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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

This report presents the findings of the impact evaluation for the outcome areas of increasing the 

citizensô voice and shifting norms and attitudes for the Right to Food project in Uganda. This project 

works towards access to and governance of systems that support the resilient livelihoods of smallholder 

food producers, such as land, inputs (especially seeds) and adaptation. This project was implemented 

as part of the Strategic Partnership ï óTowards a Worldwide Influencing Networkô ï of Oxfam Novib, the 

Centre for Research on Multinational Corporations (SOMO) and the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 

This impact evaluation report compares the results of the baseline survey conducted in June 2016 and 

the endline survey conducted in October and November 2019 to assess the contribution of the Right to 

Food (R2F) project on increasing the citizensô voice and shifting norms and attitudes.  

 

OBJECTIVES OF THE REPORT AND EVALUATION QUESTIONS 

The objective of the impact evaluation was to determine to what extent project activities had contributed 

to changes in the citizensô voice and shifting norms and attitudes between the baseline and the endline 

(see section 1.2). 

This objective was formulated in one main evaluation question: 

¶ To what extent did the projectôs activities contribute to changes in the citizensô voice and shifted 

norms and attitudes concerning land rights? 

 

RIGHT TO FOOD IN UGANDA AND ITS ACTIVITIES  

The overall objective of the R2F project in Uganda is to ensure that food producers, especially women, 

pastoralists and their communities, enjoy greater local, national and global public and private sector 

policies that protect and promote their prosperity and resilience in relation to land and seed rights. 

Secondly, the project aims to ensure a positive shift in the norms and attitudes of pastoralists, farmers 

and public duty-bearers on pasture, farmer-managed seed systems and land rights. 

The R2F project in Uganda raises the citizensô voice on land rights and quality seed management 

through different capacity building and awareness interventions in communities. In these communities, 

women and men who are active in community land associations and farmersô groups are particularly 

targeted for these interventions. The project also implements mobilizations and public campaigns. 

Supported by the project partners, community land associations mobilize citizens around issues of 

farmersô rights and land rights, gender equality and quality seed management.  

 

METHODOLOGY AND SAMPLING 

This evaluation assessed the contribution of the project to changes in increased citizensô voice and 

shifted attitudes and norms. It did so by comparing a sample of project participants at the start of the 

project (baseline) with a sample at the end of the project (endline). This allowed us to see to what extent 

changes in the citizensô voice, attitudes and norms had occurred among the project participants. 

Additionally, for the key outcomes of citizensô voice and shifted norms and attitudes, we looked at 

differences between gender and the provinces. For the baseline evaluation, we spoke to 558 people 

participating in the project. For the endline evaluation, we spoke to 461 people participating in the 

project. 
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FINDINGS  

 

The evaluation question reflected on changes in the citizensô voice and shifting norms and attitudes 

concerning land rights. The results showed that project participants were stable in their civic 

engagement over time. For action on injustice or to fight for rights, we saw that project participants took 

the same amount of action as those at the baseline. For citizens taking action on right to food topics, 

we saw a decline from the baseline to the endline, indicating that the project had not contributed to 

changes in taking action on R2F topics in general. However, focusing on specific topics, we found that 

the two main topics were supporting the security of land rights and the rights of farmers in general. For 

this latter topic, we also found a shift towards more project participants taking action on the farmersô 

rights at the endline compared with the baseline. This could indicate that the project contributed to a 

change in taking action on farmersô rights.  

 

The majority of the project participants indicated that they had access to land, and the land was primarily 

used for agriculture. For control over land, decisions were made by the entire household, indicating that 

the right of control was not an individualôs right but a household right. We saw nuances in the differing 

control rights of men and women. The majority of the project participants indicated that the land was 

theirs, and men indicated this significantly more than women. Similarly, land ownership also often fell 

on the entire family. On average, project participants agreed that they were able to influence 

negotiations concerning their land. Female project participants indicated higher capabilities for 

influencing land negotiations within the household at the endline than at the baseline. It is therefore 

likely that the project contributed to female project participants perceiving themselves as more capable 

of influencing negotiations on land in the household at the endline than at the baseline. However, the 

differences between men and women still showed gender inequality in authority rights. 

 

Project participants, on average, rated themselves as neutral (neither agree nor disagree) when it came 

to being aware of how to get a certificate that can prove ownership of the land. If the land of project 

participants were taken, project participants again rated themselves, on average, as neutral (neither 

agree nor disagree) in knowing the procedural steps to claim back the land. Similarly, on a scale from 

1 to 10, project participants, on average, rated themselves as 6.3 when it came to having the confidence 

to do something to claim back their land if they would not be allowed to access their land anymore. 

Taking these three results together, there is still a lot of room for people to gain knowledge of how to 

claim back their land, which might result in them having more confidence in claiming back their land.  

 

Land rights are predominantly determined by gender norms favourable to men. The majority of both 

men and women hold attitudes that favoured male-dominant inheritance rights, but there is room for a 

different, gender-equal norm, as one-third of the project participants would divide their land equally. On 

average, project participants at the endline had more gender-equal attitudes than at the baseline. This 

increase in gender-equal attitudes especially accounts for men, who started at a lower point at the 

baseline. The project contributed to the rise in the gender attitudes of men to a level similar to that of 

women. However, when reflecting on the current level of gender-equal attitudes, there is still room for 

improvement. Tying the two findings together, for both men and women, we found a positive and 

significant relationship between the two types of attitudes. For both men and women participating in the 

project, if they had more gender-equal attitudes (hence if they disagreed more with male privilege), they 

were more likely to state that they would divide the inheritance rights of their land equally among sons 

and daughters. This finding could indicate that the R2F project should continue working on gender-

equal attitudes, which in turn could lead to improved womenôs land rights.  

We found that project participants rated their access to good quality seeds on average as 6.4 (out of 

10). The respondents that had access to these seeds mainly accessed them through previous harvests 

or through buying them at the market. We did not find significant contributions from the R2F project to 

increasing the likelihood of being involved in trading seeds: the proportion of project participants at the 

baseline and the endline were similar. Project participants at the baseline and the endline had similar 

perceptions of the capacity of farmers to control and manage good quality seeds ï on average they 

agreed that farmers had this capacity.  
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CONCLUSIONS  

 

The evaluation showed that the project did not contribute to an increase in the citizensô voice in general 

ï but stabilized civic engagement among project participants. Thematically, the project did contribute to 

increasing the citizensô voice on the topic of farmersô rights. Additionally, the most frequently mentioned 

topics that the project participants find important were land rights and especially farmersô rights. On 

average, project participants took 1ï2 actions (regardless of the topic) and more men than women took 

follow-up actions. We found that the majority of the project participants had access to land. Project 

participants, on average, agreed that they were able to influence negotiations on their land. Female 

project participants indicated higher capabilities for influencing negotiations on land within the 

household at the endline than at the baseline. However, the control rights and the authoritative rights 

fall within the male-dominant norms of Ugandan society. We found that these norms held for both men 

and women, indicating that there is a need to influence both men and women on gender-equal land 

rights. In Acholi, project participants were more inclined to divide the land equally than the other regions. 

