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ABSTRACT 

The study examined the relationship between farmer group readiness and traceability system 

adoption in Uganda with focus on; examining the relationship between member readiness and 

adoption of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains, analysing the relationship 

between organizational readiness and the adoption of traceability systems in agricultural supply 

chains and examining the relationship between management readiness and the adoption of 

traceability systems in agricultural supply chains. A cross-sectional survey design with a 

quantitative approach was used. The data was collected from a knowledgeable individual 

representing the farmer group's operations using structured questionnaires. The study 

population consisted of 300 registered farmer groups under the WFP's Agricultural and Market 

Support project. Using Krejcie and Morgan's (1970) table, a sample size of 169 farmer groups 

was determined, and simple random sampling was used for selection. The results showed a very 

high positive relationship (r = 0.872) between management readiness and the adoption of 

traceability systems and was significant (p=0.000). There was also a moderate positive 

significant relationship (r = 0.553) between organizational readiness and the adoption of 

traceability systems and was significant (p=0.000). Lastly, there was a high positive significant 

relationship (r = 0.73 l between member readiness and the adoption of traceability systems and 

was significant (p=0.000). The regression model (R2 = 0.744) indicated that 74.4% of the 

variation in adoption could be explained by these predictors member, organisational, and 

management readiness. Management readiness emerged as the strongest predictor(~ = 0.494, p 

< 0.05), then member readiness(~= 0.086, p = 0.082) and organisational readiness CP = -0.075, 

p = 0.024). It is thus concluded that internal organizational factors are very critical enablers to 

traceability systems adoption adoption. The study recommends prioritising management 

readiness ehancement through a clear vision and commitment to traceability systems, enhancing 

member awareness and skilling, and enhancing organizational readiness through improved 

communication and regulations. 
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1.0 Introduction 

CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Consumers increasingly want to know what they are buying. While previously, it was enough 

for a product to be safe and of high-quality, today's consumers are concerned about more than 

that. Consumers have come to understand that their purchasing power may be the most 

important influence they have on the planet. As a result, the fundamental values of each 

customer become important for their purchase habits and, consequently, for producers. Today's 

successful products must therefore be sustainable, high-quality, and safe (Bergstrom & Haas, 

2020). 

The food traceability system (TS) records all food supply, processing, marketing, and 

distribution processes along the supply chain, giving customers visual services. 

To improve Uganda's agricultural supply chains, robust traceability systems are essential for 

example the introduction of the Uganda Livestock Identification And Traceability System 

(ULITS) to improve Uganda's livestock supply chain. But given the problems with digital 

technology adoption in Ugandan agriculture (Kansiime et al., 2022), it is necessary to ascertain 

whether farmer organizations are prepared to embrace the traceability system. 

This study aimed to investigate the relationship between farmer groups' readiness and adoption 

of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains. The independent variable, farmer groups 

readiness, was analyzed through three dimensions; member readiness, organizational readiness 

and management readiness . This chapter presents the background of the study, the statement 



of the problem, the purpose of the study, the study objectives, research questions, justification 

for the study, significance of the study, and the scope of the study. 

1.1 Background to the Study 

1.1.1 Historical background 

The industry of food has had a number of scandals, mishaps, and incidents in the past which 

have been linked to changes in co-product management, new technology, or environmental 

pollution (Montet & Dey, 2017). For instance, The 2009 salmonella outbreak in peanut butter 

paste, which resulted in the largest food recall in US history, ultimately led to the company's 

owner serving 28 years in prison and the company becoming defunct (Marucheck et al., 

2011). Then, the use of genetically modified (GM) crops in food and other food crises, 

including Foot-and-Mouth Disease (FMD), has severely damaged the food industry's reputation 

in recent decades (Aung & Chang, 2014). 

Due to food-related scandals and occurrences, consumers demand integrity, safety assurances, 

and openness (Okpala & Korzeniowska, 2023). In the past, food-related information has been 

documented mostly on product labels, but with restrictions on the quantity of information that 

may be shared. In the present, the amount of information being gathered and disseminated has 

expanded due to technological advancements and growing consumer interest in food safety and 

product origins (Durrant et al., 2021). Hence, food business operators (FBOs) now implement 

traceability not only as a voluntary practice but also in reaction to mandated policy requirements 

(Islam & Cullen, 2021). From the outset, the goal of traceability is to establish the item's 

history, characteristics and or qualities along the supply chain (Garcia-Torres et al., 2019). 
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Numerous methods and measurement approaches have been used to confirm the authenticity of 

food products, guarantee their high quality and safety, and identify potential fraudulent activity. 

These include isotope analysis and chromatographic methods (Hassoun et al., 2023). Recently, 

more advanced analytical approaches, such as Radio frequency identification (RFID) tags, 

profiling and fingerprinting techniques (Ballin & Laursen, 2019; Grundy et al., 2023; 

Chanchaichujit et al., 2020). The innovations and technological advancements prompted by the 

onset of the fourth industrial revolution (Industry 4.0) that combines physical, digital, and 

biological trends have led to the rise of concepts like "Food Traceability 4.0" (Hassoun et al., 

2022) referring to the implementation of smart traceability systems from farm to fork using 

Industry 4.0 technologies, especially blockchain, artificial intelligence (AI), big data (BO), and 

the Internet of Things (loT) (Hassoun et al., 2023). 

Traceability systems have been suggested and adopted in Europe, North America and other 

highly developed regions (Charlebois et al., 2024). For Europe, traceability is not a choice but 

it is a requirement, since the European Parliament and Council 2002 178/2002 legislation on 

traceability is geared to maintain traceability and food safety in food supply chains (Charlebois 

et al., 2024; International Trade Centre, 2015). 

Despite the benefits of traceability adoption and implementation such as improved visibility, 

access to global markets, risk management, transparency, enhancing sustainable consumption, 

reducing food recalls (Lin et al., 2021), some studies have indicated that corporations are not 

willing to adopt traceability systems due to high costs of operation, knowledge deficiency, lack 

of shared information among implementing organisations (Hastig & Sodhi, 2020; Schiefer 

2011 ). Other studies for example in the African context, cite gaps in technical support, digital 

awareness and literacy among others (Mhalanga & Ndhlovu, 2023; Kansiime et al, 2022). Such 
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challenges have resulted to varying perceptions of different agricultural supply chain actors 

towards traceability with no uniform voice to adoption and implementation of traceability 

systems (FAO, 2022). This study focused on the Karamoja region in Uganda where traceability 

systems have been advocated. 

1.1.2 Theoretical Background 

The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, 1989) version was used because it's the 

orginal model thus enusured theoretical purity, simplicity ,validity ,foundational and it directly 

align with my study. TAM assumes that an individual's behavioral intention to use a technology 

is primarily mediated by two core beliefs: Perceived Usefulness and Perceived Ease of Use. It 

assesses the users' perceptions of a new technology's usability as one of the elements influencing 

how and when they will utilize it. The model reflects how strongly potential users feel about 

utilizing a certain technology would improve their ability to accomplish their jobs. A person's 

perception of how easy it will be to use a given system is the second component, and it measures 

how much they believe it will be uncomplicated to implement this new technology (traceability 

systems). The individual fanner's readiness that is people, commitment, attitudes will be 

understood using this model since the model has been considered to be simple, however a 

number of limitations have been cited with the model like limited scope variables, inadequate 

of context specificity, and lack of dynamic nature (assuming beliefs and attitudes remain 

constant). 

Its strength lies in its parsimony and high explanatory power in predicting technology 

acceptance across diverse contexts. To address its limitation of being individually focused, the 

study integrates it with the Perceived Organizational E-Readiness (POER) model by Molla and 

Licker (2005) . 
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To eliminate any shortcomings that may come up due to choice of the TAM model, the 

Perceived Organization E-Readines model shall explain the other variables studied in 

organizational readiness (management and organizational readiness). 

Perceived Organization E-Readiness (POER) model which includes six factors (as commitment, 

governance, awareness, human resource, business resource, and technology resource) relaying 

within the organization and that will affect the initial adoption of traceability system, is one of 

the two main constructs in the Molla and Licker (2005) model that will lead to the adoption of 

traceability. 

1.1.3 Conceptual background 

Adoption of Traceability systems 

The International Organization for Standardization (ISO 22005:2007) defines traceability as: 

"ability to follow the movement of a feed or food through specified stage(s) of production, 

processing and distribution." 

Traceability Systems adoption refers to the decision of farmers and firms to implement these 

systems as a condition for doing business, particularly in response to regulatory requirements 

and market demands (Monteiro & Caswell, 2009). Traceability systems adoption is influenced 

by factors such as farm size, prior compliance with quality assurance schemes, and the desire 

to access more profitable markets, management support among others (Zheng et al., 2023). 

The use of Traceability Systems improves information visibility across the supply chain and 

helps to minimize unsafe or inferior products (Zhou et al., 2022). In addition, such systems 

provide possibilities for actions to achieve a sustainable supply chain (SSC) that creates 

economic, environmental, and social benefits (Mo! and Oosterveer, 2015). 
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Farmer Group Readiness 

Farmer groups, which include self-help and women's groups, are common in developing 

countries of Sub-Saharan Africa and provide services that are widely viewed as contributing to 

income and productivity for small-scale producers (Ma et al., 2023). 

Farmer groups' readiness refers to the collective preparedness of agricultural cooperatives or 

associations to adopt new practices, technologies, or systems that enhance their operational 

efficiency and market competitiveness (Azizah & Aprylasari, 2025; Omar et al., 2023). This 

readiness encompasses various dimensions, including individual member readiness, 

organizational readiness, and management readiness, which together determine the group's 

ability to implement and sustain innovations effectively (Putri et al., 2025). Adapted from the 

TAM and POER models, Farmer groups' readiness indicators like individual farmer readiness 

(attitudes, commitment and awareness), management readiness (Top management support and 

feasibility) and organizational readiness (communication systems, technological environment, 

governance) shall be relevant to understanding extent adoption of traceability systems. 

