evaluation of
government-led programs compared to NGOs in somieakf countries, although not all
NGO services are well monitored and evaluated (@yg2008). It was actually hinted at by
community members in eight parishes that the proldéunreliability of information from
government staff is a result of poor supervisiostaff, follow-up of program
implementation, and lack of accountability to conrmityymembers. However, some
information from NGOs, especially regarding timdblivery of seeds to farmers, was noted
as being irregular, in six parishes, three of whinhareas of operation for VEDCO. This
was acknowledged as usually beyond the contraktaf $taff since they have to liaise with
financial controllers at their respective headcgrart

Information from private business people was adged low on the reliability scale in
all communities. Input sellers tend to supply fakeds, whereas those who buy farmers’
produce usually offer low prices such that theyndagger profit margins.

“For input supply shops, the information is notabkle; they sell poor quality

seeds ... some of it is rotten. Unfortunately we cameport them anywhere”

(Community member, Namasagali sub-county, Decerhbe?008).”

“Local businessmen are exploitative — they offev farices for our produce

and there are no alternative regular open markieésewve can sell our

products.” (Community member, Namwendwa sub-coudégember 18,
2008).
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“Markets are not good. Local business people —Ilysyaung men who move

with faulty scales - give us low prices... we haveviable alternative”

(Community member, Butansi sub-county, January089%

Information from radio, especially regarding protioie, was rated as being reliable
in all communities; but in case clarification iseded, it becomes expensive to follow-up.
Information on markets and inputs may be inappederior the situation in a community,
especially regarding the prices. For instanceja@egor a given item may be quoted that may
be different from that in the community due to sgdatifferences. It was thus noted in one of
the communities that,

“Radio [both local and national], as a source ofkaainformation is not

reliable because sometimes what is provided doewlypwith what local

buyers want to offer...” (Community member, Namwendwh-county,

December 19, 2008).

Reliability of the information goes hand-in-handiwits applicability. Most of the
information that was perceived as unreliable was e¢ported to be hard to apply because of
the mistrust existing between the source and atinsonity members. The most trusted
sources of information were NGOs and fellow comriymiembers, with government
programs and private businessmen the least trumteltheir information consequently least
applicable. For instance, in the case of NAAD$f steho were viewed as lacking in
professional skills, community members were hesimapply the information. Relations
between farmers and information actors were alewetl as a constraining factor as
reflected in the statement below:

“NAADS officials are hypocritical; when they selexfarmer to be a recipient

of some materials on behalf of the group or commyuttiey usually do not

deliver on the promise — yet by this time, the farmmay have already put in a
lot of effort implementing the preliminary actiwa8 such as land
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preparation...” (Community member, Namasagali sumtgDecember 16,
2008).

A similar situation of mistrust applied to utilizan of farm inputs from private
business people who tend to supply poor qualityerads, until it had been confirmed that
they are good from other trusted information sosisuech as NGOs. This is reflected in the
statement below:

“For input supply shops, the information is notigeapplicable - they sell

poor quality seeds. We need to first confirm witffsfrom VEDCO whom

we know are well trained and will provide good gande to us when we need

it ...” (Community member, Bugulumbya sub-county, Bexter 9, 2008).

Similar statements were echoed in all the comnesiitrurther, the possibility of being out

of touch with the community reality, as was theecaslicated for radio, also affected

applicability of the information.

Linkages between the different information providers

Information linkages among the different actoralithe communities were either
non-existent or very limited, yet these are neagdsa coordination, lesson learning and
avoidance of duplication of efforts (Garforth 200Ifere seemed to be a high level of
indifference among all the actors in the ARKIS melgag information sharing. For instance,
NGOs, apart from requesting permission from loeatlers when launching activities in new
areas of operation rarely work with local extensstaff at the sub-county or other NGOs to
avoid duplication of efforts. This situation wamdar in all the communities In one of the
meetings, community members noted that,

“When VEDCO started operating in our area, sub-tpartension staff

thought that somebody else is doing their workhsy relaxed...”
(Community member, Butansi sub-county, January089%
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This statement, coupled with the observation theallgovernment staff are poorly
equipped (Francis & James, 2003), leading to fladure to serve most of the clients
in their areas of jurisdiction compared to NGO fstaflicates a lack of coordination
between the different information sources that ddwlve produced better results.

Another manifestation of poor information linkageshe relationship
between local leaders and community members regafdcal development plans.
Under decentralization, sub-county and districal@overnments are expected to
assess community members’ needs that would beratéebin development plans at
these levels (i.e., sub-county and districts). Comity members in all the sub-
counties indicated that this is rarely done. Whes done, community members’
priority needs rarely get considered if they woodd lead to activities that can
potentially help local leaders win the next eleasido office or use some of the
money for their personal ends. For instance, ieasto new breeds of crops or
livestock was chosen as a priority community need, the local council believed
that investing in a road or water source would bBetlteem most, their interest would
be considered against the community members’ pyioged. However, this
argument was from the perspective of community mesjtand information from
local leaders at sub-county and district levelsisde be accessed to get a
comprehensive view of this issue.
Information gaps

A range of information gaps existed in all ruralnkiai communities, and these can
be considered under the general categories of atatlity and regulation, consultation, and

specific competencies. Community members noted dvitappointment that potential
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sources of information that provide poor qualitywgges cannot be held accountable by the
communities. This was especially the case withllgogernment extension staff,
government programs and local leaders. However,breesrhad no idea what could be done
in such a situation.

“When a community member raises any issue on amyttmat is not doing

well, local leaders and staff take it personal #mey may use force to quash

any dissension (one member gives an example ofquaaity materials and
services, respectively, delivered under the NAAD8 BGDP programs

(Local Government Development Program) which cawtbe queried

because any dissenter is threatened).... Memberfthejust back off to

stay ‘in harmony’ with the local leaders and staffpecially at sub-county

level” (community member, Namasagali sub-countyc&mber 16, 2008).
Related to lack of accountability is absence otitatgpns for poor services. Two
examples were cited: private business people wpplgyoor quality seeds and civil
servants (teachers and health workers) who doepatrt to work. It was noted that in
such cases, there are no regulations or authohigrevone can report confidentially
such that some action aimed at positive improvesisriaken.

Another information gap was in relation to condidia of community
members on the efficacy of technologies and skitt®duced in the communities by
other actors. With the exception of NGO staff, gomeent departments and private
dealers rarely consult local community membergnable integration of community
members’ feedback in development programs. It vedsdithat the efforts of NGOs
are good, but the areas of operation for NGOs@marsll. In all communities, it was
noted that NGO coverage is less than 50% of holgemeach parish, indicating

that efforts to scale up good practices throughuadutonsultation between the

different actors are necessary. Information gags ekisted in relation to specific
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competencies and skills that could lead to be#gebpment outcomes. In all the
communities, the main gaps were savings and ametiagement, conflict
management and marketing skills.
Conclusion

Access to information is one of the benefits ofi@lotapital in a community, manifested
by interaction between individuals or organizatitmeugh which the information is
accessed. In this study it has been establishéddahamunity members in Kamuli district
access information on a range of livelihood isfu@® other community members, local
leaders, private business members, radio, governamelNGO departments. However,
some of the information is not viewed as beingaidé and consequently hard to apply as a
result of mistrust in the sources. Community merstiavolvement in sharing information
with other actors is also still low, implying theteenchment of the ToT model that has been
implemented by research, extension and developpmeféassionals since the 1960s. Other
actors in the Agricultural/Rural Knowledge and imh@tion System (ARKIS) should aspire
to genuinely involve local community members in coamication activities that have a
feedback loop. For instance, all NGOs (some diveéady), private entities and government
staff should seek feedback on the technologielis skid knowledge that are delivered to
rural communities. Also farmer experimentation aadking of indigenous knowledge that
could be integrated in development programs neée mbraced by other actors in the
ARKIS, especially extension staff and agricultuegearchers, with policy support in the
existing structure of decentralized governance.

In addition, partnerships among the actors aréah @@mponent of a better ARKIS.

When implemented they would undoubtedly reducdfitiencies and duplication of efforts
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that potentially characterize the current informatsharing efforts in the rural communities.
Also, the efforts of staff, such as those deplogtetthe sub-county who are poorly equipped
would be put to better use when they work closatih WGO staff that may not be as poorly
equipped. At planning level, all actors in the AKdan be involved in planning activities of
other actors such as technical planning sessiagrisdal governments, stakeholders’
workshops for NGOs, etc. At implementation levetoas could be coordinated at district
level by a select team from among the stakehoklesk that a forum for sharing work plans,
field experiences and information disseminatioatstyies is created. Local governments
also need to be actively involved in the informatimkage activities such that they
contribute to sensitization and coordination of ammities. On this aspect, one community
member noted that,

“There is no team effort in our activities. If theuncilors, local leaders and

some technical staff could work together to sersithe communities about

their role with respect to collective activitiegtter achievements would be

realized” (Community member, Namasagali sub-cqoubgcember 17,

2008).
This statement clearly indicates the importancstr@ngthening partnerships between the
actors in the ARKIS, including local leaders, stitéit better results are realized. By-laws
would even be easier to develop and implementuégament or NGO staff jointly
developed information sharing programs and joimtiglemented them.

Some of the specific information gaps require dpeititerventions. For instance, in
all the communities, access to produce marketg¢sswand best prices) is an information
challenge. Potential solutions for such a problemald/ include establishing parish-level

marketing associations for major enterprises, tp bemmunity members access better bulk

markets and construction of storage and /or pravg$acilities. In addition, new
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information and communication technologies, suchmabile phones (since the coverage is

relatively high in most sub-counties), could benesised to link farmers to domestic and

international markets and so on. All this would &g on the existing support in terms of
local policies and the nature of crop/livestockegptise in which most community members
are engaged.
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CHAPTER 5: IS THERE A RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SOCIAL CAPITAL AND

FOOD SECURITY? A CASE STUDY OF KAMULI DISTRICT, UGANDA.

Manuscript prepared for submissionRood Policy

Abstract

Social capital is associated with positive livebldooutcomes, such as food security,
improved incomes and use of natural resources.papsr examines the relationship
between food security and social capital based 2008 survey of 378 households in
Kamuli district. Food security was measured withrated States Department of Agriculture
Household Food Security Scale (USDA HFSS) Modubpéetl for developing countries.
Social capital was measured using both cognitivesaiuctural indicators. A principal
components analysis was then conducted to idekgifyfactors of the concept which were
used in regression analysis. Households with brglgnd linking social capital characterized
by membership in groups, membership in more thagoaup, access to information from
external institutions, and observance of normsaugs were more food secure(p05)
than those not exhibiting these characteristicsuddholds with cognitive social capital,
characterized by observance of generalized norrifeinillage (trust and belief in
helpfulness of residents), tended to be more feacdre than others £0.05). Human capital
(education levels,90.05) was positively related to household foodiggc Access to
physical capital (access to water sourced) i), as an indicator of spatial centrality in
relation to major trading centers, was negativeoaiated with household food security.
Efforts to strengthen social capital should consieeels of norm observance so that better

results with respect to harnessing it for bettedfsecurity outcomes are achieved.
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Introduction

One of the Millennium Development Goals proposedhgyUnited Nations Summit
in 2000 was eradication of poverty and hunger bly52@nited Nations, 2006). The target
for hunger was to reduce by half the proportiopedple experiencing the problem. In
Uganda, recent analyses indicate that achieveniighisdarget is far from being realized,
although there is potential if the necessary imptions and efforts are made (UNDP, 2008).
Two indicators, prevalence of underweight childuewler five years of age and proportion of
the population living below the minimum level okthry energy consumption, were used in
the analysis of hunger status. Between 1995 an€l, 208 proportion of underweight
children decreased from 25.5% to 20.4%, whereagpibportion of the population unable to
meet the recommended food caloric intake incretrsan 58.7% in 1999 to 68.5% in 2006
(UBOS and MACRO, 2007; UNDP, 2008). The hungeustatf the Ugandan population
indicates that food security is still a challengéfte nation’s development efforts.

