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ABSTRACT 

Strategy implementation is a key stage in the strategic management process. Research however 

.,hows that many organizations nrc unable to implement their strategies effectively. Effective strategy 

imp! 'llen·.ation has therefore become a major challenge to organizations. A review of literature 

shows that the subject of ~trategy implementation has largely been neglected. Traditionally the tocus 

has been on the strategy formulation process ac; the key to achieving implementation success. 

Howe,·er recently there has been n growing awareness that the high failure rate of strategies in 

organizations is not due to poor planning but is a result of poor implementation. EtTective 

implementation is therefore a must if organisation goals are to be met. Although research on the topic 

IS very limited, several studies exist on factors that contribute to effective implementation. The 

majority of these studies however have been carried out in corporations. 

rhe purpose of this case study was to find out how the implementation of the Northern Uganda 

Rehabilitation Programme (NUREP) was carried out effectively. NUREP is a government of Uganda 

programme sponsored by the European Union (EU). The programme operates v;ithin the framework 

of the Government of Uganda 2007 Strategic Plan (Peace. Recovery and Development Plan). The 

strategic plan is aimed at stabilization and economic recovery in Northern Uganda. after more than a 

decade of war in the region. The objective of the study was to establish the factors that influenced 

implementation at NUREP. 

Face to face interviews were conducted using structured questionnaires. A total of 10 people were 

intervie\\.ed from the NUREP Programme Management Unit (PMU), Office of the Prime Minister, 

the supen isory body of NUREP. Gulu district. and NUREP implementing partners. Written 

transcripts of the data collected were then made. Data was then analysed using content analysis and 

with the aid of a computer software package (NIVIYO 9). The key findings of the research were then 

summarized using \'arious tables. 

The results of the research showed that the successful implementation of ~UREP was a result of 

several factor::;. The main factors however were people related factors. such as staff commitment. 

invoh'ement of people: good working relations with stakeholders particularly local governments. and 

a competent Programme Management Team.Implementation controls were also found to have played 

an important role and. The study also identified several implementation barriers. Again the majority 

of the barriers were people related eg. misunderstandings. lack of programme ownership. and 
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inadequate capacities of some employees. The other frequently mentioned barrier wa' political 

interfcn.:nce. 

There were several limitations in this research. Firstly the interviewees only included senior managers 

from Nt;REP as most of the other employees had left. as the programme was coming to a closure. 

Secondly NUREP activities covered a wide range of districts in Northern Uganda. however due to 

time and cost constraints, interviews were only possible at the Gulu District Oftice. Also for the same 

reason only two ofNUREP·s implementing partners also in Gulu were interviewed. Also the fact that 

the interviews took place towards the end of the year, meant that many people could not be reached as 

this ts usually a busy time in most organizations. The results of this research may therefore not be 

general ized. The findings however are nevertheless important in closing the existing knowledge gap 

on the topic of strategy implementation. 

There are several managerial recommendations and recommendations for future research relating to 

th is research. One recommendation is that the possibility of including senior managers from the 

Programme Management Unit in the planning or design phase of future programmes should be 

explored. There is also need to involve and consult as many stakeholders as possible prior to the 

planning of future programmes. The interests. expectations and level of participation of stakeholders 

including areas of potential conflict should be clearly identified. There is also need to ensure that 

people with the necessary skills are recruited for the job. Implementation requires much time and it is 

therefore crucial that sufficient time is allocated to the entire process. 

The recommendations for future research are twofold. Firstly studies relating to the role of people 

in strategy implementation have tended to concentrate on top and middle managers. Few studtes exist 

on how lower level employees and stakeholders external to an organisation influence the 

implementation process. More research is therefore needed in this area. Further existing studies on 

strateg) implementation focus on organizational aspects. There is need to explore other factors other 

than organizational factors. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of the Study 

The number of organizations unable to implement their strategic goals successfully is alarming. 

The re:. :Its I·i .:>m a study. White paper of Strategy implementation of Chinese Corporations in 

~006. revealed that strategy implementation was the most signiticant challenge facing all kinds 

of corporations at that time. The study further showed that 83 per cent of the surveyed 

compames failed to implement their strategy smoothly. nnd that only 17 per cent felt they had a 

consistent strategy implementation process. In the U.S.A. many companies spend millions of 

dollars in strategy formulation but only half of them are able to implement their strategies 

successfully. 70% of I 0 CEOs who fail. do so not because of bad strategy. but because of bad 

execution (Charan & Colvin. 1999). In yet another study of 200 companies in the Times I 000, 

80°o of directors said they had the right strategies but only 14% were implementing them well. 

(Cobbold & Lawrie. 2001). In Africa. poor implementation of strategies panicularly in the 

public sector is a major factor that has contributed to the weak performance of these 

organizations and is undoubtedly a major impediment to achieving development goals on the 

continent. Many gO\'emment projects either stall or arc abandoned due to poor implementation. 

Clearly strategy implementation is a real challenge to organizations. Howe\"er if any organisation 

is to achie\"e its goals. eflicient strategy execution is a must and hence the need for organizations 

to master the an of implementing strategy. 

J .1.1 Strategy Implementation 

Strategy implementation has been detined a~ the process that turns plans into action assignments 

and ensures that such assignments are executed in a manner that accomplishes the plan· s stated 

o ech ves (Ried,J989. as cited in Schaap. 2006). According to Higgins (2005), strategy 

implementation is a process involving almost all the management functions. i.e. planning. 

controlling, organizing. motivating. leading. directing, integrating. communicating. and 

innovation. Implementation is the actions initiated within an organization and its relationships 

\\ ith hands- on experience and action oriented human behavourial activity that calls for executive 
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leadership and key managerial skills (Dekluyver & Pierce. 2003. as cited in Schaap, 2006). 

Strategy implementation has also been viewed a!) the stage of strategic management involving 

the usc of managerial and organizational tools to direct resources towards achieving outcomes 

(Thompson & Strickland. 1996). 

Many researchers agree that implementing strategy is a difiicult task. Hrebiniak (2006) argues 

that although formulating a consistent strategy is a difficult task for any management team. 

making the strategy work is even more difficult. According to Thompson ( 1996), implementing 

strategy is difficult because of the difierent managerial activities involved. the ditTerent ways to 

tackle each activity. resistance to change. the people management skills requirecl the need to 

sc~ure commitment as well as the cooperation needed from the various parties involved. 

llowever even while acknowledging the fact that implementation is a difficult process. 

researchers are keen to point out that many organizations spend too much resources and time 

aaftmg strategy. but devote less resources and time to strategy implementation. In this era of 

economic downturn. dwindling resources coupled with fierce global competition. organisations 

cannot afford the high cost implications and other drawbacks associated with failed 

implementation. Implementation therefore must take center stage if organisations are to succeed 

< r even survive. The purpose of this research papt!r is therefore to examine how the 

implementation of the Northern Uganda Rehabilitation Programme (NUREP) was carried out 

dTectively. NUREP activities wen! carried out within the framework of the Govemment of 

Uganda 2007 Strategic Plan. Peace. Rt!covery and Development Plan (PROP) aimed at 

stabili?ation and economic development of the Northcm region of Uganda. 

J. J .2 ~orthern Uganda Rehabilitation Programme (NUREP) 

~orthem Uganda has suffered a series of conflicts for over 20 years. The conflicts devastated 

the area making it Uganda ·s poorest region. As a result of the war many people fled their homes 

<;eeking refuge in internally displaced camps (IDP camps). However due to peace initiatives. 

calm has returned to the region and many people have begun returning to their homes. Northern 

Uganda however is characterized by poor infrastructure. and a lack of basic social sen ices. 

Poverty rates are the highest in the country. In reaction to this the Government of Uganda 

Strate~ic Plan 2007. the National Peace. Recovery and Development Plan (PRDP) was 
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established. The plan aims at stabilization and economic recovery in the north through a set of 

coherent programmes in one organizing framework that all stakeholders \viii adopt when 

implementing their programmes in the region. It is within this framework that the Northern 

l 'ganda Rehabilitation Progamme (NUREP) was started by the Government of Uganda and the 

European Union in 2006. NUREP operates within the PROP policy. The programme is funded 

by the European Union (EU} and is under the supcn ision of the Office of the Prime Minister 

(OPM). 

-1e a ms of the Northern Uganda Rehabilitation Programme as cited in NUREP's Inception 

Report. 2007 are to strengthen the self reliance and protection of local populations in Northern 

Uganda. rehabilitate social infrastructure and improve the capacity of Ugandan stakeholders to 

respond to conflicts and disasters. According to the report, NUREP's overall objective is to 

restore and preserve peace and create an enabling en,ironment in ~orthem Uganda by increasing 

the e1Tectiveness of actors for conflict resolution and peace-building: strengthening respect for 

and enforcement of human rights and the rule of law; improving coping mechanisms of lOPs: 

diversifying and increasing livelihood opportunities for local people and improving the pro\ision 

of basic sen·ices and competence of local governments at all levels. NUREP's purpose is to 

promote reconciliation and reduction of regional disparities through development. 

The main beneficiary as indicated in ~UREP's Inception Report is the civi lian population in 

Northern Uganda who have been seriously affected by the war. The target groups are lOPs. 

women and children. However instead of focusing on specific groups, the programme aims at 

rebuilding communities. facilitating the voluntary return of IDPs and creating adequate 

conditions for sustainable development. NUREP also offers assistance to the Office of the Prime 

~1inister (OP~f). local governments and local civil society organizations in the beneficiary 

districts through training. capacity building and techn1cal ad\ ice. 

The overa lJ responsibility for the implementation of the NUREP Financing Agreement lies with 

the Implementing Institutions. These are: the National Authorising Authority in the Ministry of 

Finance. Plaruting and Economic De\ elopment: the European Commission. and its representative 
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in Uganda (the Delegation of the European Commission to Uganda): the O.flice of the Prime 

Minbter. NUREP National Steering Committee: NUREP Programme Management Unit. 

The implementation of the NUREP activities is carried out by Implementing Partners. The 

implementing partner~ can be: a District Local Government: Community Based not-for-profit 

Organisation (CBO): National not-for-profit Organisation (NGO): International not-for-profit 

Organisation ( INGO): Private for-protit Company. An Implementing Partner is fom1ally 

contracted to execute a defined action tor NUREP by the Contracting Authority or its delegated 

authority. the OPM. under rules and regulations of the 91
h EDF (European Development Fund). 

The Dis1rict local govenunents also support the NUREP implementation by providing technical 

services for destgn. supervision and monitoring ofNUREP interventions. These tasks are defined 

in an MoU between the 1\'UREP Programme Management Unit and the District local 

governments. 