1.1.4 Contextual background 

Traceability systems, which allow for the tracking of agricultural products throughout the 

supply chain, have been widely adopted in developed countries (Nabuuma et al., 2021 ). 

For Uganda, following a warning issued by European union in 2019 of produce exports having 

high presence of pests, poor packaging, high levels of unwanted chemical pesticide residues 

and a ban of Red pepper export earlier in 2015 which was Uganda's then top export vegetable 

to the European fresh produce market (Nanyunja et al., 2015), various private initiatives towards 

6 



traceability implementation to curb these issues were made for instance Hamwe east Africa 

developed a traceability system for farmer groups in northern Uganda growing (Waiswa, 2021) . 

The Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry and Fisheries, on 14th January 2020, conducted 

training for Agricultural Inspectors to equip them with knowledge about the new and reinforced 

traceability system that will improve compliance with sanitary and phyto-sanitary standards, 

especially in animal production (The Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry and Fisheries, 

2020). 

Of recent, Uganda whose 60% coffee exports go to the EU market is working harder to register 

its coffee growers in accordance with the European Union's Deforestation Regulation (EUDR) 

in order to protect its coffee exports to the EU market. Hence 812,000 of the expected 3 million 

coffee producers have been registered as of April 2025, which is almost 30% of the goal 

(Farmers Review Africa, 2025) . All coffee exported to the EU is required by the EUDR to be 

traceable along its whole value chain in order to avoid being associated with deforestation 

(European Commission, n.d.). About 60% of Uganda's coffee exports go to the EU market, 

making it a vital market (Farmers Review Africa, 2025). Challenges still exist despite the 

advancements for example some farmers have voiced worries that taxes could increase as a 

result of registration which could be an impediment towards adoption(Oyugi, 2025). 

FAO report of 2017, indicate Agricultural supply chains as Uganda's biggest employer 

accounting for about 72% of the total labor force . Karamoja significant agricultural producer 

by region faces setbacks like climate Shocks, Conflict & Insecurity Armed cattle rustling and 

thefts lead to the loss of productive assets and disruption of food production and food markets, 

inadequate market information, High Food Prices, Seasonal crop pests and diseases facing 
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agriculture productivity in the region (Abrahams, 2020) hence further affecting agricultural 

marketing in Karamoja. 

With the intention to develop robust food and market systems in Karamoja, government, 

development partners, agencies and non-government organizations have introduced resilience 

programs, encouraged climate smart agricultural practices, provided agro inputs to the 

communities who have been organized in small holder farmers (Obubu et al., 2022). However, 

information sharing, visibility of the agricultural supply chains amidst use of technologies like 

mobile phones to transact and communicate still remains a challenge (Ayub et al., 2023). 

Since Parasuraman (2000) contends that lower technology utilization rates may be due to a lack 

of consumer (user) preparedness, there is need to assess readiness for use of traceability systems 

in the Ugandan context. 

1.2 Problem Statement 

In the Karamoja region of Uganda, a significant portion of the population relies on agricultural 

activities for their livelihoods. Food( maize and beans) purchased locally from Agricultural 

Market Support (AMS) farmer groups has increased from 98 mt in 2018 to 2,345 .6 mt in 2023 

where World Food Programme (WFP) procured 600mt of beans and 1745.6 mt of white maize 

from the Karamoja sub region earning income of over USO 1,947,933 to the small holder 

farmers (AMS, 2023). Nevertheless, the full market potential of the regions maize and beans is 

not fully tapped into. 

Thus, traceability systems in Uganda have been emphasized for example the Budget framework 

paper for 2022/23 outlines the intentions for the development of an input traceability system in 

the bid to agro-industrialization. More so, efforts towards the national seed tracking and tracing 
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system aimed at providing real time information on the movement of seed along the value chain 

(ISSD Uganda, 2024). With regard to Coffee, since it is estimated that over 60% of Uganda's 

coffee exports are destined for the EU, the need to adopt sustainable practices that ensure 

traceability and protect the environment has been stressed (UCDA, 2024). The Ministry of 

Agriculture, Animal Industry and Fisheries has also made efforts towards the introduction of a 

traceability system Uganda livestock identification and traceability system (ULITS) currently 

at 80% completion. 

The 2022 USAID Digital Agriculture Ecosystem Assessment for Uganda notes that facilitating 

an enabling environment is essential for the development of a sustainable digital agriculture 

ecosystem. However, statistical evidence underscores the gravity of the challenge. For instance, 

a study by Kansiime et al. (2022) found that only 78% of smallholder farmers in Uganda and 

Kenya had access to digital extension services, and this figure is significantly lower in remote 

regions like Karamoja due to connectivity and literacy barriers. Furthermore, the rejection of 

over 100 metric tons of produce from Karamoja in 2023 by the WFP due to poor quality (AMS, 

2023) provides a tangible, quantitative indicator of the existing quality control and traceability 

gaps. This practice gap, particularly with cereals like maize and beans, has direct implications: 

it results in significant income loss for farmers and undermines food security efforts. The 

inability to guarantee quality and traceability blocks access to premium markets, including 

cross-border trade with Kenya, where Ugandan maize has frequently been rejected for high 

levels of mycotoxins (Njeru, 2021 ). Therefore, this study seeks to provide empirical evidence 

on the readiness factors that must be addressed to bridge this adoption gap. 
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1.3. Objectives of the study 

1.3.1 General Objective. 

To establish the relationship between farmer groups' readiness and adoption of traceability 

systems in agricultural supply chains in Karamoja. 

1.3.2 Specific Objectives. 

i. To examine the relationship between member readiness and adoption of traceability systems 

in agricultural supply chains. 

ii. To analyse the relationship between organizational readiness and the adoption of traceability 

systems in agricultural supply chains. 

iii. To examine the relationship between management readiness and the adoption of traceability 

systems in agricultural supply chains. 

1.4 Research questions 

i. What is the relationship between member readiness and adoption of traceability systems in 

agricultural supply chains? 

ii. What is the relationship between organizational readiness and the adoption of traceability 

systems in agricultural supply chains? 

iii. What is the relationship between management readiness and the adoption of traceability 

systems in agricultural supply chains? 

1.5.0 Scope of the study 

1.5.1 Subject scope 

The study concentrated on farmer groups' readiness as the independent variable, adoption of 

traceability systems as the dependent variable. The study expounds independent variable into 

individual farmers' readiness, organisational readiness and management readiness. 
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1.5.2 Time scope 

The study was done for 120 days (four months) for its relevance as traceability systems were 

sought to be implemented in the project thus information obtained formed a basis on what is 

relative to effectively ensure full embrace of the new technology. 

1.5.3 Geographical scope 

The study was carried out in the Kaabong District of the Karamoja sub-region in Uganda. This 

research specifically focused on registered and active farmer groups under the World Food 

Programme's (WFP) Agricultural and Market Support (AMS) project. These groups are 

primarily composed of smallholder farmers engaged in the collective production and bulking of 

staple cereals, namely maize, sorghum and millet. The selection of these groups was deliberate, 

as they are the direct beneficiaries of ongoing initiatives aimed at improving agricultural 

markets and are the primary targets for the introduction of new traceability systems.". 

To develop Karamoja as an economy, the research is relevant since it provides practical answers 

on how to better link the various agricultural value chain actors that is anticipated to have a 

huge impact on development of market and food systems in the area and especially farmer 

groups to access both national and international markets with minimal barriers. 

1.6 Significance of the Study 

This study puts perspective on what needs to be done by various stakeholders to enable adoption 

of traceability systems. 

The study helps to inform decisions of government, non-government organizations, farmers, 

local Karamojong community on quality of food consumed. Better Understanding of 

agricultural value chains and risk management tactics shall be attained as a solution to food 
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insecurity and trade setbacks and consumers shall be able to benchmark products before making 

purchasing decisions thus reliable products. 

In addition, study provides relevant insights on the how factors like individual farmer readiness, 

organizational and management readiness influence adoption of traceability. It also provides 

information on challenges that could hinder adaptability and usability of traceability systems 

and suggest solutions to the issues. 

The study also influences government policies on enforcing food safety and quality assurance 

before consumption or export per say, and policies for development of traceability systems and 

technologies to resolve agricultural value chain bottlenecks. And on the other hand a tool to 

prevent local market breakdown. 

Knowledge from the study may be borrowed for decision making at different organizations like 

government, F AO in enacting traceability systems with information on requirements, risks 

associated with introduction and implementation of traceability which can be used as 

monitoring tools and performance measurement tools for all agricultural project decisions. 

1.7 Conceptual Framework 

The model below shows the relationship between farmer groups' readiness (independent 

variable) and adoption of traceability system (dependent variable). The model also acted as the 

basis for the study objectives. 
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Figure 1. 1: Conceptual Framework of the study 

Adapted from Perceived e-Readiness Model for assessing the E-commerce adoption by Molla 

and Licker (2005), the Technology Acceptance Model by Davis (1989) and the Diffusion of 

Innovation Theory (Rogers ,1995) 
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The table below shows the supporting literature for variables used. 

Variable Related Literature 

Member readiness Duan et al. (2017) Stentoft et al. (2019) Haug et al. 2011, Chan and Ngai 

(2007) Geissbauer et al., (2016); Satyro et al. (2024) Khan et al. (2018) 

Haji et al. (2021) Clohessy & Acton (2019) 

Organisational Duan et al. (2017) Stentoft et al. (2019) Haug et al. 2011, Chan and Ngai 

readiness (2007) Geissbauer et al., (2016); Satyro et al. (2024) Khan et al. (2018) 

Haji et al. (2021) Gangwar, 2018; Li et al. 2022 Clohessy & Acton 

(2019) 

Management Duan et al. (2017) Stentoft et al. (2019) Haug et al. 2011, Chan and Ngai 

readiness (2007) Geissbauer et al., (2016); Satyro et al. (2024) Khan et al. (2018) 

Haj i et al. (2021) Li et al. (2022) Clohessy & Acton (2019) 

Adoption of Duan et al. (2017) Khan et al. (2018) Haj i et al. (2021) Papa et al. (2024) 

Traceability Kariia & Morana (2016) (Zhang et al., 2021) (Wang et al., 2020) Prakash 

systems & Dhingra (2021) 

In this study, the following definitions will apply; 

Members readiness refers to the preparedness and willingness of individual members within a 

farmer group to engage with and adopt new practices, technologies, or systems, such as 

traceability systems (Najmi et al., 2023; (Zhang et al., 2021).). This includes awareness of the 

benefits and functionalities of the system, their skills and knowledge related to its use, and their 

overall attitude towards change (Pradana et al., 2024). 