Interventions to augment food security in the copate implemented within a multi-
pronged policy strategy, the Poverty EradicatiotigkcPlan (PEAP), whose major activities
include primary health care, rural feeder roadacation, water supply and modernization of
agriculture (MFPED, 2001). Modernization of agrtowé is currently implemented within a
holistic framework that aspires to increase farfmacomes, improve household food
security, provide gainful employment, and promaistainable use and management of
natural resources (MAAIF and MFPED, 2000). Onehefapproaches of the agricultural
modernization strategy is involvement of multiplekeholders in the process, notably

farmers, policy makers, public and private sectaifslocal governments and donors.
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The involvement of various stakeholders partly \degi from the realization that
positive development outcomes require moving fraste sconsideration of conventional
production factors such as labor, land, financiapital and entrepreneurship to include
development and nurturing of stakeholder’s insbng and capacities. For instance, one of
the pillars of the Plan for Modernization of Agrittue is privatization of agricultural
advisory service delivery. The process is largelpligly funded, with for-profit firms and
individuals delivering the services, but local pleogre expected to form farmers’ groups and
forums and to participate in planning, implemewiatiand evaluation of the services
(MAAIF and MFPED, 2000). Local leaders, associaiamon-government organizations and
the private business sector are also encouragedtiwely participate in the process. The
focus on institutional development of the varioteksholders by recent programs such as
PMA, especially local community members, impliessamphasis on social capital.

In this study, | explore the degree to which docapital at household level is
associated with food security outcomes. More sjpatiy, | establish the extent to which the
different dimensions and types of social capitdécffood security outcomes in Kamuli
district. It is hypothesized that households withnibership in food security groups are more
food secure than those which are not. It is furtivgrothesized that social capital status at
household level (irrespective of membership in adfesecurity group) has a positive
relationship with food security outcomes. Also, lbwman, financial and physical capitals
(e.g., education levels, frequency of sicknessesxto safe water, land and markets) inhibit
the positive relationship between social capitall &mod security. The remainder of the
chapter presents an overview and measurement @fl sapital and food security concepts,

data and methods, results and discussion, ancctrmatudes.
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Conceptualization of social capital

Conceptualization of social capital is still evalgiwith no absolute agreement on its
definition or measurement (Akcomak, 2009). Howetsegre is a tendency for the concept to
be commonly defined in terms of groups, networks;ms, and trust that people have
available for productive purposes. It is thus aeWedged that social capital is
multidimensional, comprised of both structural aabnitive forms (Uphoff, 2000). The
cognitive form, which includes norms, values, attéds and beliefs, predisposes people to
cooperate, whereas the structural form facilitatdgective action, and includes roles, rules,
procedures, precedents and social networks (Updnadf Wijayaratna, 2000). Adi (2004)
demonstrates how these forms are related by imdicdhat the existence of networks
(structural social capital) presupposes the extstei trust, which in turn implies the reality
of norms or values that provide the basis on wiimtial actors rationalize their behaviors.
Thus, both structural and cognitive forms of socapital are vital for understanding the
concept and its potential for mutually beneficiallective action.

Social capital also manifests itself at variouselsv— micro (individual), meso
(community), and macro (national or regional). Ore tbasis of this multi-level and
multidimensional manifestation of social capitalpr et al. (2004) suggested bonding,
bridging and linking social capital as the coreetyp Bonding social capital describes the
relationships between people of similar ethnicé#gcial status and location, and refers to
social cohesion within the group and community eblasn trust and shared moral values and
reinforced by working together. Bridging social itaprefers to relationships and networks
which cross social groupings, involving coordinatior collaboration with other groups,

external associations, mechanisms of social supportinformation sharing across
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communities and groups (Narayan and Pritchett, 1998king social capital describes the
ability of groups or individuals to engage with extal agencies and those in positions of
influence, either to draw on useful resources omfluence policies (Flora et al., 2004).
Thus, bonding social capital provides important digs to its members through close
support for ‘getting by’ whereas bridging sociapital provides opportunities for ‘getting
on.” Linking social capital further facilitates theonnections necessary for accessing
resources and institutions that would otherwise haed to access in the community
(Woolcock and Narayan, 2000).

These three types of social capital can co-exist@mmunity and complement each
other, but their levels may be different, leadingdifferent outcomes as a result (Njuki, et
al., 2008). Flora et al. (2004) indicate that tboch bonding and too little bridging social
capital can restrict personal and collective itit@ leading to individualism and apathy,
whereas too little bridging and too little bondisgcial capital can leave communities
vulnerable, characterized by conflict with the @lgsworld and factionalism. Too much
bridging and too little bonding social capital riésuin clientelism. Further, insufficient
linking social capital can leave specific sociabgps isolated from the centers of power and
influence necessary for realization of their goafence, an optimum mix of bonding,
bridging and linking social capital is desirablete community level. Here, we examine the
mix at the household level.

Measurement of social capital is a challenging amdlving activity, with most
approaches proceeding by developing indicatore@key dimensions for which data are in
turn collected (e.g., Narayan and Pritchett, 199fotaert and Narayan, 2004; Coffe and

Geys, 2005; Dudwick et al., 2006). For instancejcstiral social capital may focus on
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existing networks (e.g., different groups, assamiat local committees, informal networks)

and characteristics of their membership (whethembers have common characteristics;
whether these networks work with others of simdadifferent characteristics; whether the
majority seek information from outside the netwasksociational membership density; etc).
Questions on cognitive social capital may addressds of who is allowed to join the groups
or networks, who is trusted most at the differeavels, whether sanctions are applied to
members who violate norms and whether these aget®i¢, etc. Responses to the different
guestions are developed into scores that are fuah@&yzed into a social capital index for

the unit being studied.

Many of the measurement approaches used in vagiopgical studies of social
capital are contested as confusing due to theuréto separate sources, forms and
consequences of social capital (Onyx and BulleQ120~or instance, trust is sometimes
equated as a source of social capital (Fukuyan®)18 form of social capital (Putnam,
1993), or a collective asset resulting from soc#gital (Lin, 1999). Recent empirical studies
contribute to addressing this and the multi-dimemai challenges by using factor analysis
and related statistical strategies to group saeigital variables into categories that relate to
types or dimensions of the concept (e.g., NarayanGassidy, 2001; Njuki et al., 2008).

Food security and its measurement

Food security conceptualization has evolved comnaiilg, with earlier accounts
suggesting food availability at national or regidleael as a key strategy for achieving food
security. Food security was defined as availabiityall times, of adequate world supplies of
basic foodstuffs (United Nations, 1975). Latewits realized that food availability at

national or regional level was not an adequate itiondor achieving food security
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throughout a population. Sen’s seminal work on pigvand famines (1981) cogently argued
that people may experience food insecurity not bsedood is unavailable but because they
lack resources that can be used to access it. Qoestly, definitions of food security shifted
from a focus on food availability to access (Wdslahk, 1986). In the 1990s and beyond,
two more dimensions, utilization and stability wadded to conceptualization of food
security (Gross, 2002; Todd, 2004). The currenteptualization of food security accepted
by most scholars acknowledges availability, actdgtgi utilization and stability as the key
dimensions necessary for achieving food secutityother words, food security is achieved
if adequate food (quantity, quality, safety, socidtural acceptability) is available and
accessible for and satisfactorily utilized by atlividuals at all times to live a healthy and
happy life (Gross, 2002).

Measurement of food security should be informedheyuniversally accepted
conceptual definition, although the indicators magy. Approaches to measurement of food
security have been evolving along with the conc&ptumber of methods, notably
agricultural production surveys, intra-householdddrequency interviews, and
anthropometric surveys in children under age fieehbeen developed (Maxwell et al.,
1999). The main challenge for most of these measarhat they do not take into
consideration all the dimensions of the food séguwoncept. There are other measurement
approaches that have attempted to overcome thiggoncsuch as the food economy
approach, rapid appraisals (food security ratirdy@aiendars), dietary diversity and coping
strategies (Wolfe and Frongillo, 2001).

The food economy approach was developed by Savehthéren Fund of the United

Kingdom (Bodreau, 1998), and it involves dividinggaeographic area into food economy
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zones, each representing a common livelihood syst@ommunities are stratified into three
to six wealth groups in terms of locally definedddrcteristics. Households are then allocated
to these wealth groups, which can then be usedet®rgte estimates of food insecure
populations for targeting purposes. The methodd ase qualitative and participatory, such
as proportional piling, wealth ranking and focuewgr discussions. Its major limitations are
scaling up (since different areas may have differaiteria for wealth ranking), being
resource- and time-intensive, and generating velaproportions rather than absolute
numbers. It has also not yet been validated agamstentional measures of poverty and
food insecurity.

Food security rating is another method, and it wsalout of wealth ranking. So, it
shares a basic similarity with the food economyraggh. It was tested for reliability by
IFPRI in Honduras and Malawi (Bergeron et al., J99%e approach involves community
group representatives assigning members to onehmafe t categories --"food secure",
“intermittently insecure "and "“food insecure" --dathe results of different groups are
compared. It shares similar limitations of scalinqg generation of proportions rather than
absolute numbers, and resource constraints ashvettood economy approach.

Dietary diversity is another measure, pioneeredA®BRI (Hoddinott and Yohannes,
2002). It involves generating a list of locally somed foods, asking households if they have
consumed each item in the past week. Numbers &drelift items consumed are simply
added and the higher the number, the more divlesaliet and the more food secure the
household. It is robust when validated against eatisnal measurement indicators but

would benefit from weighting (Kennedy, 2002)
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Another measure is the coping strategies indexqseg by Maxwell (Maxwell,
1995). It was tested in Ghana and it shares metbgidal and conceptual overlaps with the
Household Food Security Scale Index (HFSSI) thithei described shortly. It involved
generation of coping strategies, and nine weretiitlsoh by focus groups in urban Accra.
Individual households were scored by frequencydop#ion of these strategies. Later,
composite indices were constructed to rank housshnf degree of food insecurity. It is
quick, cheap and simple to administer but comptebeims of conceptualization and the
information it generates about household behawideustress. All of the approaches
reviewed have contributed to a better understanafiige food-security situation in their
respective locations, but none has focused on atateting or developing measures based
on the experience of food insecurity itself. Thalapth interviews used in several of the
examples, especially combined with Rapid Rural Amal (RRA) techniques, probably
provided the information for such an understandmg,the authors focused on issues other
than measurement.

The first documented attempts to systematicallysuesafood security at the
household level began in the 1960s in the UnitedteStof America (Kennedy, 2002). The
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) deped a household food security scale
(HFSS) based on an 18-item questionnaire that mesbousehold food security status in
the preceding 12 months (Hamilton et al., 1997% gihestions measured four underlying
conditions or behaviors in the households: (1) etyxabout the food budget or food supply;
(2) perceptions that food is inadequate in quasatity/or quality; (3) reduced food intake in
adults; and (4) reduced food intake in childrere $hries of questions were then converted

into a food security scale using a Rasch MeasureMedel. The scale is a continuous
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measure ranging from a zero to ten. These scalesdua off points, which signify the food
security status of a given household (Smith, 2001).

The HFSS has undergone minor modifications oveyé#aes and has been reliably
used to measure food security in the USA annuBkalizing that the scale can be
potentially used in developing country contextsP&Jointly worked with developing
country governments, scientists and non-governrherganizations to adapt it to the
different cultural contexts in these countries (&eat al., 2006). Results of tests conducted
in Burkina Faso, Bangladesh, Bolivia, Ghana, aedrhilippines indicated that the HFSS
approach to developing an experiential househald fosecurity scale (HFIS) can be
applied successfully to different developing andedieped country contexts. However,
similarities can only be adduced on four underlyilognains of food insecurity (access)
represented by nine questions that appear to vensai across different countries and
cultures (Coates et al., 2007). These include &naied uncertainty about the household
food supply, insufficient food quality, insufficiefood intake, and its physical consequences.

Data and methods
Population and sample selection

A multi-stage sampling strategy was used to séftecsample from six sub-counties
in Kamuli district, southeastern Uganda (Figure.5Three sub-counties participating in a
sustainable rural livelihoods program jointly implented by lowa State University (USA),
Makerere University (Uganda) and Volunteer EffdoisDevelopment Concerns - VEDCO
(Uganda) were selected: Butansi, Namasagali andiBodpya, as well as three sub-counties

not participating in the program, but with predoanitly agricultural (crop production)
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communities (as opposed to pastoral/cattle graairighing activities): Balawoli,
Namwendwa and Kisozi.