We found that when project participants had more gender-equal attitudes, they were more likely to 

divide the land equally between sons and daughters. Over one-third of project participants had 

experience of disputes over land claims. These results differed hugely in the different regions, with the 

highest number experiencing disputes in Acholi and the lowest in Karamoja. Project participants rated 

their access and timeliness to good quality seeds as somewhat sufficient. Project participants thought 

that farmers had the capacity to control and manage good quality seeds. Project participants in 

Karamoja and Teso were more positive about farmersô capacity to control and manage seeds than 

project participants in Acholi and West Nile. 

 

LIMITATIONS  
 

This evaluation did not compare target and ótrueô comparison groups, but instead, compared project 

participants at the baseline and the endline. There was no comparison group. Factors such as spillover 

of some of the project actions from targeted groups to non-targeted groups and the arrangement of 

society in Uganda made it hard to work exclusively with a planned target group. The design of this 

study, therefore, could have been improved by sampling a comparison group further away from the 

project locations. Additionally, differences were measured between male and female project 

participants, and between project participants from Acholi, Karamoja, Teso and West-Nile. As the 

projectôs mode of implementation caused the level of engagement in project activities of community 

land association (CLA) members to change, the changes that we have found might be different from 

those that were expected originally. 

 

Due to the adaptive nature of the project, not all concepts were seen as relevant at the start of project 

implementation. Therefore, we did not measure these concepts at the baseline. This means that we 

cannot compare the baseline and endline, and therefore cannot say anything about the contribution of 

the R2F project. We can only determine the likelihood of the contribution of the R2F project. Additionally, 

project participants might have found it difficult to understand some key concepts. Therefore, we 

accepted the reflections and explanations of Oxfamôs project partners on what these concepts mean in 

the context of the lives of people living in the Northern and Eastern districts in Uganda. The results of 

the evaluation were indicative of the project in general. Even though this evaluation presents differences 

between sub-regions in Northern and Eastern Uganda, it is unclear whether the project alone 

contributed to the significant changes in these sub-regions because of the limited statistical power for 

each sub-region in the sample. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS  
 

Citizensô voice 

¶ To increase the citizensô voice, CLAs have received various training sessions on different topics 

given by the partners, and public awareness has been raised through radio talk shows, 

dialogues, and community gatherings. However, local communities can be educated further on 

how to take action to acquire justice as this has been stagnating. The decline in the citizensô 

voice on issues related to right to food themes could be because the project did not focus on 
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these themes right from the start of the project. Therefore, there is a need to create more 

awareness of land rights and the benefits of seed banks.  

 

Land rights 

¶ From the evaluation, it seems that there is still a lot capacity for people to gain knowledge of 

how to claim back their land, which might result in them having more confidence in claiming 

back their land and actually succeeding in recovering their land.  

¶ Partners have recommended the creation of more awareness of land rights. A second 

recommendation was to identify farmers to pilot land registration. This could be done by 

strengthening and empowering the area land committees and the district land board. 

¶ The government seems to embrace the R2F activities and provided a platform for participants 

to gain more knowledge of the acquisition of land certificates. Moreover, the engagement with 

cultural leaders increased awareness and knowledge of how to obtain land certificates. To 

ensure the uptake of R2F activities by cultural leaders will also increase in districts such as 

Karamoja, partners recommend facilitating dialogues with clan leaders, helping pastoralists to 

register their customary lands, implementing media awareness such as radio talk shows on 

land, and lastly, organizing exposure visits for CLAs to other districts where the practice of land 

registration has been successful.  

 

Gender equality 

¶ Even though gender-equal attitudes have increased for male project participants, there is still 

room for improvement for both women and men. For example, more sensitization on land rights 

and ownership for both men and women, and economic empowerment for women, so they can 

purchase their own land, is needed. 

¶ Partners have recommended that there should be more knowledge and awareness of gender-

equal land rights in the CLAs and at the community level. Additionally, empowerment activities 

for women should be organized such as on (household) decision-making on land issues. 

 

Quality seed management 

¶ Partners thought that there is a need for the continuous provision of exposure visits on quality 

seed management. Moreover, there is a need for a central seed bank at the sub-county level. 

Lastly, there is a need to encourage farmer field schools to train the communities to produce 

and multiply their own seeds.  

¶ Partners have recommended that training on post-harvest handling should be encouraged. 

There are also quality indigenous seeds, and the partners could encourage farmers to use and 

continue growing the indigenous seeds. Additionally, research institutes (in Uganda) need to 

identify the aspects of climate condition, to learn how the climate is affecting seeds. 

¶ It is clear that results differ between regions. It is advisable to take into account regional 

differences when adapting and designing the implementation of the programme. 
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1 INTRODUCTION  

This report presents the findings of the impact evaluation for the outcome areas of increased citizensô 

voice and shifted norms and attitudes for the Right to Food (R2F) project in Uganda1. The R2F project 

works towards access to and governance of systems that support resilient livelihoods of smallholder 

food producers, such as land, inputs (especially seeds) and adaptation. This project is implemented as 

part of the Strategic Partnership óTowards a Worldwide Influencing Networkô of Oxfam Novib, the Centre 

for Research on Multinational Corporations (SOMO) and the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs. This 

impact evaluation report compares the results of the baseline survey conducted in June 2016 and the 

endline survey conducted in October and November 2019 to assess the contribution of the R2F project 

to increased citizensô voice and shifted norms and attitudes.  

 

The main audience of this report is Oxfam in Uganda, the partners Coalition of Pastoralists Civil Society 

Organization (COPACSO), Participatory Ecological Land Use Management (PELUM) and Eastern and 

Southern Africa Small scale Farmersô Forum (ESAFF) and the programme management team of Right 

to Food. This report will be used to be accountable to our participants and our funders, to learn about 

the effectiveness of activities of increasing citizens voice and shifting norms and attitudes and to provide 

input to the development of thematic narratives on the SPôs contribution to systemic change for the final 

evaluation. The findings will also directly feed future programme design and strengthen the thought 

leadership of Oxfam Novib and its local partners in the area raising citizensô voices for influencing 

policies. In that context, the findings of this endline survey will also be used for additional analysis and 

subsequent knowledge products within the context of the Strategic Partnership. 