Organisational readiness pertains to the collective capacity of the farmer group as an 

organization to implement and sustain new initiatives, such as traceability systems (Gangwar, 

2018; Li et al. 2022). This encompasses the group's structure, resources, culture, and processes 

that support or hinder the adoption of new technologies . Key elements include the availability 
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of financial resources, infrastructure, support governance systems, and the presence of effective 

communication channels within the group (Clohessy & Acton (2019). 

Management readiness refers to the preparedness of the leadership and management team 

within the farmer group to facilitate the adoption of new systems and practices(Li et al. (2022)). 

This includes their ability to provide strategic direction or vision, allocate resources, and foster 

an environment supportive to change (Duan et al., 2017). Management readiness involves top 

management understanding the importance of traceability systems, being equipped with the 

necessary skills to guide the group through the adoption process, and having a clear vision for 

how the system will enhance the group's operations and market access (Clohessy & Acton, 

2019). 

Adoption of traceability refers to the process by which farmer groups integrate and utilize 

traceability systems. This involves the acceptance and implementation of practices that allow 

for the tracking and documentation of agricultural products from production to consumption 

(Duan et al., 2017). Adoption can be measured by the extent to which the traceability system is 

used, the level of compliance with its requirements, and the integration of traceability into 

everyday operations. Successful adoption often leads to improved product quality, enhanced 

market access, and increased consumer trust. 
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2.0 Introduction 

CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter presents a review of literature based on numerous peer-reviewed scholarly articles 

on the research variables that were compiled from books, journals, and reports. 

2.1 Theoretical Review 

The Davis (1989) Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) served as the study's compass. This 

model deals with perceptions rather than actual usage and relies on attitude explanations of 

intentions to use a specific technology or service. 

According to the TAM, users' perceptions of a new technology's utility are one of the elements 

influencing how and when they will utilize it. This reflects how strongly potential users feel 

utilizing a certain technology would improve their ability to accomplish their jobs. A person's 

perception of how easy it will be to use a given system is the second component, and it measures 

how much they believe it will be uncomplicated (Davis, 1989). 

This model has been extensively used in many similar studies and in molding adoption of 

information systems across many disciplines with positive outcomes registered (Barugahare, 

2017; Zhu et al., 2006; Oliveira & Maria Rosario, 2011) and in this study, it guided in 

understating the people attitudes and acceptance of traceability systems in their farmer groups. 

The Perceived Organization E-Readiness (POER) model, which includes six factors (as 

commitment, governance, awareness, human resource, business resource, and technology 

resource), relates within the organization and will affect the adoption of the traceability system 

(Molla and Licker, 2005). 
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2.2 Conceptual Review 

2.2.1 Farmer Groups and composition of farmer groups 

Farmers' organizations (FOs), which are composed of farmer groups, self-help, and women's 

groups (Ma et al., 2023), are common in developing countries of Sub-Saharan Africa and 

provide services that are widely viewed as contributing to income and productivity for small­

scale producers. FOs mainly deal with the agriculture enterprise-related needs of their 

membership. 

In Karamoja, farmer groups consist of smallholder farmers in Karamoja having two hectares or 

less of farmed land and are mainly reliant on family labor, and have limited access to agricultural 

resources (Nakalembe et al., 2017). 

The farmer groups in Karamoja have an average membership of 30 people including women, 

men and the youth (Daily Monitor, 2024) and an average of 30 farmer groups come together to 

form apex farmer organizations. Some of Key activities carried out by farmer organizations 

under the agriculture and market support project is bulking of produce, bee keeping, fish 

farming etc. 

In order to take advantage of economies of scale and lower transaction costs in collective 

marketing, the purchasing of equipment, and access to training and information (extension) 

services, the development of farmer groups has been strongly encouraged. Farmer groups are 

still encouraged as a way to address various issues related to rural development today (Ochieng 

et al., 2018). 

In the context of Karamoja, several studies have been conducted on the challenges facing 

agricultural food supply chains. For instance, (Mwesigye et al. 2020) conducted a study on the 
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challenges facing agricultural marketing in Karamoja, where they identified poor quality 

control, inadequate infrastructure, and inadequate market information as the main challenges 

facing the sector. 

Because they lack the organizational ability and leadership necessary to sustain appropriate 

performance, smallholders rarely self-organize in a formal manner, and many never develop 

into formal commercial entities. According to (Ochieng et al ., 2018), the organization and 

activities of many farmer groups are frequently externally driven by the roll-out of development 

projects . As a result, the group activities cease once the projects are completed. 

Farmers' organizations have been essential in addressing difficulties faced by small-scale 

farmers' access to both input and output markets resultant from market imperfections across 

several low-income countries (Markelova et al., 2009). 

2.2.2 Readiness 

The Oxford learners' dictionary defines readiness as a condition of being fully prepared 

for something that is possessing the necessary knowledge, abilities, and other attributes to deal 

with a set of circumstances. 

The term "technological readiness" refers to the individual's predisposition to embrace and 

utilize technology to accomplish goals in their professional and private lives(Parasuraman, 

2000) .He contends that despite the widespread availability of the necessary infrastructure and 

other services, lower technology utilizatfon rates may be due to a lack of consumer (user) 

preparedness in his study thus tools and techniques for assessing the readiness and adoption of 

new technologies like The Technology Readiness Index (TRI) were created (Parasuraman, 

2000). 
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On the other hand, when referring to readiness for change as an organizational-level construct, 

it is important to note that this concept refers to the members of an organization's common 

commitment to making a change as well as their shared confidence in their capacity to do so. 

2.2.3 Traceability/ traceability systems 

Although the relevance of food product traceability has increased lately, there is no agreement 

on what the term "traceability" means, and there are a number of different definitions available 

(Olsen & Borit, 2013). 

Gonzalez-Amarillo et al. (2018) describes that traceability can be internal or external and 

differentiates Internal crop traceability as that monitors the crop from the seedling stage through 

harvest to ensure its quality and safety, whereas external crop traceability monitors the crop 

from harvest through the creation of agriproducts and distribution in the market. 

Karaa & Marana (2016), on the other hand, define traceability as a system that goes beyond just 

the tracking and tracing of products, but rather can generate, update, and disseminate data on 

the following subjects of the product. (1) product characteristics (such as weight and 

temperature); (2) energy and resource consumption; (3) batch quantity/size; and (4) production, 

transformation, and distribution schedule and capacity. This definition was adopted by (Razak 

et al., 2021) while critically trying to understand the link between traceability and Supply Chain 

Resilience. 

New technologies continue to emerge regarding food traceability, including wireless sensor 

networks (WSN), radio frequency identification (RFID), and many others (Ballin & Laursen, 

2019). Radio frequency identification (RFID) is one of the most used tracking technologies in 
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the food supply chain, as radio waves are used by technology to identify items automatically 

(Kumperscak et al., 2019). 

Geographic information systems (GIS), Wireless sensor networks (WSN), DNA barcoding, 

blockchain technology, and internet of things (IoT) are some of the other traceability 

technologies available on the globe for managing supply chain operations (Kumperscak et al., 

2019). 

For this research, traceability will be defined as the capacity to use recorded identifications to 

acquire access to any or all details concerning the item/material under assessment during its 

entire life cycle. 

2.2.4 Agricultural supply chains 

Supply Chains (SCs) have grown more vulnerable to risks, turbulence, and disturbances as a 

result of a recent rise in their level of complexity (Brusset & Teller, 2017). 

Due to its capacity to gather, update, and transfer information in real time with no delay or error, 

traceability systems have come to be seen as a crucial instrument for enhancing Supply Chain 

performance in connection to Supply Chain risk management (Stranieri et al. , 2017). The 

simplest supply chains link a number of parties, originating from the source supplier at the 

earliest stage of production and continuing on to the manufacturer, distributor, retailer, and 

ultimately to the client (Ivanov, 2011) 

Various authors use different terms to refer to "agricultural supply chains." Some authors use 

the term "agri-food" or "agri business" in place of "agricultural" and use the word "value" in 

place of "supply." Therefore, various terms can be used to describe these supply chains, such 
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as agri-food supply chains, agribusiness supply chains, agricultural value chains, agri-food 

value chain (Jamie & Rahimifard, 2018) . 

Agricultural supply chains constitute networks for the movement of agricultural products, as 

well as the flow of funds and information concerning the products. It is important to understand 

that agricultural products go through various production and/or manufacturing procedures prior 

being delivered to customers. As a result, agricultural supply chains can include a variety of 

different operations, from supplying inputs to farms through processing these inputs (by 

growing crops) until the end products are fit for consumption (Aramyan et al. , 2007) . 

2.3 The Empirical Review 

2.3.1 Member readiness and adoption of traceability systems 

Individual readiness, characterized by employees' attitudes towards . new technologies, 

significantly influences the adoption of traceability systems. Research indicates that positive 

perceptions and readiness of staff to embrace technological changes can lead to increased 

willingness to adopt and effectively use traceability systems (Bai et al., 2020). 

One of the key components of member readiness is training. A well-structured training program 

enhances employee self-efficacy and equips them with necessary skills for using traceability 

systems. Studies show that organizations that prioritize training for their staff experience higher 

levels of engagement and better optimization of traceability processes (Prakash & Dhingra, 

2021). 

