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Abstract 
 

The Ugandan government considers rural producer organizations (RPOs) as 
an effective tool for promoting greater market participation for smallholder 
farmers, which is necessary for rural poverty eradication. Hence, the 
government has invested substantially in the development of RPOs during 
the last decade. Whether the RPOs are contributing to rural poverty 
reduction will be demonstrated by the benefits that accrue to their members, 
both females and males. The paper examines the nature of these benefits and 
determines whether there are any gender disparities in their distribution. 
Significant disparities are found to exist in benefits such as access to 
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information on product prices, management and extension training, access to 
credit, assistance with meeting buyer quality requirements, and formation of 
market networks. Overall, we conclude that RPOs have mostly benefited 
male members and fewer benefits have accrued to female members. This 
situation calls for the adoption and implementation of measures to promote 
equitable distribution of RPO membership benefits between males and 
females.  

  
Keywords: rural producer organizations, gender disparities, benefit distribution, 
Uganda, market participation, smallholders  

 
 
Introduction 
 
Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) has the largest proportion (68%) of poor people in 
the world and most of them are in rural areas. Globally, an estimated 22.4% 
(1,289 million people) live on less than $1.25 a day (World Bank, 2012) while, 
in SSA, an estimated 47.5% of poor people (875.1 million) live on less than 
$1.25 per day. Agriculture remains a key sector for alleviating poverty in the 
rural areas of most of sub-Saharan Africa, a fact that has been accepted by 
most development stakeholders (DFID, 2005; OECD, 2009; World Bank, 
2007). Agriculture is the main activity for the majority of rural people and 
serves as a source of income as well as a source of livelihoods.  

Given the importance of agriculture in the rural areas of most sub-Saharan 
African countries, the fight against poverty in these countries cannot be won 
without developing the agricultural sector, particularly the smallholder 
agriculture. For the smallholder sector to develop, it is essential for smallholder 
farmers to produce for the market. However, smallholder farmers experience 
numerous constraints when attempting to participate in markets. These include 
low productivity, variable and sub-standard quality of their produce, lack of 
market information, high transaction costs, few links with buyers in the 
marketing chain, poor infrastructure and communication (Bienabe and Sautier, 
2005). Many of these constraints may not be overcome unless smallholder 
farmers organize themselves into groups, such as rural producer organizations 
(RPOs). For example, collective action can help overcome problems of 
diseconomies of scale associated with smallholder production and marketing. 
As such, collective action in the form of RPOs is considered important in 
enabling farmers to compete in the market (World Bank, 2007). Beyond 
market competitiveness, RPOs (and particularly cooperatives) are increasingly 
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seen as a pre-condition for a successful drive against poverty and exclusion, 
especially in Africa (Wanyama et al., 2008). 

Efforts and investment have gone into popularizing and developing market-
oriented RPOs in Uganda in an attempt to commercialize smallholder farmers. 
Examples include establishing RPOs, popularly known as institutional 
development, strategic enterprise selection and development, and investments 
in inputs for technology development through advisory services (Nivieskyi et 
al., 2010). However, despite the efforts made, the following questions remain 
unanswered: Are female and male members benefiting equitably from these 
RPOs? Have the RPOs narrowed or expanded the gender disparities related to 
access to output markets? These are important and timely questions 
considering that women contribute significantly to Uganda’s agricultural sector 
and the fact that it has been established that gender inequalities directly and 
indirectly limit economic growth in Uganda (FIAS, 2005; MFPED, 2004; 
UPPAP, 2002).  

This paper examines the nature of benefits that accrue to members of RPOs 
in Uganda and determines whether there are any gender disparities in the 
distribution of benefits between male and female members. Based on the 
findings of the study, suggestions are made for promoting gender equitable 
distribution of benefits from RPOs. The article starts with a brief overview of 
the role of RPOs in poverty eradication in Uganda and a review of literature on 
distribution of benefits by gender, including implications for organizing 
collective action in RPOs. A description of the data is followed by presentation 
of results and discussion. Conclusions and policy implications are given at the 
end. 