 

The objective of this impact evaluation was to determine to what extent project activities contributed to 

changes in the citizensô voice and shifted norms and attitudes ï were there changes between the 

baseline and the endline? Where possible, we assessed to what extent the project contributed to the 

observed changes. We did this by comparing the baseline data with the endline data for a group of 

citizens who participated in the project. However, we need to be cautious when drawing conclusions 

regarding project contributions because of the methodological challenges faced during the study.  

 

Helping to encourage and empower citizens to raise their voice and working to shift norms and attitudes 

are very difficult tasks, especially in a challenging socioeconomic context like that of the Northern and 

Eastern regions of Uganda. Challenging circumstances include poverty, power disparity among women, 

low literacy rates and limited access to information, including legal information. The reader is 

encouraged to keep these realities in mind while reading these pages, to recognize the inherent difficulty 

of the ambition of the project and the challenge of achieving the desired results in a context such as 

this.   

 

This report is organized as follows: the next section Introduction briefly describes the Strategic 

Partnership and the R2F project in Uganda. Section 2 introduces the Evaluation Questions for this 

study. Section 3 provides an overview of the Evaluation Design, with a focus on the structuring of the 

evaluation, the sampling and the analysis. Section 4 presents the Findings grouped by theme. Within 

these thematic sub-sections, results are also summarized in overview tables. Section 5 presents the 

Conclusions and limitations of this study, and Section 6 offers a list of Recommendations based on 

the results and reflections of project staff and partners.   

 

 

 

 

1 From this point onwards, the Right to Food project is referred to only by the abbreviation R2F project. 
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Interventions 

1.1 STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP 

Oxfam Novib and the Centre for Research on Multinational Corporations (SOMO) have a strategic 

partnership with the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs ï óTowards a worldwide influencing networkô2. This 

programme runs from 2016 until the end of 2020 and covers three thematic areas: Right to Food (R2F), 

Greater Responsibility for Finance for Development (F4D) and Conflict and Fragility (C&F). The 

thematic programmes are operationalised through 23 projects in 16 countries and three global projects. 

 

All thematic programmes work towards several or all of the following seven outcome areas: improved 

policies and practices of governments and global actors, improved policies and practices of private 

sector actors, increased political will, strengthened civil society organizations (CSO), stronger and wider 

alliances, increased citizensô voice and shifted norms and attitudes.  

 

This impact evaluation is part of the larger Monitoring, Evaluation, Accountability and Learning (MEAL) 

framework of the R2F project. The MEAL framework ensures that relevant, high quality and comparable 

data are collected for all seven outcome areas. Each outcome area has one or more designated 

methodologies. The different components of the MEAL framework, as well as the position of the impact 

evaluation (baseline and endline surveys) in this framework, are shown in Figure 1 

 

Findings presented here feed into the final evaluation of the Strategic Partnership programme in which 

the results of all outcome areas will be linked and validated.  

 
Figure 1 MEAL methodology used for each outcome area of the R2F project 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 PROJECT OVERVIEW OF R2F IN UGANDA 

The long term outcome of the R2F project is to ensure that food producers especially women, 

pastoralists and their communities, enjoy better local, national and global public and private sector 

policies that protect and promote their prosperity and resilience in relation to land and seed rights. To 

achieve this long term outcome, Oxfam works with and through partners, which are mostly womenôs 

organizations, farmersô organizations and CSOs, who have direct links with smallholder farmers, 

especially rural women, who are the primary target for the R2F project. Secondly, the project aims to 

ensure a positive shift in the norms and attitudes of pastoralists, farmers and public duty-bearers 

towards pasture, farmer-managed seed systems and land rights.  

 

 

2 The Strategic Partnership is funded by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 
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The R2F project was set up in 2016, and is implemented in a consortium of five organizations with 

unique expertise and roles aligned to the key thematic areas:  

¶ Participatory Ecological Land Use Management (PELUM Uganda) is a thematic leader for both 

seeds and land and provides thematic technical guidance and support to other consortium 

members in addition to its member organizations that co-implement the project with PELUM 

Uganda.  

¶ Eastern and Southern Africa Small Scale Farmers Forum (ESAFF Uganda) is tasked with the 

responsibility of mobilizing the voices of small-scale food producers and linking them to 

national, regional and international platforms to advocate for farmers rights. 

¶ Coalition of Pastoralists Civil Society Organisations (COPACSO) is mandated with promoting 

and protecting pastoralistsô rights, and by using the pasture seeds model, they help to generate 

evidential cases to influence the content of the draft National Rangeland and Pastoralism policy. 

COPACSO works with the International Food Policy Research Institute (IFPRI), which is 

charged with the responsibility for investigating the impact of the pasture seeds model in shifting 

the attitudes of pastoralists towards growing pasture for their livestock and so positively 

changing the livelihoods of the pastoralist communities. 

¶ Food Rights Alliance (FRA) has a very good track record in amplifying farmers voices at the 

national level and engaging the media. It is the lead national convener of the national 

stakeholders. FRA uses cases and facts generated by partners to organize and conduct high-

profile convenings at the national level.  

¶ Oxfam Country office is the contract manager. Oxfam coordinates the actions of the partners, 

steers the capacity building of and by consortium members, and leads the research and 

strategic development for the R2F influencing programming in Uganda. 

 

This project structure ensures that partners are working together at the national level on improving 

policies and increasing political will and at the sub-national level on increasing the citizensô voice and 

shifting norms and attitudes. At the national level, Oxfam, FRA, COPACSO, IFPRI, PELUM and ESAFF 

implement the project, whereas PELUM and COPACSO work with their member organizations (IIRR, 

CIDI, CEFORD, DADO & WSF) at the sub-national level. In this report, we focus on changes at the 

sub-national level as those are supported by increasing the citizensô voice.  

 

At the sub-national level, ESAFF, COPACSO and PELUM began the implementation of the project 

through farmersô groups (FGs) and community land associations (CLAs). Some of these FGs and CLAs 

were involved in Oxfamôs interventions 10 years ago. These interventions were to increase water 

access through the construction of dams in pastoralist communities and economic empowerment 

projects. At the beginning of the R2F project, PELUM, COPACSO and ESAFF selected FGs and CLAs 

to become involved in the R2F project. The FGs and CLAs that were not selected were to be part of 

other Oxfam projects, and therefore they were not targeted by the R2F project. Implementation was 

through training of trainers (ToTs), mobilizing citizens and equipping them with relevant information for 

engagements with influentialstakeholders, providing platforms, connecting citizens to duty-bearers and 

supporting them in voicing their concerns through position papers and petitions. The representatives of 

the selected CLAs and FGs were trained as trainers, identified as champions and were given platforms 

to speak out on R2F topics. Additionally, after being trained as trainers, these representatives were 

expected to train members of their own CLAs and FGs and to rally the support of citizens when speaking 

out on R2F topics.  