Motivation also plays a crucial role in readiness for adopting new systems. Incentive 

mechanisms, such as recognition for successful implementation and use of traceability systems, 

have been found to significantly enhance individual readiness among staff. Evidence suggests 
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that motivated employees are more likely to embrace and utilize traceability systems effectively 

(Zhang et al., 2021 ). 

Individual resistance to change is a critical factor affecting readiness in adopting traceability 

systems. Psychological readiness, influenced by overall job satisfaction and perceived 

organizational support, is essential for overcoming resistance. Studies indicate that addressing 

employee concerns and facilitating a supportive environment can enhance psychological 

readiness, facilitating the adoption process (Morrison et al., 2019). 

The literature suggests that member readiness which refers to the availability and capability of 

members within a farmer group to effectively engage with traceability systems significantly 

influences the adoption of traceability systems. 

2.3.2 Organisational readiness and the adoption of traceability systems 

Organizational readiness is a crucial factor that affects the adoption of traceability systems, 

encompassing various elements such as resources, governance, and overall structural 

preparedness. 

The readiness of management is influenced by the organizational culture surrounding 

technological innovation and change management. Organizations with a culture that values 

transparency and accountability are more likely to adopt traceability systems. Research 

indicates that a proactive management approach facilitates the adoption process by fostering 

open communication and addressing employee concerns (Melnyk et al., 2021 ). 

A farmer group's assessment of existing technological infrastructure also impacts readiness for 

adopting traceability systems. Organizations that recognize the need for technological upgrades 
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and investments are better positioned to implement effective traceability solutions. Empirical 

evidence suggests that management-focused evaluations of technological needs can mitigate 

barriers to adoption (Regattieri et al., 2019). 

The readiness of the farmer group is also related to the ability to engage with stakeholders across 

the supply chain. Management support is pivotal for fostering collaborations that are essential 

for information sharing and optimizing traceability systems. Research demonstrates that 

effective collaboration among stakeholders enhances the overall readiness for traceability 

adoption, as supported by proactive management (Mena & Adenso-Diaz, 2020). 

Thus, Organizational readiness includes the availability of human, technological, and business 

resources. Firms that possess adequate resources are better equipped to implement e-commerce 

systems. This includes having skilled personnel, appropriate technology, and sufficient financial 

backing to support the adoption process. Organizational culture plays a significant role in 

readiness. A culture that encourages innovation, flexibility, and adaptability is more conducive 

to adopting e-commerce systems. Organizations that are resistant to change may struggle with 

the adoption process. 

2.3.3 Management readiness and the adoption of traceability systems 

Management readiness, characterized by support and commitment from top executives, plays 

a crucial role in the adoption of traceability systems. Studies have shown that when management 

actively champions traceability initiatives, resources are more likely to be allocated effectively, 

leading to successful implementation (Kumar & Singh, 2020). 

The commitment from key members of the farmer group, especially the top executives, is 

essential for successful traceability system adoption. When management actively supports and 
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champions traceability initiatives, it sets a positive tone for the entire organization, encouraging 

employees to engage with and adopt new technologies. 

Management readiness also encompasses the ability to manage change effectively. 

Organizations that are prepared for the changes associated with e-commerce, including shifts in 

processes and culture, are more likely to navigate the transition smoothly and achieve higher 

levels of adoption 

Effective communication from management about the benefits and impact of traceability 

systems on the overall supply chain fosters better staff readiness. Research shows that involving 

employees in the planning and implementation stages of traceability initiatives can increase 

their commitment and readiness to adopt new technologies (Wang et al., 2020). 

Management's perception of the importance of training can significantly affect employees' 

readiness to adopt new systems. Studies highlight that comprehensive training programs 

proposed by management lead to better understanding and efficiency in using traceability 

systems (Bechini et al., 2022). 

Management readiness involves establishing clear objectives and priorities regarding 

traceability adoption. A well-defined strategic direction helps align resources and efforts 

towards implementing traceability systems effectively. Management also plays a crucial role 

in allocating the necessary resources-financial, human, and technological to support 

traceability initiatives 
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2.4 Summary of the Literature Review 

The literature on adoption of traceability systems and the readiness of farmer groups is covered 

in this chapter. The literature review highlights the significance of farmer groups readiness as a 

means of attaining adoption of traceability systems. 

Nonetheless, there are still large gaps that require methodological and contextual attention. This 

study was essential to address these gaps, particularly for farmer groups in the Kaabong context. 

The literature gaps in the study of farmer group readiness and the adoption of traceability 

systems in agricultural supply chains in Kaabong district needs to be addressed hence the 

specific geographical setting has been considered. 

2.5 Literature Gaps 

Contextual Gaps. Regarding marginalized regions, there is scarcity of empirical studies in 

conflict-prone, pastoral or semi-arid regions. Much of the literature on traceability systems and 

farmer group readiness centers on commercialized, high-output areas. The unique social, 

economic, and infrastructural constraints faced by regions like Kaabong marked by pastoralism, 

insecurity, and weak market linkages are underexplored. 

Underrepresentation of informal farmer groups. Studies often focus on formal cooperatives or 

commercial farmer associations, overlooking informal or semi-formal groups which dominate 

subsistence economies. 

Member-level psychological readiness is under-researched. Studies tend to assume that if an 

organization is ready, members will comply. The attitudes, awareness, trust in digital systems, 

and literacy levels of individual farmers are rarely dissected in depth. 
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Organizational readiness research is often technocentric. Literature emphasizes technological 

infrastructure and financial resources, but neglects social capital, local leadership structures, or 

cultural norms that can enable or hinder organizational adoption. 

Management readiness in smallholder contexts is thinly theorized. Management capacity is 

mostly examined in large agribusinesses. Little is known about how grassroots leadership in 

farmer groups (often unpaid or voluntary) navigates digital innovations like traceability. 

Longitudinal evidence is lacking. Many studies are cross-sectional, capturing readiness at one 

point in time. How readiness evolves before, during, and after system adoption in a fragile rural 

context is not well documented. 

Interaction effects between levels of readiness. The interdependence of member, 

organizational, and management readiness is under-theorized. For example, does strong 

management readiness compensate for weak member readiness or vice versa? 

There is limited empirical research examining how the socio-economic context of marginalized 

pastoral districts, such as Kaabong, influences farmer groups' readiness to adopt traceability 

systems. 

Existing studies largely neglect the psychological and attitudinal factors at the individual 

member level that may hinder or facilitate the adoption of traceability technologies. 
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3.0 Introduction 

CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter defined the methodology, study pollution, sample size, sample design and 

procedures, data collection methods. Data analysis, measurement design, ethical considerations 

and limitations of the study. 

3.1 Research design 

The study used cross sectional survey study design with a quantitative research approach. By 

using a cross-sectional approach, a population is captured at a specific period (Bell et al., 2019). 

It was preferred in order to facilitate a single-point inquiry on the relationship between farmer 

groups' readiness and adoption of traceability systems. 

The quantitative approach was emmpolyed to quantify and ascertain the relationships between 

farmer groups' readiness and adoption traceability systems Creswell (2014), Saunders et al. 

(2019), and Kothari (2004) 

3.2 Study Population 

All registered and active agricultural Farmer groups in Kaabong district in Karamoja Region 

made up the study's population. In the Kaabong District Local Government, there are at least 

300 functional agricultural farmer groups under the Agricultural and market support program 

according to the World Food Programme (2023) report. 

The unit of inquiry was the individual respondent, specifically a knowledgeable representative 

(e.g., group chairperson, secretary, or treasurer) from each selected farmer group, who could 

provide insights into the group's collective readiness and operations. 

27 



The unit of analysis, which is the entity about which generalisations are made, was the farmer 

group itself. Data collected from individual representatives were aggregated and analysed to 

draw conclusions about the farmer groups as organisational entities . 

3.3 Sample size and sampling technique 

Based on the sampling guidelines provided in Table 3 .1 below by Krejcie and Morgan ( 1970), 

the study considered a sample size of 169 respondents (farmer groups) . Simple random 

sampling gave all groups equal chance to be selected to participate in the study. 

Table 3.1: Displays the population, sample size, methods, and instruments. 

Category Population Sample Sampling technique 

Farmer Groups in Kaabong 300 169 Simple random 

Total 300 169 

Source: Taken from Morgan and Krejcie (1970) 

3.4 Data Collection Methods and Tools 

The survey research approach was used for the study considering quantitative data thus a 

questionnaire was the main data collection method used for this study. 

The questionnaire survey method was utilized to gather quantitative primary data from the 

sampled farmer groups by using research assistants. Besides having an educational background 

in agriculture and supply chain, the research Assistants were also selected based on three key 

criteria to ensure data quality in a challenging geographical context: Firstly, Language 

Proficiency with mandatory fluency in the local languages prevalent in Kaabong (e.g., 

Karamojong) to effectively translate the questionnaire and interpret responses accurately, 

overcoming potential communication barriers. Secondly, previous Survey Experience 

demonstrated in administering questionnaires and conducting field surveys in rural, low-literacy 
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settings. Thirdly, Local Contextual Knowledge characterized by familiarity with the agricultural 

practices and social dynamics of farmer groups in the region, which aided in navigating the 

sampling process and building rapport with respondents. 

Questionnaires were issued to 169 respondents from each representing a farmer group as the 

research assistants captured responses. Use of questionnaire was selected because its useful in 

collecting insights on perceptions, its advantage of gathering vast information in the least time 

possible (Arbale & Mutisya 2024). 

3.5 Data collection tools 

The study used closed ended questionnaire partitioned into sections of background data, 

individual farmer readiness, organizational readiness, management readiness and adoption of 

traceability systems. 

A five-point Likert scale was used to grade the questionnaire: strongly agree (5 out of 5), agree 

( 4 out of 5), not sure Neutral (3 out of 5), disagree (2 out of 5), and strongly disagree (1 out of 

5) Individual respondents were contacted by research assistants to obtain quantitative primary 

data. 

