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Abstract 
 

Pursuing an agricultural productivity agenda is no longer a choice but a must for growth in sub-

Saharan Africa. This research contributes to the current debate on why some countries advance 

in the global marketplace, and others fail to do so. This paper unpacked this question from the 

macro level and examined it at the meso and micro levels of Uganda’s commercial sugarcane 

industry. The focus of the paper was to provide an assessment of the critical success factors for 

the Ugandan commercial sugarcane industry competitiveness. 
 

The research shows that entrepreneurial traits, productivity indicators and financial indicators are 

critical success factors for competitiveness. Although the critical success factors reveal a fit 

between performance categories based on quantitative data, qualitative evidence offers contrary 

and interesting results. The high performing enterprises mainly attributed their competitiveness 

to the internal environmental factors under an entrepreneur’s control. These entrepreneurial 

traits, such as personal involvement, passion and timely application of agronomical practices, 

can be developed and nurtured as a business culture that results in competencies and capabilities 

for high sugarcane productivity. On the other hand, both the medium and low performing 

enterprises attributed their competitiveness to the external environmental factors that are outside 

the entrepreneur’s control. Interestingly, cane pricing was a contentious issue between producers 

and buyers. This suggested an information asymmetry on the cost production structure that could 

lead to a market failure and thus the necessity to review the cane payment system.  

 
Keywords: critical success factors, entrepreneurial traits, productivity, financial, competitiveness, 

Uganda’s commercial sugarcane industry 

 

Introduction 
 

Global value chains (GVCs) and competition is the name of the game today. Competition 

pressure is being felt due to the globalisation of industries, as they strive to create and capture 

value across processes that are dispersed in space and time through coordinated global value 

chains (Gereffi and Korzeniewicz, 1994). Gereffi et al. (2005) outlines the global value chain 

theory and/or framework that describes five typologies for value creation and coordination of 

value chains in the global economy. The typologies oscillate on a continuum of two extremes, 

i.e. arm’s-length markets and hierarchies. 
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Across countries and regions there is competitiveness, as industries position themselves in the 

two extreme continuums, markets and hierarchies. At country level, competitiveness remains a 

contentious issue (Porter, 1990; Krugman, 1994). However, both these authors agree that 

competitiveness resides in firms, which translates into the economic strength of the industry, and 

thus the nation. On the other hand, some scholars argue that firms no longer compete, but value 

chains compete (Christopher, 1992; Christopher and Towill, 2001; Lummus and Vokurka, 1999; 

Chivaka, 2003) in the global and/or regional market economy. In light of the topicality of 

competitiveness, this research investigates and provides an analysis of the Ugandan commercial 

sugarcane industry competitiveness to determine the critical success factors. 

 

Global ranking 

To contextualise this research, global ranking using data within the Southern African 

Development Community (SADC) provided the scene in terms of country competition and 

competitiveness, as shown in Table 1. Uganda’s commercial sugarcane industry faces a big 

challenge today of being competitive not only in the country, but globally. According to the 

global ranking of 108 sugar producing countries for 2013, Uganda is ranked number 38 in sugar 

production and number 41 in sugar yields per hectare (see Fact fish1 website based on FAO 

STAT data). 

 
Table 1. Sugarcane producing country data 2013; Uganda vs SADC. 

Country 
Global rank 

(production) 

Global rank 

(yield/ha) 

Yields/ha 

(tons) 

*Adjusted yields/ha 

(tons 6-month production 

lead time) 

South Africa 15 54   55.38   83.07 

Swaziland 30 14   97.32 145.98 

Zambia 34   7 102.56 153.84 

Uganda 38 41   67.00   67.00 

Malawi 42   6 107.40 161.10 

Source: Fact fish based on FAO STAT Data base 

*Adjusted yields based on cane maturity obtained from country-specific industry reports2 (SADC 9-12 months, 

Uganda 15-12 months) i.e. production lead time factor is 1.5 

 

Table 1 also shows that SADC sugar producing countries have a comparative advantage of early 

market production of 9-12 months, whereas Uganda requires 15-18 months (depending on 

whether the crop is a ratoon or plant cane). This translates into a market lead-time or lag-time of 