 

The reach of PELUM and ESAFF was therefore intended to mainly address the selected FGs and CLAs 

in the West Nile, North and Eastern regions of Uganda. However, because of the nature and 

arrangement of society in Northern Uganda, it was challenging for both the partners and the targeted 

CLAs and FGs to work in complete isolation from the non-targeted CLAs and FGs. This was especially 

difficult if they were close to each other as some non-targeted CLA and FGs members benefited from 

the project activities on several occasions. Such activities included civic awareness sessions and media 

advocacy. This change in the mode of implementation means that we cannot assess to what extent the 

project has attributed to any changes, as a comparison group cannot be formed. However, one 

unexpected and positive outcome is that the target group for the R2F project was broader than 
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expected. Therefore, we will focus on comparing project participants who were directly and indirectly 

targeted over time.  

 

At the national level, the Oxfam partners, FRA, ESAFF, COPACSO and PELUM, together with the sub-

national implementing organizations, aimed to influence policies and political will. The partners planned 

to do this influencing by amplifying farmersô voices at the national level and by engaging the media. 

They also planned to collect input from communities to promote and protect pastoralistsô rights to 

promote the use of the pasture seeds model and to use this input in their influencing campaigns (such 

as the campaign against amending article 26 of Ugandaôs constitutions and the Genetically Modified 

Organisms (GMO) bill). 

 
Figure 2 Project governance structure 

 

 

1.2.1 GROUPS OF PROJECT PARTICIPANTS 

The R2F project works with CLAs and FGs. The CLAs are legally recognized structures at the 

community level (Land act 1998) and were established to manage and protect the customary land rights 

held by a group. The project works with the CLAs as the land is owned by the community. Moreover, it 

is the nature of the communities to organize themselves to collectively defend their land rights through 

registration. Working from FGs helps in mobilizing citizens to pressurize duty-bearers to listen to their 

voice and make policies that favour small-scale food producers. The CLAs and FGs were already active 

groups. They are considered to be very powerful, as the constitution says power belongs to the citizens, 

but less influential than for example cultural leaders,. The relationship of the CLAs and FGs to other 

citizens is that they represent the voice of the citizens, and in mass activities, they mobilize other citizens 

to participate. 

 

In total, the project aimed to target 400,000 citizens with the interventions. In each CLA, up to 300 

pastoralists are estimated to be members. In FGs, membership ranges between 25 to 30 farmers. CLAs 

and FGs consist of women, young people and men, who meet regularly. R2F partners visit these groups 

to build their capacity and raise their awareness of land rights and farmersô rights. The CLAs were first 

formed as early as 2015/16 under the Uganda Land Alliance (ULA), and R2F smoothed their 

collaborations with the Ministry of Lands and completed their process of registration. Some of the 

members of the CLAs are also members of the Neighborhood Assemblies (NAs), which are part of the 

F4D programme. 

 

The primary rightsholders of the R2F project are the citizens (60% women and 40% men) who 

participate actively in CLAs and FGs. These are the participants targeted directly by the R2F 

programme. Indirectly targeted participants are members of CLAs who are not directly linked to the R2F 

project but are living in the same or neighbouring areas and have benefitted from the activities of the 

project (see section 1.2).  

 

The CLAs and FGs are reached directly by R2F activities in the Karamoja, West-Nile, Teso, Lango, and 

Acholi regions in Eastern and Northern Uganda. These regions were selected based on poverty and 
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food security levels. Statistics from the Government of Uganda3, the World Bank4 , Uganda 

Demographic Health Surveys, Uganda Bureau of Statistics and reports such as the Oxfam in Uganda 

Inequality report of 2016 indicate high poverty rates in Uganda. Oxfamôs inequality report estimates that 

the Greater North region is 5 to 8 times poorer than the Central and Western regions of Uganda. Food 

utilization in the Greater North is the lowest at 1999 kcal/person/day and women in Northern Uganda 

were found to lack access to and control over land, which is one of the key productive resources. 

 

 ACTIVITIES TO INCREASE CITIZENSô VOICE, AND SHIFT NORMS AND 
ATTITUDES 

Three types of activities in the R2F project in Uganda contribute to achievements in the outcome areas 

of increased citizensô voice and shifted norms and attitudes:  

 

¶ Raising awareness among citizens about their individual and collective land rights (especially 

womenôs land rights), land legislation, claiming land and quality seed management. Through 

the CLAs and FGs, the R2F project can meet with citizens regularly and engage them on the 

topics of land and seeds, and pastoralistsô rights. 

¶ Mobilization of citizens. Supported by the CLAs, the partners mobilize citizens around issues 

of, for example, gender-equal land rights, claiming land, and seed management. The R2F 

project focuses mainly on changes in the local government policies and practices, not on private 

companies or their investors. 

¶ Capacity strengthening of CLAs. Their capacity is strengthened so that they can, for example, 

claim back their land if their land or the land of someone in the community has been claimed. 

Knowing how to claim back your land or where to go for advice or to initiate judicial procedures 

is key. This is especially important in the rural areas of Uganda, where land rights might not 

always be documented, 
 

These activities revolve around three key topics: land rights, gender-equal land rights and access to 

quality seeds. During the reflection workshop, Oxfam and its partners reflected on the activities of the 

R2F programme and how these linked to these topics. 

 

Land rights 

The R2F project has implemented several activities to change citizensô attitudes on land rights and to 

increase their voice on land rights and the rights of farmers. All CLAs and FGs have been able to map 

their respective community landholdings, including resources such as water points, grazing and sacred 

lands. The partners have worked together with the traditional justice committees of nine members (four 

women and five men). They have sensitized the communities to the importance of registering land 

rights. At the policy level, R2F partners have influenced policies and laws concerning land. For example, 

they have been able to stop a land act amendment that was not favourable to smallholder farmers. 

Partners reviewed local government budgets and supported farmers and pastoralists in participating in 

local planning processes.  

 

Gender-equal land rights 

In this R2F project, there is a particular focus on womenôs rights from identifying the proportion of women 

in FGs and CLAs (the R2F project aimed to have 60% as women), to ensuring women take an active 

role in these structures. To ensure gender-equal land rights, partners have reached the community as 

a whole with interventions such as community dialogues to discuss gender equality and influence 

gender norms in the community. Deliberate efforts are made in training sessions to build the capacities 

 

3 GOU (2012), Uganda National Household Survey 2012/13. Uganda Bureau of Statistics, Kampala Uganda 

4 World Bank (2015) Investigating the gender Gap in Agricultural Productivity: Evidence from Uganda. Policy Research Work-

ing Paper 7262, Agriculture and Rural Development Team, Development Research Group, Washington D.C 
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of local institutions5ô for gender equality. Furthermore, partners have used the Gender Action Learning 

Systems (GALS) methodology of Oxfam, which proved successful in addressing power imbalances 

between women and men at both household and community levels.  