 
 

RPOs and poverty eradication in Uganda 
 
The Ugandan government considers the development of the agricultural sector 
as a prerequisite for economic growth and rural poverty alleviation. For over a 
decade, agricultural commercialization has become the sector’s development 
focus. The poverty eradication action plan (PEAP) for 1997-2008, was 
dedicated to agricultural development and sought to enhance production, 
competitiveness, and incomes (MFPED, 2004). One of the key priorities in 
achieving this was the modernization of agriculture, which was intended to 
transform subsistence agriculture to commercial or market oriented production.  

The plan for modernization of agriculture (PMA) stressed the importance of 
forming a hierarchy of rural producer organizations (RPOs) as a framework for 
the commercialization of smallholder production (Diaz, 2004). The current 
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national development plan (NDP) builds on this and seeks to improve access to 
and sustainability of markets by expanding and strengthening the RPOs as well 
as establishing other market support institutions (NDP, 2010). The NDP also 
plans to enhance the cooperative movement by promoting good cooperative 
governance, enhancing the capacity of cooperatives for competitiveness in the 
wider market, and diversification of enterprises. This implies that the Ugandan 
government considers RPOs as a viable tool for promoting greater market 
participation for smallholder farmers as well as potential means for rural 
poverty eradication.  

 
 

RPO benefits by gender and implications for reorganizing collective 
marketing through RPOs: literature review 
 
Within the confines of collective marketing, RPOs are known to benefit 
smallholder farmers through economies of scale. RPOs help producers to bulk 
their surplus output, reduce physical and transaction costs and access input and 
output markets (Hilhorst and Wennink, 2010; Penrose-Buckley, 2007). They 
also help members to access other services such as extension advice, market 
information, credit, and market outlets (Stockbridge et al., 2003; Shepherd, 
2007). Where markets are thin, RPOs help to connect farmers with local, 
regional, or national institutions (UNDP, 2012). With specific reference to 
gender, RPOs can enable women to break through the community safety 
concerns or socio-cultural norms and access markets (Penrose-Buckley, 2007). 
According to Hilhorst and Wennink (2010), women’s participation in RPOs 
has clear benefits in terms of increased assets and income, as well as gains in 
control over decision-making processes that affect their lives. 

A study by Lodhia (2009) on gender inequality in cooperatives reveals that, 
in Asia and Pacific countries, 72% of men and 28% of women received loans 
and credit from cooperatives. Likewise, inputs were received by 80% of men 
and 20% of women. Skills improvement training was also received by a 
smaller percentage of women across countries. Lyon et al. (2010) find that in 
Mesoamerica, within the “feminization of agriculture” arrangements, women 
were able to benefit from participation in organic coffee organizations, mostly 
in localities where there was a lot of male out-migration. Rubin et al. (2009) 
find that women are likely to benefit from association membership when they 
have equal opportunity to participate in leadership and to set association 
priorities and policies.  

In terms of mitigating the inequitable distribution of benefits, particularly in 
mixed RPOs, analysts recommend that market-oriented interventions that seek 



E. Ampaire, C. Machethe, and E. Birachi 64 

to enhance women’s market access must address the constraining gender 
norms if they want to be more effective (Kaaria et al., 2008; Quisumbing and 
Pandolfelli, 2009; Rubin et al., 2009). In cases where gender inequalities are 
deeply entrenched and socio-cultural norms prohibitive, women-only RPOs, 
which deal with specific needs of disadvantaged women, may be a better way 
to improve their status and promote their motivation (Hilhorst and Wennink, 
2010; Quisumbing and Pandolfelli, 2009). Carr and Hartl (2008) also find that 
when rural women form their own RPOs, they have better access to credit, 
technology, training, and markets; are more able to voice their needs and 
increase their bargaining power within the value chain. In contrast, Barham and 
Chitemi (2008) find that women’s RPOs are less successful than men’s 
regarding searching for and accessing new output markets for their products or 
pursuing new products.  