6 months for Uganda. Cane maturity is a direct function of cane sucrose growth, which is 

influenced by weather conditions. While countries in the SADC region are achieving a growth 

rate of 1 TS/ha/month, Uganda realises only half of that (Tyler (nd); USCTA, 2012). The extent 

to which the Ugandan sugar industry is not competitive can be highlighted by looking at the 

average yield per ha in the context of cane maturity. When looking at the average yield alone, it 

is easy to erroneously conclude that Uganda is doing well against, say, South Africa, at 67 t/ha 

and 55.38 t/ha, respectively. However, in this globalised economic environment, the time to 

market is a key indicator of how competitive a country is against others, with the shorter time to 

                                                 
1Fact Fish website: www.factfish.com/statistic/sugarcane 
2Illovo Sugar (Malawi) Ltd Annual Report 2014, www.illovosugar.org; Uganda Sugar Cane Technologists’ 

Association, 14th Annual Report Calendar Year 2014, www.ugandasugar.org 
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market offering first-mover advantages. Therefore, South Africa is able to market its cane in 

9 months, while Uganda needs another 6 months to market its cane. This means South Africa 

accumulates 83.07 tons in a similar period of 15-18 months, thus rendering Uganda 

uncompetitive.  

 

Methodology 
 

Research was carried out at Kinyara Sugar Out-grower’s Estate in Uganda and used field-based 

and multiple research methods in gathering empirical data to address the research questions. The 

multiple-method data collection approach involved a questionnaire survey, interviews, use of 

archives and observations. The use of multiple methods strengthens the quality of research 

(Eisenhardt (1989), and “offers a synergetic value (Birnberg et al., 1990; Atkinson et al., 1997; 

Shields, 1997;  and Chivaka, 2003) in that the research benefits are more than the summation of 

the advantages of the methods used.” 

 

Selection of cases for study 

This study used a value chain analysis approach, which is mainly about relationships, i.e. hearing 

multiple sides of the story. Therefore, the entry point of the study was clusters with lead firms 

and/or major buyers in a GVC. The lead firms in the GVC were considered as those that either 

set parameters by which others operate or firms undertaking major buying activities. A list of 

primary producers was obtained from the cluster development agency and/or lead firm, i.e. 

Kinyara Sugar Ltd (sugar sector). The list was also verified through the sector association, i.e. 

Masindi (Kinyara) Growers Sugar Association. 

 

In this study, polar types of Ugandan commercial cane farmers were selected, namely high and 

low performing entrepreneurs. However, since the study was interested in systemic improvement 

of the entire primary value chain actors, medium performing entrepreneurs were also included. 

The qualification of performance was based on productivity, as shown below: 

 

 Primary producers with approximately 70% or two thirds of sugar block fields achieving 100 

and above t/ha were considered high performers, while those producing below 70 t/ha as low 

performers; the medium performers were the producers that attained between 70-99 t/ha. 

 The researcher, possibly through awards received and/or recognition by peers in the industry, 

identified exceptional performers (role model entrepreneurs). They were interviewed for 

lessons to be learnt. 

 

Pettigrew (1990) used the approach of selecting players and categorising them into high and low 

performers, while studying “strategic change and competitiveness” in the United Kingdom. The 

purpose of choosing polar types, one successful and the other unsuccessful, was to build a theory 

of success and failure (Eisenhardt, 1989). This happened to be similar to this study. The study 

was interested in investigating critical success factors that distinguish high and low performing 

entrepreneurs. Unlike the study by Pettigrew (1990), that concentrated on only high and low 

performers, this study included medium performers. This was because the purpose of this study 

was to understand factors that can contribute to the attainment of a systematic improvement of 

the sugarcane value chain. 
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This study was interested in entrepreneurs practicing agribusiness for commercial purposes. For 

practical reasons, this study adopted the Saw Log Production Grant model that qualifies 

commercial enterprises with a minimum area of 25 hectares. The purpose of selecting 

commercial entrepreneurs was that they tend to manage their enterprises from both an 

entrepreneurial and commercial aspect, with an intention of graduating to a formal economy. 