Within each of the six sub-counties, two parishesanselected in consultation with
local leaders and VEDCO field staff. These incluatiansi and Naluwoli in Butansi;
Namasagali and Bwiiza in Namasagali; KasambiraNenganende in Bugulumbya; Kiige
and Kasolwe in Balawoli; Namwendwa and Kidiki infdaendwa and Kakunhu and
Kiyunga in Kisozi. Non-contiguity was ensured betwgparishes participating in the
program and non-participants to facilitate compmanss It was assumed that communities in
non-contiguous parishes would have minimum comatt communities participating in the
livelihood improvement program by VEDCO, therebyleiing the comparisons. In cases
where the participating sub-county bordered wittoa-participating one, non-contiguity was
maintained by selecting parishes not bordering thighparticipating sub-counties.

We used a simple random sampling strategy to sé8chouseholds from the 800
participating in the rural livelihoods program. Additional 90 households were selected
within the communities where the livelihoods pragris being implemented that do not
participate in any food security group. Further f@tiseholds, at least 32 from each sub-
county, were randomly selected from the non-cowtigusub-counties. The final sample size
was 378.

The VEDCO field office in Kamuli provided up-to-dglists of group members
participating in the program, from which we usad@e random sampling to select a
representative proportion for each group. For ganp members, lists of all village
residents were obtained from village local leadeoxal Council I). In consultation with

both the community and group leaders, names ofdimld members who belonged to any
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food security group were removed. The remainingesathen provided a sampling frame for
non-group members, from which respondents wereorahdselected. For non-contiguous
sub-counties, lists of all households were obtafnet village local leaders (Local Council
), and random selection was conducted, irrespediwhether a household belonged to a

food security group.
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Figure 5.1 Map of Kamuli district showing the study area
Data Collection
A team of four researchers used a household-levedtepnnaire to collect the data
between August and December 2008. The researchfitstuparticipated in on-line human

subjects training sessions before starting dataat@n. They then participated in
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preliminary activities aimed at clarifying the syuaims. The activities included joint
translation of the data collection instrument (8yrquestionnaire and semi-structured
interviews) into local dialects (Lusoga and Luggratad clarification of confusing questions.
The instruments were then pre-tested over a weblabwigulu sub-county in Kamuli

district with 30 respondents. Issues addressedded ambiguous questions and words that
were confusing to the respondents. In addition,esqoestions that would elicit more useful
information for the study were added.

Information was collected on socio-demographicneoaic and spatial
characteristics, including age, education levekitalestatus and land ownership. Additional
information was collected on group participatiosuiss such as level of participation,
heterogeneity, nature of contributions made, le¥slanctions, leadership selection and
group orientation. Additional information was cafied on perceived levels of and reasons
for group success, trust levels in the group anydihe, group interaction with other groups
in and outside the village and status of exclusioothers from joining groups. Information
was also collected on levels of collective actiofgrmation access, trust in external
institutions, mutual assistance and everyday sditiati-ood security questions focused on
months of plenty and scarcity, food sources angwamption frequencies during the different
seasons, and questions on household food secasgdion an adapted HFSS (Table 5.1).
Choice of the study variables was guided by eartisearch on social capital and
development outcomes (Narayan and Pritchett, 1888ptaert and Narayan, 2004; Martin et

al., 2004; Melgar-Quinonez et al. 2006; Coates.20@7).
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Table 5.1 Adapted household food security scale (HFSS) module*.

1. Were you at any time in the past 12 months worttiead food would run out before more could be
obtained?
0. No (Go to Question 2)**
1. Yes
la. How often did this occud?Rarely 1. Sometimes 2. Often***
2. Inthe past 12 months, was any adult household reendt able to eat the preferred kinds of foods due
to lack of resources?
3. Inthe past 12 months, did any adult household neginbve to eat a limited variety of foods due to
lack of resources?
4. Inthe past 12 months, did adults in the houseteddce the size of meals because there wasn'’t énoug
food?
Did any adult skip some of the daily meals becahbse: wasn't enough food for 3 or more months?
In the past 12 month months, did adults in the Bbakl ever eat less than they felt they should
because there wasn’t enough food?
Did adults in the household ever fail to eat favtele day because there wasn't enough food?
In the past 12 months, was any adult ever hungaydichnot eat because there wasn’t enough food?
In the past 12 months, did any adult in this hookklose weight because there wasn't enough food?

ou

*(© 00N

The complete module has questions items aboutrehildut these were left out because it was
anticipated that differences in children’s age gadder, number in the household and differences in
family structure (e.g., monogamous, polygamous)dganerate inconsistent responses to the items.
** All questions had this response format.

*** Eollow-up question applied to all items excef (that is, 1a — 8a).

Sources: (Melgar-Quinonez et al., 2006; Coatet,2@07).

Variables

The dependent variable for the study is houseteldifood security statuslouseholds

were categorized based on their responses to tB&SHuestion items. Affirmative responses
to the initial questions were coded as 1 and negatisponses as 0. For the follow-up
responses, “often” or “sometimes” responses weded@s 1 and “rarely” responses as 0.
For each of the nine items, negative response® (g initial questions, as well as responses
of “rarely” to the follow-up question, were codex 0, even if the response to the initial
guestion was “yes.” Item responses were then surimealculate the raw food security
scale score ranging between 0 and 9 points, witbri@sponding to the most food-secure
households and 9 to the most food insecure. A itieeéood security categorization was

generated based on guidelines by Bickel, Nord gPHamilton and Cook (2000): food-
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secure households (0-2 points), food insecure8Hats), and extremely food insecure (6-9
points).

The independent variables included social, humaan€ial and physical capital.
Since social capital is multidimensional, manifegtitself through diverse levels of trust,
norms, solidarity, and networks, we used factohaimto establish which of its underlying
indicators exhibit social capital of a given typdending, bridging or linking (Njuki et al.,
2008), and how much of each of the types they atdou. Specifically, principal
components analysis (PCA) was used, based on earraaximizing (varimax) rotation, to
extract a few components or factors that effecgigalpture the common variability in the
correlations between indicators or factors for eégple of social capital. Based on Kaiser’s
criterion (1960), only factors with Eigen valuegager than one were retained in the
analysis. Factor score regression was then gedemateach household, representing the
social capital types (bonding, bridging and linkinghich were then used to develop a
multinomial regression model for food security aodial capital. For other independent
variables, their respective indicators or measwese considered: human capital
(educational level of household head, and sex n$éloold head), financial capital (total land
size owned) and physical capital (distance to miagaling center and water source).
Analysis

Data were analyzed using the Statistical PackagiéoSocial Sciences (SPSS)
software, Version 16. Descriptive statistics (freqcies, means, modes, etc.) were used to
summarize food consumption trends during seasossas€ity and plenty, as well as food
security. Chi-square tests established whethegréifices in food security status existed

among the three categories of households: thosieipating in the food security program,
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and the contiguous and non-contiguous househotagstic regression was conducted to
establish the relationship between the dependehinalependent variables, since the
dependent variable has three categorical levels.
Results and discussion

Principal components analysis results

Principal components analysis with varimax rotatievealed three factors
underlying social capital. After rotation, the fifactor accounted for 40% of the variance,
the second factor accounted for 21%, and the thatbr accounted for 13%. Table 5.2
displays the factor loadings and communalitiegterrotated factors, with loadings less than
.50 omitted to improve clarity.

Table 5.2 Factor loadings for the rotated factors underlying social capital

Factor loadings

Social capital variables Bridging Bonding Bonding Communality
and linking (cognitive) (structural)

Membership in a group 916 .842

Membership in more than one group 754 .614

Heterogeneity index of the group(s) .830 .694

Access to information from NGOs in the 720 .519

group

Trust in group members .930 .871

Willingness of group members to help 917 .849

Trust in respondent’s tribe members .834 .696

Trust in respondent’s village members 915 .845

Willingness of people who live in the village .883 .782

to help

Number of times other people in the village .868 .768

visited respondent’s home

Number of times respondent visited others .869 67.7

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling aderjua 0.815

The first factor seems to indicate bridging an#tihg social capital and loads most
strongly on variables related to participation raugps. All loadings are high, indicating the

importance of participation in groups as a strordjaator of social capital at household
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level. This is in agreement with earlier studigPtutnam (1993), Narayan and Pritchett
(1999), and Grootaert and Narayan (2004), whosesunement of social capital focused on
participation in groups and associations as orteeomeasures of social capital. Narayan
and Pritchett (1999) and Grootaert and Narayan4Régclusively focused on participation
in groups and associations, and then developedasdvhich were aggregated into an overall
social capital index: the density of associatiamd groups, their internal heterogeneity, the
frequency of meeting attendance, members’ effeg@arécipation in decision making,
members’ contributions and community orientatiomhaf associations or groups. Njuki et al.
(2008) also used factor analysis and found bridgimg) linking social capital characterized
by membership in groups, presence of an extensawkewrin the community, participation

in training activities and contributions to growgssfactors underlying social capital.

The second and third factor loadings seem to inelisanding social capital. The
second factor reflects the importance of cognisioeial capital in terms of generalized
norms (trust and helpfulness) in the village wherée third factor reflects informal
interpersonal networks. The high loadings of taistillage level corroborates Saegert et al.
(2001), who note that bonding social capital presithe foundation for trusting, and
reciprocal relationships in turn catalyzing solidarcooperation and coordination in the
community. Informal networks, such as those exédbliy the third factor reflect the
potential of community members to collectively sheaformation, care for the welfare of

others and presumably work together to improve &emrity and other conditions.
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Household food security status

Food security status varied among the three diffezategories of households
(Table 5.3). Overall, most households were foodiise(53.7%) whereas the least
number of households were extremely food insecl8&o).

Table 5.3 Food security status of households disaggregated by participatioatsts in
the CSRL/MU/VEDCO livelihood improvement program in Kamuli distri ct (n = 378)

Status of participation in the

program Food security status (%)* P values for Chi-square tests
FS Fl EFI Overall 1&2 28&3 1&3 (1+2) &3

1. VEDCO 63.1 241 12.8
2. Non-VEDCO (VEDCO

sub-counties) 38.4 38.4 233 .001 .001 .683 .002 .024
3. Non-VEDCO ( non-

VEDCO sub-counties) 443 289 26.8
Overall FS status for the 53.7 272 19.1

entire sample

*FS = Food Secure; FI = Food Insecure; EFI = Exlgnrood Insecure

When each participation category is consideredraggg, households
participating in the VEDCO program exhibited a f@gproportion of food secure
households (63% FS, 24% FI, 13% EFI), comparedheraategories: Non-VEDCO
households in VEDCO sub-counties (38% FS; 38% 3% EFI) and non-VEDCO
households in non-VEDCO sub-counties (44% FS, 2986 & 27% EFI). However,
the food security status of households not pasdtaig in the food security program
was higher than the 2005 baseline status of 9%48%,FI and 43% EFI (Sseguya
and Masinde, 2005), because households in the VES®&ounties were able to
access planting materials and advice from housshpadicipating in the program
(see chapter 3) and non-contiguous householdsrogdaons recently launched in

their respective areas that focused on food prastueind related food security
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aspects (personal communication, Local CouncithHirperson, Namasagali sub-
county, &' August 2008).

Significant differences in food security statusséed between all categories
when disaggregated by participation in the progffar0.05). The only exception
was between households not participating in thgnara, irrespective of whether
they were located in the participating parisheghemon-contiguous ones (p =0.683)
This result indicates the probable importance ofjmm activities in enhancing food
security status at household level. Householdsiwedoin program activities
indicated that they had accessed a variety of s&s\from the program: production
knowledge and skills (91%), agricultural techno&sy(83%), nutrition knowledge

and skills (76%), cheaper food (22%), and addifiom@mes (14%).