The day-to-day management and implementation of the programme is delegated to a Programme 

Management Unit in the Office of the Prime ~1inister. The Programme Management Unit 

consists among others, of a Programme Manager. two Regional Coordinators. and a Finance 

Manager. The Programme Manager and Finance Manager are based in Kampala in the 

coordinating office while the two Regional Coordinators are based in Gulu and Moroto 

respectively. These offic.:s are responsible for the implementation of programme initiatives in 

their respective areas. The Gulu office is in charge of the Acholi and Lango regions while the 

Moroto office is in charge of the Karamoja and Teso regions. A small sub-office in Soroti has 

been created to cater for the post floods programme in the Teso region. The senior managers 

comprising the Programme Management Unit are recruited by Cardino Agrisystems Ltd, a third 

party service provider for NUREP. The supervision of the Programme Management Unit (PMU) 

fa lls under the supervision of the Office of the Prime Minister (OPM) of the Government of 

Uganda 

The Programme structure consists of a finance and administration department. grants office. 

engineering oftice. community development office and a peace building and conflict resolution 

section. The finance and administration department is in charge of fmances. The grants office 

handles the administrative and contractual issues of the grantees and offers support to the 

Regional Offices with regard to grants procedures. Each of the Regtonal offices has an 
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Engineering Office. This oftice is responsible for the selection and appraisal of construction 

projects. development of spcx:itications. bills of quantities and tender documents. tender 

evaluation and supervision and certitication of works in collaboration with local government 

ene neers. The work of the corrununity department is to identify. select and monitor activities of 

grantees which deal with community through their grants. The Peace Building and Conflict 

Resolution section is based in the Moroto oflice. This section assists the Regional Coordinators·s 

office in designing peace building and resolution programs and activities that are to be integrat~.:d 

into the Karamoja and Teso programs. 

The fmancing of the various projects is carried out in three ways. Funds are made available to 

international and local NGOs through a I:,'Tant agreement. Funding is also done through imprest 

based Programme Estimates by the Programme Management Unite. Lastly funding is also 

available through service. work and supply contracts. with local contractors and suppliers of 

goods and services. 

1.2. Statement of the Problem 

Strategj implementation is the act of translating actions into plans to achieve organisation goals. 

EffectiYe implementation however has proved to be a major challenge to most organizations. 

Statistics show that only few companies are able to execute their strategies successfully. This is 

a worrying trend since a substantial amount of limited resources goes to waste when 

implementation fails. Furthermore organizations exist for a specific purpose and if they are 

unable to fulfill this purpose. their existence becomes questionable. Traditionally, there has been 

much more emphasis on the topic of strategy formulation than that of strategy implementation. 

The result has been that managers have perfected the art of formulating strategies but are faced 

with challenges when it comes to implementation. This is in spite of the fact that strategy 

formulation and strategy implementation go hand in hand. Strategy formulation automatically 

follows implementation. There is however a growing recognition that the most important 

problems in the field of strategic management are not related to strategy formulation but rather to 

strategy implementation (Flood, Dromgoole. Carrol. & Gorman. 2000). And that the high failure 

rate of organisational initiatives is a result of poor implementation. That more research is needed 

in the field of strategy implementation hns been noted by several re~earchers. (Atinkson. 2006) 
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argues that studies on strateg) implementation are few and considered le~:t ··glamourous·· than 

tho::~e of strategy formulation. 

Strategy implementation although a key process in meeting organizational goals is under· 

researched. A vailablc literature on the topic has tended to focus on organisational aspects that 

either impede or promote the process. These studies either focus on a single variable 

(Govindarajan. 1988: Lehner. 2004: Forman & Argenti. 2005: Alexander. 1985) while others 

(Beer & Eiscnstat. 2000: Skivington & Daft. 1991: Okumus. 2001: Nobel & Mokwa. 1 999) 

study multiple variables. Scholars have also developed various of strategy implementation 

frameworks. However these models have been criticized for not relating the variables in a 

sufficiently informative way. That there is need for a deeper understanding of the 

implementation process is evident on the large number of organizations that fail when it comes 

to effecm·e implementation of strategies. The aim of this research paper is to examine how the 

implementation of NUREP was carried out successfully. NUREP is a government run 

programme which makes it an interesting case to study since most studies (Wemham. 1985: Qi. 

2005: Alexander. 1985: Okumus. 2001) on strategy Implementation arc based on private and 

state corporations. 

1.3 Research Objectins 

The objecti\c of the study is to identify the factors that influenced implementation at NUREP. 

J .4 Importance of the Study 

The study will firstly help bring the topic of strategy implementation into focus by highlighting 

its role m meeting strategic goals. Secondly the study will help identify important organizational 

issues that must be considered before and during the implementation process. Fu11her it will help 

identify problems that may occur during the implementation phase and the possible reasons for 

their occurrence. The results of the study will be beneficial to the following: 

I. Corporate organization::~ 

., Non-governmental organizations 

3. Government institutions 
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1.5 Scope and Limitations of the Study 

The ~rudy covers NUREP's initiatives in Northern Uganda from 2006 to 2009. There are se\eral 

limitations to this research. Firstly the context in which the research was conducted may limit 

the generalization of the findings. As interviews were conducted towards the closure period of 

~UREP. interviews were only possible with senior managers from the Programme Management 

Unit. As a result the views of other employees were not captured. Also NUREP activities were 

undertaken in several districts in 1'\orthem Uganda and in collaboration with several 

implementing partners. However due to cost and time constraints, only one official from Gulu 

district and persons from two implementing partners also in Gulu were interviewed. Another 

limiting factor was that the interviews were carried out towards the end of the year. This meant 

that most people could not be reached, as this is usually a very busy period in most 

organizations. In spite of the above limitations, the research is still worthwhile in contributing to 

existing knowledge on strategy implementation. 

7 



CHAPTER T\VO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Strategy Implementation 

Implementation is a key stage of the strategic management process. but one which has been 

relatively neglected (Noble. 1999b: Dobni & Luffman. 2003: Bantel & Osborn. 2001 ). Several 

scholars (Hrebiniak. 2006: Thomson & Strickland. 2003) agree that implementation is a difficult 

management task. According to Hrebiniak this explains why many organizations fail when it 

comes to implementing strategy. Raps (2004) argues that traditional concepts of strategy 

implementation overemphasize the structural aspects. According to him the implementation 

orocess is a .. no boundaries .. set of activities that does not concentrate on the implications of only 

one component. such as the organisational structure. Strategy implementation requires an 

integrative approach which not only considers the organisational structure but also soft facts 

such as the cultural aspects and human resource perspective. Crosby ( 1991 ) has defined the 

process of implementation as consisting of two major parts. The tirst involves the development 

of an action plan. The action plan includes details on what. who. when and how the actions 

necessary to carry out the strategy will be done. The second part of implementation consists of 

actions aimed at marshalling and applying resources. In the context of policy change. these 

changes may include changes in organisational structure!. shifts and reclassitication of personnel. 

establishment of new routines, tasks. and procedures. installation of new incentive systems, and 

retooling production for new products or services. It may also include marketing of new services 

or creation of demand among new beneficiaries or consumers. development of new financing 

mechanisms. organizing coalitions to maintain political. budgetary. and beneficiary support. and 

developing collaborative mechanisms with cooperating organizations. 

2.1.1 Strategy Implementation Tasks 

Rysz.ard Bamat proposes a general framework for implementation including several tasks. He 

argues that there are six tasks that mangers must do for implementation to be effective. These are 

huilding a capable organization. establishing a strategy supportive budget. installing internal 

administrative support systems. devising a system of rewards and incentives linked to objectives. 

creatmg a fit between culture and strategy and exercising strategic leadership. 
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The first task ha~ to do with building a capable organization. The organization structure must be 

aligned to the strategy. Building a capable organization also involves gl!tting people with the 

necess::try skills. building core competencies and competitive capabilities and putting togethc:r a 

strong management team. Responsibilities must be assigned for accomplishing key 

implementation t~ks. 

The second task involves establishing a strategy supportive budget. If a firm is to achieve its 

strategic objectives. top management must provide the pt.!ople. with equipment. facilities. and 

other resources <o carry out its pan of the strategic plan. He further argues that once the strategy 

has been decided. formal plans must be developed. The tasks should be arranged in a sequence 

comprising a plan of action within targets to be achieved at specific dates. 

Installing internal administrative support systems is another important task. Internal systems are 

defined as policies and procedures to establish desired types of behavior. information systems to 

provide strategy-critical information on a timely basis and the necessary inventory, matetiaJ 

management, customer service. cost accounting and other administrative systems needed to give 

the organization important strategy-executing capability. These systems must be capable of 

supporting the manager" s work as \\ell as monitoring strategic progress. The fourth task 

involves devising a system of rewards and incentives linked to objectives. People and 

departments of the firm must be influenced through incentives. constraints. control. standards. 

and rewards to accomplish the strategy. 

Creating a fit between culture and strategy is another task that must be considered. The concept 

of fit is seen as an approach that assumes that each organisational dimension such as structure, 

reward systems. and resource allocation process must constitute an internally consistent 

organisational torm. A significant bod) of research (Kotter & Heskett, I 992; Lee & Yu. 2004: 

Sorenson. 2002} clearly indicate that organization culture and particularly the extent to which it 

is aligned or not aligned with strategy is the single most important factor in determining effective 

strategy implementation. Strategies implemented in an organsation should support the culture of 

he organisation (David. 2003). A strategy supportive corporate culture causes the organization 

to work bard toward the accomplishment of strategy. The final task is exercising strategic 
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leadership. Strategic leadership consists of obtaining commitment to the strategy and its 

accomplishment. It also involves the constructive use of power and politics in building 

consensus to support the strategy. 

2.1.2 Drinrs of Strategy Implementation 

The strategy fonnulation process has been identified as a key determinant of effective strategy 

implementation. Scholars (Hrebiniak. 2006: Alexander. 1985: Allio. 2005: Kim & Mauborgn 

1993) have stressed the importance of good strategy formulation and successful strategy 

implementation. Good implementation starts with good strategic input (Allio. 2005). Good 

execution cannot overcome the shortcomings of a bad strategy (Hrebiniak. 2006). Macmillian 

and Tarnpoe (2001) argue that a good strategy is judged by the results achieved and not the 

process. The process must match the business needs. culture and specific issues of the context. it 

must be original. creati\ c and easy to implement. 

Organisation structure is also seen as a key element for successful implementation. Chandler 

( 1962) defi nes structure as having two aspects. firstly lhe lines of authority and communication 

between the ditTerent administrative offices and officers and. secondly the infom1ation and data 

that How through these lines of communication and authority. According to him such lines and 

data are essential to ensure the effective coordination. appraisal. and planning necessary in 

can ying out the basic goals and policies and in knitting together the total resources of the 

enterprise. The structure of an organisation must be aligned to strategy for implementation to 

succeed. This view is supported by Drazin & Howard ll994) (as cited in noble 1999b). Different 

~trategies have different requirements regarding an adequate organisation structure (White, 1986: 

Olson. Slater & Hult. 2005). Schaap (2006) also agrees that adjusting organizational strategy 

according to perfect strategy can lead to effective implementation. 