3.6 Measurements of Variables 

A five-point Likert scale was used to grade the questionnaire: strongly agree (5 out of 5), agree 

( 4 out of 5), not sure Neutral (3 out of 5), disagree (2 out of 5), and strongly disagree ( 1 out of 

5) in measuring the variables member readiness, organizational readiness, management 

readiness and the adoption of traceability systems. 
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The variables individual member readiness, organizational readiness, management readiness 

and the adoption of traceability systems were measured based on items developed by Molla & 

Licker (2005) and Boateng (2024) . 

3.7 Validity and Reliability 

3.7.1 Validity of the instruments 

The validity of the instruments was tested using the Content Validity Index. This involved 

assigning a relevance score to each question on the instruments based on how it related to the 

study variables, and then making a consensus decision on each variable using only questions 

with relevance scores of 0.70 or higher. The table 3.2 shows the content validity results 

3.7.2 Reliability of the instruments 

Reliability measures the consistence of the instrument in measuring what it is supposed to 

measure (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). The study used the Cronbach's alpha coefficient test to 

show how reliable the data is by using the Software Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) taking 

only variables scoring above 0.70 as suggested by Nunnally and Bernstein (1994). The 

reliability of measures was pre-tested by computing Cronbach's alpha coefficients. All the 

values of the coefficients were checked against the acceptable scale of 0.60-0.80 to ensure an 

acceptable level of reliability (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). 

Table 3.2: Validity and reliability of results 

Variable CVI Cronbach's Alpha No. of Items 

Member readiness 0.85 0.882 7 

Organisational readiness 0.80 0,909 9 

Management readiness 0.85 0.891 8 

Adoption of Traceability systems 0.80 0.88 4 

Source: SPSS dataset 
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3.8 Data Analysis 

Quantitative data collected was analyzed using descriptive statistics (frequencies, percentages, 

mean and standard deviation) for all the variables in the study. 

Using the SPSS software Version 22, descriptive statistics (frequency ranges, percent, and 

tables technique) was used to analyse the various group proportions in terms of designation and 

years the farmer group has existed. 

A correlation analysis was performed to determine the relationship between member readiness 

and adoption of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains, the relationship between 

organizational readiness and the adoption of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains, 

and the relationship between management readiness and the adoption of traceability systems in 

agricultural supply chains. 

Later on, a multi regression analysis was performed to determine the level of prediction each 

farmer groups readiness factor has on the adoption of traceability systems and the coefficient of 

determination and significance statistics were used to depict the best predictor. 

3.9 Ethical consideration 

To obtain permission from the farmer groups, a letter of introduction was obtained from the 

Kyambogo University Directorate of Research and Graduate Training. 

Additionally, the investigator ensured that the Kyambogo University Research and Ethics 

Committee rules were closely adhered to in order to fulfill all specified ethical requirements. 

The ' confidentiality of the participants was ensured, and informed harmony was sought. Any 

underlying documents that were used were cited. 
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3.10 Limitations of the study 

Due to the rural context of the respondents, language barriers and cultural norms somehow 

impeded successful communication. In order to improve communication, this was resolved by 

hiring researchers or local translators who are conversant in the language and culture of the 

community. 

The study's other shortcoming is that it used data from a single respondent to represent the 

farmer group for its analysis. One argument is that single respondent bias may result from 

gathering data from lone informants. Similarly, self-administered questionnaire surveys have 

also been observed to induce self-reporting bias in respondents. The research's validity is thus 

threatened by reporting biases, thus required precautions to be undertaken to reduce or eliminate 

self-reporting and single respondent bias. As a result, the respondents were told that their 

identities and answers would remain anonymous. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS 

4.1. Introduction 

This chapter presents, analyses and interprets the study findings of "farmer groups' readiness 

and adoption of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains in Karamoja case of Kaabong 

district centered on the information acquired from the study questionnaire. It presents the 

response rate, background information, descriptive statistics for the variables and the respective 

analysis for each research question. 

4.2. Response Rate 

169 questionnaires were issued out and 125 questionnaires were reverted for the study 

consideration hence a response ratio of 74%. 

4.3. Years the Farm Group has existed 

Table 4.1: Years the Farm Group has existed 

Years the Farm Group has existed 
Years Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 2 7 5.6 5.6 5.6 
3 19 15.2 15.2 20.8 
4 32 25.6 25.6 46.4 
5 39 31.2 31.2 77.6 
6 2 1.6 1.6 79.2 
7 14 11.2 11.2 90.4 
8 3 2.4 2.4 92.8 
9 2 1.6 1.6 94.4 
10 2 1.6 1.6 96.0 
11 3 2.4 2.4 98.4 
13 2 1.6 1.6 100.0 
Total 125 100.0 100.0 
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From the table above, it can be established that the farmer groups involved in the study spread 

across various years of farmer group existence hence various experiences have been captured. 

4.4 Descriptive Analysis of Variables 

The study described the data regarding individual farmers', management and organizational 

readiness and adoption of traceability systems. The method with which the respondents' views 

were clustered was based on the dispersion (standard deviation) and central tendency (mean). 

The standard deviation calculated the degree of variation in the respondent's opinions. 

4.4.1 Adoption of Traceability systems 

The adoption of traceability systems was measured using 4 items scored on a 5-point Likert 

scale. 

Each of the variables was measured using items scored on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 

5=Strongly Agree (SA) 4=Agree (A), 3=Neither Agree or Disagree (N), 2= Disagree (D), and 

1 = Strongly Disagree (SD). In this study, a mean result below 3 .5 suggested a low adoption 

level while a mean result above 3 .5 suggested a high adoption level of traceability systems on 

a particular item of the variable. 
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Table 4.2: Descriptive results for the Adoption of Traceability systems 

SD D N A SA Mean Std 

Dev 
ADOPl Adopting traceability 3.2 8.8 32.8 42.4 12.8 3.53 0.938 

systems enhances 
achievement of the main 
goals of the farmer group 

ADOP2 Embracing the use of 2.4 13.6 24.8 44.8 14.4 3.55 0.979 
traceability systems 
enhances farmer group 

performance e.g. access to 
market markets, agro-

inputs, finance, agriculture 
insurance etc. 

ADORl Use of traceability systems 1.6 15.2 28.0 45.6 9.6 3.46 0.921 
strengthens business 

relationships with different 
agriculture supply chain 
actors 

ADOCl Adoption of traceability 2.4 13.6 30.4 42.4 11.2 3.46 0.947 
systems makes 

communication of farmer 
groups easier 

Source: Primary Data 

The able above shows that; 

The respondents agreed (mean=3 .53) that adopting traceability systems enhances achievement 

of the main goals of the farmer group 

The respondents agreed (mean=3 .55) that Embracing the use of traceability systems enhances 

farmer group performance e.g. access to market markets, agro-inputs, finance, agriculture 

insurance etc. 

The respondents slightly agreed (mean=3.46) that the Use of traceability systems strengthens 

business relationships with different agriculture supply chain actors 
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The respondents slightly agreed that the Adoption of traceability systems makes communication 

of farmer groups easier 

4.4.2 Individual Member Readiness 

Individual Farmer Readiness was one of the dimensions of Farmer Groups Readiness 

responsible for adoption of traceability systems and was measured using 5 items scored on a 5-

point Likert scale. A mean result above 3.5 suggested that respondents agreed that the item in 

the study was vital component of individual farmer readiness. 

Table 4.3: Descriptive results for Individual Member readiness 

SD D N A SA Mean Std. Dev 

INDAi Members are aware/have 9.6 14.4 27.2 42.4 6.4 3.22 1.082 
heard of what traceability 
systems are 

INDA2 Members know the 9.6 16.8 27.2 40 .0 6.4 3.17 1.091 
benefits/importance of using 
traceability systems 

INDA3 Members are familiar with 8.0 23.2 27.2 37.6 4.0 3.06 1.045 
some types of traceability 
systems and how they work 

lNDCl Members are willing to use 3.2 8.8 22.4 54.4 11.2 3.62 .914 
or accept traceability 
innovations 

INDC2 Members are committed to 3.2 16.0 21.6 43 .2 16.0 3.53 1.044 
using traceability systems to 
improve performance of 
agricultural value chains at 
the farmer group or 
individual farmers levels 

INDA Tl Members believe use of .8 14.4 26.4 49.6 8.8 3.51 .876 
Traceability systems will 
enable them perform better 
and ease designated roles in 
the farmer group 

INDAT2 Members perceive the 3.2 6.4 29.6 45.6 15.2 3.63 .929 
adoption of traceability 
systems is a good move 
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The respondents did not to some extent agree (Mean=3.22) that members are aware/have heard 

of what traceability systems are 

The respondents did not to some extent agree (mean=3.17) that members know the 

benefits/importance of using traceability systems 

The respondents did not to some extent agree (mean=3 .07) that members are familiar with some 

types of traceability systems and how they work 

The respondents agreed (Mean=3 .62) that members are willing to use or accept traceability 

innovations 

The respondents agreed (Mean=3.53) that members are committed to using traceability systems 

to improve performance of agricultural value chains at the farmer group or individual farmers 

levels 

The respondents agreed (Mean=3 .51) that members believe use of Traceability systems will 

enable them perform better and ease designated roles in the farmer group 

The respondents agreed (Mean=3.63) that members perceive the adoption of traceability 

systems is a good move 

4.4.3 Organisational readiness 

Organisational Readiness was measured using 5 items scored on a five-point Likert scale 

ranging from 5=Strongly Agree 4=Agree, 3=Neither Agree or Disagree, 2= Disagree, and 1 = 

Strongly Disagree. A mean result below 3 .5 suggests low level of organisational readiness while 
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a mean result of 3 .5 suggests a high level of organisational readiness on a particular item of the 

variable. 

Table 4.4: Descriptive results for Organisational readiness 

SD D N A SA Mean Std 
Dev 

ORGTl The farmer group has a well- 3.2 13.6 32.8 42.4 8.0 3.38 .931 
established internal 
communication system that 
facilitates smooth 
information flow. 