 
 

The data  
 
Data for this study were drawn from two relatively large surveys conducted 
simultaneously between February and April 2010. The first survey was 
conducted at RPO level and included 62 second-tier RPOs, sampled from the 
four regions of rural Uganda – east, north, central, and west. The RPO sample 
consisted of 22 secondary level cooperatives (35%) established by the Uganda 
Cooperative Alliance (UCA), 11 depot committees (18%) established by donor 
agencies, and 29 associations (47%) established by various non-governmental 
organizations and private firms. The sampled RPOs were involved in collective 
marketing of coffee, bananas, and maize in 2009. The second survey included 
1,377 individual members of RPOs, randomly selected from the RPO sample.  

RPO level interviews were conducted through focus group discussions with 
RPO leaders and collected a wide range of data that included RPO history, 
activities, mode of establishment, membership, models of linking farmers to 
markets, markets supplied, quantities sold, management capacity, governance 
structures, physical assets, and access to other market support institutions. The 
RPO member survey, which was administered through face-to-face individual 
interviews, collected information on basic characteristics of members, such as 
gender, age, education level, size of land holding, distance from residence to 
the RPO and bulking centre, commodities traded, non-farm sources of income, 
housing structure, physical assets owned, information on production and sales 
of the target enterprises, participation in decision-making processes, and access 
to benefits. Since the sampling and data collection were simultaneous and 
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individual respondents were randomly selected from the sampled RPOs, the 
two data sets have been integrated in the analysis.  

 
Results and discussion 
 
The results are presented from two perspectives: first the results for the sample 
of 62 RPOs; then the results for the random sample of 1,377 RPO members.  
 
Services provided by RPOs to members 
Analysis of data from RPOs revealed a number of services that were provided 
either by or through the RPOs. Results show that majority of services were 
market-related. All RPOs engaged in product marketing (Table 1). Other 
frequently cited services included provision of market information (94% of 
RPOs), provision of agricultural extension (76%), and operating member 
savings accounts (61%). Table 1 shows the range of services provided to 
members and their variation across the RPOs. Table 1 indicates that collective 
marketing initiatives pursued by RPOs are fairly recent and combinations vary 
between RPOs. 

 
Table 1: Services provided by the sampled RPOs (n=62) 

 
 Percent of 

respondents 
Year service started 
Mean Std. dev. 

Bulking/output marketing 100 2006 2.34 
Providing credit 31 2006 2.33 
Operating savings accounts 61 2006 1.92 
Access to inputs 43 2007 1.19 
Provision of market information 94 2006 2.43 
Provision of agricultural extension  76 2005 2.31 
Processing produce on behalf of members 23 2006 2.89 
Grading produce 24 2006 2.64 
Provision of transport to members produce 56 2006 2.12 
Paying cash upon delivery 51 2007 1.85 
Access to certification (coffee) 13 2006 1.69 
Emergency funds 10 2005 2.80 
Warehouse receipts system 8 2007 1.10 
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Benefits received by RPO members 
Considering that RPOs offer a range of services to members, one would expect 
that a corresponding range of benefits accrue to members. Individual members 
of RPOs were accordingly asked to list all types of benefits that they had 
accessed from RPOs. A majority of respondents (72%) reported that they had 
benefited from being members of RPOs in various ways. Among those who 
indicated having benefited, 59% were males while 41% were females. Benefits 
accessed by majority of surveyed RPO members included access to agro-
inputs, market information, and extension services. Fewer farmers accessed 
management training, credit, and establishment of independent collaborative 
relationships or networks.  

 
Figure 1: Benefits received by RPO members (n=1005) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Figure 1 presents a summary of key benefits according to gender. Across all 
types of benefits, more men had received benefits compared to women. 
Although access to credit and networks was limited for both male and female 
members, more men had benefited compared to women. A chi-square test 5 
established statistically significant gender differences in the provision of 
 
5  In all analyses, the chi-square results were similar to the Fisher’s exact test (2-sided) so 

the former was adopted, although all results were obtained at 1 degree of freedom. 
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market information (p=0.086), management training (p=0.081), and networks 
development (p=0.051).  