Penb and Littljohn {2001 ): Forman and Argenti (:~005) : Schaap (2006) have shown that 

communication does affect implementation. Based on interviews with 21 presidents and 

governmental agency heads. Alexander ( l 985) found that communication is mentioned more 

than any other single variable promoting successful strategy implementation. The content of the 

communication involves clearly explaining what new responsibilities. tasks and duties need to be 

perfonned by affected employees. 
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The human resource factor of strategy implementation has also been identified as crucial. The 

success of strntegy implementation depends critically on the human or people side of 

management. and less on organisation and systems related factors (Viseras. Baines & Sweeney. 

2005). Alexander ( 1985) found that the three major problems in human resource i:-; that 

employees ha\e insufficient capabilities to perform their jobs. lower-level employees are 

inadequately trained. and departmental managers provide inadequate information, leadership and 

direction. Lack of shared knowledge between lower level management and non-management is 

a barrier to successful implementation (Noble, 1999b). Another problem is the lack of 

involvement ot employees in the implementation process. David (2003) argues that to ensure 

successful implementation both managers and employees should be in,·olved in the 

implementation decision and that adequate communication between all parties is important. 

Another tmportant variable is consensus. For implementation to succeed firms must achieve 

consensus both within and outside their organisation. Floyd & Wood rige ( 1992a) define strategic 

consensus as agreement among top. middle and operating management levels on the fundamental 

priorities of the organisation. Also successful implementation means that a sense of commitment 

must prevail during the whole process. ~oble & Mo!..:wa ( 1999) mention thre~ dimensions of 

commitment. organisational commitment. role commitment and strategy commitment. 

Organisation commitment is defined as the extent to which a person identifies with and works 

towards organisation-related goals and values. Strategy commitment is the extent to which a 

manager comprehends and supports the goals and objectives of a market strategy role. Role 

commitment 1s the extent to which a manager is determined to perform his individual 

implementation responsibility well. regardless of his beliefs about the overall strategy. 

According to Guth & MacMillian ( 1986). low and negative management commitment is a result 

of three factors: low perceived ability to perform successfully in implementing strategy: low 

perceived probability that the proposed outcomes will result. even if individual performance is 

successful: lov. capacity of the outcome to satisfy individual goals or needs. 

Ace rding to Raps (2004) assessment or control of the implementation processes is a key task 

for mangers. A control system is needed to provide management with information on whether 

strategic initiatives can be executed or are being executed as intended. He argues that control 

11 UNIVERSITY OF NAIROB I 
LOWER KABE TE 

LIP.~"RY 
'--~--.. 



systems focus on critical issues. One such critical issue is time. which according to him 

managers oftl!n underestimate. Because it is ditlicult to estimate an appropriate time, time­

intense activities should be identified and harmonized with the time capacity. This can be dont: 

through fine-tuning with the affected divisions and their mangers. An extra buffer for unexpected 

incidents should be calculated in addition to the probable time frame. Raps recommend!' the 

balanced scorecard (BSC) and supportive solutions such as IT to help in implementation. 

Organisation culture is also an important implementation variable. Each organisation posscses a 

culture Raps (2004). Culture is detined as a system of beliefs and values. Culture determines 

the extent of cooperation. degree of dedication. and depth of strategic thinking within an 

organisation. Employees must be motivated. Unfreezing ofthe organisation and cultural values 

is important if dramatic change is to be understood. The major task of top management as 

regards culture is to set the cultural tone. pace and character and to ensure that it is in line with 

the strategic changes that are being implemented. 

1.1.3 Barriers to Strategy Implementation 

Bt:er and Eisenstat (2000) identified ~ix killers of strategic implt:mentation: top-down laissez­

faire senior management s1yle; unclear strategy and contlicting priorities: an ineffective senior 

management team; poor vertical communication; poor coordination across functions, business or 

borders; inadequate down-the line leadership skills and development. Hrebiniak (2006) on the 

other hand argues that there are live main obstacles to executing strategy. One of these obstacles 

1s the fact that mangers are trained to plan and not execute strategy. Hrebiniak attributes this to 

the fact that execution is not taught in most business schools. Another problem relates to how 

strategy formulation and strategy implementation are handled. Although planning and execution 

are two separate parts of the strategic management process they should be treated as 

interdependent. Planning affects execution. The execution of strategy affects changes to 

strategy over time. The implication of this according to Hrebiniak is that those responsible for 

implementation should be part of the strategy formulation process. ln addition planning and 

doing should be seen as simultaneous. Managers should think about implementation at the same 

time they are fonnulating strategies. Managers perception that strategy implementation is below 

them and that it should be left to lower level employees is another barrier identified. Also the 
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fact that implementation is a process that takes longer than fonnulation is another obstacle. The 

longer timeframe makes managers lose focus and control of the process. Also the large number 

of people involved in strategy implementation makes it difficult to link objectives with day to 

day objectives and concerns of personnel at different organisational levels and locations. Other 

challenges identified included the inability to manage change effectively, poor or vague 

strategies. not having a model to guide implementation efforts, poor or inadequate infonnation 

sharing, unclear responsibilities and accountability and working against power culture. 

Al-Ghamdi ( 1998) studies to determine the extent to which strategy implementation problems 

recurred in the Saudi Petrochemical Industry identified seven problems. These include 

inadequate training and instruction given to lower level employees. The fact that people are not 

measured or rewarded for executing the plan, implementation taking more time than originally 

allocated. Other problems included the fact that changes in responsibilities of key employees 

.. ,ere not being clearly defined. Competing activities distracting attention from implementation 

process including deviation from the original plan or objective and lack of understanding of the 

role or organizational structure and design in the execution process were other barriers. 

Lack of leadership particularly leadership from top management has been identified as one of the 

major impediments to successful strategy implementation (Alexander, 1985; Beer & Eisenstat, 

2000: Kaplan & Norton, 2004: Hrebeniak, 2005). Hitt. Ireland & Hoskisson (2007) define 

strategic leadership as the ability of leaders to anticipate, envision, maintain flexibility and to 

empo\\ er others to create strategic change as necessary. Pearce & Robinson (2002) argue that 

the chief executive officer is the catalyst in strategic management and is the person that is most 

closely identified with and ultimately accountable for a strategy's success. Freedman & Tregor 

(2003) argue that whether strategy implementation will be successful or not will ultimately 

depend on the reluctance or incompetence of the strategic leaders of the organisation in crafting 

the process for implementing strategic change. Yuki (1989) in a study on Air New Zealand 

identified several barriers to strategy implementation. Among these were organisation culture, 

strategy formulation. resource allocation. environmental uncertainty. organisation structure and 

communication. In addition to these, leadership and power were identified as additional barriers. 

Leadership is one·s influence in the internal and external elements to an organ isation to ensure 
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the organisation's efficiency. consistency and receptivity to the environment (Yuki. 1989). 

PO\\er is the leader's political skills. abilities to gain resources suppon and approval from others. 

2.1.4 Strategy Implementation Frameworks 

There are several approaches to strategy implementation. Mckinsey's 7s framework is perhaps 

the most known. The framework proposes seven factors that managers need to take account of. 

for implementation to succeed. These are strategy, structure, systems. style. staff, super-ordinate 

goals and skills. Strategy is defined as a set of actions needed to stan with and which must be 

maintamed. Structure has to do with how people work or are organized. Systems define all the 

processes and information that link people together. Style has to do with how managers behave. 

Staff relates to the people in the organisation. Superordinate goals are described as the longer­

term ' ision and everything valued by staff that shapes the destiny of the organisation. Finally 

skills have to do with the dominant attributes or capabilities that exist in an organisation. The 

framework provides a good guideline on factors to consider when implementing strategy. 

Ho,vever the framework has been criticized because it does not show how all the factors are 

interrelated. 

Figure 1: Mckinsey's 7s Frame\\'Ork 

Source: Peters and Waterman (1982) 
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H1ggins (:!005) developed an Ss framework for ::;trategy implementation. The framework is a 

rc\ ision of the McKinsey"s 7s frnmework. The skills component of the Mckinsey's framework is 

~~ ~su uted by resources. Higgins also adds strategic perforn1ance to help focus on strategy 

e'<ecuuon process. 

Bourgcios & Brodwin ( 1 984) discuss five approaches to strategy implementation. These are 

~ollllnander model. organisational model. collaborative model. cultural model and the cresive 

model. According tl> the commander model. the strategic leader is seen as a thinker, a planner. 

The leader concentrates on the strategy formulation or supervises a team to do so. He/she does 

not take an active role in the implementation process but passes on the implementation of the 

c.hosen strategy to hislher subordinates. The organisational model follows the commander 

approach. After decisions have been made. the leader then makes the necessary changes in 

structure, per::;onneJ. information and reward systems to facilitate successful implementation. In 

the collaborative model management is invoh·ed in strategic decision-making. The leader 

employs group d)namics and brainstorming to get the views of mangers in the strategy decision­

making process. The next model is the cultural model. According to this model. the strategic 

leader concentrates on e~1ablishing and communicating a clear organisation purpose and mission. 

Lower levels of employees arc allowed to plan their work activities according to the mission. 

The cresive model differs from the others in that the strategy comes upwards from the bottom. 

Strategy becomes the sum of all the proposals that surface throughout the year from lower level 

managers and others at the bottom of the organisation. The leader acts as a judge and evaluates 

all the strategy proposals and makes a selection among them. 