Food consumption trends and sources

A variety of foods were consumed at the houselsdel, with variations occurring
depending on food availability. The most common thsemf food availability for at least
40% of the households were August (75%), July (6 Béptember (48%) and June (45%).
The most frequent months of food scarcity for astet0% of the households were March
(60%) and April (59%), with January, February anayMxperiencing substantial
proportions (21%, 39%, and 37%, respectively). fbloel items consumed included cereals,
legumes, nuts, tubers, vegetables, fruits, animyrts and other products (tea, coffee,
sugar, salt and cooking oil) (Table 5.4). The me#reccess varied, with ‘own’ production
as the major food source during months of plenty@urchase the main source during

months of scarcity.
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Table 5.4 Food items consumed during the months of plenty and scarcity irakauli
district (n = 378)

Food item/type Food value* % consuming during months % consuming during
of plenty months of scarcity
Onion Y, 97.4 74.1
lodized Salt - 97.1 81.0
Sweet Potato E 96.8 76.2
Maize @nyform) E 96.3 78.0
Beans P 95.8 74.3
Jackfruit F 95.8 42.3
Sugar - 95.5 70.9
Cassava E 94.2 75.9
Tomato \% 93.9 67.7
Tea - 93.7 74.9
Groundnuts P 91.0 76.2
Milk P 90.5 62.4
Mango F 90.5 24.3
Matooke (plantains) E 88.4 52.4
Cabbage \% 86.4 56.1
Cooking Oil - 82.3 54.5
Pawpaw F 81.5 38.6
Rice E 80.7 41.0
Orange F 80.7 294
Fish P 75.9 46.6
Beef P 74.1 38.4
Bread E 72.8 30.2
Chapati E 68.8 31.2
Eggs P 67.2 31.2
Leafy Amaranth \% 66.9 43.7
Soybean P 60.8 37.8
Passion fruit F 60.3 31.2
Millet E 60.1 43.7
Simsim Y 57.4 31.7
Goat P 55.8 22.5
Pineapple F 52.4 16.1
Chicken P 51.1 17.2
Amaranth Grain P 49.2 34.9
Yam E 42.1 18.8
Pork P 32.3 175
Sorghum E 31.7 18.0

*Main food value: P = high in protein content; Rrait; V = vegetable; E = energy food; - = other

Twenty-two main food types were consumed by at [8@% of the households
during months of plenty: beans, groundnuts, mif) ind beef (proteins); sweet-potatoes,
maize, cassava, matooke, rice and bread (carbdkgjiranions, tomatoes and cabbages

(vegetables); and jackfruit, mangoes, pawpaws aalges (fruits); and iodized salt, sugar,
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tea and cooking oil. During months of food scarditye food items consumed by at least
70% of the households fell to nine: beans and giouts (proteins); sweet potatoes, maize
and cassava (carbohydrates); onions (vegetabledkalt, sugar and tea. Chi-square tests
indicated a significant difference §0.05) in the proportion of households consumirg th

food items during the two periods.

Relationship between food security and social capital

Logistic regression does not have a provisiondstihg multicollinearity (possibility
of high correlations among the independent vargbighich can lead to misleading or
inaccurate results. However, Leech et al. (200§ysst running a linear regression between
the categorical dependent variable and the indegrendriables to test for multicollinearity.
All independent variables with a tolerance valuéest than the difference between 1 and the
adjusted R (i.e., 1-%& should not be included in the final model. Sidépendent variables
had tolerance values greater than IR 0.119 = 0.881) and were included in the model
(Appendix 7).

A multinomial logistic regression was run to esistbthe relationship between food
security and social capital. Multinomial logistegression provides for prediction of factors
between the reference category and other categurthe dependent variable. In this
analysis, food security (1) is the reference categnd was compared with the other scales:
food insecurity (2) and extreme food insecurity. [@e resulting model (Table 5.5)
significantly fit the datay’=38.08, df=16, p=0.001). Since more than 50% eftbuseholds
were food secure, with less than 20% extremely fasdcure, a binary logistic model

combining both food insecurity categories was gksoerated, to establish whether there are
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any vital different relationships (Table 5.6). Thedel also significantly fit the datg’(=
27.95, df = 8, p = 0.000).

Table 5.5. Multinomial logistic regression of food security with social, hman, physical
and financial capital in Kamuli district

Food security scale  Independent variables B SE Odds p

for household?® Ratio

food insecure Intercept 0.624 0.692 0.367
Linking and bridging social capital -0.348 0.162 7@ 0.032*
Bonding social capital (cognitive) -0.074 0.167 499 0.660
Bonding social capital (structural) -0.124  0.168 8834 0.461
Total land owned (acres) -0.025 0.028 0.975 0.370
Distance to major trading center (km) -0.033 0.024 0.968 0.174
Distance to major water source (km) -0.353 0.253 708. 0.164
Educational level of household head -0.177  0.152 83®. 0.243
Male headed household (hhhsex=0] 0.252 0.518 1.28627
[hhhsex=1] o° ) ..

extremely food Intercept 0.951 0.737 0.196

Insecure Linking and bridging social capital -0.439  0.187 645 0.019*
Bonding social capital (cognitive) -0.477 0.182 16 0.009*
Bonding social capital (structural) 0.099 0.171 0o#.1 0.561
Total land owned (acres) -0.017 0.028 0.983 0.532
Distance to major trading center (km) -0.028 0.028 0.972 0.311
Distance to major water source (km) -0.444 0.292 64®. 0.129
Educational level of household head -0.523 0.176 593®. 0.003*
Male headed household (hhhsex=0] 0.066 0.557 1.08905
[hhhsex=1] o° ..

a. The reference category is: 1 food secure.

b. This parameter is set to zero because it is redunda
*Significant ato, = 0.01.

** Significant ata. = 0.05.

Table 5.6 Binary logistic regression of food security with social, human, physil and
financial capital in Kamuli district

Independent variables® B SE Odds Ratio p

Linking and bridging social capital 0.382 0.144 6b4 0.008*
Bonding social capital (cognitive) 0.242 0.144 K27 0.091***
Bonding social capital (structural) 0.030 0.137 310 0.824
Female headed household (1) -0.154 0.440 0.857 60.72
Total land owned (acres) 0.022 0.022 1.022 0.326
Educational level of household head 0.314 0.134 69.3 0.019**
Distance to major trading center (km) 0.031 0.021 .031 0.138
Distance to major water source (km) 0.380 0.218 62.4 0.081***
Constant -1.473 0.591 0.229  0.013

#The dependent variable is food security statusf@@d insecure; 1 = food secure)
*Significant ata = 0.01
** Significant ato. = 0.05
*** Significant ato = 0.1
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Both models show that bridging and linking socegbital significantly distinguish
between food secure and food insecure househalgsijtive bonding social capital also
significantly distinguishes food secure from extedyrfood insecure households< 0.01).
Respondents with linking and bridging social cdpitare less likely to be food insecure or
extremely food insecure (dependent variable (D@ garies 2 and 3) rather than food secure
(DV category 1). The odds of not being among fowcure or extremely food insecure
households for a respondent with linking and bridgsocial capital decreased by 29.4% and
35.5%, respectively. Further, the odds of not beixigemely food insecure households for a
respondent with cognitive bonding social capitairdased by 37.9%.

The importance of both bridging and linking so@apitals in ensuring improved
food security, as opposed to bonding social capgaonsistent agreement with observations
reported by Fox (1996) and Cleaver (2005) with eespo increased capacity of household
members and communities to leverage resourcesmatmn, and ideas from formal
institutions and associations. However, bridgingacaapital needs to be supported by
bonding social capital, especially of the cognitiyge as indicated by Saegert et al. (2001),
since norms of trust and helpfulness in a commuypotgntially facilitate cooperation and
coordination that renders benefits from bridgind &nking social capital more useful to
members. Narayan and Pritchett (1999) and GraaadrNarayan (2004) also found
positive associations between household welfaresanil capital (mainly bridging and

linking levels) in their studies in Tanzania andi@a, respectively.
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Relationship between food security and other capitals

Other community capitals also affected food segwtiitus of households apart from
social capital. Households whose heads have ligbation levels were less likely to be
extremely food insecure than food secure, withotthés decreasing by 40.7% for each unit
increase in education level £ 0.01). The probable explanation would be linketht®
likelihood of households with better educated hdadscess other resources necessary for
food security such as income for buying food odl&or food production, better than less
educated members. However, none of these factbigh$y correlated with education level
(reducatotiand= -0.008, p = 0.882 andgliczincomesource 0.088, p = 0.87), although income source
is weakly correlated with educational level at g=@ better alternative explanation is that
households with better educated heads tend taipatie more in groups than less educated
members and through groups, more resources thatlge to better food security are
accessed.

Binary logistic regression indicates that housetdbddated nearer to water sources
are less likely to be food secure than food insgowith the odds increasing by 46.2% for
each unit increase in proximity (in kilometers}te water source §0.1). Further, although
not significant in the model, thus making the deieation of the direction of the
relationship difficult, distance from major tradingnter individually significantly predicts
food secure vs. food insecure households (p = 0.08@ probable explanations are that
proximity to a water source is an indicator of ghgkspatial centrality implying that
households near water sources are likely to beoire ensely populated areas or towns
where access to land for production is hard. Assalt, access to food for households closer

to water sources is affected.
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Conclusion

The key objective in this paper was to test diffiess between households with
membership in food security groups and those withemd whether social capital status at
household level (irrespective of membership inadfeecurity group) has a positive
relationship with food security outcomes. | alsamned whether low human, physical and
financial asset endowments (e.g., education lelas, owned, and access to safe water)
inhibit the positive relationship between socigbital and food security. This suggests that
those promoting food security interventions needidok with community groups but also to
establish generalized community norms in the conitiesnn order to ensure effective social
capital building efforts, and sustainable livelidomutcomes such as food security.

Other capitals (human, physical) also affect thatienship between food security
and social capital. Low education levels are asgsediwith low participation in groups (see
Chapter 2), in turn leading to a tendency for hbos#s with low educational levels to be
food insecure. Luckily, the Ugandan governmentdrabraced a Universal Primary
Education Policy which can potentially addressghertcoming. Households remote from
water sources tend to be more food secure, pollgraga result of better access to other
resources such as land necessary for food produdtis therefore necessary for programs
to promote intensive agriculture for those with laecess to land resources especially from
major trading centers. This will potentially cobuite to better food security achievements in

the hitherto affected households.
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CHAPTER 6: GENERAL CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Summary and conclusion

Although the Ugandan government has embarked otastkeof improving food
security through a number of efforts, it remaireoasiderable challenge. The government
has implemented the PMA, decentralization (Bahiigival., 2005) and has also made a
commitment to monitor the country’s progress towaadhievement of Millennium
Development Goals (MDGSs), the first of which retate eradicating extreme hunger and
poverty (UNDP, 2008). Some successes have beeevachibut food insecurity gaps still
exist, with implications for more concerted investits in a multiplicity of community assets
to achieve better results (Muwonge, 2007).

The goal of this study was to establish whetheiasgapital is a key asset for
achievement of food security in Kamuli districtutfiteast Uganda. More specifically, it
focused on the determinants of participation amtigiation levels in food security groups
since one of the consequences of social capitatdetnd practice in community
development has been promotion of community assorgin developing countries (Titeca
& Vervisch, 2008). In addition, since social capfeilitates information sharing among
community members and with external agencies,ttidysalso explored the status,
challenges and gaps of information flow in ruraintounities. Lastly, the study examined the
possibility of relationships between the differdithensions of social capital and food
security, and the effects of other community cadgita the relationship between social

capital and food security.
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| found that participation in food security grouigsaffected by socio-demographic,
economic and spatial factors. Age had an N-shapdationship with participation of
community members below 30 years and between 4@e@0s compared to other age
categories. The probable explanation is linked need for quick economic returns that may
not be forthcoming through group participation aesource constraints in terms of time and
labor for the two age categories. Households withenmembers also tended to participate in
groups better than those with less, probably duend¢ceased time availability for group
activities and increased perception of more bené&fiim joining groups among households
with more members.