 

Quality seed management 

Partners have built the capacity of CLAs for quality seed management by giving ToTs sessions. They 

have given training sessions on good agricultural practices (land conservation methods) for continuous 

seed production. FGs and CLAs have received training sessions on the bulking of seeds and post-

harvest handling techniques for pasture. Additionally, partners have engaged in the seed policy 

formulation at both local and national levels.  

  

All activities of the R2F project have been made possible through the holistic program approach. This 

approach made engagements at all levels possible, which seemed to affect citizens targeted by other 

Oxfam programmes as well. For example, a link has been made with the F4D project, in which the 

neighbourhood assemblies that broadly look at societiesô challenges were linked to FGs. In this way, a 

critical mass was generated. For example, mobile money and social media tax were jointly tackled by 

farmers and other groups of citizens. But most alliances were built around the critical R2F sub-themes. 

 

With the exceptions of Karamoja sub-region, where the major focus is on the pasture seed model, all 

other regions have similar interventions. PELUMôs Community Managed Seeds security model, the 

Climate Resilient Agro-ecosystems model, the Farmers Advocacy Consultative Tool (FACT) and the 

GALS methodology are used by ESAFF in Acholi and Teso sub-regions. PELUM implements these 

activities directly through its member organizations in some districts of the Teso, Acholi and West Nile 

areas. FRA did not engage directly with communities but liaised with the consortium partners to collect 

evidence and generate facts for national and media engagements. IFPRI is charged with the 

responsibility for investigating the impacts of the pasture seeds model to see whether it leads to 

increases in animal health, productivity and household nutrition. 

 

 PROJECT CONTEXT 

Food insecurity remains high in Uganda as 19.7% of all Ugandans are absolutely poor, 3% are food 

poor and 38% food energy deficient6. Access to food is affected by poverty levels and gender, as women 

lack the income to purchase food. There is price instability, poor road infrastructure and imperfect mar-

ket conditions. Consequently, 22% of households in Uganda consume one meal per day. This low 

consumption of food affects the production of food and, consequently, food availability. Food utilization 

is worrying as the Northern and Eastern regions of Uganda have a daily caloric intake of only 1999 

kcal/person/day, which is the lowest of all the regions of Uganda7,8. Women food producers in Northern 

Uganda are not able to increase their production and productivity due to the lack of key factors of pro-

duction such as land, seeds and extension services, all of which result in food insecurity 

Whereas Ugandaôs national land laws and legislation have strengthened land rights and recognize the 

collective rights of all Ugandans on land, the ownership and control of land by women has only in-

creased to 39% (individual ownership by women is 14%, and joint ownership is 25%9). Despite this 

increase, most women in Northern Uganda still lack access to land and control over land according to 

the Uganda Bureau of Statistics (UBOS) in 2011. This is due to the existence of cultural beliefs and 

institutions which give land ownership to the male in the household and clan heads, while women enjoy 

 

5 FGs, CLAs and some representative of local structures, such as cultural institutions 

6  Government of Uganda, (2011) Uganda Demographic and Health Survey. Uganda Bureau of Statistics, Kampala, Uganda 

7 DEC: Dietary Energy Consumption 

8 Oxfam Country Strategy Uganda page 33 

9 The 1995 Constitution, Land act 1998, Land amendment acts of 2004 and 2010, National Land Policy 2013, and the National 

land Use policy 2008 
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secondary rights in the form of access to and use of land through their husbands, fathers, brothers or 

other male relatives. In addition, traditional institutions involved in the mediation of land disputes have 

not incorporated national and international human rights norms into the administration of land law at the 

local level.  

 

The Ugandan seed system is dominated by a large informal seed sector comprising 80% of the sector, 

and which is controlled by smallholder food producers and a small, disorganized and poorly regulated 

private sector. The National Seed Policy10, which would regulate the seed sector in Uganda, remained 

in draft form until March 2019, when it was approved by the cabinet. The Plant Varieties Protection Act 

2014, which should recognize and promote farmersô rights to seed, instead outlawed seeds saved in-

formally by farmers, on which most food producers depend. There is also a lack of extension services 

resulting from a deficit of 10,816 extension service providers at district, local government and sub-

county level. In 2013, only 2522 out of the 13,338 technical positions were filled11. This implies that 

women producers do not benefit from improved technologies in seed preservation, selection and pro-

duction and thus have limited access to quality seed  

 

The food security of the majority of Ugandaôs population, who are mainly small-scale food producers, 

is largely dependent on how safely, securely and sustainably they can access and use food production 

resources ï land, seeds and extension services. The Government of Uganda made significant strides 

in providing extension services to farmers through recruitment and retooling agricultural extension 

service providers. However, progress on seeds and land tenure security has not made much progress 

as many farmers still lack adequate, secure and sustainable access to quality seeds and land. Some 

policy discussions, such as genetically modified organisms, and land (art. 26 amendment), have 

remained distasteful to farmers as they see it as a way of capturing and controlling their food production 

system. 

  

 

10 ISSD Africa (2012) Uganda Seed Sector Assessment. ISSD Briefing Note, September 2012 

11 Government of Uganda, (2013/14) Budget Framework paper.  Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic Development. 

Kampala Uganda 
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2 EVALUATION QUESTIONS  

The objective of this evaluation was to determine the contribution of the R2F project to changes in the 

citizensô voice and shifted norms and attitudes on land rights and quality seed management. This 

objective was guided by the evaluation questions listed in Table 1. These evaluation questions reflected 

the focus areas of the R2F project and identified which indicators needed to be assessed to determine 

whether the R2F project contributed to a change in the outcome areas of increased citizensô voice and 

shifted norms and attitudes towards land rights and quality seed management.  

 
Table 1 Overview of evaluation questions 

Main evaluation question: 

To what extent did the projectôs activities contribute to changes in the citizensô voice and shifted 

norms and attitudes concerning land rights? 

Sub-questions:    

1. Participation/voice: 2. Land rights 

 

3. Womenôs land rights: 4. Quality seed 

access: 

To what extent do 

changes in the 

citizensô voice 

occur?  

To what extent did 

the projectsô 

activities contribute 

to changes in taking 

action on R2F 

topics? 

What are the current 

land rights of project 

participants? 

What are the current 

attitudes of project 

participants towards 

land rights?  

To what extent do 

changes in womenôs land 

rights occur? 

To what extent do 

changes in gender-equal 

attitudes occur?  