Small players, i.e. small acreage sugarcane producers, were not considered in this study. This is 

because the majority of them tend to perceive business as survival (survival entrepreneurship) 

with little incentive for business growth.  

 

The survey questionnaire was the main data-collecting tool, complemented by the interview 

guide, observation and documentary reviews. Key informants were subjected to an interview 

protocol for an in-depth analysis. The key informants were primary producers and miller 

representatives who included exceptionally best performing, medium performing and poor 

performing entrepreneurs/farmers. The survey instrument had positive statements that informants 

were required to respond to accordingly using a ‘Likert’ scale ranging from not important (1) to 

very important (5). Interviews were held with the miller’s representatives to identify their 

expectations from the producers. The results being presented used quantitative data; however, 

these were validated by qualitative data results, were applicable. In addition, interviews were 

also conducted with industry specialists, such as Chief Executives of industry associations and 

opinion leaders (local, where applicable) with versatile knowledge of the industry. 

 

The interview guide was unstructured in the sense that the respondent had enough room to 

answer. During the interview, probes (follow-up questions immediately) accompanied the main 

question subject to the answer(s) that a respondent had given to that particular question. The 

interview lasted for one or one-and-a-half-hours in length, and was recorded (where permitted), 

and transcribed. Two researchers were involved in order to minimise interviewer bias. 

 

The instrument collected similar data on the theme (as collected by the survey questionnaire) 

purposely for ‘triangulation’ and building data quality. While conducting interviews, the 

researcher also undertook Documentary Review and Archive Data, which included minutes of 

relevant meetings, sample contracts, company reports, policy documents and secondary 

quantitative material on activity levels. Observation was done at company facilities, at planned 

field site visits with the help of the video camera, as well as informal and chance meetings and 

conversations. Collecting data from different sources helped to substantiate, supplement and 

cross-check. The questionnaires for the identified producers were hand delivered and collected 

from the respondents.  

 

Production data and sample size 

Kinyara Sugar Limited provided production data (cane deliveries) from producer cane field 

blocks. The data obtained was for the 2010/11 to 2012/13 financial years. The production report 

indicates a block field size, yields obtained and actual yields per hectare. The total number of 

out-growers in the Kinyara Sugarcane Cluster was ±6000, of which 105 were registered 

commercial producers. However, ±77 commercial producers were functional.  

 

The total number of anticipated cases participating in the study was about 40 (survey tools) of 

which 32 questionnaires were returned, and 10 (qualitative tools) interviews were conducted. 
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This sample size is considered appropriate for studies of this nature, whereby Eisenhardt (1989) 

recommended a number of cases between 4 and 10 as appropriate. Chivaka (2003) studied nine 

cases of firms (comprising both buyers and manufacturers) operating in three supply chains in 

South Africa. Other studies have above 80 cases (Hildbrand, 2013). 

 

Selection of competitiveness indicators 

GVC studies provide key success factors for value chain competitiveness (Schmitz, 2005; 

McCormick and Schmitz, 2001). In their approach, buyers were asked to rate their suppliers’ 

performance using a five-point scale on each of the above criteria. Suppliers were then asked to 

rate their own performance using the same criteria and scale. This self-assessment, when 

compared with the buyers’ assessment, provided a powerful lens for assisting the entrepreneurs 

to identify where they might be failing and where improvement was required. The tool has 

received wider application in the Dominican Republic garment industry (Bessant and Kaplinsky, 

1995), the furniture industry in South Africa, Indonesia and Brazil (Kaplinsky et al., 2003; 

Ewasechko 2005; Navas-Aleman 2011), and the auto industry in South Africa (Barnes, 2000). 

The above studies applied the criteria below, although with minor deviations on the following 

critical success factors:  

 

 Quality reliability (clean, high sucrose) 

 Price reliability (stable, rising) 

 Time from order to delivery (reliable, speedy) 

 Quantity reliability 

 High quality yielding seeds/seedlings (innovations). 