ORGT2 The farmer group has a 5.6 16.0 27.2 40.8 10.4 3.34 1.048 
reliable and secure 
communication channels for 
sharing traceability 
information. 

ORGRl The farmer group has 11.2 16.8 27.2 25 .6 19.2 3.25 1.261 
computers or tablets, or a 
smartphone 

ORGR2 The farmer group has access 8.0 21.6 26.4 29.6 14.4 3.21 1.173 
to internet 

ORGR3 The farmer group has access 8.0 17.6 30.4 28.0 16.0 3.26 1.165 
to power (grid or solar) to 
charge computer or tablet or 
smartphone or feature phone 

ORGLl The Farmer group 3.2 20.0 32.0 36.8 8.0 3.26 .977 
regulations allow for 
adoption of traceability 
systems innovations 

ORGL2 The farmer group policies 1.6 13.6 35.2 44.0 5.6 3.38 .850 
align with industry standards 
and regulatory requirements 
for traceability. 

ORGL3 Internal regulations clearly 3.2 9.6 31.2 48.8 7.2 3.47 .885 
specify roles and 
responsibilities regarding 
traceability system use 

ORGL4 There are clear 6.4 12.0 20.8 56.0 4.8 3.41 .985 
consequences for non-
compliance with traceability 
policies 

38 



The respondents had a low level of agreement (Mean=3.38) that the farmer group has a well­

established internal communication system that facilitates smooth information flow. 

The respondents had a low level of agreement (Mean=3 .34) that the farmer group has a reliable 

and secure communication channels for sharing traceability information. 

The respondents had a low level of agreement (Mean=3 .25) that the farmer group has computers 

or tablets, or a smartphone 

The respondents had a low level of agreement (Mean=3 .21) that the farmer group has access to 

internet 

The respondents had a low level of agreement (Mean=3 .26) that the farmer group has access to 

power (grid or solar) to charge computer or tablet or smartphone or feature phone 

The respondents had a low level of agreement (Mean=3 .26) that the Farmer group regulations 

allow for adoption of traceability systems innovations 

The respondents had a low level of agreement (Mean=3 .3 8) that the farmer group policies align 

with industry standards and regulatory requirements for traceability. 

The respondents had a low level of agreement (Mean=3.47) that Internal regulations clearly 

specify roles and responsibilities regarding traceability system use 

The respondents had a low level of agreement (Mean=3 .41) that there are clear consequences 

for non-compliance with traceability policies. 
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4.4.4 Management Readiness 

Management Readiness was measured using 5 items scored on a five-point Likert scale ranging 

from 5=Strongly Agree 4=Agree, 3=Neither Agree or Disagree, 2= Disagree, and 1 = Strongly 

Disagree. A mean result below 3 .5 suggests low level of management readiness while a mean 

result of 3 .5 suggests a high level of management readiness on a particular item of the variable. 

Table 4.5: Descriptive results for Management Readiness 

SD D N A SA Mean Std 
Dev 

MANVl Farmer group management 4.0 11.2 23.2 44.8 16.8 3.59 1.025 
has a vision on the adoption of 
traceability systems 

MANV2 The vision on the adoption of 4.0 14.4 29.6 42.4 9.6 3.39 .983 
traceability systems is clear 

MANV3 The management is aware of 7.2 10.4 32.0 37.6 12.8 3.38 1.068 
the challenges to the vision for 
adoption of traceability 
systems 

MANCl Farmer group management is 1.6 9.6 38.4 42.4 8.0 3.46 .838 
committed to adoption of 
traceability systems 

MANC2 Farmer group management is 3.2 12.0 28.8 47 .2 8.8 3.46 .929 
committed to address 
challenges related to adoption 
and implementation of 
traceability systems 

MANSI Farmer group management 2.4 12.0 35.2 37.6 12.8 3.46 .947 
supports implementation of 
innovation, learning, and 
change 

MANS2 The management will support 4.8 14.4 27.2 42.4 11.2 3.41 1.025 
the establishment of a special 
team to spearhead 
implementation of 
traceability systems in the 
farmer group 

MANS3 The management will support 1.6 9.6 42.4 42.4 4.0 3.38 .779 
training( computer skilling) 
for farmers to use traceability 
systems 
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The respondents agreed (Mean= 3.59) that farmer group management has a vision on the 

adoption of traceability systems 

The respondents had a low level of agreement agree (Mean=3 .39) that the vision on the adoption 

of traceability systems is clear 

The respondents had a low level of agreement (Mean=3 .38) that the management is aware of 

the challenges to the vision for adoption of traceability systems 

The respondents had a low level of agreement (Mean=3 .46) that farmer group management is 

committed to adoption of traceability systems 

The respondents had a low level of agreement (mean=3.46) that farmer group management is 

committed to address challenges related to adoption and implementation of traceability systems 

The respondents had a low level of agreement (mean=3.46) that farmer group management 

supports implementation of innovation, learning, and change 

The respondents had a low level of agreement (mean= 3 .41) that the management will support 

the establishment of a special team to spearhead implementation of traceability systems in the 

farmer group 

The respondents had a low level of agreement (mean= 3.38) that the management will support 

training (computer skilling) for farmers to use traceability systems 

4.5. The influence of farmer group readiness on the adoption of traceability systems 

The analysis first involved testing to determine if there was a significant relationship between 

farmer group readiness (individual member readiness, organizational readiness and 
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management readiness) and adoption of traceability systems. A correlation analysis was 

conducted using spearman's correlation coefficient and significance statistics. Spearrnan's 

correlation was chosen over Pearson's correlation after preliminary tests indicated that the data 

for the variables significantly deviated from a normal distribution. 

The findings are presented in the table below. 

Table 4.6: Correlation Matrix between farmer group readiness and the adoption of 

traceability systems 

Independent Variables Spearman's rho Dependent variable: Adoption 

of Traceability systems 

Individual Readiness Correlation Coefficient .731 ** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 125 

Organisational Readiness Correlation Coefficient .553** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 125 

Management Readiness Correlation Coefficient .872** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 

N 125 

**. Correlation is significant at 0.05 (2-tailed) . 

Table 4.6 above shows the Spearman's correlation coefficient r = 0. 731 , p=0.000 between 

individual member readiness and adoption of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains 

suggesting that the two variables had a high positive significant relationship. The individual 

member readiness implication was that adoption of traceability systems heavily depends on the 

extent to which the individual members are ready to adopt to traceability systems in form of 

awareness about traceability systems, knowledge about the benefits/importance of using 
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traceability systems, familiarity with some types of traceability systems and how they work, 

willingness to use or accept traceability innovations, commitment to using traceability systems 

to improve performance of agricultural value chains at the farmer group or individual farmers 

levels. The findings also mean that the gaps in individual member readiness constrain adoption 

of traceability systems. 

Table 4.6 above shows the Spearman's correlation coefficient r = 0.553, p=0.000 between 

organisational readiness and adoption of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains 

suggesting that the two variables had a moderate positive significant relationship. The 

organisational readiness implication was that adoption of traceability systems heavily depends 

on the extent to which the farmer group as an organisation is ready to adopt to traceability 

systems in form of having a well-established internal communication system that facilitates 

smooth information flow having computers or tablets, or a smartphone and access to internet, 

having access to power (grid or solar) to charge computer or tablet or smartphone or feature 

phone, having farmer group regulations allow for adoption of traceability systems innovations, 

having farmer group policies align with industry standards and regulatory requirements for 

traceability. The findings also mean that the gaps in organisational readiness constrain adoption 

of traceability systems. 

Table 4.6 above shows the Spearman's correlation coefficient r = 0.872, p=0.000 between 

management readiness and adoption of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains 

suggesting that the two variables had a very high positive significant relationship. The 

management readiness implication was that adoption of traceability systems heavily depends 

on the extent to which the farmer group management is ready to adopt to traceability systems 

in form of having a clear vision on the adoption of traceability systems, management awareness 
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of the challenges to the vision for adoption of traceability systems, Farmer group management 

commitment to adoption of traceability systems, Farmer group management commitment to 

address challenges related to adoption and implementation of traceability systems and support 

to implementation of innovation, learning, and change. The findings also mean that the gaps in 

management readiness greatly constrain adoption of traceability systems. 

During the study, the researcher employed the multiple regression analysis to determine the 

strength of the relationship between farmer groups readiness and adoption of traceability 

systems. The multiple regression was also used to form an opinion on the research questions 

From table 4.7 below, it was revealed that the R2 =of the model was 0.744 which implies that 

74.4% of the variance in adoption of traceability systems can be explained by member readiness, 

organisational readiness and management readiness. 

Table 4.7: showing a summary of the multiple regression model. 

Model Summary 

Std. Error of the 
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Estimate 

1 .866a .751 .744 1.65511 

a. Predictors: (Constant), MANAGEMENT, ORGANISATIONAL, INDIVIDUAL 

Further analysis in table 4. 7 below, the model was statistically significant at 0.05 level of 

significance since the p-value (0.000) < 0.05 thus we can assume that the model explains a 

statistically significant amount of the variance in the factors determining the adoption of 

traceability systems. It can be concluded that member readiness, organisational readiness and 

management readiness can be used to reliably predict adoption of traceability systems. 
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Table 4.8: Showing the statistical significance statistics of the multiple regression model 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 997.525 3 332.508 121.380 .ooob 
Residual 331.467 121 2.739 

Total 1328.992 124 

a. Dependent Variable: ADOPTION 

b. Predictors: (Constant), MANAGEMENT, ORGANISATIONAL, INDIVIDUAL 

Table 4.9: Showing the coefficients of the multiple regression model 

Coefficients a 

Unstandardized Standardized 

Coefficients Coefficients 

Model B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) .605 .747 

INDIVIDUAL .086 .049 .141 

ORGANISATIONAL -.075 .033 -.164 

MANAGEMENT .494 .050 .867 

a. Dependent Variable: ADOPTION 

The general regression equation is as below; 

t Sig. 