In order to identify specific benefits/services where gender disparities existed, 
RPO members were asked to further specify the type of benefits they had accessed 
under each of the six broad categories shown in Figure 1. Table 2 presents the 
specific benefits that members had received from or through their RPOs.  

Table 2: Specific benefits received by RPO members (n=1377) 

 Percent of 
respondents 

Market information  66 
Prices you will obtain for your produce 29 
A range of prices offered by different buyers 18 
A specific buyer the RPO is supplying that season 6 
Quality requirements 6 
A range of buyers in the market 3 
Different types of products buyers require 2 
Quantities required 2 
Inputs 41 
Improved seed 24 
Fertilizer 9 
Improved livestock breeds 4 
Spray chemicals 3 
Farm tools 1 
Extension services  82 
Improved agronomic practices 37 
Quality management 17 
Demonstrations 14 
Recordkeeping 11 
Collective action 3 
Management training 35 
Group leadership 13 
Financial management 10 
Book keeping  10 
Proposal writing 2 
Private networks 30 
NGO 13 
Political leader 9 
Processor 4 
Exporter 3 
School 1 
Credit  12 
Up to 200,000 Ugandan shillings 8 
More than 200,000 Ugandan shillings 4 
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The results in Table 2 indicate that, generally, few RPO members had 
received the specific benefits in each category. For example, a breakdown of 
the market information category shows that more farmers had received price 
related information. With respect to agro-inputs, farmers had mainly accessed 
improved seeds and to a lesser extent fertilizer. Extension advisory services 
seem to be the most frequently accessed benefit for RPO members, although 
there was variability in participation across specific content covered. 
Compared to benefits in other categories, relatively high participation rates 
were recorded for improved agronomic practices, product quality management, 
demonstrations, and record keeping. In management training, the areas of 
group leadership, financial management, and bookkeeping enjoyed roughly 
equal participation rates. Private networks were developed by members mainly 
with political leaders and NGOs.  

The following subsections discuss specific benefits received by RPO 
members and how they are distributed between male and female members of 
RPOs.   

 
Market information  
Almost all the surveyed RPOs (94%) were providing some type of market 
information to their members. However, much of the information accessed was 
price-related (Table 2). Other information was received by few farmers. Table 
3 presents details of the nature of market information RPO members had 
received.  

Table 3 indicates that few farmers had received market information, most of 
which was limited to product prices, mainly the price at which their produce 
would be sold in comparison to a range of prices in the market. This means 
that, even though 94% of the surveyed RPOs indicated that they were 
providing market information (Table 1), the information farmers had received 
seems too limited to help them articulate competitive business plans and 
decisions. With respect to gender, more men than women received price related 
information (both from RPOs and without) and information on buyer quality 
requirements. The differences in all cases are statistically significant. The 
explanation for this is that men are more mobile, reaching markets and 
townships, interfacing with different buyers, and are better equipped with 
mobile phones compared to their female counterparts.  

In an environment where information is in short supply, information and 
search costs are likely to increase and buyers tend to practice opportunism due 
to information asymmetry (Poulton and Lynne, 2009). Yet, in the more remote 
areas, lack of price information does not only limit market participation but 
farmers who sell at the farm gate become price takers (rather than makers) and 
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suffer exploitation by buyers who come to them (Jagwe and Machethe, 2011). 
In this regard, women, who are less mobile and have limited connections, 
suffer more than men. It can be concluded that RPOs do not have adequate 
access to the necessary market related information, which they can use to 
improve their marketing effectiveness. There is still need to establish as well as 
scale up existing market information systems that can deliver the right and 
reliable information to the RPOs so that they can improve their effectiveness.  