 

However, during the interview the researcher identified other variables in the Ugandan context as 

critical success factors in addition to above: 

 

 Personal involvement in business 

 Passion or interest in business 

 Cash flow 

 Community relationships. 

 

Data analysis 

The principal units of analysis were the dual actors (primary producer – miller/processor) in the 

entire value chain, and its sub-components (i.e. firms, sole proprietors) which formed sub-units 

of analysis (McCormick and Schmitz, 2001). 

 

 

Results and Discussion 

 

The results indicate the respondent’s perceptions in the commercial sugarcane industry. The 

categories are classified as High Performing Entrepreneurs/Enterprises (HPEs), Medium 

Performing Entrepreneurs/Enterprises (MPEs) and Low Performing Entrepreneurs/Enterprises 

(LPEs). 
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Quantitative findings 

Objective 1: To explore and provide insights into the existence of a fit in perceptions regarding 

the critical success factors among high, medium and low performing enterprises. 

 

Results from Figure 1 indicate the detailed items of key success factors under the grouped 

constructs. These include producer-entrepreneur traits (personal involvement, passionate, access 

to technical knowledge, timely agronomical practices and prompt payment of workers), 

productivity indicators (reliability in quality, reliability in quantity, guaranteed market price and 

quality seeds), and financial indicators (reliability of cash flow and goodwill by communities). 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Ugandan producers’ self-assessment of critical success factors 

for competitiveness (source: primary data). 

 

 

Results from Figure 1 show that there is generally a fit in the perceptions of respondents with 

regards to the critical success factors. This implies that the respondents in all the three 

performance categories in this study had the same perceptions of the importance of the critical 

success factors for their business competitiveness. 

 

Objective 2: To explore and provide insights into compatibility in meeting miller’s expectations 

among high, medium and low performing producers (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2. Ugandan producers’ self-assessment for meeting  

miller’s expectations (source: primary data). 

 

Figure 2 above indicates the detailed items of miller’s expectations from the perspective of the 

producers under the grouped constructs. These include productivity indicators (reliable quality, 

reliable supply quantities, producers to abide by directives, well-maintained plantations and 

timely delivery), and buyer expectations of producer-entrepreneurial traits as being passionate, 

low priced and with personal involvement.  

 

Results from Figure 2 above show that there are deviations in the respondent’s perceptions 

regarding meeting miller’s expectations. The high performers, unlike the medium and lower 

performers, considered personal involvement as a very important critical success factor for 

achieving miller’s expectations. All respondents, HPE, MPE and LPE, generally had a similar 

rating of what was fairly important for reliability in quality, reliability in quantity and abiding by 

the miller’s directives as critical success factors in meeting miller’s expectations. 

 

Further, all the respondents HPE, MPE and LPE rated passionate, well maintained plantations 

and timely delivery as being fairly important critical success factors in meeting the miller’s 

expectations. All the respondents also agreed that the miller expected low priced cane supplies 

from the growers.  

 

Qualitative findings 

In the results from the interviews on the question that required respondents to mention their key 

success factors that explain value chain competitiveness, the higher performers, medium 
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performers, and low performers generally stressed the following factors as key for their business 

competitiveness: 

 

 Commitment, love for the project; following advice from extension staff; co-operation with 

extension staff; politeness to extension staff; prompt payment of workers; friendliness with 

workers for good work output; timely weeding and timely application of fertilisers 

(respondent HPE 1).  

 Rainfall and good land. 

 Timely weeding to ensure no competition of weeds with crop. Early weeding reduces the 

number of times to weed; however, the most effective of way of cost reduction is to do 

chemical spraying. Chemical spraying may be done twice only. 

 Fire control through good relations with communities. Fires are problematic especially in the 

December drought season. 

 Prompt payment of workers to avoid agitated workers who may be a source of fires. 

 Enough money and/or cyclic revenue is needed to run the business, but KSL has a tendency 

of late payments going between 60-90 days. The delayed payment causes unnecessary 

interest accruals, resulting in marginal profits (respondent HPE 2). 