;'\oble ( 1999a) framework for strategic implementation is organized around four key stages of 

implememation. pre-implementation. organizing the implementation effort, managing the 

implementation process. maximizing cross-functional performance. These implementation 

phases consist of five managerial levers: goals: organisation structure. leadership. 

communication and incentives. Noble argues that the management of these factors changes in 

e,·ery stage and that considering these factors with each major phases provides a useful way to 

improve implementation. 
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Table 1. Noble's (1999a) Strategic Framework 

r ~,AGES 

~f\FR..., Pn-implemrnration 
O!lulzln: thr impltmmration 1\lanagin~tthr MnlmWn~t crou-runctlonal 
~ffor1s lmpl~mrntatlon proc6s ~rforman~r 

I 
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aware of Str.IIC'gic goals of fum l bcrng implei!IL'tlt..-d incl. fit ~~otthm adapt gna Is bast-don goal\ to c:n..:ourag..- cross-

firm'S brood« SlTat~ VISion rn•imnmenlDI changes functional cohcs1venc" 

Or~anhatl 
l:tl5ure that funcuonal area> l~tablisb ~ fOrmal tmplementat1on fn,ure equal rep~ntat1011 l'c:mpoutnly suspend k.:y 
hne the slack r.:sour~~ untl and msun: its 't'ibilny by all atT..-clC'd functional implementation tl.'am memlx.>rS 

on nc:cded to be able to conmbute throughow the fu-m areas nonnal re!>pnnsibiliuc, to allo" 

>lrutturr to on impon.ant effon them to focu, on the imp.mant 
elTon 

I-

De"~ lop rrnployttS kna A bo11o E.st1bhsh a champ ron- "ho h!!.S Ensure that leadcf, sfk,,. Balance \'i>oiblc and charis=tic 
& apprc.:atiou ofmuhtplc both <1ffJCial cross-fim<..-tional equal anention 10 all 1<.-adcrshrp w1th a maintenance of 

I ~adenhip tuncuonal areas authority & ~.:r.tl respect in lite fitn..1ion.tl-lc\'el C:Oilcerlb au10nom> for tunctio~l·lc•.:l 
firm inlP)ement.1tk>n ctToru 

~latnl:ltn regubrcro:,$- D1s.:uo;s and resol~<! imponant Update tmplcroc:ntation Communicate implern.:ntation 
Communk fun.: tiona! communications to details early m the process team trc:quently on progress progress across the enure 
ntion lost~r undcrsl:lnding and ~nd chan~.:s in the proct!ss organisation to foster buy-in 

apprec iati(IJ) 

lnctntiH•• R4."" ard the ooelopmt'llt <tf DcH:I11p ume & p..-rfonnan~-bascd AdJust tnC~"'lthc:s as 'tr.ltegy Establi>oh ~ti,tl>lc and con>istent 
cross-functio1101l slcill~ in.:cnth cs I (lor impkm.:ntation &: cn•ironmental c•mditions cr~~-functional re,.-ards tour 

team "'btlc ~ning tr.ldltt(ln;ll change dwing >U.:cesstul implementation dfum 

'- - funttional incentives ll'!!'_lcmentation 

Okumu·s (2001) framework is an extension of Pettigrew's (1985) implementation variables. 

Okumu·s implementation variables arc grouped into four. The first is content (strategic decision, 

multiple project implementation). The second variable is context and includes both internal 

c ntext (organisation structure. organisation culture. organisation learning) and the external 

c 'ntex· (environmental uncertainty in the general and task environment.) The third group is 

process (operational planning. rcsoun;es allocation, people. communication, monitoring and 

feedback. external partners.) The fourth variable is outcome which includes tangible and 

intangible outcomes of the project. Brenes. Mena & Molina (2008) on the other hand mention 

fi\ e factors that are important for strategy to succeed. The factors include strategy formulation. 

~~slematic execution. implementation control and follow-up. CEO's leadership and suitable. 

motivated management and employees and finally corporate governance. 
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2.2 Strategic L~adership and Strategy Implementation 

2.2.1 Introduction 

Hitt et al. (2007) have defined strategic leadership as the ability of the leader to anticipate, 

e1 • i::.i '1. maintain flexibility and empower others to create ::.trategic changes necessary. 

Leadership is key for the long-tenn direction. stability and survival of the enterprise (Ireland & 

Hin. 2f 05 ' Strategy execution requires adept leadership to convincingly communicate reasons 

for the ncv. strategy. overcome pockets of doubt. secure commitment. build consensus and 

enthus1asrn and to put all implementation pieces in place and for coordination (Thompson. 

Strickland. & Gamble. 2007). Freedman and Tregor (2003) argue that whether strategy 

implementation will be successful or not will ultimately depend on the reluctance or 

incompetence of the strategic leaders of the organisation in crafting the process for implementing 

strategic change. 

2.2.2 Strategic leadership roles 

According to Hitt et al. (2005), as a result of the competitive global nature in the 21M century, 

strategic leadership can be effective through the coniiguration of six activities. These include 

determining the firm's purpose or vision. developing human capital. exploiting and maintaining 

core competencies. establishing balanced organisational controls. sustaining an organisational 

culture and emphasizing ethical practices. These six activities arc discussed next. 

With regard to a leader"s activity of determining the finn's purpose or vision. Hitt argues that 

the task of giving direction to an organisation rests entirely on the leader. He refers to a recent 

:-Uf\"e) of 1450 executives from 12 global corporations which revealed that out of 21 

competencies. the ability to articulate a tangible vision. values and strategy was found to be the 

most important. Jooste & Fouric (2009) identified five leadership actions that characterize 

strategic leadership. These include determining strategic direction. establishing balanced 

organizational control s. managing the organisation's resource portfolio successfully. sustaining 

an effective organisation culture and emphasizing ethical practices. Among these five leadership 

actions. determining strategic direction was found to play the most important role in effective 

strategy implementation. 
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Another leadership task is that of developing human capital. Human capital is defined as the 

knowledge and skilb of the entire workforce. Strategic leadership views organisation members 

as a key resource. There is greater involvement when organbational members get the opportunity 

to increase their knowledge b~e. lme::;tments in the employees results in a creati\·e. well­

educated workforce. 

Strategic leaders must establish balanced organisation controls. Simons ( 1994) detines 

organisation controls as the tonnal information based procedures that strategic leaders and 

managers use to frame. maintain and alter patterns of organisational activities. Controls are said 

to influence and guide work in such a way that objectives are achieved. Top managers are 

responsible for two types of control. internal controL strategic control and financial control. 

Strategic controls require exchange of information among CEO. top management. team members 

and organisational citizens. By focusing on performance based outcome. financial controls 

c1courage the performance of short tern1 goals. There muS1 be a balanced set for strategic and 

financial control. 

Strategic leaders must be capable of sustaining the organisational culture. Culture provides the 

context \\ithin which strategies are fonned and implemented. Organisation culture is defined as 

being concerned with decisions. actions. communication patterns and communication networks. 

Hill argues that in the global economy strategic leaders capable of shaping their organisation 

culture will become a valued source of competitive advantage. 

Strategic leadership also involves emphasizing ethical practices. Ethical practices serve as a 

moral tilter through which potential courses of actions are evaluated (Lozano. 1996: Milton­

Smith. 1995). According to Hin. effective leadership in the 21 ~~century will be characterized by 

ethical honesty, trust and integrity as the basis for decision-making. Strategic leaders with these 

\·alues inspire employees and develop an organisation culture in which ethical practices are the 

b~havorial nonn. The commitment of a strategic leader to pursuits in which legal. ethical and 

sncial concerns have been taken into account is seen to be morally correct and economically 

etlicicnt. 
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A tina} ta~k of leaders involves exploiting and maintaining core competencies. Core 

.:ompctencics are defined as the resources that give a finn competitive advantage. Hitt argues 

that in the 21 51 century the ability to develop core competencies will bt: linked even more 

)~·~·:ely with the tirm·s success. Hlmever agreement must exist as to the resources and 

capabilities that make up the core competencies so that appropriate actions to exploit them may 

be designed. 

2.2.3 Leadership traits 

;'\lorthliUSe (2001) summarized several studies and came up with si.x traits of leaders which seem 

to be associated often with people's perceptions of effective leadership. The first trait is 

dt:tenninatiOn. Accord ing to Northousc. determination has to do with the desire to get the job 

done and includes characteristics such as initiatives, persistence, dominance and drive. 

lndi\"iduals with these characteristics are proactive and have the capacity to persevere when 

faced with obstacles. The second trait is integrity. Integrity has to do with personal honesty and 

being trustworthy. Individuals who have a strong set of principles and take responsibility for 

their actions exhibit integrity. The third trait is intelligence. Intelligence has to do with the 

possesston of effective perception, judgment. reason. communication and d~"Cision-making skills 

relative to the needs of the situation and the group. Self-confidence is another leadership trait. 

According to Northousc. a leader who has self-confidence is sure about his/her capability and 

competence and is confident in using this capability in the leadership situation. Another trait 

identi lied is sociability. Leaders with this skill are described as friendly. outgoing, courteous and 

diplomatic. They have good interpersonal skills and create co-operative relationships with their 

followers. The last trait has to do with attention to detail. Peters & Waterman (1982) argue that 

leaders have to be comfortable with detail as well as broader issues. This can be shown by their 

ability to carry out the detailed tasks that they require their subordinates to carry out or at least 

showing an understanding of the relevance of these tasks and identification and empathy with. 

and respect for the routines of the subordinates. 
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2.3 Conclusion 

r he I iterature revealed that the subject of strategy implementation is under-researched and that 

an alarmingly high number of organizations arc unable to implement their strategies 

successfully. Severnl studies have been conducted in both state and private organizations on 

factors influencing the implementation process. Existing studies on strategy implementation 

focus on organizational aspects and their impact on the implementation process. The majority 

of studies focus on factors that either promote or impede the implementation process. The 

literature review also looked at factors that are considered important barriers to effective 

implementation. Various models and frameworks developed over the years on ho\v to execute 

!)trategy successfully were also discussed. The last section of the literature review looked at the 

role of strategic leadership in the implementation process. Strategic leadership was found among 

others to be important in giving direction to an organisation during the implementation process. 

S<:veral key roles of a strategic leader as \\ell as important leadership traits were also discussed. 

20 



CIIAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Research Design 

The design of the research was in fonn of a case study. According to Feagin. Orum. and Sjoberg 

( 1991 ). a case study is an ideal methodology when a holistic in depth investigation is needed. A 

case study as a research method is an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary 

phenomenon within its real life context. when boundaries between phenomenon and context are 

not clearly evident. and in which muhiplc sources of evidence are used. 

3.2 Data Collection 

Data was gathered using both primary and secondary sources. 

3.2.1 Secondary data 

Secondary data was obtained from external and internal sources. External sources of data 

included a review of literature on the subject of strategy. strategic management. strategy 

formulation and strategy implementation. Information in the literature re\iew was sourced from 

books. journals. magazines. acadcmk papers including internet based sources. Internal sources 

of information was collected from the organisation itself. The sources included organisational 

documents such as the inception report, quarterly progress repons. and organisation website. 

3.2.2 Primary data 

Primary data was collected by means of a structured interview. Structured interviews involve the 

use of pre-determined questions and recording techniques by the person conducting the 

interv iew. One advantage of this data collection method is that samples can be controlled more 

efliciently as there is no missing returns and non-response remains generally low (Kothari. 

2004). Initially the researcher's intention was to intervie\\ the NUREP Programme Management 

Unit ( PMU) and persons from the Oftice of the Prime Minister (OPM) only. However to make 

the research more comprehensive. more people were included in the inteniews. A total of ten 

people were interviewed. These included senior managers from the Pl\1U. The Programme 

Management Unit was selected because it IS charged with the day to day implementation of 

NUREP. Others interviewed included two persons from the Ofiice of the Prime Minister 
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(OPM). One was a member of the NUREP Steering Committee from the OPM oftice in 

Kampala. The other was from the OPM office in Gulu and was re~ponsible for monitoring 

'\il"REP activities in that region. The Office of the Prime Minister (OPM) is the supervisory 

body of NUREP. Two NUREP implementing partners in Gulu were also interviewed. One was 

< 'SC '), in Gulu \\hich had won a grant to implement activities involving rehabilitation of 

former abducted children and former child soldiers. The other implementing partner was 

CARJ-r AS also in Gulu. which was involved in the implementation of peace initiatives in the 

area. Finally one official from Gulu district was interviewed. The views of the district were 

imponant rui the activities that were being undertaken by NUREP were carried out according to 

the district development plans. Also the districts were involved in monitoring various NUREP 

activities in their respective districts. 
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(HAPTER FOUR: DATA ANALYSIS, RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

4.1 Data analysis 

The method for analysis of this data was content analysis. Content analysis allows data to be 

organized u~ing an objective coding scheme. The method is usually used to examine contents of 

communications such as transcripts of interviews and wrinen documents (Berg. 1998; Marshall 

& Ros!iman. 1989). Content analysis in\·olves examining written documents followed by an 

objective analysis using specific themes that had been set. The themes are used to classify the 

irlenti!-ed themes from interviews or any other communication into relevant categories (Janis. 