To what extent did the 

changes in gender-equal 

attitudes contribute to 

changes in womenôs land 

rights? 

To what extent do 

changes in access 

to quality seed 

occur? 

To what extent did 

the projectsô activities 

contribute to changes 

in access to quality 

seed? 

 

 
In addition to investigating the contribution of the project on changes in increased citizensô voice and 

shifted norms and attitudes, the R2F project in Uganda was interested in identifying differences between 

men and women participating in the project activities. This analysis has been used to learn about gender 

transformation in current and future project activities of the R2F project in Uganda. 
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3 EVALUATION DESIGN  

3.1 EVALUATION DESIGN  

This evaluation assessed the contribution of the project to changes in increased citizensô voice and 

shifted attitudes and norms. It did so by comparing a sample of project participants at the start of the 

project (baseline) with a sample at the end of the project (endline). This allowed us to see to what extent 

changes in the citizensô voice, attitudes and norms have occurred among the project participants. 

Additionally, for the key outcomes of increased citizensô voice and shifted norms and attitudes, we 

looked at differences between gender and between provinces. 

 

3.2 SAMPLE AND TREATMENT GROUPS 

An overview of the sample selection process is shown in Figure 3. The total sample size was 600 CLA 

or FG members in both the baseline and the endline samples12. When calculating the sample, we 

choose to sample respondents in a multistage cluster sampling process. First we created two strata: 

stratum 1 for the directly targeted project participants (50% of the total sample size, n = 300), and 

stratum 2 for the indirectly targeted project participants group (50% of the total sample size, n = 300)13.  

 

Next, within each stratum, we selected the CLAs to survey. These selections were proportional to the 

population sizes of the respective districts and sub-counties based on population estimates drawn up 

for the baseline sample using the 2014 Uganda Census.  

 

In the last stage of sampling (selecting respondents to interview), the enumerators selected a pre-

determined number of people from each CLA following a random sampling technique. These numbers 

were proportional to the size of the CLAs and FGs. The R2F project has a particular focus on womensô 

land rights, and 60% of CLAs are women. Consequently, the sample aimed to select 60% women and 

40% men.  

 

 

 

12 The sample size and selection at the endline was identical to that at the baseline where possible. However, even though the 

samples had the same numbers of people, not all people who were sampled at the endline were also sampled at the baseline. 
This was because not all respondents who were CLA members during the baseline, were still CLA members during the endline. 
In the cases were this happened, people were replaced by another CLA member.  
 
13 This number can deviate with every survey question, as some questions were not asked to all people, and due to the data 

cleaning process. 
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Figure 3: Overview of sample selection 

 

 

Figure 4 shows the locations and sample sizes of each district for people participating at the baseline 

and the endline. The numbers shown on the map are after cleaning of the collected data, and before 

matching (the matching process is explained in section 3.3). At the baseline, 52% of respondents were 

in the target group, and 48% in the comparison group. At the baseline, membership of the target group 

was based on the geographical locations of planned project activities. Because treatment status based 

on CLA/FG membership at the endline did not apply, we also updated the treatment status at the 

baseline ï we treated all baseline respondents as potential project participants. The sample sizes were 

558 respondents at the baseline, and 461 respondents at the endline. A detailed description of the 

sampled CLAs for both baseline and endline is shown in Table 10 in Annex 7.2. 

 

0: Sample 
size selection

Å600 respondents in 
total

1: Target vs 
Comparison

Å300 respondents in target group and 300 
respondents in comparison group

2: District 
selection

ÅProportional to population in 
the sub-county

3: CLA / 
Farmer group 

selection

ÅProportional to population 
size in the district

4: 
Respondent 

selection

ÅRandomly selected 
from registration list of 
CLA / Farmer group

ÅProportional to group 
size
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Figure 4: Map of sampled locations, before PSM matching, at baseline and endline14 

 

 

 

3.3 ANALYSIS TECHNIQUES 

As described in section 1.2, the mode of implementation of the project activities, and, more importantly, 

the reach of the ToTs changed from reaching only the targeted CLAs to including non-targeted CLAs. 

This ensured that members of all CLA and FGs in the districts could join the ToTs and other activities. 

When exploring the rate of participation,  of the combined target and comparison groups participated in 

an activity organized by the R2F project15. This change in the mode of implementation means that we 

could not assess to what extent the project has contributed to any changes (as no suitable comparison 

group was possible). However, a broader target group than the R2F project might have anticipated was 

a positive development. Therefore, we focused on comparing directly and indirectly targeted project 

participants over time. 

 

 

14 Base map sourced from Wikipedia: https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Category:SVG_locator_maps_of_Dis-

tricts_in_Uganda_(location_map_scheme) 

15 Activities include: Capacity building and training (76%) Writing petition papers (6%), Local dialogues with community stake-

holders (19%), National dialogues on land and seeds (11%), Campaigns against constitutional amendment of article 26 (7%), 

Press conferences (9%), Media engagements (9%), Participating in land awareness week (22%), Participating in sector reviews 

for the Ministry of Agriculture and Ministry of Land (9%), Participating in activities of other organizations/alliance members (19%), 

Organizing joint campaigns (25%), Policy dialogues (23%), Policy lobby meetings (5%), Demonstrations (19%), Contribution to 

CSO position papers (19%), Setting up community seed banks and seed gardens (47%), and Other (8%). Respondents could 

select multiple activities or select ónoô or órefuse to answerô.  

https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Category:SVG_locator_maps_of_Districts_in_Uganda_(location_map_scheme)
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Category:SVG_locator_maps_of_Districts_in_Uganda_(location_map_scheme)
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To measure the contribution of the programme to changes in the citizensô voice, norms and attitudes, 

we compared project participants in the baseline and the endline surveys to verify whether a significant 

change could be identified. Attempts were made to find a suitable comparison group. Comparisons 

between project participants and non-project participants, or between the types of project activities were 

considered, but it was concluded that it was not possible to identify a statistically reliable comparison 

group, due to the lack of statistical power of the treatment or the comparison group. 

 

The primary objective of the statistical technique used was to make sure that we were making a valid 

comparison over time between the sample of respondents at the baseline and the sample of 

respondents at the endline. To assess changes over time in any outcome indicator, one would ideally 

want to interview the same people at least twice. However, as this was not possible because not all 

CLA/FGs members interviewed during the baseline were still members at the time of the endline survey, 

we surveyed a mirror image of the projectôs participants at both baseline and endline by randomly 

selecting the CLAs and respondents. However, as these were not the same people, we knew that it 

was very likely that the people surveyed were not directly comparable as they differed in a range of 

characteristics, such as age, education and occupation. When a projectôs aim is to increase the extent 

to which people voice their concerns towards duty-bearers, it may be that citizens with a higher 

socioeconomic status might be more likely to voice their concerns towards duty-bearers or might be 

more likely to join in the projectôs activities. The statistical technique we used to overcome this problem 

was propensity score matching (PSM). Even though the respondents from the baseline were not the 

same people as those interviewed in the endline survey, PSM ensured that they were comparable at 

least in their socio-economic and demographic characteristics (age, gender, household headôs gender, 

marital status, education, occupation, household headôs occupation, literacy, and district). 