Leadership in the groups was positively associatétt education level of the
household head. A household’s possession of ati@utlisource of income beyond farming
was negatively associated with group leadershighHiducation level is associated with
increased capacities to lead the group that anusa¢éeld member may feel incapable of
doing. Since these groups are largely focusingood security through farming, households
with additional sources of income may not havertfigivation to dedicate additional time to
group leadership.

However, households with additional sources obine belonged to more groups
than those whose sole source is farming. This wpkimed as being related to the time and
resource constraints that may be associated witlsdimlds that rely only on farming
compared to those with other sources of income.skloolds with other sources of income
may also require more information and have belorigadore networks than those that rely
only on farming. In addition, households with mdéaed belong to more groups and hold

more leadership responsibilities than those wisis land. The increase in participation level
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in groups due to education level of the head, radtire sources of income and land size
increase raises issues of potential elite captereed special consideration so that other
households realize benefits from their participatidack of spatial centrality is also
associated with less participation in the groupglying a need for programs to consider the
plight of remote households when planning and imegleting development interventions.

Participation in the food security groups is maiehby perceived benefits, such as
access to material incentives and capacity buildipgortunities. Group leadership style
affects participation with those that are more Iavg for all members (democratic) being
more effective than the less involving (autocratdytual trust among members also affects
the level of participation, such that groups wheretual trust is low face challenges of
getting members to participate. All better perforgnigroups were associated with
maintaining local networks and external linkagegshworganizations and government
departments. Most of the groups had minimal linkéhwother groups and external
organizations, mainly due to low perceived benefitam such past partnerships and
ignorance of potential benefits from other parthgs. Partner organizations working with
the groups involved them up to a certain leveleeds assessment, resource mobilization and
program implementation, with some gaps, especia@lyneeds assessment and program
evaluation.

In Uganda, changes in policies that impact ruraetipment interventions have been
accompanied with changes in information accessufa communities. Since access to
information is one of the benefits of social capitiae status, challenges and gaps in
information accessibility for 12 rural communitiesKamuli district was assessed. A

modified Agricultural Knowledge and Information $gms (AKIS) framework that
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considers information beyond agricultural-relatesbies was used. It was found that
community members accessed information from a tyaofsources, including local
community members and leaders, private businegitesrand staff from government and
non-governmental organizations. The major infororatypes included agricultural
technologies and production, health, educationyrahtesource management, markets and
credit. Reliability and applicability of the infoiation from the perspective of community
members varied, with information from governmematéments and private businessmen
was viewed as least reliable. Unfortunately, comitgunembers had no capacity to hold
accountable those who provide low quality informatservices. Information linkages among
the actors were low or non-existent in all the camities, and feedback to other actors from
community members was rarely ensured.

The final analysis used quantitative data to distalwhether any of the dimensions of
social capital is associated with food securitycontes. Additional analysis was also
conducted to establish whether other capitals (mn@hysical and economic) are
significantly associated with food security outc@ma principal components analysis was
used to establish the elements of social capitai &ne significantly associated with food
security. Bridging and linking social capital chetexized by membership in groups,
membership in more than one group, access to iafitom from external institutions, and
observance of norms in groups are positively aasediwith food security. In addition,
cognitive social capital, characterized by obseteanf generalized norms in the village
(trust and belief in helpfulness of residents) wasitively associated with food security.
Human capital (education levels) and physical ehfdccess to water sources) were also

significantly associated with food security.
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In conclusion, social capital definitely matters fachievement of food security.
Within community groups, common as vehicles foreé@ating development interventions,
some key factors are important determinants of conity members’ motivation to
participate. Levels of participation in the groum® associated with group characteristics
such as capacity building opportunities, leadershyfes and relations with external partners.
Access to information for community members is adiected by its perceived veracity,
applicability and linkages between the various @&cin the information system. Issues of
accountability to community members and feedbacktormation quality and applicability
also matter for social capital to have an impactfard security. Other capitals, notably

human and physical capital, also influence foodiggcoutcomes.

Policy implications

Education has been suggested as a key policy doti@mhancing food security
prospects in developing countries (Burchi &De M®007; World Bank 2007a, 2007b). The
recent Universal Primary Education (UPE) policyatementary education is a move in this
direction, but this type of education does not mievenough skills for those who may drop
out since it exclusively focuses on formal educatithere is a need to enrich formal
education to include vocational training that caovpme technical and business skills which
potentially generate employment for youth and witiaty contribute to agricultural
sustainability and food security reducing pressuréand resources and potentially retaining
some youth in the villages with a motivation tanjgroups. Non-formal education
opportunities should be augmented to enable lcaaple to gain knowledge and skills that

would enable them to manage both their resourc@s@mmunities better, but these should
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be based on their articulated needs. Some of fhekKilks would include agro-processing,
carpentry and small-scale manufacturing. For comiyamembers already participating in
groups, capacity building opportunities in leadggsbommunication skills, conflict
management, enterprise management, lobbying aratady and other needs as they emerge
need to be flexibly incorporated in efforts to aggthen social capital through augmentation
of members’ capacities.

Strengthening linkages, both horizontal and vetisanecessary and requires a
change in the processes through which both governamel non-governmental organizations
work with rural communities. Complementing the usuaans of working with communities
through home visits and group training with toung aompetitions within neighboring and
distant communities will potentially enhance honiad linkages. In addition, existing groups
should be facilitated to form ‘second order’ asations and beyond, complemented with
capacity building in leadership, management andratecessary skills. Government
commitment through funding support, training ofrieas and appropriate monitoring and
evaluation are necessary components of the frankeWwartnerships between organizations
both government and non-governmental at districegional levels are necessary and should
be complementary. The district- or sub-county-lgxaltical leadership or another suitable
entity should assume a coordination role. Sharfrgams (or joint planning among
organizations if possible) as well as joint implentation of activities, evaluation and sharing
lessons learned are vital measures. The partpsrshould also ensure mutual trusting
relationships among the partners, communicatioth aaluressing potential power inequities

between the different partners.
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Measures should also be put in place to ensuraisabitlity (an exit strategy) for the
groups and associations so they do not become depieon external organizations. Such a
strategy should pay close attention to a numbesoies. Some of these include: level of
sense of ‘ownership’ and ‘value’ for food secuattivities, level of knowledge and skills of
members for continuing with the activities, quabifyand potential partnership opportunities
with other organizations that may provide additigupport to the groups and associations
and constant evaluation and lesson learning (Gar@reenblott & Joubert, 2005). As the
groups and associations evolve, there is a neswhitor signs of elite capture such that
benefits do not accrue to only a few members (litesg and the expense of others (non-
elites). Any sign of elite capture should be haddleough consultation with members in a
non-confrontational manner through, for instane&mring to established rules and
regulations.

One of the anticipated goals of decentralizatiogafernment programs in Uganda
was enhanced involvement of local people in plagymmonitoring and evaluation such that
their efforts contribute to better programs. Thigly (in part) and previous studies (e.qg.,
Francis & James, 2003; Pijnenburg, 2004; Steir@6Pclearly established that
decentralization efforts have not been based ondheprinciples of popular participation,
responsive policy-making, and efficient serviceysmn as anticipated at the outset.
Problems of poor service delivery, services noetlas local needs, and local elite capture,
among others, characterize the process. Local contyrmaembers lack the capacity to
demand accountability regarding poor service dgfieam non-consideration of their needs.
The implication of this is that farmers’ associagand local institutions need a supportive

legislative and regulatory framework in which thean thrive and assume greater
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responsibilities related to monitoring of communitgmbers’ needs and demanding
accountability.

Further, there is a need for the government andmdao politically commit
themselves to empowering the local institutions asgbciations to contribute to
development interventions. For instance, undemppative legislative and regulatory
framework, the parish development committees whrehresponsible for participating in
planning, implementation, supervision and evaluatibgovernment programs at sub-county
level can be enabled to directly but cost-effedyiwmllaborate with other external control
systems at national level (the inspector genergbeernment and auditor general) to
improve service delivery for better food securitgames. In closing, government efforts of
using multi-pronged strategies for addressing fesclrity challenges should be upheld
since, in addition to social capital, other cagif@uman and physical) also affected food

security outcomes.

Implications for theory and literature

Participation in groups and use of participatoryprapches in development
interventions are largely based on Habermas’s yhemfr communicative rationality.
Habermas (1984) states that participants or actionsto reach an agreement on a shared
definition of a situation and coordinate their waities through an open process of
communication. Further, communicative action assran inclusive, coercion free and
open discussion among free and equal participardssituation, and consensus is a result of
the better argument. This study had demonstraggdptirticipation is not value free: the elite

tend to participate differently than the non-elgepgram staff may not be able to incorporate
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the needs of local people and technical staff amwallleaders may provide poor quality
services to community members with a view that theye more influence over the

community members to the extent that they canndadfteetively held to account. Since the
different actors in a participatory interventiomdeto have different priorities, it is necessary
for the theoretical frameworks of participationde@velopment work to pay closer attention to
communicative issues as well as issues of powditigsaand conflict.

Measurement of social capital has all along empgkdsa need to consider both the
structural and cognitive types of social capitith@gh some scholars have only focused on
one dimension (e.g., Fukuyama, 1995; Grootaeri&Gwamy, 1999; Sabatini, 2009).
Cavaye (2004) tried to address the impasse by stiggehat measurement of social capital
should pay close attention to the context and mapohis study has demonstrated that both
types of social capital are important for undergdiag the extent of and relationship to
development outcomes such as food security. Iticoafa need to focus on all types of
social capital by developing multiple indicators foeasuring the different types of the

concept.

Areas for further research

One of the key areas identified for better socgial impacts on food security is
partnerships among local communities and theirroegdions, local institutions, government
departments and the private sector. Since the appraf working with other actors is
relatively new in Uganda, research on the condstibyat support or impede the emergence of

such synergies is necessary.
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Further, this research did not exhaustively exphmw the different functional
aspects of groups affect group performance. Rdsearthe relationship between group
performance and leadership qualities, decision ngggrocesses and resource contributions
is a necessity. Results of this research havedtempal to benefit second-tier organizations
that were advocated for as a result of the findofghis study. On the issue of information
access and utilization, studies to understand éngppctives of other actors in the ARKIS are
necessary to form more balanced decisions.

This study also established the importance of athpitals besides social capital in
achieving food security outcomes. Because of therpial complexity of the relationships,
harnessing of information technology to improveéding of interventions is a researchable
issue. For instance, geographical information systésIS) can be used to map and analyze
the distribution of these capitals vis-a-vis foedwwity. The results can then be integrated

with other variables to generate better food sgcsdlutions.
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APPENDIX 1: SURVEY INSTRUMENT

Impact of Social Capital on Food Security in Southeast Uganda
Household-Level Questionnaire (2008)

Questionnaire ID: Date

Name of Enumerator

1.11 (DName of household (HH) head
(ii) Gender [(1. Male; 2. Femald
(i) Age
(iv) Number of years living in the village
(v) Ethnicity

[(1) Musoga (2) Muganda (3) Munyoro (4) Mugisu (5) Luo (6) IteSOTBr (SPECITY) ....evvvrvivveereiiiiiieieans )]

(vi) HH Marital Status [(1) Married (2) Widow/Widower (3) Unmarried (4) Sarateql]

(Vii) Religion [(1) Anglican (2) Catholic (3) Muslim (4) SD Adventist (5) @tBéristian (6) African traditional (7) Other (specify)
1.2 Village Parish/Sub-county /
1.3 VEDCO Group Nam#e HH role in Group

[(1) Member, (2) Demo. Plot host (3) RDE (4) CNHW (5)cEXxamte member (6) Other

(*Indicate as Not Applicable (N/A) if no househaleémber belongs to a VEDCO group)

1.4 Total Members in the householet- Male Children 10 -18; ------ Female childrbnr9 ; ----------
Adult Males: ---------=--=---- Fematghildren 10 -18: ---- Male children Under 5: ------
Adult Females: -------------- Male @fren 5-9: --------- Female children Under 5:----
2a.What are the main crops grown in this 2b.What are the major types of livestock kept in thig
household? (Refer to last seasdist up to four. household? (Refer to last 3 montHsst up to four.
Amt. Major problem(s)* Number Major problem(s)* -
Crop harvested| - max. 2 {n order) Livestock max. 2 {n order)

*Codes for major problem§0) None, (1) Water, (2) Soil fertility (3) Pase/feed, (4) Pests (Specify), (5) Diseases (specif
(6) Markets (7) Other (specify) )l

2c¢.Which of the livestock that you own has changed in 3a.In total, how much land (in acres) does this

number in the past five year§odes for kind of changé. household own? .__acres
Decreased 2. No change 3. Increased)

Livestock name Kind of change past five years? ___Gee codes belgw

1. Decreased, 2. No change, 3. Increased

4a. In which months do you have enough food tdlesatup to three, starting with the most importahany)?
1) ) 3)

3b. Did the total acreage owned change in the



172

4b. In which months don’t you have enough foodab(kst up to three, starting with the most seyédrany)

1) 2 3)
5a. Education level* of... HH head Spouse Most malg Most female Adults
adults (>18yrs)
(>18yrs)
*Codes:
1. None 4. Lower Secondary (S.1- S.4 7. University
2. Lower Primary (Nurs. — P.4) 5. Upper Sec. (S.5 - S.6) 8. Other (specify) -----------------
3. Upper Primary (P.5 - P.7) 6. Vocational College 9. 999. N/A
5b. If you have children of school going age, doathem attend school? ------------- (0. No, le¥ 999. N/A)

5c¢. During the last six months, did you ever gatrychild of school-going age out of school to pds/iabor in
the home?