I 65 l The data collected from the interviews was captured on a tape recorder. Written 

tJ anscr pts c : ~ this information were made and the data imported to a computer package for 

further analysis. 

The ust. of computer aided software packages in analyzing data can be very useful. Initially the 

researcher intended to use a software package called NUD•IST (Numerical Unstructured Data 

Indexing Searching and Theorising) however an updated version of this soft,vare package called 

NVJVO 9 was used. NVJVO 9 contains very many features which are useful in analyzing data. 

The researcher analyses data by determining categories to which themes the data fall into. These 

categories arc called nodes. Nodes relating to each other can be linked together as key and sub­

n0des. Once information is gathered, NVIYO 9 has the ability to develop these categories into a 

tree diagram representing major categories. minor categories and sub categories. The software 

package is very helpful especially when one has large amounts of information. Once the data was 

analyzed and categorized. the findings were summarized using various tables. 

4 .2 Results 

The results of this research are based on responses given to six themes. These themes are 

strateg} fonn ulation versus strategy implementation. importance of strategy implementation. 

strategy implementation tasks, drivers of strategy implementation. strategic leadership and 

st~ateg~ implementation and barriers to strategy implementation. The results of the findings are 

dtscussed below. 
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4.2.1. Strategy formulatioa V enas StrateaY IIDplemeatatioa 

The main aim of this section was to get participants' views on the strategy formulation process. 

Respondents were asked whether strategy implementation is more imponant than strategy 

fom1Uiation. whether they were involved in the planning of the programme and whether they 

thought all the relevant stakeholders bad been involved. Responses received from participants on 

whether strategy formulation is more important than strategy implementation were divided. 

Most participants said that strategy formulation is more important than strategy implementation. 

The majority of senior managers from the PMU however said that both the processes of strategy 

formulation and implementation are important and that they go hand in hand. One respondent 

however from this group said that although both processes are important, more emphasis should 

be placed on the formulation process. 

I think the two go hand in hand, ahm because with a clear identification of your process and 

methodology to implement the programme, you get at least your implementation becomes 

effective and efficient, in other words you achieve your goals in a very effective, quicker manner 

and s}stematic manner. ahm but however I must note that to me it's the formulation that 

determines or impacts the implementation. If the fo~mulation is not properly thought out well, 

planned out. it may impact adversely on the implementation in terms of wasteful of resources in 

terms of delaying implementation, in telmS of poor identification ofneeds, in terms of the fmal 

implementation output. .. . 
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Table 2. Sample comments Is strateg) formulation more important than strategy 

implementation 
- -

Respondents Comments Theme 

Programme You sec when you get it clear. right from the Strategy fom1Ulation 

Manager word go. that means during implementation of versus strategy 

CARITAS course there will be challenges. but the moment implementation 

the way to follow and the end result is clear you 

can always maneuver through the challenges to 

take you where you want to go. 

Senior Manager I would say both are important because one is Strategy fonnulation versus 

I Pi\tU supposed to help achieve the other. ja so both of strategy implementation 

I them are important. 

Social Worker .. in my experience I would say the prior Strategy fonnulation versus 

ccsco planning is more important.. strategy implementation 

-:-he .lindings revealed that non of the respondents were involved in the planning of NUREP as 

the process was undertaken by the European Union a few years prior to the formation of 

NUREP. Respondents from the PMU were however asked whether they thought all the 

stakeholders had been involved. This question was only directed to the PMU because the 

researcher felt they would be in a better position to answer it. The majority of respondents felt 

that all the relevant stakeholders had been involved. Others howt:ver felt that more people 

should have been involved. Below is a sample of some of the responses. 
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Table 3. Sample commelltl De y• dllllk aayeae else or party should have been iovolved in 

tbe formula tion process. 

I Respondents Commelltl Theme 
I 

Semor No I think it was, I think it was illclusive enough. Strategy fonnulation 

Manager venus strategy 

PMU implementation 

I S . em or . .. before the financing agreement was signed based Strategy fonnulation 

' Manager upon which the programme was implemented , there versus strategy 

PMU was consultation of stakeholders in the regional, in implementation 

the districts to brief them on the planned activities, 

the methods of implementation, approaches of 

implementation but at the same time abm, I must note 

that there was no consensual final blueprint that was 

agreed on by the stakeholders, it was just a one way 

consultation process. 

Senior I think the only gap would be, is to give provision to Strategy fonnulation versus 

Manager review the programme immediately towards the strategy implementation 

PMU inception phase .. 

-t.2.2 Importance of Strategy lmplementadon 

This section was intended to get participant's perceptions on the strategy implementation 

process. Participants were asked whether they thought the process of strategy implementation 

was important. All participants thought that the process was important. Below are some of their 

comments. 
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Table 4. Sample comments How important is tbe strategy implementation process 

-Respondents Comments Theme 

Senior Manager Ja definitely strategy implementation is a very important Importance of 

PMU proces:. .... I think you need to design out an implementation strategy 

process that involves the people. I mean the various material implementation 

I the people the capital and the finances that you need to 

I 
adequately ahm go through the process of achieving what you 

planned to do. 

j Senior Assistant Implementation process is very important because that is Importance of 

l 

Secretary where you really know what you want to do and where you·re strategy 

OPM-Gulu going and what are the problems involved in the implementation 

implementation because if you do not know the importa.:ce of 

the process well you may not succeed. 

Programme .Mmm the implementation process is of course irs like. a 
~ - . ~-,------

Importance of 

Manager- means towards the end result .. strategy 

CARITAS implementation 

Senior managers from PMU were asked whether they felt it was important to involve non­

management employees in implementation decision-making. All respondents felt that it was 

importan t and that a) I their employees were involved through participation at various staff 

meetings. 



Table 5. Sample Comments Do you think it is important to involve non-management 

employees in the implementation decision-making 

RespoostS Comments I Theme 

Senior Of course I think this is a team work process. one to ensure Importance of 

Manager 
that eYerybody understands. we started out with the goal of the 

strategy 

PMU implementation 
programme. you need to ensure that everybody is included. 

two to ensure that you are on the right path in terms of 

I implementation and that everyone is aware in tenns of the 

expectations of the programme. I think it is important to 

im olve everyone whether senior or non-senior or managerial 

and non-managerial and number three is that you own up the 

team should own up the results so uuh when you try to 

segregate or exclude some of the staff they do not have the 

acceptance of the entire process a ... they look at it as a top 

management implementation modality .. 

l Senior I would think that most people had a good idea of what we Importance of 
Manager 

were doing and also having an input in what was right and 
strategy 

1 PMU implementation 
I 

l 
what was wrong and whether we should take this or that route 

to achieve something .. 

All participants were ru:;ked whether they felt all the relevant stakeholders had been included in 

drafting the implementation plans. The majority were of the opinion that the relevant 

stakeholders had been involved. One participant however said that it is not possible to involve all 

stakeholders but that the most important stakeholders, which were the districts, had been 

invoh ed. Others on the other hand thought that the process was not all-inclusive. One of the 

participants who felt that more people should have been involved had this to say: 

~VREP as a programme had its problems about the EDG regulations and to me it seems that not 

all the stakeholders were put in at the beginning of the implementation of N"L"REP. ah the 

government side seemed to have lagged behind and acted really as a recipient of support they 

did not take NUREP as part of the programme of government. lt is at the implementation when 
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.,.. e "'ere getting at the core that the government began to accept that wait a minute this was not 

so much I think the correct way to do things. we could have improved and no wonder the 

~ uccessor programme took a little longer time to take off because there were more robust 

ncgotimions with government and the European delegation to ensure that maners that were left 

out in the previous programme were synchronized. 

Table 6. Sample comments Do you think anyone else should have been included in the 

drafting of the implementation plans 

Respondents Comments Theme 

Programme I think the process was quite comprehensive. Importance of 

Manager strategy 

CARITAS implementation 

Focal Person Yes we involved every stakeholder even the community they Importance of 

District Gulu were consulted. The politicians went to the community and strategy 

consulted them both physically and then eYen on radio. implementation 

Senior Manager I would rate an average of 60% in terms of inclusiveness based Importance of 

I P;\1U on the participants or persons that we were suppose to be strategy 

I engaged in the entire process ja. implementation 

Senior Manger Well all stakeholders would also be a I ittle bit of a tall order of Importance of 

PMU course you can't: we can't involve all stakeholders but ahm to strategy 

me the most important stakeholders have always been the implementation 

districts and why because the districts arc a low enough 

administration level jato understand what is actually needed 

and going on in their constituency whereas if you look at the 

Ministry in our case OPM it is, it's probably too far away from 

1 the action to really know what needs to be done .. 
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4.1.3 Strateg) Implementation Tasks 

Respondents were asked to give example~ of tasks they thought were imponant for 

u plerr;cntation to succeed. The tasks that were mentioned were diverse. They include. 

establishing management and coordination structures. establishing clear roles and 

responsibilities. developing organisational documents such as manuals: establishing governance 

systems: establishing clear communication. reponing. monitoring and evaluation policies. 

establishing procedures for review and evaluations. and stafiing. The other tasks mentioned were 

ensuring the availability of resources. establishing a clear implementation plan, reviewing 

programme before implementation. launching of projects and establishing control mechanisms. 

4.2.4 Drivers of Strategy Implementation 

In this section respondents were asked whether they thought the implementation of NUREP was 

a success and if yes. what they believed were the key factors that had contributed to the success. 

All participants felt that the programme was a success. 

Table 7. Sample comments \Vas NUREP successful 

Respondents Comments Theme 

focal Person Yes very successful. very successful because you can see very Drivers of 

Gulu District many things which they have done ... strategy 

implementation 

Senior Yes it has been successful I would say 90% successful. Drivers of 

A5sistant strategy 

Secretary implementation 

I OPM-Gulu 

Senior I would say yes basing on the comments that we have received Drivers of 

Manager from the beneficiaries .. strategy 

PMU implementation 

The factors that contributed to the success of the programme were diverse. The majority of the 

factors that were mentioned had to do with the people factor in implementauon. These factors 
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include an effective team. staff commitment. independence of PMU in choosing contractors, 

supervi!>ing and monitoring them: experience: support from stakeholders particularly the 

government and EU: continuous dialogue with bcncticiaries: good working relations with the 

districts and implementing partners: consultations with stakeholders: sensitivity to culture of 

beneficiary communities and the involvement of people in the implementation process. The other 

fac.:ors lud to do with controls. They include continuous rc,iew processes. strict programme 

guidelines. and effec6ve monitoring and evaluation of activities. Other factors mentioned were 

good leadership. transparency. resource availability. delegation of implementation to 

im~lemcnting partners which madc implementation easy. good leadership. and the fact that there 

was peace in the areas of operation. 