  

In econometric terms, the probability of a respondent from the baseline being similar to a respondent 

from the endline is called the propensity score16. By calculating the propensity scores, we ensured that 

we assessed changes over time for a comparable set of people, enabling us to assess the contribution 

of the project to changes in a given outcome indicator. In other words, we created a so-called ópseudo-

panelô.  

 

Each person in the baseline survey received a weighting, based on their propensity score17. This 

weighting can be interpreted colloquially as a measure of similarity between the particular person in the 

baseline survey and their match in the endline survey. We also calculated the values of the relevant 

outcome indicator for the baseline respondents using a weighting for each observation in the baseline 

survey. By doing so, bad matches, or in other words, people in the baseline survey who were not very 

comparable to those in the endline survey, received a lower weighting in the calculation of the outcome 

for the baseline survey. Better matches (people in the baseline survey that were more comparable to 

the people in the endline survey) received a higher weighting. In this way, we ensured that the 

respondents were comparable and balanced while still employing a large proportion of the collected 

sample. Finally, we calculated the change in the outcome indicator between the baseline and the 

endline, so that we could assess to what extent the R2F project had made a significant contribution to 

these changes. For most indicators, we show the results at the baseline and at the endline for people 

participating in the project. As explained in section 3.2, we defined someone as a project participant if 

they had participated in at least one high-intensity and specific R2F activity.  

 

Some outcome indicators only became clear in the process of setting up the endline research (for 

example, the concept of womenôs land rights). For these indicators, we only have endline data. As a 

consequence, we could not compare project participants over time for these indicators, and the analysis 

was at a single point in time.  

 

 

16 For more information, please see Table 9 in Annex 7.2 
17 We implemented propensity score matching using a normal (Gaussian) kernel estimator, where each project participant in the 

baseline group was given a weighting based on the characteristics used in the matching model. This weighting was a kernel-

weighted average, where the weighting was expressed as the proportion of closeness between the subject in the baseline survey 

and the subject in endline survey.  
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To assess whether the project made different contributions for women and men, we compared male vs 

female project participants ï controlling for socioeconomic and demographic characteristics. To 

compare results between regions, we have also added descriptive statistics for comparisons between 

regions. 

 

3.4 READERôS NOTE ON THE RESULTS FIGURES AND 
TABLES 

Most figures in this report visualize the results as bar graphs, visualizing the proportion of respondents 

in the target group at the baseline and in the target group at the endline answering a question in a 

certain way or visualizing the average response to a given question by respondents in these two groups. 

Because data were based on responses from a sample of the people in the baseline and endline 

surveys, the results were subject to a degree of sampling error. These errors are visualized with a 

confidence interval in most figures, representing the range of the estimate at a confidence level of 95%. 

This means that if the survey were re-run 20 times, the result obtained should fall within the range 

indicated by the confidence interval 19 of those 20 times. As a general rule of thumb, if the confidence 

intervals of two estimates overlap, then, it is likely that there is no statistically significant difference 

between the estimates. If the confidence intervals do not overlap, then there is likely to be a significant 

difference between the estimates. However, there are exceptions to this general rule and readers are 

encouraged to rely on the report text and summary tables for definitive results on which comparisons 

or associations are significant and which not. 

 

The next chapter presents the main findings18 of the evaluation. We explored whether the project had 

contributed to the changes in an outcome indicator for the project participants only. The difference 

between baseline and endline results for project participants only is called the contribution of the project, 

and it is judged as significant if the change among project participants was statistically significant at a 

confidence level of 95%. Generally speaking, a significant contribution means that we had enough 

statistical evidence to point out that the project contributed to a change in an outcome indicator, but 

other factors external to the project may also have influenced the results. In this case, we cannot say 

that a change was entirely due to the project activities. However, it is worth reflecting on these changes 

as well, even in the absence of statistical evidence. 

 

We do not discuss any contribution that was not statistically significant; hence, if the text does not 

mention a change, it means that we did not find a significant change at a confidence level of 95%. 

 

The following chapter on findings contains summary tables at the end of each section. These tables 

present the results of a number of separate analyses. Most of these specific analyses are described in 

the text, but the tables provide an overview of all the analysis performed for this report. In these tables, 

the equal sign (=) means that there is no significant difference or result to report. An upward-facing 

arrow ( ) means that there is a significant and positive relationship. A downward-facing arrow ( ) 

means that there is a significant and negative relationship. 

 

 

  

 

18 Please note that the sample size for each outcome indicator can be different from the sample size mentioned in section 3.2. 

This could be due to one or more of the following reasons: respondents did not answer the question(s) related to that outcome 

indicator or respondents answered óI donôt knowô. 
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4  FINDINGS  

4.1 DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC PROFILE OF 
RESPONDENTS 

The following data provide a snapshot of the key socioeconomic characteristics of the target 

respondents and their households at the endline19. The average age of target respondents was 41 

years old, and 65% were female. The majority of respondents (78%) were married. More than half of 

the target respondents (61%) had not completed any form of education; only 13% of respondents had 

completed secondary education or higher. The literacy rate was 32%, which was much lower than the 

national average of 77%20.  

 

The majority of respondents (89%) were farmers or pastoralists. The remainder of the respondents 

were engaged in other types of employment21, and almost no respondents were unemployed (2%). 

 

4.2 CITIZENS RAISING THEIR VOICE ON LAND RIGHTS 

Increasing the citizensô voice involves citizens taking action to have their concerns heard by those who 

bear the duty of ensuring that human rights are respected, protected and fulfilled (henceforth, ñduty-

bearersò).  Citizens also raise their voice when they take action to challenge the power of the state and 

the corporate sector and to have a say in the future direction of their society. This ensures that duty-

bearers consult and take into account the citizens to whom they are accountable22. R2F project aims to 

ensure that citizens take action on the topics which matter to them. It does this by giving training 

sessions to increase citizensô knowledge of equal land rights and by strengthening the mobilization of 

farmers and pastoralists to influence the agenda of farmer-managed seed systems and to deal with 

land injustices in their communities. This section focuses on the effect of the R2F project activities on 

citizens raising their voice. We aimed to answer the following research questions:  

¶ To what extent do changes in the citizensô voice occur?  