 
Table 3: Types of market information received by RPO members (n=1377) 

 

 
Men 
(%) 

Women 
(%) 

Total 
(%) 

chi-
square 

p 

Prices you will obtain for 
your produce    31* 27* 29 

3.09 0.08 

A range of prices offered by 
different buyers    20* 15* 18 

 
5.20 

 
0.02 

A specific buyer the RPO is 
supplying that season 6 6 6 

 
0.00 

 
0.99 

A range of buyers in the 
market 3 3 3 

0.09 0.77 

Different types of products 
buyers require 2 2 2 

 
0.07 

 
0.79 

Quality requirements    7* 4* 6 4.25 0.04 

Quantities required 2 2 2 0.33 0.56 

* Gender differences statistically significant at p = 0.10 or better. 
 
Management training 
Specific content offered in management training included group leadership, 
financial management, book-keeping, and proposal writing. Table 4 shows 
participation in training in the above areas by gender. The participation rates 
for women are generally lower than for men. 

Management training is essentially offered to RPO leaders, who include the 
top executive and the sub-committees. Women are usually under-represented 
on these committees and, therefore, would not have the same access to this 
type of training as their male counterparts. However, even the few women who 
are involved in leadership do not have equitable access to financial 
management and book-keeping training opportunities. Field observations point 
to two reasons for this disparity. First, women may lack skills and confidence 
to participate in the training due to inherently low literacy levels. As Table 4 
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indicates, there is comparatively fairer women participation in group leadership 
training, which subject is not as complex as book-keeping or financial 
management. Second, since the training is formal and run outside farming 
localities, women’s domestic responsibilities, coupled with cultural 
restrictions, might limit their participation. These observations are in 
agreement with findings from other studies and reviews (Opio, 2003; OPM, 
2005). 

 
Table 4: Member participation in management training (n=1377) 
 

Type of training Male (%) 
Female 

(%) 
Total 
(%) 

chi-
square p 

Group leadership 15* 10* 13    6.76 0.01 
Financial 
management 12* 7* 10    8.52 0.00 
Book keeping 13* 7* 10 14.1 0.00 
Proposal writing 2 2 2     0.55 0.46 
Other 0.6 0.3 0.5    0.62 0.43 

* Gender differences statistically significant at p = 0.10 or better. 
 
Collaborative relationships established as a result of being members of RPOs 
Possibly, as a spill-over effect, RPO members had developed personal 
connections with some stakeholders whom they met as a result of being 
members of the RPOs. Farmers specified such stakeholders as presented in 
Table 5. Results indicate that only a few farmers were able to use the RPO 
platform to develop personalized relationships. There were no significant 
differences between males and females in collaborative benefits/relationships, 
except for links with exporters.  

Major women networks are limited to agencies or individuals that have 
jurisdiction in the communities (political leader and NGO) or constitute market 
outlets within the neighbourhood (processor). Men’s networks additionally 
include market outlets with higher profit margins (exporter). This further 
confirms women’s immobility and dependence on the immediate environment 
and agrees with studies by others that women networks tend to be localized 
while men’s tend to be commercial oriented (Pandolfelli et al., 2008).  
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Table 5: Networks/collaborative relationships  
developed by RPO members (n=1377) 

 
 Male (%) Female (%) Total (%) chi-square p 
Political leader 9 9 9 0.05 0.82 
NGO 12 13 13 0.03 0.85 
Exporter 3* 2* 3 2.84 0.09 
School 1 1 1 0.22 0.64 
Processor 4 5 4 1.44 0.23 
Others 6 4 5 1.24 0.27 

* Gender differences statistically significant at p = 0.10 or better. 
 

Credit  
In general, few RPO members (11%) received credit from their organizations 
or from the outside. Thus, 87% of men and 88% of women respondents did not 
receive any credit between 2008 and 2009. Credit from RPOs was accessed 
through rotating savings and credit associations (ROSCAs) or savings and 
credit cooperatives (SACCOs). Sources outside RPOs included commercial 
banks and micro-finance institutions. Due to relatively low interest rates on 
loans offered by RPO affiliated sources, both men and women received more 
credit from RPOs than from other sources. However, men received more credit 
than women (an average of 529,950 Ugandan shillings for men versus 217,615 
shillings for women). The difference was statistically significant (p=0.079). 
Figure 2 shows the distribution of amounts borrowed from RPOs by men and 
women between 2008 and 2009.  