4.2.5 Strategic Leadership and Strategy Implementation 

Participants were asked whether they thought leadership was important during tht: 

implementation process. Respondents were also asked to define the role of a leader and the traits 

or characteristics of a good leader. The majority of participants were of the opinion that 

leadership is very important during the implementation process. Some of their thoughts were 

captured as follows: 
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Table 8. Sample Comments Importance of leadership during the implementation process 

Respondents I Comments 1 Theme 

~lember. Leadership is a very important factor in the The role of leadership 

Steenng 1 implementation process because without leadership in strategy 

Committee I you lose fo~us. A leader should be able to help. eh implementation 

OPM- do a stakeholder mapping to tell. to tell us who 

I Kampala does what role and distributes the roles between 

members so that everything that is being done has 

I some kind of accountability. 

Senior 1 1 think leadership is very important because The role of leadership 

Manager I leadership provides the guidance and coordination in strategy 

PMU to ensure that the team achieves its results. ahm if a implementation 

leader is committt!d if a leader is dedicated if a 

leader is. has the moral values that are embedded 

into his team and the leader is highly focused and 

committed I think as a team you realize the results .. 

Programme Mmm I think leadership is a very strong factor to The role of leadership 

Manager determine success or failure, because like in our in strategy 

I CARITAS team if there are difficulties in understanding or in implementation 

I 

t 

the field, they always look at someone above for 

them to blame or they seek for guidance and that 

means that if the leader does not also have very 

clear focus that means he can mislead the whole 

team. 

Paructpants were also asked to mention leadership roles that they felt were important. The roles 

mentioned were djverse. The most frequently mentioned roles included providing guidance, 

coordinating activities. monitoring and evaluating activities. resource mobilization and resource 

aUocat.on. and team building. The other roles included committing teams to goals. mobilizing 

people. delegating. supervising, reporting. allocating roles and responsibilities. helping to focus 

team: understanding interests of various stakeholders. exploring opportunities in the 
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enn :onment, mobilizing people. showing commitment and confidence in the job, and displaying 

high noral values. 

Respondents were also asked to identify some traits of leadership which they felt are important. 

The leadership traits mentioned were diverse. However the traits that were mentioned most 

included team player; ability to listen; integrity; effective communicator: sociable: focused: 

intelligent. motivator and open. 

4.2.6 Barriers to Strategy Implementation 

Respondents were asked to mention the barriers they experienced most often. The most 

commonly identified barrier was political interference. However the majority of the barriers 

were people related. These barriers included the demanding of sitting allowances from some 

distnct o fficials and community members: problems between Gulu district officials and some 

implementing partners regarding monitoring of activities; lack of programme ownership on the 

pan of the go vernment: misunderstandings among various stakeholders; high staff turnover 

experienced by some implementing partners: disorientation between the various stakeholders: 

unqualified staff; poor working relations between OPM and the PMU: initial disagreements as to 

the kind of support NUREP was providing, and problems with contractors. Other problems 

included adverse weather conditions. remoteness of some areas and difficulty of the working 

terrain. difficulties in mobilizing people because programme collided with the onset of IDPs 

returning home from IDP camps, security issues and lack or important data on population as a 

result of the war. 

4.3 Discussions 

4.3.1 Introduction 

The objective of this research was to establish the factors that contributed to the successful 

implementation of NUREP. Existing studies on the topic of strategy implementation have shown 

that there are several factors that are key to effective implementation. Most of these studies 

h --wevcr have centered around private or public corporations. The researcher therefore felt the 

need to establish the factors that are responsible for successful implementation in other terms of 

or~anisations. To answer this question. panicipants were asked a set of questions grouped into 



six heroes. The themes included strategy formulation ver~us strategy implementation, 

importance of strategy implementation. strategy implementation tasks. drivers of strategy 

imp'ementation. strategic leadership and strategy implementation and barriers to strategy 

implementation . 

4.3.2 Strategy Formulation versus Implementation 

Strategy formulation is often considered more important than the process of strategy 

imp ementation. According to Eisenhardt & Zbaracki ( 1992) and Miller ( 1997). strategy 

formulation is often seen as the core of strategic management. The results of this research 

support these findings. More than half of the respondents said that strategy formulation is more 

important than strategy implementation. Interestingly however most of the senior managers 

from the Programme Management Unit felt that both processes are important and that they go 

hand in hand. This \'iew is consistent with studies which emphasize the importance of both 

pr01:esses in achieving effective implementation. Thompson & Strickland (1996) and Hrebcniak 

(2006) as an example have argued that strategy implementation and strategy formulation arc two 

important independent but interrelated processes. 

Research has shown that involving employees and other stakeholders in the formulation process 

enhances the chances of success in the implementation process. Scholars (Locke. Latham & 

Erez. 1988: Robertson. Moye & Locke. 1999) have argued that individuals who are involved in 

setting a goal work harder to achieve it. The findings of this research however showed that this 

was not the case at NUREP. Although most participants said that all the relevant stakeholders 

had been im·olved in the planning phase. non of the NUREP employees. including the 

Prograrrune Management Unit were involved. Lack of involvement of employees in the planning 

phase can cause lack of commitment to the achie\ ement of goals. The failure to include NUREP 

employees. however may be explained by the fact that the programme was developed around 

two to three years before the tonnation of the Programme Management Unit. 

-4.3.3 I mportance of Strategy Implementation 

Participants showed strong support for the importance of strategy implementation in achieving 

the ~et out goals. The tindings support variou!> studies (Mankins & Steele. 2005: Kaplan & 



~orton 2001 : Lewis et al. 2007) that strategy implementation is key in achieving strategic goals. 

A study by Becket et al C:WOl). as an example showed that a 35% improvement on strategy 

implementation ·,,as Jssociated \\ith a 30% improvement in shareholder value. The study further 

showed that a similar improvement in the suitability of the strategy had no dTect on the 

organisation performance. The study concluded that effective strategy implementation is more 

imponant than the strategy content itself. 

The tindings of this research showed that involving employees m implementation decision­

making was considered important. Some participants said that involving employees in the 

implementation process ensured commitment to the achievement of goals and that it brought 

about a sense of ownership. Another reason given was that if people are not included in the 

process. the process would not gain acceptance. The findings are consistent with previous 

studies which have emphasized the importance of employee involvement in achieving 

organisation goals. Studies by Hambrick & Cannela ( 1989) for example. showed that early 

involvement in the strategy process by a wide and deep range of organisational members is a 

predictor of implementation success. Supporting this. Harrington (2006) found that involvement 

of employees leads to a higher level of implementation success. Mo~t participants also felt that 

all the other relevant stakeholders had been involved. This shows that involvement of 

stakeholders was also considered important and is consistent \\ ith views by Floyd & Wooldrige 

( I "92) that participation of all levels of stakeholders is important for effective implementation. 

~.3.4 Strategy Implementation Tasks 

The tasks that were found to be important for effective strategy implementation were diverse. 

They include: establishing management and coordination structures; establishing clear roles and 

responsibilities: developing organisation documents such as manuals: establishing governance 

sy:,tems. establishing clear communication. reporting. monitoring and evaluation policies: 

cstablishtng procedures for review and evaluations; ensuring that resources are sufficient. 

recruiting sta:f: establishing a clear implementation plan: establishing control mechanisms. The 

majority of the tasks mentioned have also been found to be important in several implementation 

frameworks 1eg. OJ..-umus. 2003; Qi. 2005: Thompson and Strickland. 2003 }. 
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The findings identified other tasks that were not mentioned in the literature review. These are 

re\iewing programmes before implementation and programme launch. planning for changes. 

enstu ng acceptance of projects. ensuring flexibility in the implementation process. and 

cons ltmg with stakeholder:s. 

43.5 Drivers of Strategy Implementation 

The results of this research confirm past studies (Cook & Ferris. 1986: Martell. Gupta & Carrol. 

1991:> Schuler & Jackson. 1987: Peters & Waterman, 1984) that people are a key driver of 

strategy implementation. The majority of the factors that were found to have contributed most to 

the effective implementation ofNUREP were people related. These include. stafl commitment, 

iD\olvement of people. experience. an effective PMU team. consultations with various 

stakeholders. support from the Government and EU. good working relations particularly with 

local governments. independence of the Programme Management Unit in choosing contractors. 

good implementing partners. and sensitivity to the culture of beneficiaries). 

The findings also suppon previous studies that good leadership. effective communication and 

controls are key implementation drivers. Studies by Colins (2001). L'seem (2001) and 

Kirkpatrick & Locke. 199 J ha\ I! found that strong leadership is a key driver of strategy 

implementation. Rapert,Velliguette & Garretson (2002) and Heide. Grohnaug & Johannsen 

(200.2) emphasized the importance of effective communication in achieving implementation 

success. The importance of controls has also been identified in several studies eg. (Brenes, Mcna 

& ~tolina. 2007: Pettigrew. 1985: Skivington & Daft. 1991 ). Peljahn (2007) for example found 

that management control S)Stems int1ucnce the implementation and monitoring of strategies and 

pro' ides feedback for learning and information. 

There \',:ere other factors that were not discussed in the literature review. These include 

transparency. good planning. team spirit. peace, sufficient resources, the fact that the programme 

was demand driven. and the fact that most of the implementation decisions were delegated to 

implementing panners. simplifying the implementation process. 
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4.3.6 Strategic Leadership and Strategy Implementation 

Participants showed strong support for leadership as an important factor in effective 

implementation. The findings are con..::.istent with past studies (eg. Mnritz. 2003: Kaplan and 

:\'orton. 2004). that leadership is important in ensuring that organization strategies are effectively 

implemented. Supporting this Hitt (2007) ~ontcnds that it is only through ctTec:tive strategic 

leadership that organizations are able to implement strategy successfully. Thompson & 

Strickland (.2003) argue that strategic leaders are required to drive the strategy forward and 

constantly improve on how implementation is carried out. 