(No, 1. Yes, 999. N/A)

5d. Average number of Adult Adult Males Females| Males | Females| Male Female
days of illness per males females | 10-18 10-18 5-9 5-9 children children
monthin past 6 under 5 under 5
months for
6a.During the ‘months of plenty’ which of the followgrfoods are consumed in the household?

Food item Freqg/week How mam*ly Food item Freqg/week How mam*ly

accessed accessed

Cereals Vegetables

Maize @nyform) Tomato

Millet Leafy Amaranth

Sorghum Other veg.

Amaranth Grain Fruits

Rice Mango

Bread Jackfruit

Chapati Orange

Other cereals Pineapple

Legumes Pawpaws

Beans Passion fruit

Soybean Other fruits

Other legumes

Nuts

Animal products

Groundnuts Beef
Simsim Chicken
Other nuts Pork
Tubers Goat
Sweet Potato Fish
Cassava Other products
Yam Ghee
Other tubers Milk
Matooke Tea
Vegetables Sugar
Cabbage lodized Salt
Onion Cooking Oil
1. Grown; 2.Bought 3. Exchanged 4. Loaned 5. Gift 6. Food aid.
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6b. During the ‘months of scarcity’ which of the follamg foods are consumed in the household?

Food item Freg/week ;'é)g; ssed* Food item Freg/week ;'é)g; ssed*
Cereals Vegetables
Maize @nyform) Tomato

Millet Leafy Amaranth
Sorghum Other veg.
Amaranth Grain Fruits

Rice Mango

Bread Jackfruit
Chapati Orange

Other cereals Pineapple
Legumes Pawpaws
Beans Passion fruit
Soybean Other fruits
Other legumes Animal products
Nuts Eggs
Groundnuts Beef

Simsim Chicken

Other nuts Pork

Tubers Goat

Sweet Potato Fish

Cassava Other products
Yam Ghee

Other tubers Milk

Matooke Tea
Vegetables Sugar

Cabbage lodized Salt
Onion Cooking Oil

6c.On average, how many mealse consumed daiip your household during the ‘season of plenty’?

Adults:

Children under 5:

6d. On average, how many mealse consumed dailp your household during the ‘lean season’?

Adults:

7.Compared to the rest of the people in this villaygeyou consider yourself ...

1. Poorer than most others?
2. Like most others?
3. Richer than most others?

Children under 5:

8. Do you consider your household to be ...
1. Always food insecure (Not having enough to eanfiore than six months)?

2. Sometimes food insecure (Not having enough ttéoeat least one month but less than six months)?

3. Food secure (Having enough to eat throughouyehe)
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9. The following statements are about the food eatgmur household in the past 12 months, and whether
were able to have or afford the food you neededfBese categories for the first questidhdNo 1. Yes;
Response categories for subsequent questioi&rely 1. Sometimes 2. Often)

Statement Code
1. Were you at any time in the past 12 months wdrtihnat food would run out before more could
be obtained?

la. How often did this occud?Rarely 1. Sometimes 2. Often
2. In the past 12 months, was any adult househeldlmer not able to eat the preferred kinds of
foods due to lack of resources?
2a. How often did this occuf® Rarely 1. Sometimes 2. Often
3. In the past 12 months, did any adult househathber have to eat a limited variety of foods
due to lack of resources?
3a. How often did this occuf® Rarely 1. Sometimes 2. Often
4. In the past 12 months, did adults in the houlsketealuce the size of meals because there wgsn't
enough food?
4a. How often did this occuf® Rarely 1. Sometimes 2. Often
5. Did any adult skip some of the daily meals bseahere wasn’t enough food for 3 or more
months?
5a. How often did this occuf® Rarely 1. Sometimes 2. Often
6. In the past 12 month months, did adults in tweskehold ever eat less than they felt they shauld
because there wasn’'t enough food?
6a. How often did this occuf® Rarely 1. Sometimes 2. Often
7. Did adults in the household ever fail to eatdarhole day because there wasn’t enough food
7a. How often did this occuf® Rarely 1. Sometimes 2. Often
8. In the past 12 months, was any adult ever huagdydid not eat because there wasn’t enough
food?
8a. How often did this occuf® Rarely 1. Sometimes 2. Often
9. In the past 12 months, did any adult in thissetwld lose weight because there wasn’t enough
food?
Questions 10 — 15 are about children living in fleeisehold who are under 10 years old. Do not
ask if the household does not have children un@er 1
10. Did you fail to feed the children a balancedahmeost of the time because there wasn’t
enough food?
11. Did you regularly fail to give the children emgh food to eat because there wasn’t enough
food?
12. Did you regularly reduce the size of the meakiy child in the household because there
wasn’'t enough food?
13. Did any child skip a meal because there wasmugh food in the household for 3 or more
months?
14. Was any child ever hungry and did not eat bee#itere wasn’t enough food?

15. Did any child in the household ever fail to fegita whole day because there wasn’t enough
food for 3 or more months?

10a. Do you or any other household members currently| 10b. If yes, how many?
belong to any (other) groups?

0. No (go to 29 if respondent does not belong to aoym)
1. Yes
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10c. If yes, which one(s)? Do you or any other household member hold a leadership positignonghe

Group type Name(s) Status of household in the group
(1). Member (2.) Exec. committee member (3).
Other

VEDCO group

Other farmers’ group

Credit & savings group

Religious/spiritual group

Cultural group (e.g. arts, drama, ...

Burial or festivals group

Marketing group/association

Other (specify

11. Generally speaking, to what extent do people in your village participate in groups?

To a small extent

Neither small nor large extent

To a large extent

12. Compared to 5 years ago, do you and members of your household today participate actorelym
fewer groups?

Fewer groups

Same number of groups

More groups

13. Of these groups, which two are the most important to your household’s food security?

1.

2.

For questions (14 — 27) please refer to the two most important groups given in question 14.

14. Who originally founded the group?

Grpt: Grp 2

Central government (e.g. ministries)
Local government

NGO

Church/mosque

Local leader

Community members

| don’'t know

NouogrwbE

15. How did you become a member of this group?

Grp 1 Grp 2

Born into the group
Required to join
Invited

Voluntary choice
Other (specify)

agrwNE
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16. Did you make a contribution in order to join?

Grp 1 Grp 2

Entrance fee only
Annual fee only
Entrance and annual fee
Labor contribution

Other contribution

No contribution
Other (specify)

NogohrwbhE

17. How likely is it that people who do not participate in group activities will ltieized or sanctioned?

Grp X Grp 2
1. Unlikely
2. Neither likely nor unlikely
3. Likely

18. On average, how many timés you participate in group activities such as meetings, operational
activities, etc, in a month?

Grp 1 Grp 2

19a. On average how often does this group meet every month?

Grp 1: Grp 2:

19b. In your view, to what extent do you participate in this group’s general actiatigsaced to other
members?

Grp 1 Grp 2

1. To asmall extent
2. Neither small nor large extent
3. To alarge extent

19c. To what extent do you participate in this group’s decision making?

Grp Grp 2

1. To asmall extent
2. Neither small nor large extent
3. To alarge extent

20. How are leaders in this group selected?

Grp 1 Grp 2

By an outside person or entity

Each leader chooses his/her successor
By a small group of members

By decision/vote of all members

Other (specify)

aorwnRE
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21. Overall, how effective is the group’s leadership?

Grp 1 Grp 2

Not effective at all
Somewhat effective
Very effective

22a. In your view, has membership in this group contributed to improved food security in thledidis

Grp 1 Grp 2

0.No (Go to 22d)
1. Yes

22b. If yes, how?aheck all that apply

Grp 1 Grp 2

Access to technical information for production
Access to information on nutrition

Access to improved technologies (specify)
Access to food aid during shocks (such as drougfibods)
Access to cheap food

Access to new produce markets

Access to additional incomes

Other (specify)

N~ ®WNE

22c. If yes, what do you think are the main reasons for success of the rgrougp(to fou)?
Reason Rank | Rank
(Grpl) | (Grp2)

Strong leaders

A strong sense of
community/community unity
NGOS (e.g. VEDCO, Plan)
Gov't support (local & central
gov't)

Politicians

Our desire to progress
Other (Specify)

22d. If no, what do you think are the main reasons for the faihargk (p to fou)?
Reason Rank | Rank
(Grpl) | (Grp2)

No strong leaders

No sense of community/community unity
Conflict between different groups in the
village/community

People are selfish

There is no adequate government support
People are too busy

Politicians

Lack of resources

Other (specify)
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23. To what extent has your village/community benefited from the activities of thipQYr
1. To asmall extent

Grp & Grp 2 2. Neither small nor large extent

3. Toalarge extent

24. Thinking about the members of this group, would you say MOST of them are from the same ...

Vilage | e Groupl @ —ee- Group 2.
Familyorkin | e Groupl @ - Group 2
Tribe ] e Group 1 -— Group 2
Religon | e Groupl  -—-- Group 2
Gender | e Group 1 — Group 2
Age ] e Group 1 -— Group 2
Educational background | -------- Groupl - Group 2
Incomelevel | e Groupl @ e Group 2
*Codes: 0. No

1. Yes

25a. What are the foumost important sources of information for group members (e.g. production
expertise, markets, technologies, etc)?

Rank for group 1 Rank for group 2

25b. With whom do you regularly share this informatii@n p to_a maximurof threg*?

Group 1 Group 2
Codes:
1. None 4. Friends outside the group within the village
2. Family members 5. Friends outside the group and alemm outside the village
3. Group members 6. Other (specify

)

26. In general, do you agree or disagree with the following statementsidagree 1. Agrge

Most people in this group can be trusted to reciprocate =~ - Group 1 Greup 2
Most people in this group are willing to help if you needit - Group 1 —Group 2

27a. Does this group work or interact with other groups with similar godie village?
1. No Group 1 Group 2
2. Yes, occasionally
3. Yes, frequently
999. |don't know

27b. Does this group work or interact with other groups with similar goddsdethe
village/neighborhood?

1. No Group 1 Group 2

2. Yes, occasionally

3. Yes, frequently
999. |don’t know
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27c. Does this group work or interact with other groups with different gotie village/neighborhood?
1. No Group 1 Group 2
2. Yes, occasionally
3. Yes, frequently
999. | don't know

27d. Does this group work or interact with other groups with different gogdgdethe village?
1. No Group 1 Group 2
2. Yes, occasionally
3. Yes, frequently
999. |don't know

28. Are there categories of people in this village are prevented from joining gro®s (0. No; 1.
Yes)

29. If yes, why is this soZheck anyand briefly explain in space if possible)
Lack of land resources

1. Poverty (low wealth/material possessions)
2. Affliction with some diseases (e.g., HIV/AIDS
3. Gender/cultural barriers
4. Age barriers (young Vs older generations)
5. Residence (e.g. long term and recent residents)
6. Political party affiliations
7. Religious beliefs
8. Ethnic background/tribe
9. Other (specify)
30. If no, why do some members not join groupek r write any
1. Lack of interest 3. Lack of trust
2. Lack of time 4. Other (specify )

31a. People from the same village often get together to address a particultrasfaees the community,
fix a problem, improve the quality of life, or something similar (e.g. maintaining anead, etc)...