Additional observations from Figure 2 show that women tended to borrow 
smaller amounts while men borrowed relatively larger amounts. Similar trends 
were observed for credit accessed from other sources except that the number of 
farmers borrowing became even smaller. The findings are consistent with 
studies from elsewhere (Lodhia, 2009; Rubin et al., 2009). 

The above results suggest that ROSCAs and SACCOs are potential sources 
of credit for RPO members. However, there are challenges associated with 
these sources. One key constraint is that the amount lent by the RPO is 
dependent on the amount of savings an individual has accumulated. This 
implies that only members that are able to save can access credit from RPOs or 
affiliated SACCOs. Yet, saving in these SACCOs has conditions attached that 
include paying a specific deposit amount, purchase of application forms, 
passbooks and, in most instances, purchase of the first share. In addition, 
borrowing from SACCOs is pre-conditioned on collateral, which women may 
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not have or are not willing to risk for fear of confiscation in case they failed to 
repay. These conditions limit the number of people who can save, thus 
reducing the number of RPO members and the amounts they can borrow from 
the RPO. Women are the most affected by such conditions since they may 
neither have monies to commit at start nor the necessary collateral to qualify 
for loans.  

 
Figure 2: Amount of credit received by RPO members, 2008-2009 (n=164) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Additional field notes indicate that majority of women obtained credit 

through informal saving mechanisms, which are preferred to SACCOs because 
they do not require collateral and have no stringent conditions attached. The 
limitation with this source, however, is that smaller amounts can be obtained at 
a time, which in turn limits the farmer’s level of productive investment.  

 
Agro-inputs  
Except for improved seed/seedlings, other agro-inputs (such as improved 
livestock breeds, inorganic fertilizers, spray chemicals, organic manure, and 
farm tools) were received by a limited number of RPO members (Table 2). 
Figure 3 presents a breakdown of the agro-inputs received by gender.  
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Figure 3: Agro-inputs received by RPO members (n=623) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Women had more access to improved seed compared to men. Men, on the 

other hand, had more access to inorganic fertilizers, spray chemicals, organic 
manure, and farm tools compared to women, which observations agree with 
earlier findings by Nayenga (2008). However, the chi-square test of association 
did not reveal any significant disparities between men and women access to 
inputs 

There are two possible explanations for the gender differences observed. 
First, inorganic fertilizer, crop protection chemicals, and farm tools are too 
costly for women to purchase. Second, since women do not own land (and, 
therefore, have no control over it), they may not be willing to undertake costly 
investments on it. A study evaluating the performance of the plan for 
modernization of agriculture (PMA) revealed that lack of land ownership or 
control by women in Uganda had led women to focus on production of annual 
crops, rather than long-term high-value cash-crops, and produced a reluctance 
to invest in land  improvement (OPM, 2005).  

To a large extent, inputs are supplied as handouts by service providers or 
through the national agricultural advisory service delivery system. They are 
normally delivered on a loan-recovery or member rotation basis. Women’s 
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better access to improved seed stems from the fact that women receive more of 
these handouts, as service providers have greater trust that women will 
implement the intended projects and manage the recovery or rotation between 
members better than men.  

The limited number of farmers who receive inputs (Table 2) is an indication 
that there is need to improve farmers’ access to inputs if productivity is to 
increase. Literature emphasizes the importance of increasing productivity as a 
central theme in agricultural development (Shaw, 2007; Ray, 2009; Sumberg, 
2006). Yet conceptions of raising productivity point to the need for 
productivity enhancing technologies and improving input provision systems, 
among others. 

 
Extension services  
Majority of sampled RPOs (76%) either provided or solicited for extension 
services for their members (Table 1). Responses from members confirm that 
majority of surveyed individuals had accessed extension services through their 
RPOs. Table 6 shows the specific extension services that were received. 