 Public relations with the miller. Recently, with good performance, I was allocated a new 

tractor by miller on loan. Harvest quickly attended to when submits his request to miller; 

prompt payment; prompt service delivery, e.g. plough, seed delivery, road maintenance. 

(respondent MPE 1). 

 Interest, personal involvement, agronomical practices, sufficient rainfall (respondent MPE 2). 

 Availability of land, availability of market, availability of machinery, distance to market, 

availability of labour, security of crop/investment (e.g. against fire) and proper management 

(respondent LPE 1). 

 Research in cane growing important; capital; good management; commitment (respondent 

LPE 2). 

 

The interpretation of the above qualitative results is that HPEs attributed success to internal 

environmental factors under an entrepreneur’s control. These traits can be developed and 

nurtured as a business culture resulting in a firm’s competencies and capabilities for business 

competitiveness. Further, HPEs were aware of and practiced cost minimisation strategies to 

improve profitability, i.e. chemical spraying vs manual weeding. On the other hand, the MPEs 

and LPEs generally stressed the external environmental related factors, which are outside the 

entrepreneur’s control as a source of their business competitiveness, save for MPE 2. Further, the 

MPEs and LPEs generally mentioned management (a broad term) as a critical success factor, 

unlike the HPEs that were specific on managerial issues. Field photos depicting well-maintained 

sugar plantations (i.e. no weed competition with the crop for nutrients) by HPEs suggesting high 

cane productivity (Figure 3) can validate this finding. This is in contrast to poorly maintained 

plantations (weeds in competition with the crop for nutrients) by LPEs suggesting moderate 

and/or low cane productivity (Figure 4). 
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Figure 3. Ugandan productivity indicators of growing cane field 

by high performing entrepreneurs (source: field data). 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4. Ugandan productivity indicators of growing cane fields 

by low productivity entrepreneurs (source: field data). 
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The second part of the questionnaire involved asking the miller to mention the expectations he 

regarded as critical success factors from the commercial farmers. Below are some of the  

responses: 

 

 Sustainable cane supply to the factory to run the mill for 10 months without cane shortage. 

 Quality of sugar at the market. 

 A lot of interest  being generated by out-grower farmers. 

 Take cane as a business and value cane by investing back in the business. 

 We have different types of farmers, i.e. own land and rented land. You find that when a 

business owner is not engaged in the running of the business, they rely on representatives 

who may even be illiterate. They do not know the importance of timely application of best 

agronomical practices. Therefore, they are absent farmers and/or telephone farmers. In 

addition, the representatives or supervisors are handicapped. When money is sent, the 

supervisor also has challenges and thus engages local labour, who take a long time to weed. 

(respondent Out-grower Manager). 

 

The miller’s expectations from commercial producers for his competitiveness are quality, 

quantity, personal involvement, interest/passion, well-maintained plantation, and timely 

application of agronomical practices. This question was then posed to the producers: What does 

the miller expect from a cane growing commercial farmer? 

 

 Quality cane and good recovery. Good quality cane gives a recovery of 9-12% rendement. 

The secret of success for better payment is rendement and weight of the crop as the basis of 

real achievement in sugarcane growing. This is the area where most farmers are ignorant, e.g. 

if you do not apply proper weeding, each stem might weigh 0.5 kg, and in my case each stem 

weighs 1.5-2.0 kg, because there was no competition with weeds. However, the miller is 

applying uniform/average rendement whereby the good farmers are not reaping good pay 

from their efforts. In addition, the miller is also losing by applying this uniformity. 

(respondent HPE 1). 

 Good yields; cooperation; farmer to follow advice (respondent MPE 1). 

 Grow his cane; farmer should not complain, i.e. be like a robot, without feelings of injustice; 

follow directives without questioning, yes ‘afande’ sir, military syndrome (respondent 

MPE 2). 

 Mature cane (18 months and above); distance of farm/field (not more than 30 km); security 

of cane; prompt weeding; application of fertilisers (respondent LPE 1). 

 Since miller is business oriented, he wants to get a lot of money out of you. Help community 

development through supporting big farmers. Reduction of unemployment (respondent 

LPE 2). 