Respondents mentioned se\ eral leadership roles they felt were necessary in achieving 

implementation success. The roles included providing guidance. coordinating activities, 

monitoring and evaluating activities, resource mobilization and allocation. providing a vision. 

emphasizing ethical practices. and understanding interests of various stakeholders. The other 

roles included. team building. delegating, supervising. reporting, allocating roles and 

responsibilities. helping to focus team. exploring opportUnities in the environment. mobilizing 

people: showing commitment and confiden~e in the job. The majority of the roles mentioned 

ha\e also been found to be important in other studies. Studies by Bas:. (2007) as an example 

found that maintaining a system of ethical values and understanding interests of n multitude of 

stakeholders arc important leadership roles. Ehlers and Iazenby (2004) found that employee 

motivation. providing a vision among others are key leadership roles. Thompson & Strickland 

(2003) discussed several roles of a strategic leader among them was the role of monitoring 

acti\'itics through regular contacts with employees at all levels of the organisation and taking 

corrective action and exercising continuous improvement to improve strategy implementation. 

The results from the research showed that the most frequently mentioned leadership traits were 

team player: ability to listen: integrity: effecti"c communicator: sociability: focus; intelligence. 

motivator and open. All of this are consistent with tindings from other studies. The traits of 

integrity. intelligence, and sociability for example were identified as important leader~h.ip traits 

in studies by Northouse (20 I 0) and Kirkpatrick & Locke ( 1991 ). Also Mack (I 993) found that 

effective listening is an important leadership characteristic. Supporting this Lucia ( 1997) 

contendc that effecth e leaders hear what others have to say and empathize with their issues. In 
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a SUI"\ey of more than 200 managers and leaders on what cfiective leaders do to make them 

effective, Axley (1996) found that the ability to communicate well among others was mentionl>d 

most. 

4.3.7 Barriers to Strategy Implementation 

Respond ..... ~ mentioned several barriers that affected the implementation process. The most 

frequent mentioned barriers were people related. These include. irumfiicient capabilities of some 

NUREP employees. poor working relationship!i betv. cen OPM and PMU. problems with 

contractors. management problems at one of NUREP regional offices at the start of the 

programme. lack of programme ownership on the part of the government. the demanding of 

sitting alJo,vances from some district ofticials and community members in one of the NUREP 

projects. and high staff turnover at some implementing partners which made accessing some 

informatiOn difficult since the responsible employees had left. The majority of people related 

barriers in this study concern the various NUREP stakeholder .. People related barriers identified 

in past studies (A lexander. 1985; Hrcbeniak. 2005: Beer & Eiscnstat. 2000) however have tended 

to focus on organisation employees. i.e. top managers. The tindings of this research are 

therefore significant because they show that organisation stakeholders also can act as a major 

barrier to implementation. 

This research also identified other barriers that were not mentioned in the literature review. One 

barrier that \\as mentioned frequently was political interference. According to Moms (: 994). 

mo~t projects in de\'eloping countries are prone to political influence. Few studies hO\\ ever exist 

on political interference as a barrier to implementation. Other barriers \\ere identified which 

\\ere beyond the control of NUREP. These ·ncllded poor road networks. unfavorable weather 

conditions. bureaucracy, lack of important data eg. number of boreholes in a particular area 

because of the war. long distance;:, needed to reach some communities using motorbikes in some 

projects and difticulties in mobilizing people at the initial stages of the programme as they were 

Jea,·ing the lOP camps and returning to their homes. The tindings support studies by Alexander 

( 1985) and Whl!elen & Hunger (:2005) \\ hich sho\\ ed that uncontrollable factors external to an 

organLation can act as implementation barriers. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY OF Fl ,DINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Summary of findings 

The findings of this research showed that the process of strategy formulation Y.as considered 

more important than the implementation process. However participants still showed strong 

support for the strategy implementation process as key !itep in achie\'ing goals. The tasks that 

were found necessary for etTective implementation to take place included among others. building 

an organisation structure, establishing an implementation plan and controls. The main factors 

that '~ere spec ifically mentioned as having contributed to the successful implementation of 

).;UREP were people related eg. staff commitment and involvement of people in the 

implementation process. The findings also showed that effective leadership is key in enhancing 

the chances o f implementation success. This study also identified several barriers that were 

experienced during the implementation process. Key among them were political interference 

and people related barriers. 

5.2 Conclusions 

TI1e subject of strategy implementation has often been underestimated. This is in spite of the fact 

that ~tratcgy implementation is key in the realization of organisation goals. Research has shown 

that many organizations are unable to implement their strategies successfully. Also studies show 

that managers are much better at fom1ulating strategies than implementing them. The strategy 

fonnulation process has often been more important than the implementation process in achieving 

goals. However with the high failure of strategies in organizations there is a growing recognition 

of that most strategies fail not because of poor planning but as a result of poor implementation. 

Effective strategy implementation has therefore become a key concern to many organizations. 

The purpose of this research was therefore to contribute to existing knowledge on the topic of 

effective implementation. A case study on Northern Uganda Rehabilitation Programme 

();UREP). a Govenunent of Uganda programme. was conducted to establish how it was 
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implemented successfully. The objective was to identify factors that influenced the 

implementation process. The research showed that a number of key factors were responsible for 

the etTectiH: execution. Some ofthe factors included people related factors such as a competent 

PMU team. involvement of employees and other stakeholders in the implementation process. 

good working relationships with stakeholders particularly the districts. and support from key 

stakeholders i.e. the Government of Uganda and the European union. Research has shown that 

people arc the process owners and involving them in the implementation decision-making 

process increases the levels of implementation success. Organisation controls. particularly the 

effecti\'e monitoring and evaluation of activities was also a key contributing factor. The findings 

showed that effective leadership was considered key in achieving goals. Leadership was found to 

be important in providing guidance. monitoring and evaluating activities among others. 

ln addition to the drivers of strategy implementation. this research also identified a number of 

implementation barriers. The major barriers were also people related. They included barriers 

such as misunderstandings. lack of programme ownership. inadequate capabilities of some 

1'\UREP employees. and managem~m problems. The other important barrier mentioned was 

political interference. The fmdings also showed that uncontrollable factors external to an 

organisaticn can also impede the implementation process. 

The conclusion of this research is that people are a key factor in the implementation process. On 

the other hand people also po~e the greatest barrier to effective implementation. In view of this it 

is important that people are managed well to ensure their commitment in the implementation 

process. Another conclusion of this research is that although there seem to be a number of 

faciMS. such as the human resource factor, the type of leadership. and effective communication. 

tha seem to be important in every implementation situation. many more factors depend on the 

cor text in which implementation is taking place. As Thompson & Strickland ( 1996) have 

poirted out. implementation is context related and therefore must be customized 
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53 Recommendations 

This re;:,earch has ~everal recommendations for mananers and for future research 
~ 

. 

53.1 Managerial recommendations 

I. There 1s need for more extensive consultations with stakeholders before the programme 

design. These consultations should not only im oh e national and local government 

agencie~ and donor organizations but should be extended to the grassroot levels. This 

would limit potential contlict of interests. misunderstandings and contribute to n greater 

sense of programme ownership. 

1. There is need to clearly identify the intcre::.ts of stakeholders. their expectations. how they 

are expected to participate and areas of potential conflict. 

3. An efficient recruitment system is necessary to ensure that people with the right skills are 

recruited. 

4. It is crucial that sufficient time is allocated to the implementation process. 

5.3.2 Recommendations for future research 

A re\ icw of literature on the topic of strategy implementation shows that there arc many ~tudies 

on how top and middle m~nag~rs 1 tluence the implementation proce::.s. However few studies 

e:ttist on how non-management employees and other stakeholders external to an organisation 

influence the implementation process. Also existing studies on ~trategy implementation iocus on 

organizational aspects. There is need for research on how other factors external to an 

organisation intluence the process of implementation. 

5.3J Limitations of the study 

Although the implementatJon c f NUREP imolved several implementing partner organizations. 

local government from various Dbtricts and officials from the Office of the President (OPM). 

intervie\\ s \\ere only possible with a limited number of persons. Also as NUREP was coming to 

a dosure during the time the inteniews were conducted. it was not possible to include the non­

management NUREP employee!> in the interviews. as the majority of them had left. As such this 

study may not be generalizable. This research is also limited to one case study. More studies 

smular to the UREP case should be considered. 
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02.0ctober. 2010 

The Programme Manager 

Mr. Reint Bakema 

Appendix l: Letter of introduction 

~orthem Uganda Rehabilitation Programme (NUREP) 

P.O. Box 5244 

Kampala - UGANDA 

Dear Mr. Bakema. 

RE: Request to carry out Research on NUREP 

Dorothy K. Maingi 

P.O. Box 37100 

Kampla- UGANDA 

Th ~ ts a formal reque-..t to carry out a research project on NUREP. The title of the research is 

Srr teg_). Implementation: A case study of the Implementation of the .Vorrlzem Uganda 

Rehabilitation Programme (NUREP) b1· the Programme Management Unit in the Office of the 

Prime .\.1inister of the GO\·emment of Uganda. The research is solely intt:nded for academic 

purposes and is a partial fulfillment of the requirements for the award of a master· s degree in 

business administration at the University of Nairobi School of Business in Kenya. 

The aim of the research will be to examine how the Programme Management l.Jnit managed to 

implement the !\orthern Uganda Rehabilitation Progran1me successfully. The objective of the 

study wit be to identify factors that influenced the implementation process. 

52 



The results of the research may prove beneficial to the Programme Management Unit and the 

Oflice of the Prime Minister in general as it may help highlight possible areas of strengths and 

wea\..ness~ in the implementation process, which could be useful in the implementation of future 

proj ~4.:ts. A copy of the research findings will be made available to you as soon as the research 

proje.:: is completed. 

'{ours faithfully 

Dorothy Maingi 
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Appendix 2: Letter of Approval 

NORTHERN UGANDA liVEUHOOOS ENHANCEMENT 

Dorothy K Maon;:l 

p 0 Bo•37100 

X..mpllla 

Uganda 

I Of'r<e of the Pro~ Mlnrst~r 

NULEP/kla/10/000/qt 

8 November 2010 

PROGRAMME (ALREP- KALIP) 
Kolmpala lranon Offoc.e 

,.,.,., ll-•ll¢nl a r loor llo• 341. :<.1 •lS610141• 2!>8 371 

Reference 

Oat~· 

Subjr<l Request to carry out re~arch on NUR£P 

Dear Dorothy, 

Refer to your l~tttr of 2'"' Ouober, rn whrcn yo~o rrque~tto carry out a research protect on NUREP. 

t•tled 'A case study of rhe rmplementor•on otrr•r Norrhe•n Uganda ~habiLrolrOII Pror;romme 

{NUiiEP} by lht P•or;rom."M Monogemenr Unrt m thr Offrct of the Pmnr Monr~trr of thr 

Governmrnr of Uganao • 

We are pleased to let you lnow that we h.Jve no ObfeCtiOn~ agarnst your pi'OJIO!.ai, and that we arp 

look•"£ lorwim! worlong wrth yo11 Howev;,r, the fo!lowmg condrtton~ apply· 

Please submrtto us the CCX!e of conduct lor research projecu of the unr'.lersoty, and explarn 

how t:lese '•nll app!y to your prc}t'Ct. 