 
Table 6: Extension services received by RPO members (n=1377) 

 

 Male (%) Female (%) Total (%) 
chi-

square p 
Improved agricultural 
practices 36 38 37 

 
0.61 

 
0.43 

Setting up demonstrations 16* 11* 14 8.08 0.00 

Record keeping 13* 8* 11 7.36 0.01 

Quality management 18 16 17 0.91 0.34 

Collective action 3 3 3 0.31 0.54 

Pest and disease control  0.3 0.5 0.4 0.57 0.45 

* Gender differences statistically significant at p = 0.10 or better. 
 

Training on improved agronomic and animal husbandry practices was received 
by the highest proportion of RPO members, but the difference between men 
and women was not statistically significant (Table 6). Fewer farmers were 
trained in setting up demonstrations, record keeping, and quality management. 
Men had benefited more than women from training on setting up 
demonstrations and training in record keeping (the gender differences are 
statistically significant; Table 6). A plausible explanation for this observation is 
the fact that rural women have low literacy levels, which inevitably limits their 
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capacity to participate in technical undertakings such as setting up and 
managing experiments or active participation in record keeping. Findings of 
the PMA evaluation study confirm that women have limited knowledge of 
improved agricultural practices and soil conservation, a condition perpetuated 
by low literacy levels (OPM, 2005). This implies that any efforts intended to 
increase participation of rural women in related areas should target to address 
their capacity.  

 
 

Conclusions and policy implications 
 
Significant gender disparities are found to exist in benefits such as access to 
information on product prices and buyer quality requirements (Table 3), 
management and extension training (Tables 4 and 6), access to credit (Figure 
2), and formation of market networks (Table 5). Overall, we conclude that 
RPOs have mostly benefited male members and fewer benefits have accrued to 
female members. 

Considering the role of women in smallholder agriculture, there is a need to 
revisit the policies that guide formation and operation of RPOs in Uganda to 
make gender issues important in RPOs. National umbrella organizations that 
support RPOs, such as Uganda Cooperative Alliance, Uganda National 
Farmers’ Federation, National Union of Coffee Agribusinesses and Farm 
Enterprises, Neumann Kaffee Gruppe (NKG) Coffee Alliance Trust, and others 
must put in place (or make functional) appropriate gender policies to guide the 
affiliated RPOs. During the study, majority of RPOs were observing 30% 
representation of women on leadership committees, which was adopted as a 
blueprint from the overarching government policy. However, this arrangement 
does not seem to have worked well due to the disadvantaged position of 
women in rural communities, lack of political will among leaders, and lack of 
binding guidelines at RPO level. In addition, the current gender guidelines 
were adopted from the government macro policy framework as a blueprint 
without modification to meet local context demands. It is thus important that 
the existing policies are reviewed and adapted to local needs with the 
participation of the RPO members. Such policies at the higher levels would 
serve as a guiding framework for RPOs to develop and enforce gender 
responsive guidelines.  

At lower levels, RPOs need to put in place workable gender responsive 
guidelines that can help to improve the involvement of women in RPO 
activities. This can be done through increasing the representation of women on 
leadership committees; putting in place legally binding byelaws/guidelines to 
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ensure that women actually participate in decision making, and enforcing 
affirmative action in cases where women are marginalized. For example, 
entrance and subscription fees could be lowered for the less privileged women, 
a wider range of securities could be accepted to enable women qualify for 
loans, and loan repayment schedules could be matched with cropping seasons 
to enable women with limited sources of income to pay after harvest. There is 
also need to deliberately target capacity building of women in the communities 
since low literacy levels and limited skills significantly limit their involvement 
in many ways. Other than addressing capacity needs, training schedules and 
locations should be selected to make women participation possible. 

Development practitioners must be aware that gender awareness campaigns 
and skills training that do not go further to put in place practical reinforcement 
systems do not translate into helpful initiatives for RPO beneficiaries. RPOs 
should be supported to develop gender specific guidelines and implementable 
action points that can help integrate gender issues in day-to-day activities.  
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