 

Interpretation: HPEs are aware of the critical success factors that meet market/miller 

expectations. The factors are mainly productivity related to the satisfaction of market 

requirements. Therefore, they strive to enhance cane quality for better sucrose to achieve sugar 

crystal recovery. In addition, HPEs understand the relationship between good cane quality and 

cane weight as sources of better revenue in the business. On the other hand, the MPEs and LPEs 

seem to be ignorant of the importance of cane quality and weights of cane stems for their 

business competitiveness. Field photos depicting differences in weights of cane stems validate 
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the findings accounting for HPEs high productivity and the MPEs and LPEs moderate and low 

productivity respectively (Figures 5, 6 and 7).  

 

Mengistu (2013) and Yadav (1991) assert that a high population density of 150 000 stalks per ha 

is possible. Nevertheless, Yadav argues that at present an average of 100 000 stalks per ha is 

achievable under different growing conditions (Yadav 1991). This implies that HPEs in Uganda 

with cane stalks weighing 1.5-2.0 kg each (Figure 6) are able to achieve 150 to 200 tons per ha. 

Conversely, the MPEs and LPEs with cane stalks weighing 0.5-0.8 kg (Figure 7) are able achieve 

50 to 80 tons per ha. 

 

 

Figure 5. Ugandan producer with cane stems  

weighing 1.5-2.0 kg (HPE 1, source: field data. 

 

Figure 6. Five cane stems weighing 12 kg on high producing  

farmer’s field (harvest January 2015, source: field data. 
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Figure 7. Approximately 10 cane stems weighing a total of less than 

10 kg (low producing farmer; harvested January 2015; source: field data). 

 

A further analysis of the respondent’s quotes above revealed that the MPEs and LPEs bemoaned 

high levels of price exploitation by the miller. The HPEs on the other hand, identified the need to 

review the cane payment system as the best possible solution for equitable wealth distribution in 

Uganda’s sugar industry. This implied that price was a major contentious issue between 

producers and millers. This finding points to the need for both millers and producers to share 

information on the production cost structure of the sugarcane value chain. Otherwise, if the issue 

is not resolved, price will become a critical failure factor for the competitiveness of Uganda’s 

sugarcane industry. Similar value chain studies exist that identified contentious issues on critical 

success factors and were addressed by both producers and buyers for a particular industry’s 

competitiveness (see garment industry of the Dominican Republic, Bessant and Kaplinsky, 

1995), and the furniture industries of South Africa, Indonesia and Brazil (Kaplinsky et al., 2003; 

Ewasechko, 2005; Navas-Aleman, 2011). Therefore, the Ugandan situation justifies the need to 

review the cane payment system to match with the world trends. 

 

Currently, Uganda’s cane payment system is quantity of cane delivered to the mill. This is 

causing industry disruptive emotions between cane producers and millers in Uganda. This form 

of cane payment system is a 19th century outmoded practice. SADC countries such as South 

Africa abandoned the quantity delivered payment system in the 1925/26 season then transformed 

to sucrose cane payment system in the 1926/27 season, and progressed to the recoverable value 

(RV) cane payment system in the 2000/01 season (Wynne et al., 2009). According to the South 

African Cane Growers Association, the purpose of upgrading to the RV cane payment system 

was to maximise sucrose recovery by reducing sucrose loss in fibre and non-sucrose (see RV 
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Cane Payment System document on their website3). This implies that a good cane payment 

system provides incentives for both producers and millers to maximise cane quality for good 

recovery and high yields, and to improve mill performance. Possibly this explains why the sugar 

mills in Uganda are not competitive in production costs relative to SADC sugar producing 

countries (Tyler, nd). 

Table 2 demonstrates the incentive of upgrading the Ugandan sugarcane industry from the fixed 

price per ton or quantity delivered to the sucrose payment system. The current cane payment 

system formula is price of ton of cane = average annual market price for ton of sugar x (% sugar 

recovered from cane) x producer’s share (37%), i.e. miller’s share is between 63-65%. Kinyara 

Sugar Limited, for which this study is based, has 63% going to the miller and 37% to the 

producer. Table 2 below shows comparative hypothetical earnings between the sucrose cane 

payment system and the fixed cane payment system.  