In the past 6 months, have you or anybody in the household participated in such an activity. Was the
participation voluntary or required? (Notedicate as N/A in the table below if no househn&mber participated in
any collective activitigs

Activity Voluntary | Required
1.
2.
3.

31b. How likely is it that people who do not participate in collective activitid$e criticized or
sanctioned?

1. Likely 3. Unlikely

2. Neither likely nor unlikely

31c. Compared to the last five years, has the spirit of cooperation in the village changid or
1. Decreased
2. Remained the same
3. Increased

31d. If there is a change, what are the three most important reasons?
1. Differences in wealth/material possessions 4. Differences in political party affiliations
2. Differences in ethnic background/tribe 5. Differences in religious beliefs
3. Differences between long-term and recent 6. Other differences (specify)
residents



180

3le. Do you agree or disagree that people in this village nowadays look out mainly for #ne ofdlfeir
own families and they are not much concerned with village welfare? (0. Disagree, 1.
Agree)

32a. In the last month, how many times have you met with people in a public place (keg, village
meeting place) either to talk or do something developmental (apart from group meetings)?

32b. In the last month, how many times have people visited you in your home?

32c. In the last month, how many times have you visited people in their home?

32d. Were the people you met and visited with mostly...
No; 1. Yes

Of different ethnic group/tribe
Of different economic status
Of different social status

4. Of different religious group

Sl

32e. On an average monthly basmv often does your household participate in the following
activities?*6ee codes
Going to public markets attending prayer meetings __, attending village weddings __, attending

school open days , attending funerals/burial ceremonies
(*Codes 1. Less often than most village members 2.likstwidlage members 3. More than most village memsper

33a. Do you agree or disagree with the following statements (0. Disagree 1. Agree)

Most people in my close family can be trusted

Most people in my close family are willing to halpe in need
People from my tribe in this village can be trusted

Most people from other tribes in this village canthusted
Most people who live in this village can be trusted

Most people in this village are willing to help cimeneed
Local leaders in my community can be trusted

Spiritual leaders in my community can be trusted

Local government officials (e.g., extension workeslice, doctors) can be trusted
Officials from non-government organizations cartrosted

33b. Of these, who do you trust most? Rank them in order.

Category Rank
People in my family

People from my tribe in this village
People from other tribes in this village
Local leaders

Spiritual leaders

Local government staff

Staff from non-government organizations
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34. If there was a food shortage problem due to drought, floods, crop failure or an epidemidliagbis v
to whom would turn for help™Récord the threenost important ongs see codes below

1. 2. 3.
1. Noone would 6. Mosque 10.  International organizations (e.g. Red
help. 7. Local council- LC's Cross; Red Crescent)
2. Family 8. Government departments ~ 11. Group to which | belong.
3. Neighbors 9. Non-government 12.  Other (specify)
4. Friends organizations
5. Church

35. Taking the past yeand five years agavhat were the main sources of income for this household?
(Select one maiand_another sourde

A. Main source B. Other source
1. Farming 5. Civil servant 1. Farming 5. Civil servant
2. Livestock sales 6. Shopkeeper 2. Livestock sales 6. Shopkeeper
3. Fishing 7. Agricultural 3. Fishing 7. Agricultural processing
4. Remittances processing 4. Remittances
Past year Past 5 years Past year: Past 5 years

36. Which of the following household sanitation & health items/practices do youTuske# positive;
cross if not used

Latrine/Toilet__, Bathroom__, Kitchen__, Drying Rador Utensils__, Rubbish Pit__, Can for Washirantfs__, Boil
Drinking Water__, Improved Stove__

37. (i) Do you own the house you currently live in? (0.No, 1. Ye3

(ii) Condition of the housgick if available) Brick Walls__, Iron Sheet/Tile Roof__, Cement FloorElectricity/Solar
power

(i) a. What is the main source of fuel/heating for the househad@(todes belgw

[Codes: (1). Firewood (2). Charcoal (3). Cropdass (4). Manure (5). Other (Specify )
b. How do you regularly access this fuel?

Dry season: Other seasons:

(iv) How many of the followindHousehold Itemdo you ownRadio__, Clock__, TV__, Mobile Phone__, Sewing
Machine__, Pressure Lamp__, Lantern__, BicycleMotprcycle__, Motor Vehicle__, Other major Asset(s)

(v) How many of the followinghgricultural Implementslo you ownHoe__, Panga__, Rake__, Shovel__, __,
Slasher__, Wheelbarrow__, Ox-Plough__

38. Access to infrastructure
From household to (nearest)...

Local District Market | Paved| Clean | School| Health
trading | major road water Center
center | trading

center

Distance
Time
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39a. What is the main source of water for the household during...?

Dry season Other seasons
1. Borehole 4. Pond
2. Spring well 5. Other (Specify)
3. River/lake

39b. Who regularly collects the wate?hgck all that applies

Dry season Dry season

1. Adult females 3. Female children
2. Adult males 4, Male Children

40a.What major criseselated to food securitiias the household faced in the past five ye@rgek any
indicating the most severe/important

2. Drought 4. Indebtedness 6. Other (specify)

1. Floods ‘ 3. Death of a breadwinner/key relativeT 5. Health epidemics (specify) ------------=----------

40b.Compared to the past 5 years, has the incidence of crises changeeased 2. No change 3. Decreased (4).
Cyclic)]

Nature of crisis Nature of change

40c. If there was a change, what is the main refsaihe perceived change for each of the crisgbf?
(Indicate for_up to threenajor crises.

Crisis Reason(s)/cause(s) for change
1.
2.
3.

41a. How has the range of livelihood opportunities available for the household changed in tkie past f
years?

No change

Extensification knore land opened; no change in others

Intensification (nore labor, capital and technology/inputs on saared)

Diversification(making income beyond farming

Migration
Other (specify)

ogkrwnE

41b. To what factor(s) can the change be attributed@p(to_threemajor changek

1.Change: Reason:
2.Change: Reason:
3. Change: Reason:

41c. What are the three main barriassociated with access to other livelihood opportunigssdes
farming in your household?

(1) ) (3)
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APPENDIX 2: GROUP DISCUSSION GUIDE
Impact of Social Capital on Food Security in Southast Uganda
Group discussion guide (2008)

Group name:
Sub-county:
Village:
Current membership: M ( ) F( )
# households served by the group:

1. Evolution of the group

(&) When why and_ howwas the group started? Who was most responsiblesforeation
(e.g., government mandate, community decision, estggn of an NGO, etc)?

(b) What are the requirements for joining the group“\greligible to join this groupafd who is
not?)

(c) Considering this group, is there any uniform fa¢eg., age, education, gender, wealth
level, ethnicity, family lineage ...) that is similer most (or all) members?

(d) Since the group started, has membership incredsetined or remained the same?
Why?

(e) Since the group started, has its goals changeshwaiined the same? What is the main
purpose of your organization today?

(H As the organization evolved, what sort of help ihasceived from outside? Has it
received advice and/or funding, etc. from governneemon-government sources? How
did you get this support? Who initiated it? How wlas support given? Has it been good
for the organization, or not?

2. Group activities and participation of members

(&) What are the principal activities of the organiaa# Which new activities have emerged
in the last 1-2 years?

(b) In each of the activities, how would you charaateithe quality of participation in terms
of (i) attendance, (ii) participation in decisioraking, (iii) dissemination of relevant
information prior to the decision, (iv) broad dedancluding opposition positions, and
honesty, and (v) the number of women, young peguaer people in the group and who
occupy positions of responsibility in the organiaa® Explain each with an illustration.

(c) Also probe for
... How often meetings, activities, etc. are called month, per week, per year
... What issues are discussed or activities are done in such gatherings?
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... How attendance of such activities is enforced
... What happens to those who fail to adopt soil and water conservation measures?

What specific procedures are used to ensure thatees participate well in group
activities?

(e) What are the main constraints in implementmges of the activities, if any?

(a)
(b)
(©)
(d)

(e)
()

(@)
(b)

(©)
(d)

(e)
)

(@)

3. Information and communication

What are the common sources of information for ygroup?

What are the common channels of information wigfoar group?

For (a) and (b), which are the most importaRark them after listing).

Do you think access to information is a key motivadr limitation to performance of
your group?

What information do you perceive as being hardctteas for group members?
What are your suggestions for improving accesd tarals of information for and
within the group? Give specific examples.

4. Group management

How are leaders of the group selected? Are thardegeand age considerations in
leadership positions?

What leadership competencies do you feel that gkeagbers possess?

What leadership competencies do you feel that gleagbers lack?

Do you have a technique of assessing the manageompietencies in your group? Are
you able to decide what you can handle yourselmdsadnat you cannot? Give examples
of how you have handled this situation if applieatd the group (if you have the
techniques).

Are there recurring disagreements in the group@df what are (or were) they about?
What caused them? Give example(s)? How do (didymdle them?

Do you feel that you have enough capacity to masaghk disagreements?

5. Linkage with other players in development (other groups, government &
non-government organizations, local institutions, markets, research, ...).

With what organizations and/or groups have youbdisteed linkages and what is their
nature?
I.  Proceed from linkages between groups in the villagle the same objectives,
then to those with different objectives (bonds/ges). If no such links, why not?
ii.  Then continue to groups outside the village, wiims objectives and also to
different objectives (bridges). If no such linkdyywnot?
iii.  Then proceed to groups, associations and instisioitside the villages (links).
If no such links, why not?
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Organization/institution Location (local, Nature of linkage (e.g., access o
district, national, training, markets, resources, etg).
international)

(b) For each of the partnerships/linkages establidhed,would you rate the value of

services available? Are they helping groups to bg#Explain, giving examples.

(c) Do you have suggestions for any improvements ifitlkages available for groups to

oo

manage their affairs better?
6. Food security profile of members

What is the food security status of members? Hosvthehanged for each member
compared to the period before joining this grougWwHnany are still food insecure?
Why? Where the changes have been positive, cattrilgute it to group membership or
there are other factors? If the changes have begattine, what is (are) the cause(s)?
Generate food security indicators and let members rank each member. If baseline
secondary data is available (from the program office), make quick comparisons.
What are the major causes of food insecurity scesnéor members?

What are the main threats to food security (vulbiditg) for members?

During periods of food scarcity, how do memberseto@@ive specific examples.

7. Self-assessment

What benefits have members achieved as a resbétlofging to this group?

In your opinion, do the benefits of this particuigoup spread beyond its members? Give
examples?

In your view, has this group been successful (iatien to the goals that you set, and the
achievements so far?).

If yes, what are the main factors for success?gNrtst let the participants list them,

and then probe for further explanations of how each factor has worked out. The factors
should also be rankéd

If no, what are the main factors for failure? (&ldtirst let the participants list them, and
then probe for further explanations of how each factor has worked out. The factors
should also be ranked

How can the group ensure that the good factorsisngroup are even implemented better
to further the goals of the group?

How can the group ensure that the bad factors\arided to further the goals of the
group?

Thank you.



186

APPENDIX 3: COMMUNITY DISCUSSION GUIDE

Impact of Social Capital on Food Security in Southeast Uganda
Community discussion guide (2008/09)

Date: Sub-county/Parish /

Distance (km) from Parish to nearest .....

District administrative center Major trading center Major market

A. General Discussion

a. Cultural

1.

What is the ethnic and cultural background/history of the communitg?, (be different
religious and ethnic groups living in the community?)

What important events, natural disasters, significant changbs prosperity and/or level of
well-being have affected (or are affecting) the community?

Any migration patterns (historical, recurrent or recent)?

Any conflict or alliances among ethnic groups?