.809 .420 

1.756 .082 

-2.291 .024 

9.858 .000 

Adoption of traceability systems (Y) =XO + Xl b 1 + X2b2 + X3b3 .................. Equation 1 

Adoption of traceability systems = 0.605 + 0.086 Individual Member readiness+ -0.075 

Organisational readiness+ 0.494 Management Readiness . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Equation 2 

Further analysis from the standardized coefficient results revealed that the score management 

readiness was the strongest predictor of adoption of traceability systems with (p = 0.4945) which 

is significant at 5% level of significance since the p-value 0.000 <0.05 leaving other factors 

constant. Individual Member readiness was the second strongest predictor (P=0.086) and lastly 
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organisational readiness CP=-0.075) Therefore, the study concluded that management readiness 

factors for example having a clear vision on the adoption of traceability systems, management 

awareness of the challenges to the vision for adoption of traceability systems, Farmer group 

management commitment to adoption of traceability systems, Farmer group management 

commitment to address challenges related to adoption and implementation of traceability 

systems and support to implementation of innovation, learning, and change are crucial for 

adoption of traceability systems. 

An intriguing finding from the regression analysis was the negative beta coefficient for 

organisational readiness CP = -0.075, p=0.024). While the zero-order correlation was positive, 

this negative coefficient in the multiple regression suggests a suppressor effect. This can occur 

when organisational readiness shares a significant portion of its variance with management 

readiness. In practice, this may indicate that in contexts where management readiness is very 

high and is the primary driver of adoption, a simultaneous focus on complex organisational 

structures and regulations (organisational readiness) without commensurate management drive 

and resource allocation could inadvertently slow down the adoption process. It implies that 

management leadership is the primary engine for adoption, and an bver-emphasis on building 

perfect organisational systems in isolation may not yield positive results unless it is championed 

by committed leadership. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSIONS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1. Introduction 

This chapter presents the summary of each research question based on the study findings. 

Discussions, conclusions, recommendations, limitations, contributions, and areas for further 

study are equally presented. 

5.2 Study findings summary 

5.2.1 The relationship between member readiness and adoption of traceability systems in 

agricultural supply chains. 

The correlation outcomes revealed a high positive and significant relationship between member 

readiness and adoption of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains in Uganda (r = 0.731, 

p = 0.000) hence the need for a heightened member readiness as the respondents appreciated 

the usefulness of member readiness factors towards adoption of traceability systems. 

5.2.2 The relationship between organisational readiness and adoption of traceability 

systems in agricultural supply chains 

The correlation results revealed a moderately positive and significant relationship between 

organisational readiness and adoption of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains (r = 

0.553, p = 0.000) hence the need for a substantial level of organisational support as the 

respondents appreciated the usefulness of organisational readiness towards adoption of 

traceability systems. 
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5.2.3 The relationship between management readiness and adoption of traceability 

systems in agricultural supply chains 

The correlation results revealed a very high positive and significant relationship between 

management readiness and adoption of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains (r = 

0.872, p = 0.000) hence the need for a substantial level of management readiness as the 

respondents appreciated the usefulness of management readiness towards the adoption of 

traceability systems. 

5.3 Discussion of findings 

5.3.1 The relationship between member readiness and adoption of traceability systems in 

agricultural supply chains. 

From the findings, there is a positive relationship between member readiness and adoption of 

traceability systems in agricultural supply chains. The study therefore brought the conclusion 

that adoption of traceability systems depends on the extent of member readiness in the farmer 

groups through awareness about the benefits of traceability systems, possession of relevant IT 

skills, members' willingness and commitment to use traceability systems. 

This finding is strongly supported by the descriptive analysis, which revealed that members 

exhibited a high level of attitudinal readiness. For instance, items such as "Members are willing 

to use or accept traceability innovations" (Mean=3.62) and "Members perceive the adoption of 

traceability systems is a good move" (Mean=3.63) scored highly. This indicates a foundational 

positive disposition towards the technology, which is a critical precursor to adoption as 

theorized in the Technology Acceptance Model. 
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These study findings and observations are supported by previous studies such as Bai et al. (2020) 

which notes that positive perceptions and readiness of individuals to embrace technological 

changes can lead to increased willingness to adopt and effectively use traceability systems 

Prakash & Dhingra (2021) also found out that training for individuals fosters higher levels of 

engagement and better optimization of traceability processes. Zhang et al. (2021) also found out 

that motivated employees are more likely to embrace and utilize traceability systems effectively. 

Wang et al. (2020) shows that involving individuals in the planning and implementation stages 

of traceability initiatives can increase their commitment and readiness to adopt new 

technologies. 

Hence, the study observes that member readiness significantly and positively influences 

adoption of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains in Uganda. 

5.3.2 The relationship between organisational readiness and adoption of traceability 

systems in agricultural supply chains 

From the findings, there is a positive relationship between organisational readiness and adoption 

of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains. The study therefore brought the conclusion 

that adoption of traceability systems depends on the extent of organisational readiness in the 

farmer groups through farm group trainings, knowledge of digital platforms, possession of 

computers or tablets, or a smartphone, farmer group regulations and establishment of a special 

team towards the adoption of traceability systems. 

These study findings and observations are supported by previous studies such as Melnyk et al. 

(2021) which attributed adoption of traceability systems to organisational readiness . 
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Regattieri et al. (2019) also found that evaluations of technological needs of the farmer group 

can mitigate barriers to adoption as it creates a supporting culture. Research by Mena & 

Adenso-Diaz (2020) demonstrates that effective collaboration among stakeholders enhances the 

overall readiness for traceability adoption, as supported by proactive management. 

Hence, the study observes that organisational readiness significantly and positively influences 

adoption of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains in Uganda. 

5.3.3 The relationship between management readiness and adoption of traceability 

systems in agricultural supply chains 

From the findings, there is a positive relationship between management readiness and adoption 

of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains. The study therefore brought the conclusion 

that adoption of traceability systems depends on the extent of management readiness in the 

farmer groups through farm group management vision, commitment and support for 

implementation of innovation, learning, and change, commitment to address challenges related 

to adoption and implementation of traceability systems, allocation of resources for adoption and 

implementation of traceability systems. The descriptive data shows that the highest agreement 

was for "Farmer group management has a vision on the adoption of traceability systems" 

(Mean=3.59). This underscores the paramount importance of leadership and strategic direction. 

These study findings and observations are supported by previous studies such as Kumar & Singh 

(2020) who found that when management actively champions traceability initiatives, resources 

are more likely to be allocated effectively, leading to successful adoption of traceability systems. 

Bechini et al. (2022) found out that comprehensive training programs proposed by management 

lead to better understanding and efficiency in using traceability systems. Morrison et al. (2019) 
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in their research found out that facilitating a supportive environment can enhance psychological 

readiness, facilitating the adoption process of traceability systems. 

Hence, the study observes that management readiness significantly and positively influences 

adoption of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains in Uganda. 

5.4 Conclusion 

Particularly in nations that are developing like Uganda, the assessment of farmer group 

readiness is important towards the adoption of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains 

in Uganda. When thinking about the actual implementation of traceability systems, the 

readiness of farmer groups should be carefully examined. 

To establish the relationship between farmer group readiness and adoption of traceability 

systems in agricultural supply chains in Uganda, this research aimed at establishing its 

relationship with key readiness blocks. 

The results show that individual member readiness is positively related to adoption of 

traceability systems in agricultural supply chains. It also establishes that organisational 

readiness is positively related to adoption of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains . 

Finally, the study shows that management readiness is positively related to adoption of 

traceability systems in agricultural supply chains . In the broad sense, it can be deduced that the 

readiness of farmer groups positively influences the adoption of traceability systems in 

agricultural supply chains in Uganda. 
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Since the predictive model also shows that 25.6% of adoption of traceability systems is 

predicted by many other readiness factors, there is need to look at the other factors affecting the 

adoption of traceability systems especially the external factors that have not been studied. 

5.5 Recommendations 

5.5.1 Managerial Recommendations 

Enhance Management Readiness: Farmer group leaders should develop and communicate a 

clear, compelling vision for traceability. This should be backed by tangible commitment, such 

as establishing a dedicated implementation team and allocating resources for training and initial 

setup. 

Boost Member Readiness through Targeted Training: Management should prioritize continuous 

awareness campaigns and hands-on skill development programs. These should demystify 

traceability systems, clearly articulate their benefits (e.g., better prices, market access), and 

build digital literacy among members. 

Improve Organizational Infrastructure: Farmer groups should proactively invest in or seek 

support for basic technological infrastructure. This includes securing reliable power sources 

(e.g., solar chargers) and improving access to mobile internet and shared devices like tablets or 

smartphones to facilitate data entry. 

5.5.2 Policy Recommendations 

Develop Supportive Regulatory Frameworks: The government, through the Ministry of 

Agriculture, should develop and enforce policies that incentivize traceability adoption. This 

could include integrating traceability requirements into national quality standards and providing 

tax breaks or subsidies for farmer groups adopting these systems. 
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Invest in Enabling Infrastructure: Policymakers and development partners should prioritize 

public investment in rural digital infrastructure, specifically expanding mobile network 

coverage and electricity grids in agricultural regions like Karamoja to lower the barrier to 

technological adoption. 

Fund Capacity Building Programs: Government and NGO-led initiatives should design and 

fund large-scale capacity-building programs focused on both digital skills for farmers and 

leadership training for the management of farmer groups to ensure sustainable adoption. 

5.6 Directions for future research 

A future research recommendation is that other factors responsible for adoption of traceability 

systems for example the external factors of market forces, the government regulations need to 

be examined. 

Agricultural supply chains in Uganda includes diverse sectors like coffee, tea, dairy, and 

horticulture. Future research can explore how farmer group readiness and adoption of 

traceability systems differs across these sub-sectors. It is therefore imperative to identify sector­

specific readiness factors that could inform tailored adoption of traceability systems. 