¶ To what extent did the projectsô activities contribute to changes in taking action on R2F topics? 

 

In the survey, we used the outcome indicator formulated to monitor the progress of outcome area 4 

(increased citizensô voice): More people (men and women) took action on land rights and fair seed 

systems following Oxfam Novib/partnersô actions (Oxfam Novib, 2015). Citizens can raise their voice in 

different ways and on different occasions. Hence, we measured citizens reports of having taken action 

on a particular topic (land rights, fair seed systems) according to an established set of questions from 

Afro barometer on participation and civic engagement. These questions asked whether citizens had 

taken any of a wide range of civil actions to contact duty-bearers and demand their rights, including 

online and offline actions.  

 

Contrary to the expectation and the experience of the R2F project, when comparing the baseline with 

the endline results, project participants were not taking more action at the endline. Figure 5 shows there 

is no significant difference between the percentage of project participants taking action on injustice or 

fighting for rights at the baseline and at the endline. When we compared different districts at the endline, 

citizens in Karamoja and West Nile were most likely to take action on (62% and 72%, respectively) on 

 

19 We are presenting the data of target respondents at the endline after matching (see chapter 3). 
20 World Bank, Uganda data. Literacy rate, adult total (% of people ages 15 and above). https://data.worldbank.org/indica-

tor/SE.ADT.LITR.ZS?locations=UG, accessed 26th November 2019. 
21 In total, there are only 12 target respondents in the endline sample who indicated that they were pastoralists. 
22 Surveys did not measure this aspect of increasing the citizensô voice. It will, instead, be measured using the outcome har-

vesting methodology. 

https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SE.ADT.LITR.ZS?locations=UG
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SE.ADT.LITR.ZS?locations=UG
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injustice or to fight for rights. The people in Acholi and Teso were least likely to action (38% and 49%, 

respectively). Figure 6 shows that there is a significant decline in the percentage of project participants 

who took action on issues related to right to food themes, such as land rights or defending farmersô 

rights in general23. Also, the total number of types of different actions taken on right to food themes 

significantly declined from the baseline (2.8) to the endline (1.3). Reflection of the R2F project on these 

findings led to the view that these numbers do not entirely reflect the experience of the project teams, 

as they have experienced more farmers becoming empowered. The R2F project has provided 

platforms, such as the sector reviews, dialogues, national conferences, land awareness week events, 

and demonstrating on many days celebrated internationally and nationally where CLA and FG members 

took action and spoke up. This is contrary to the findings of the survey.   

When reflecting on these findings with partners, it was said that CLAs had received various training 

sessions and information on different topics, and there had been public awareness through radio talk 

shows, dialogues, and community gathering in which the CLA and FG members also contributed by 

making phone calls and submissions. However, partners think that local communities should be 

educated more on how to take action to access justice as this is still problematic. Therefore, there is a 

need to create more awareness on land rights and the benefits of seed banks.  

 
Figure 5: Project participants at baseline and end-
line similarly take collective/community action 
against injustice or to fight for rights 

  

Figure 6: At endline, fewer project participants 
took at least one action as compared to project 
participants at baseline 

 

 

Respondents who have taken at least one action were asked on which topics they had spoken up. The 

most frequently mentioned topics at the endline were supporting the security of land rights and the rights 

of farmers in general24. This latter topic was most important for project participants in Teso (76%) and 

least important for those in Acholi (48%). Figure 7 shows that significantly fewer project participants at 

the endline took action on the security of land rights than at baseline. This is consistent with the decline 

in the percentage of project participants who took at least one action (Figure 6), but this finding 

contradicted the experience of the R2F project. For example, CLA and FG members were mobilized to 

support a national campaign against the amendment of article 26 of Ugandaôs constitution, which 

 

23 This variable is constructed by looking at a list of actions that respondents indicated they have taken. This list consists of 

joining a demonstration, participating in a strike, signing a petition, participating in debates at the local level, participating in online 

activism, contacting a central government representative, contacting a local government official, contacting a member of a CSO, 

writing to a newspaper/calling a radio show, and other. Note that at endline the activities of speaking up/presenting on an orga-

nized platform, (co-)creating a platform for speaking up, having an one-on-one encounter with a local government official, having 

an one-on-one encounter with a central government representative, and motivating others to join activities for speaking up were 

added. For making valid comparisons of the baseline to the endline, the óvoice indicatorô was constructed using only those cate-

gories for which we had both baseline and endline data (the first list of activities). If respondents took at least one of these actions 

they were labeled as óhave taken actionô. The average level of project participants at the endline that took action did not differ 

much when we added the óendline activitiesô to the list: it increased from 55% to 58%. 
24 Respondents could choose from a list of topics: land rights, access to water, dealing with the effects of climate change, dealing 

with the influence of big companies, supporting farmersô rights in general, and óotherô. 
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equipped them to reject the proposed amendment that would have disempowered the citizens and 

given the government soft grounds to acquire private land and properties even on unfavourable terms.  

 

There was no significant difference in project participants taking action on the rights of farmers between 

the baseline and the endline (Figure 8). Partners recommended creating more awareness of land rights. 

A second recommendation was to identify farmers to complete the land registration process until they 

obtained land certificates. This could be done by strengthening and empowering the Area Land 

Committees (ALC) and the District Land Board (DLB). 

 
 Figure 7: Significantly fewer project participants at 
endline took action on land rights than project par-
ticipants at baseline 

 

Figure 8: Project participants at baseline and 
endline take similar action on farmersô rights in 
general  

 

When looking at the subgroup of only those respondents who took at least one action (Figure 6), we 

found positive contributions of the project to the popularity of the topic ófarmersô rights in generalô25. For 

those project participants that took action, a higher percentage at the endline than at the baseline said 

the main topic of their action was the rights of farmers. In conclusion, fewer project participants took 

action on R2F issues in general, but when they did take action on issues related to lands, seeds, gender 

or climate change, there was a shift towards taking action on the rights of farmers. This finding was 

acknowledged by partners, as the members of CLAs had been trained about farmer rights.     

Figure 6 shows that slightly over half (55%) of the project participants at the endline were (actively) 

raising their voice. Levels of taking at least one action are similar across regions. On average, project 

participants took between 1ï2 different types of action. The actions that were taken most often at the 

endline were contacting a member of a CSO, contacting a local government official, having one-on-one 

encounters with government officials, participating in local-level debates and motivating others to join 

activities for speaking up (Figure 9). We saw a significant decrease in the percentage of project 

participants that took action by a strike, signing a petition, participating in online activism, contacting a 

central government representative, and óotherô. 

 

 

25 With popularity we mean whether this topic was picked as óthe main topicô on which action has been taken by respondents . 




































