The research shah comply with;~ vnobrlrty rules oft~ GoU and EU. w!lrch shall be 

credrted for th"'rt collabontron. 

• ¥ou wrlladnow lecse thP. NUREP PMU on your di~se rtatron and ~ub~equent publicatoons 

and prcsentahon~ of your rt•seart h; 

All com related to the execution ol th s resurch shall be bornt' by you, 

~ resea•d> sh~n be entm~ly ted>nK~ wrthout any omplicn or expire t pelotoul 

conr.at•tior.s or rrle1ences. 

flU REP, Co!rdno Emergrns Markets (UKILtd, the European Un•on or tht! Government of 

Uganda cannot be he ld loll bit< for ony tn)Uty to yourself, or damage to you property 

susta.ned dunn~: tht' execut •on of !hrs research; 

A tOpV ol the research llndlngs sh.JII bl' rnadt> iiVOtolable to thl' PMU. 

II ycu •i•e~ to the aoove, please rn'orm us m wrrtrng to the lddrt>ss above 

We w•sh vou a successful rese01rtl1 prDJf!CI 

;C ,, 
it)[~'-)':< 

(mmanuel Nyiybgord 

Haucnal Protr.ltn""' Coordinat or 
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Appendix 3-List of Participants 

l't fP rti. IS 0 a c1pants 
:'\arne Position Officc/Or_ganisation 

I. I Mr. Reint Bakema Pro~rramme Manager NUREP -Kampala 
Liason Otlice 

I ., Mr. Ronald Kasozi Finance Manager NUREP-Kampala 
Liason Office 

I 

13. I Mrs Helen Fowler Regional Coordinator- NUREP-Kampala 
Moroto office Liason Otlice 

I ~. Mr. Adolf Gerst! I Regional Coordinator- NUREP 

I 
1 Gulu Office Regional Office, Gulu 

I 
15. ~trs Beatrice Arach Deputy Regional NUREP 

I Coordinator Regional Office, Gulu 

Gulu Office I -
6. I Mr. Benon M. Kig.enyi Member. Steering OPM-Kampala 

Committee 

I . I ~tr. Fabious Oreino Senior Assistant OPM-Gulu 

I Secretary 

s. I ~1r. Alfonse Oboni F oca I Person Gulu District 

9. Mr. Jacob Okello Social Worker GUSCO I 

10. Mr. David Okello Prol!Tamme Manager CARITAS 
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Appendix 4-lnterview Guide (PMU) 

STRATEGY IMPLEMENTATION: A CASE STUDY OF THE NORTHERN UGANDA 

REHABILITATION PROGRAMME IMPLEMENTED BY THE NUREP PROGRAMME 

MANAG.El\IE!"T UNIT IN THE OFFICE OF THE PRIME MJ~41STER OF THE 
GOVERNMENT OF UGANDA 

L Background Information of respondent 

Ho. long have you worked for NUREP 

\\'hat t)pe of position do you hold 

Have you had previous experience in these position 

How many years of experience 

Wh •t is your educational background 

2. Strategv formulation versus Strategv Implementation 

Who.~t is the overall goal ofNUREP 

Are all employees aware ofthh goal 

Is strategy formulation more important than strategy implementation 

What is the reason for your answer 

Were you involved in the strategy formulation procc~s 

Who else was involved in this process 

Were tho!)e intended to implement the strategy included in the strategy formulation process 

Do you think anyone else or party should have been included 

Why do you think so 

Do you wish to add some comments 

3. Importance of Strategy implementation 

How important is the strategy implementation process 

What is the rea~on for your answer 

Do you think enough time was spent planning for the implementation process 

Were you involved in this process 

Who else was involved in drafting the implementation plans 
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Do you think that anyone else should have been included in the process 

Wh) do you think !)0 

Do you think that non-management employee::; should be involved in the implementation 

planning phase 

Are all employees made aware of the outcome of implementation plans 

4. Strategy Implementation tasks 

What are some of the factors or issues that must be put in place before the start of the 

implementation process 

Why are these factors important 

Is there something you would like to add 

5. DriYers of stratm implementation 

Ha~ $REP been successful in implementing if s strategies 

What are the key factors that have contributed to thi~ success 

Ho\\' v;as continued success ensured 

Is there anything else you "ould like to add 

6. The role of Leadership in strategy Implementation 

Ho\\ important is leadership in the implementation process 

Who do you think is most responsible for the implementation process 

What is the role of a leader in the implementation procc::-s 

How would you define the characteristics of a good leader 

i. Barriers of strategy implementation 

What are were some of the frequent problems experienced during the implementation process 

HO\\ were the~ addressed 

\\'hat do ~ou think were the reasons forthese problems 

Do ~ou think these problems could have been avoided during the implementation planning phase 

Are there any other comments you would wish to add 
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Appendix 5-Interview Guide (OPI\t) 

STRATEGY IMPLEMENTATION: A CASE STUDY OF THE NORTHER!~ UGA DA 

REHABILITATION PROGR<\MME IMPLEMENTED BY THE .UREP PROGRAMME 

M 'AGEMENT UNIT IN THE OFFICE O.F THE PRIME MINISTER OF THE 
GOVERNMENT OF UGANDA 

1. Back2round Information of re~pondent 

What is the relationship between OPM and NUREP 

What is ~our role as far as l\TUREP is concerned 

How long have you been working in this capacity 

What is your educational background 

2. Strate2v formulation versus Stratee.v Implementation 

Is ,trategy fonnulation more important than strateg} implementation 

What is the reason for your answer 

\\ere you involved in the strategy formulation process of NUREP 

Do you ·· ish to add some comments 

3. Importance of Strategy implementation 

Hov. important is the strategy implementation process 

What is the reason for your answer 

\\ere you im olvcd in this process 

Who else is imolved in d1afting the implementation plans 

Do you think that anyone else should have been included 

Why do you think so 

Do you think enough time is spent planning for the implementation process 
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4. StratN' Implementation tasks 

What are orne of the factors or issues that mu't be put in place before the stan of the 

implementation process 

Why arc these factors imponnnt 

h there something you would like to add 

5. Orhers of strategy impleme-ntation 

Has NUREP bl!en successful in implementing if s programmes 

If yes. what do you think are the key factors that have contributed to this success 

How was continued success ensured 

Is there an~1hing else you would like to add 

6. The role Leadership in strategY Implementation 

Hm' important is leadership in the implementation process 

Who do you think is most re!)ponsible for the implementation process 

What do ~ou think the role of a leader is in the implementation pn.)Cess 

How would you define the characteristics of a good leader 

7. Barriers of strate'ty implementation 

What are some of the frequent problems experienced during the implementation process 

How were they addressed 

What do you think were the reasons for these problems 

Do you think these problems could have been avoided in the implementation planning phase 

Are there any other comments you would wish to add 
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Appendix 6-Interview Guide (District) 

STRATEGY IMPLEMENTATION: A CASE STUDY OF THE NORTHERN UGANDA 
REHABILITATION PROGRAMME IMPLEMENTED BY THE NUREP PROGRAMME 

MANAGEMENT lJ!'IlT IN THE OFFICE OF THE PRIME MINISTER OF TilE 
GOVERNMENT OF UGANDA 

1. Background Information of respondent 

\\'bat position do you hold 

How long have you been working in this capacity 

Wbat is the relationship between your district and NUREP 

What was )OUr role as far as the implementation ofNUREP programmes was concerned 

\\'nat is your educational background 

2. Strategy formulation \'Crsus Strate2Y Implementation 

Is ~irateg) formulation more important than strategy implementation 

Was the district involved in the strategy formulation process ofN UREP 

Do you think all stakeholders were involved 

Do you wish to add some comments 

3. Importance of Strategy implementation 

He" important is the strategy implementation process 

What is the reason for your answer 

Do you think enough time was spent planning for the implementation of~UREP activities 

Were you involved in this process 

\\'he else lS involved in drafting the implementation plans 

Do you think that anyone else should have been included 

\\'hy do you think so 
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What are some of the factor· or issues that had be in place before taning the implementation of 

the UREP funded acti\' itie$ 

Why are tt ese ilctors important 

h there somethmg you \\ ould like to add 

5. Drinr~ of strategy implementation 

Would you sa} that the implementation of the NUREP activities was successtul 

lf ~es what do you think are some of the major factors that contributed to the success 

6. The role Leadership in strategy Implementation 

Ho..., important 1s leadership in the implementation process 

Who do you think Js most responsible for the implementation prOCC$S 

What do ~ou think the role of a leader is in the implementation process 

Ho\\ would you define the characteristics of a good leader 

7. Barriers of strategy implementation 

What are sornt of the frequent problems experienced during the implementation proce:.s 

How were they addressed 

What do you think were the reasons for these problems 

Do ~ou think these problems could ha\ c been avoided in the implementation planning phase 

Are there any other comments you would wish to add 
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Appendix 7-lntervien Guide (Implementing Partners) 

STR<\TEGY IMPLEMENTATION: A CASE STUDY OF THE NORTHERN UGA 'DA 

REHABILITATION PROGRAMME I 1PLI<:I\tENTED BY THE NUREP 

PROGRAMME 1ANAGEMENT UNIT IN THE OFFICE OF THE PRIME MINISTER 

OF THE GOVERNME 'T OF UGA 'DA 

1. Back2round Information of respondent 

What_do~..'S your organisation do 

Ho\\ was your organisation imohed Y.ith NUREP 

What was your role as far as the implementation of the NUREP projt!ct was concerned 

How long have you been working in this capacity 

What is your educational background 

2. Strategy formulation versus Strateav Implementation 

In ~our opinion what is more imp011ant strategy fonnulation or strategy implt!mt!ntation 

What is the reason for your answer 

Do ~ou ish to add .some comments 

3. Importanct- of Strategy implementation 

How important is the strategy implementation process 

What is the reason for your answer 

Do you think enough time was spent planning for the implementation of the~ l REP project 

Were you involved in this process 

\\ bo else is invol\ ed in drafting the implementation plans 

Do you think that anyone else should ha\ e been included 

Why do you think :.o 
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4. StrategY Implementation tasks 

What are some of the factors or issue:s that must be put in place or looked into before the start of 

lhe implementation process 

Why are these factors important 

Is there something you would like to add 

5. Drivers of strate2y implementation 

Was lhe implementation of the NUREP programme successfull 

What do you think are some of the factors that contributed to this successful implementation 

6. The role Leadership in strategy Implementation 

How important is leadership in the implementation process 

Who do you think is most responsible for the implementation process 

What do you think the role of a leader is in the implementation process 

How would you define the characteristics of a good leader 

7. Barriers of strategv implementation 

What are some of the frequent problems t!xperienced during the implementation of the NliREP 

proJect 

How were they addressed 

What do you think were the reasons for these problems 

Do you think these problems could have been avoided in the implementation planning phase 

Are there any other comments you would wish to add. 
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