 
Table2. Comparison of fixed cane quantity payment system 

and sucrose payment system. 

Rendement 

% 

*Quantity payment 

(Ugx/ton) 

USD Equiv. 

per ton 

Sucrose payment 

(Ugx/ton) 

USD Equiv. 

per ton 

9 69,930 23.94 59,940 20.52 

10 69,930 23.94 66,600 22.80 

11 69,930 23.94 73,260 25.08 

12 69,930 23.94 79,920 27.36 

*Average annual rendement at 10.5, average market price Ugx 1,800,000/= per tonne, exchange rate  

  1 USD = 2921.17 UGX (Bank of Uganda4 20 March 2015). 

 

Hypothetical results from Table 2, present the industry sucrose content in the Ugandan sugar 

industry ranging from 9-12%, according to the interviews. However, according to UCSTA 

(2012) the average consistently obtained for the past three years from Kinyara, with best growing 

conditions in Uganda, was 9.96%, followed by Kakira at 9.0% and Lugazi at 7.9%. Reflecting on 

Table 2, a fixed price of approximately Ugx 69,930 per ton is within range, because during 

financial year 2013/14 Kinyara paid an interim price of approximately Ugx 68,000 per ton and in 

2014/15 is paying Ugx 66,700 per ton inclusive of final price. The price of Ugx 66,700 per ton 

necessitated protracted and intensive negotiations involving government officials, miller and 

cane producers associations. The producers declined interim payment and opted for a one-time 

payment, since interim payment offered by the miller was below that of the previous financial 

year of approximately Ugx 68,000 (2013/14) to approximately Ugx 53,000 per ton (2014/15).  

 

Therefore, from Table 2 it can be deduced that the sucrose payment system will be an incentive 

for higher productivity and competitiveness for both millers and cane producers in Uganda. This 

implies that high producers will be winners and low producers will be losers in the competitive 

game of the sugarcane industry.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
3www.sacanegrowers.co.za/wf-content/uploads/2011/04/Explanation-of-RV-formula-PRICE-Flowchart 
4www.bou.or.ug 
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Conclusions 

 

The research has covered new ground in GVC theory building by discovering new critical 

success factors for measuring competitiveness at firm and sector levels. The new measures that 

can be termed as ‘software’ include personal involvement in the business, passion for the 

business, goodwill between business and communities, and prompt payment of labour. All of 

these that can be grouped as entrepreneurial traits. The previous GVC studies have mainly 

focussed on ‘hardware’ measures, especially productivity and financial indicators. 

 

The research found out that there was a contradiction between quantitative and qualitative data 

results. Under quantitative there was a general fit in perceptions regarding critical success factors 

among high, medium and low producing enterprises. Furthermore, the results also revealed that 

there was general compatibility among high, medium and low performing enterprises in meeting 

miller’s expectations. This suggests that when a quantitative tool with critical success factors is 

given to the respondents, they are subconsciously aware of the factors that account for business 

competitiveness. Therefore, they tick the items positively, regardless of whether they practise 

them or not, i.e. they may not be ‘walking the talk’. 

 

However, regarding qualitative results, significant differences emerged: the high performing 

enterprises mainly attributed their competitiveness to the internal environment factors under 

entrepreneur’s control. These entrepreneurial traits (e.g., personal involvement) can be developed 

and nurtured as a business culture resulting into firm’s competencies and capabilities for high 

sugarcane productivity. On the other hand, both the medium and low performing enterprises 

attributed their competitiveness to the external environment factors which are outside the 

entrepreneur’s control. This possibly explains the moderate and low productivity of their 

sugarcane enterprises. 

 

Surprisingly, all the high, medium and low producers agreed that low price was not a critical 

success factor for their competitiveness. This suggests the need for both miller and producers to 

share information on the cost production structure of the value chain to avoid feelings of 

exploitation. The sugarcane industry is also in an urgent dire need to update the cane payment 

system from quantity delivered to sucrose payment system in order to be in close 

competitiveness with SADC sugar producing countries. 
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