. Political/institutional

(Categories of leaders in the area and whether they arentgghanherited, elected; formal
or informal; rotating or inclusivye

What are the different governmed¢partments and non-governmenganizations working
in the community? What kind of support do they provide?

Of the organizations you have listed, which ones are most diees the community?
Which are least accessible? Which are somewhat accesaibkgds the perceived quality of
the services they provide? (Relevance, appropriateness, etc.)

. Which organizations work together? How do they work together (hierarchically,

collaboratively)?

Are there any organizations that work against each other (compete or havswbof
conflict)? Which ones and why? How are these conflicts being addresseal|f at

Some groups may share the same members and some groups have different mendbers. Whi
organizations have the same or similar membership?

How is access to services provided by government departanahfdGOs distributed among
communities, households and groups? What impact have they had?

How do you perceive the quality of political leadership? Is it supeodf rural development
and decentralization? top down or open/inclusive?

What kinds of formal and informal mechanisms are availabledividuals and groups to
demand accountability from local leaders, government departna@tsnon-government
organizations?

10. Which groups or segments of the community have greatest influence over pulblitons?
11. What is the source of influence of these groups (e.g., group sizey abiitobilize members

or expand member base, connections to power elite, economic importance)?

12. Which groups have the least influence over public institutions and why?
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13. To what institutions (formal or informal) do people turn when they have individdatoly

problems? On whom do people rely for different kinds of assistance (e.g., goods, ldhor, cas

finding employment, entering university, etc.)? How is trust distributed iodimnunity
(e.g., primarily within extended families or clans or through specific netveorttér
localities)?

14.What potentially prevents services and expenditures from reatiéngoorest and most

vulnerable groups? Are the reasons related to ethnicity, genderlitiaap@genda, or
geographic isolation? Give specific examples.

15. Has the political situation in any way affected the food security conditionsoddimmunity?

A e L

= Qo

= ®

. Natural
Trends in land access
Trends in agricultural technologies/innovations: which ones, who integduibem,

perception on their relevance, utilization levels and why?

Natural resource/environmental trends (changes in rain pdseassnality, water scarcity,
fuel scarcity, pest attack, soil fertility...)
Trends in access to services (health, agriculture, marketing sgrethecation)
Has the condition of these resources (list each and ask in tumeatjg improved in the last
5 (or 10 years?). How have they affected food security?

. Physical
What are the different types of infrastructure in the ar@a@dit, market, transport,
communication, electricity, schools, factories/small scale psicg units, health units,
storage facilities, etc.)?
Changes in these infrastructure (access to water, roads, electrarkgts)
What are their present conditions?
How does the community perceive the benefits from these infcastes? Give specific
examples for each.
How has the status of physical infrastructure affected the f&eirity and general

livelihoods of the community?

. Social/Human

To what extent do community members collaborate with one anatherder to solve
community problems? What cultural, social, or community traditionsnpally affect
patterns of mutual assistance, cooperation, and collective action?

What kinds of constraints limit peoples’ ability or willingneéeswvork together (e.g., lack of
time, lack of trust or confidence in outcomes, suspicion toward the mobilize)8, e

How do people help each other during shocks and risks? Describe anexdmplat you
did when a collective problem happened in this communitiio initiated the activities?

How were people mobilized®ere your actions successful? What made it succeed? What do

you think could be done to improve the outcome of your action(s)?aifed, why and how
can the causes be avoided in future?

What are the potential constraints to collective action inghrssh? Do communities have
the capacity to identify their needs for better performancadéeship, management, etc.)?
Explain.
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5. What networks or groups do people in this community rely on to resolvelimdslevel
problems? Are social networks effective in helping overcomaevability? Explain with
examples.

6. How has interaction between households and with institutions for sqiviridems changed
in the last ten years? Explain with examples.

7. Who are the most socially or economically isolated people in timencmity? How does this
isolation correlate with the kind of networks to which these people belong?

8. How are resources such as land, wealth, education, etc distributezl community? What
percent of the population has access to such assets? (enough/goodgleerdetiucation,
etc.)

9. Are some groups, villages, and/or households more likely than otherskdogether, and if
so, why?

10. Are some groups, villages, and/or households more likely to excludes¢hees or be
excluded from collective activity, and if so, why?

11.What are the social sanctions for violating expected norms oéctiof action in the
community?

f. Economic

1. Economic trends (land, poverty, rights, opportunities, skills ...)

2. Sources of credit (NGOs, bank, money lender, etc). How has this chientesl past ten
years?

3. Market facilities (local, indigenous, national) - what is sold? Whe@® ks this changed in
the past ten years?

4. Status of individual and group savings. How has this changed in the past ten years?

5. Business development: history of entrepreneurship, experience withenmen/marketers,

financing, groups, marketing information...

Successful examples in business? Why they have been successful?

How has access to markets affected the status of household level food sedueifyarigh?

No

. Household food security

What are the foods commonly eaten in the community during the seasamsifid plenty) in

a year{When listing the foods do not restrict the list)

2. Can you rank these foods according to their frequency of consumption for each $&ason?
10 marks to the most frequently consumed food and 1 mark to the lgasinfig consumed
food. Mark the remaining foods on a scale between 1 and 10)

3. How does the diet change during the seasons and {®layg?or subtract foods from the list.
Rank the foods again)

4. What do you consider to be a good quality diet in your commufiRgPk the foods listed
before according to importance)

5. During the last year, what have been the problems in themooity, households and
individuals to obtain such an adequate dietbe food secur@)(focus on the three levels:
community, household and individualso as to reveal issues of food distribution within the
community and within the household)

6. In your view, what were the reasons for these problems? What didothenunity and

households do to resolve these probler{Rfobe deep enough into the reason for the

problem in order to understand the underlying causes)

= Q
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7. How are decisions made within the household with regard to achideod security or
responding to problems of attaining food security? Who makes speeifisions (e.g.,
allocating food, etc)? How are resources reallocated in case of food ing&curit

8. Has the food security situation of community members improved in the pageéiv&? What
are the reasons for the situation?

B. Information Mapping
1. Divide a large sheet of paper into three sections, representing the vidaigh, pub-county,
district, region (Busoga) and national levels (i.e., local, regional and national
2. Draw a circle representing the farmers in the middle of the "local aeztion.
3. Beginning with the parish, ask participants who they get information from, ancheso t
communicate with. Draw a circle for each one they identify, and draw a Iwedreeach
circle and the circle representing the farmers.
4. For each of these sources or contacts, ask participants to describe (and emkegaiast the
lines on the paper, or on a separate piece of paper):
a. What kinds of information are exchanged between them?
b. How frequently are they in contact with them?
c. What are the advantages and disadvantages of each one, as a source of information on
food security? What is the perceiveiability, veracity, availability, and theextent
to which these sources are used in practice?
d. Then repeat the process for the sub-county level, and then for the district, redjion a
national levels.
5. At the district, regional and national levels, explore their accessds media (radio,
newspapers ...).
6. Once the "information map" is complete, ask participants what they trértkeir main
information gaps, and their main difficulties in getting access to usefumation.
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APPENDIX 4: TESTS OF MULTICOLLINEARITY BETWEEN INDEPENDENT

VARIABLES FOR REGRESSION OF PARTICIPATION IN GROUPS

Model Summary

Std. Error of the
Model R R Square Adjusted R Squar Estimate

1 .310 .096 .060 1.04754
a. Predictors:

ANOVAP®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 26.532 9 2.948 2.687 .006’
Residual 249.097 227 1.097
Total 275.62¢ 236

a. Predictors:
b. Dependent Variable: partvedco Level of partitigrain vedco groups

Variables Unstandardized Standardized t Sig. Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients Statistics
B Std. Beta Tolerance VIF
Error
(Constant) .303 .353 .859 .391
Major source of income .289 A71 .108 1.690 .092 81.9 1.020
Respondents’ age .015 .006 175 2.672 .008 .927781.0
Number of livestock units owned -.005 .009 -.034 527 .598 976 1.024
Distance to major trading center (km) -.003 .010 -.021 -332 .740 965 1.036
Distance to nearest water source -.111 .102 -.070.090 .277 966 1.036
Ethnic group of respondent .094 .184 .033 .513 9.60 975 1.025
Religion of household -.002 .140 .000 -.013 .989 66.9 1.035
Educational level of household 157 .139 .071 1.12262 985 1.015
Total number of household members .043 .016 .173.63%2 .009 930 1.075

a. Dependent Variable: partvedco Level of partitgrain vedco groups
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APPENDIX 5: TESTS OF MULTICOLLINEARITY BETWEEN INDEPENDENT

VARIABLES FOR REGRESSION OF LEADERSHIP IN GROUPS

Model Summary

Std. Error of the

Model R R Square Adjusted R Squar Estimate
1 320 .103 .047 48275
ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square Sig.
1 Regression 3.892 9 432 1.856 .063
Residual 34.02¢ 146 .233
Total 37.917 155
Unstandardized Standardized t Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients Statistics
B Std. Beta Tolerance  VIF
Error

(Constant) 410 .239 1.720 .088

Age of respondent .002 .003 .063 776 .439 .9340711.
Ethnic group .018 .109 .013 .168 .867 973 1.027
Religion -.039 .080 -.039 -488 .626 952  1.051
Number of household members .003 .009 .024 .29668 .7 931 1.074
Educational level of head 071 .035 .163 2.054 .042 977 1.023
Distance to major trading center -.007 .006 -093 -1.155 .250 940 1.064
Distance to market -.022 .022 -.081 -1.020 .310 84.9 1.016
Major source of income .263 .097 .215 2.709 .008 972. 1.029
Total land owned .001 .001 .093 1.142 255 .928074.
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APPENDIX 6: TESTS OF MULTICOLLINEARITY BETWEEN INDEPENDENT
VARIABLES FOR REGRESSION OF PARTICIPATION LEVEL IN GROUP S

Model Summary

Std. Error of the

Model R R Square Adjusted R Squar Estimate
1 .356 127 .100 1.03125
ANOVA®
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 35.489 7 5.070 4.767 000
Residual 244.599 230 1.063
Total 280.088 237

b. Dependent Variable: part_level participatiorelesf household in groups

Unstandardized Standardized t Sig. Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients Statistics
B Std. Beta Tolerance  VIF
Error

(Constant) .904 .378 2.394 .017
Sex of household head -181 .210 -.055 -861 .390 916 . 1.092
Educational level of hh head .365 137 164  2.65908. 995  1.005
Age of respondent .015 .006 .169 2.645 .009 .928078L
Total land owned .001 .002 .026 418 .677 974 21.0
Major source of income 413 136 .189 3.047 .003 984. 1.016
Distance to major trading center -.017 .008 -.13e2.185 .030 977 1.023

Distance to nearest health facility -.053 .032 -.104 -1.668 .097 976 1.025
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APPENDIX 7: TEST OF MULTICOLLINEARITY BETWEEN INDEPENDENT
VARIABLES FOR REGRESSION OF FOOD SECURITY STATUS
Model Summary

Adjusted R Std. Error of
Model R R Square Square the Estimate

1 .348 121 .090 749
ANOVA®
Sum of Mean
Model Squares df Square F Sig.
1 Regression 17.571 8 2.196 3.918 .000
Residual 127.25¢ 227 .561
Total 144.82¢ 235

b. Dependent Variable: fsscalel Food security oalkousehold

Coefficients
Variables Unstandardized Standardize t Sig. Collinearity
Coefficients d Statistics
Coefficients
B Std. Beta Tolerance  VIF
Error
(Constant) 2.210 147 15.026 .000
Linking and bridging social capital -.138 .050 711 -2.759 .006 944  1.059
Bonding social capital (cognitive) -131 .049 816 -2.655 .009 962 1.040
Bonding social capital (structural) .006 .047 .008 .121 .904 972  1.029
Sex of household head .004 152 .002 .025 .980 1 .92.086
Total land owned by household -.002 .001 -091 -1.444 .150 .982 1.018
(acres)
Educational level of household head -.134 .045 -190 -2.965 .003 947 1.055
Distance to major trading center -.008 .006 -.090 -1.422 .156 962 1.039
(km)
Distance to nearest water source -.087 .049 -114 -1.778 077 947 1.056

(km)
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