With the global emphasis of the sustainable development Goals, research on how traceability 

systems can be aligned with sustainability goals, such as organic farming, carbon footprint 

reduction can be done. It is necessary to examine how traceability systems can foster 

sustainability practices in agricultural supply chains. 

Investigating the role of emerging technologies, such as blockchain, loT (Internet of Things), 

and mobile applications, in enhancing traceability systems in agricultural supply chains. This 
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research could assess the effectiveness, scalability, and user-friendliness of these technologies 

in the context of developing countries. 

Research could focus on consumer attitudes towards traceable agricultural products, including 

their willingness to pay for products with traceability features . Understanding consumer 

demand can help tailor traceability systems to meet market needs and encourage farmers to 

adopt these systems. 

Future research could also explore how the adoption of traceability systems affects farmers' 

access to local, national, and international markets. This could include quantitative analyses of 

sales data before and after the implementation of traceability systems, as well as qualitative 

interviews with farmers to understand their experiences and challenges. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix 1: Questionnaire 

I am (name ofresearch assistant) carrying out a study/research on farmer groups' readiness and 

adoption of traceability systems in agricultural supply chains in Karamoja case of Kaabong 

district as a partial requirement for the award of Master" s degree of Science in Procurement 

and Supply Chain Management. 

You have been selected as a participant to share your views and insights on traceability systems 

considering your roles and responsibilities, knowledge and information possessed. 

Your views will be treated with confidentially and shall be used purposely for this study, the 

questionnaire shall take approximately 25minutes. 

Note for research assistant: Ensure that all the questions are asked and appropriate boxes are 

ticked or blanks are filled as appropriate. Research assistant should follow the bolded 

instructions in italics by ticking the responses as indicated in each of the questions. 

SECTION 1: BACKGROUND DATA (SELECT RESPONSE) 

CODE No. Variables Response 

A 1 I consent to participate in this research Yes or no 

B 2 Farmer group belonged to/location 

c 3 Designation 

D 4 Years the Farm Group has existed 

0-5 years 

6-lOyears 

11-1 Syears 

16-20years 

Above 21 years 
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SECTION 2: ORGANIZATION'S READINESS AND ADOPTION OF 

TRACEABILITY SYSTEMS 

Tick of response on how strongly the respondent agrees with the following statements 

5 4 3 2 I 

Strongly Agree Agree Not sure Disagree Strongly disagree 

IND 2:1 Individual farmer readiness and adoption 1 2 3 4 

of traceability systems 

IND Al Members are aware/have heard of what traceability 1 2 3 4 

systems are 

INDA2 Members know the benefits/importance of us mg 1 2 3 4 

traceability systems 

INDA3 Members are familiar with some types of traceability 1 2 3 4 

systems and how they work 

lNDCl Members are willing to use or accept traceability 1 2 3 4 

innovations 

INDC2 Members are committed to using traceability systems to 1 2 3 4 

improve performance of agricultural value chains at the 

farmer group or individual farmers levels 

INDATl Members believe use of Traceability systems will enable 1 2 3 4 

them perform better and ease designated roles in the 

farmer group 

INDAT2 Members perceive the adoption of traceability systems is 1 2 3 4 

a good move 

ORG 2:2 Organizational readiness and adoption of 1 2 3 4 

traceability systems 
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ORGTI The farmer group has a well-established internal 1 2 3 4 5 

communication system that facilitates smooth 

information flow. 

ORGT2 The farmer group has a reliable and secure 1 2 3 4 5 

communication channels for sharing traceability 

information. 

OR GR I The farmer group has computers or tablets, or a 1 2 3 4 5 

smartphone 

ORGR2 The farmer group has access to internet 1 2 
,., 

4 5 .) 

ORGR3 The farmer group has access to power (grid or solar) to 1 2 3 4 5 

charge computer or tablet or smartphone or feature phone 

ORGLI The Farmer group regulations allow for adoption of 1 2 3 4 5 

traceability systems innovations 

ORGL2 The farmer group policies align with industry standards 1 2 3 4 5 

and regulatory requirements for traceability. 

ORGL3 Internal regulations clearly specify roles and 1 2 3 4 5 

responsibilities regarding traceability system use 

ORGL4 There are clear consequences for non-compliance with 1 2 3 4 5 

traceability policies 

MAN 2:3 Management readiness and adoption of 1 2 3 4 5 

traceability systems 

MANVI Farmer group management has a vision on the adoption 1 2 3 4 5 

of traceability systems 

MANV2 The vision on the adoption of traceability systems is clear I 2 3 4 5 

MANV3 The management is aware of the challenges to the vision 1 2 3 4 5 

for adoption of traceability systems 

MAN Cl Farmer group management is committed to adoption of 1 2 3 4 5 

traceability systems 
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MANC2 Farmer group management is committed to address 1 2 '"I 4 5 .) 

challenges related to adoption and implementation of 

traceability systems 

MANSI Farmer group management supports implementation of 1 2 3 4 5 

innovation, learning, and change 

MANS2 The management will support the establishment of a 1 2 3 4 5 

special team to spearhead implementation of traceability 

systems in the farmer group 

MANS3 The management will support training( computer skilling 

) for farmers to use traceability systems 

AUOP 2.4 Adoption of traceabiiity system 1 2 3 4 5 

ADO Pl Adopting traceability systems enhances achievement of 1 2 3 4 5 

the main goals of the farmer group 

ADOP2 Embracing the use of traceability systems enhances 1 2 3 4 5 

farmer group performance e.g. access to market markets, 

agro-inputs, finance, agriculture insurance etc. 

ADORl Use of traceability systems strengthens business 1 2 3 4 5 

relationships with different agriculture supply chain 

actors 

ADOCl Adoption of traceability systems makes communication 1 2 3 4 5 

of farmer groups easier 
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'•· ~ ~P.endix 2:il · ·' .· ~toty .. Letter 
KYAMBuGO Qf;r,~f%r:'k\ uNIVERSITY 

P. 0. BOX 1 KYAMBOGO 
Tel: 041 - 4286792 Fax: 256- - ~ l-220464 

Website : w>·VW,.~_::;.1 .ac .~g E!'1ail: Jrgt@kyu.ac.ug 
Directorate vf Reseu.?·ch t..nd Graduate ·Training 

Office of the Director 
APPENDIX 8: INTRODUCTORY LETTER 

Date: 15th/July/2025 

The Chief Administrative Officer, 
Kaabong District Local Government 
Kotido . 

Dear C:, ~ r /Madam, 

RE: TIN0 ??,.SKA 

This is ~-.: introdu. ~ ':; to you thP ar•'vc-named S~\..l.dent Re~; No 

21/U /t.:i-MSC/ 14647 iPE p~ ... :-:suing [vla.·:;ter of Science in Procu!'ement ar.·...: 
Sup11ly Chain Management, Department of Procurement and Supply Chain 

Mc.' .11.agement; Kyambogo University. 

She 1;: :tends \ 0 carry out research on ''Farmer gn >ups' \'eadiness and 

adoption '-'f b:~c,,., . .:.:...~·= !ii.;· .:-ys~ems in at;~·~cultural supply ;.;h:;._hi.,;, ., !."~..:;~. of 

Ka~~ong Di.strict" in partial fulfillni~=: ~ ::.·f t.11.:: ::-eqt.;.h-emerits of the award of 

master of science in procurement and supply chain management of Kyambogo 

University. 

The purpose of this Jett.er therefore is to request you to introduce Le• s~udent 
to relevant offices as well as support with any necessary assistance and 
guidance. 

Any assistance rendered to her will be highly appreciated. 

Yours sincerely 

l\\o---
Prof. Bosco Bua 

AG. DIRECTOR 

KYAMBOGO UN1VERSITY 

* 1 ~ JU L 2025 * 
DIRECTOR 

~IRtC10Rm Of ~mw~ A~O G~mm mrn1~~ 
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E-Mail: kaabongdlg@gmail.com 
Direct Telephone No. 

KAABONG DISTRICT LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 

Chief Administrative Officer: 0772553085 

E-mail: chelamqatandrew@gmail.com 
Deputy Chief Administrative Officer: 0772-845080 \~~ 
E-mail : tkoryanga@mail.com ~ 

Principal Assistant Secretary: 0782-045304 
THE REPUBLIC OF UGANDA 

E-mail: lokoljinoj@qmail.com 

IN ANY CORRESPONDENCE ON 

THIS SUBJECT PLEASE QUOTE: CR/156/l 

The Director, 
Directorate of Research and Graduate Training 
Kyambogo University 
P.o Box 1, Kyambogo 

P.O. BOX 16, 
KOTIDO-UGANDA 

17th July 2025 

RE: ACCEPTANCE OF TINO PASKA TO CARRY OUT RESEARCH IN KAABONG 
DISTRICT 

Reference is made to your letter dated 15th July 2025 requesting this Office to introduce 
the above student to relevant Offices as well as support with any necessary assistance 
and guidance to carry out research on 'Farmer groups' readiness and adoption of 
traceability system in agricultural supply chains. A case study of Kaabong District. 

I wish to inform you that, your request has been accepted and the student will be 
supported by the Production department to carry out the research . 

The student is asked to report to the District production .Offi_cer for further guidance and 
/ '· . . ' \ \ 

instructions. . .· ~ '::'' ,· .. <J;·, · · 

/ / <;.; ;:;~~:~,,.~:<;~\;} '.~~~:;~/// 
/ "\\\\. ... ~,:: ·,\) . ... \9' · / 

,,... \ \; \J . ··?-'·' ~;-:1 1 . / 
' , '.:.:;;. :-~~ '{_J.P.. \1 \\ . .• . 

· Chelangat AM Kamal1ngm \ \\~ · · 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER \v~· . · 
C.C Resident District Commissioner 
C.C District Chairperson 
C.C District Production Officer 
C.C Principal Human Resource Officer 




