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Abstract  

Energy policies play an important role in accelerating ‘sustainable transitions’ by enabling and incentivizing 

investment in electricity generation from renewable sources. Key policies such as feed-in tariffs, tradable 

permits and auctions were pioneered in OECD nations, notably within the European Union, and in recent 

years have been the subject of donor-funded projects to transfer such policies to lower-income countries. 

However, within the wider transition studies literature, there is a lack of detailed understanding regarding 

the process of how this policy transfer takes place in the renewable energy sector. Our research addresses 

this gap by analyzing the micro-politics and actor-strategies by which the GETFiT program was 

implemented in Uganda. In particular, we focus on the interplay of transnational and national actors in 

pursuit of specific policy objectives. Informed by case study method and qualitative research, we employ 

theoretical perspectives, archival data sources and semi-structured interviews to adapt the policy transfer 

framework to the agency perspective of policy translation. We find that transnational influences, resource 

flows, local embeddedness, and institutional resilience are all necessary prerequisites for a coherent policy 

outcome. Moreover, this study opens up an avenue of research into co-creation processes and relational 

perspectives in sustainability transitions.  
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1.  Introduction  

International efforts to mitigate climate change have primarily been led by industrialized frontrunner 

countries, such as Germany and Denmark. The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

(UNFCCC) mandates that such mitigation measures must also be pursued by the less-industrialized, low-

income countries (Popp, 2011, Wei, 1995), such as through technology transfer (Desgain and Haselip, 

2015). The Paris Agreement (2015) adopts a more bottom-up approach, within the UNFCCC structures, 

allowing for voluntary pledges and contributions by both developed and developing countries (Clémençon, 

2016, Dimitrov, 2016). Non-OECD countries, such as India and China, contribute an increasingly high 

share to global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and are also leading manufacturers of low-carbon 

technologies (Zhang and He, 2013, Gosens and Lu, 2014, Sahoo, 2016). Unlike normal market processes, 

the uptake of low-carbon technologies must happen at a faster pace if the world is to close the emissions 

gap (Kalkuhl et al., 2018). Low-income African countries have an increased potential to industrialize on 

the basis of renewable energy (RE) technologies as opposed to the conventional sources. While there has 

been a significant preoccupation with technology transfer (De Coninck et al., 2007, Murphy et al., 2015, 

Schneider et al., 2008), such transfer processes are enabled through factors such as incentive frameworks, 

supportive policies and market creation, among other state-led interventions.  

The field of sustainability transitions is relevant here as it analyses how the complex interplay of 

technology, policy, institutions, markets, and society co-evolve and influence each other while being 

enmeshed within political economy (Ockwell and Mallett, 2012). Such interlinked processes are 

fundamental to catalyzing low-carbon development (Geels, 2010, Raven et al., 2012, Verbong and Geels, 

2010). A key requirement for sustainable transition is the redirection and acceleration of technological 

change for which policies play an important role (Rogge and Reichardt, 2016). Within transition studies, 

reaching a better understanding of the policies and politics presents an emerging research agenda (Markard 

et al., 2012, Rogge and Reichardt, 2016). Much of the thinking in this field builds on the acknowledgment 

that policies are key to shaping transition trajectories through regulations, subsidies, incentives etc. As a 

result, scholars have undertaken systematic studies to analyze the politics of policy-making processes, such 

as the role of political coalitions in energy transitions in the US (Hess, 2014), advocacy coalitions in Swiss 

energy policy (Markard et al., 2016), and policy networks in Norwegian energy transitions (Normann, 

2017). They have employed prominent and classical frameworks such as advocacy coalition framework, 

multiple streams approach, punctuated equilibrium theory, discourse coalition framework and policy 

networks approach. Further, it has been increasingly recognized that a multiplicity of instruments, unlike 

the focus on single instruments previously, are needed to foster low-carbon transitions. As a result, scholars 

have developed analytical conceptualizations of ‘policy mixes’ and applied them empirically in various 
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Western contexts (Kivimaa and Virkamäki, 2014, Rogge and Reichardt, 2016, Kivimaa and Kern, 2016, 

Rogge et al., 2017, Edmondson et al., 2018, Reichardt et al., 2016). Markard et al. (2016) note that transition 

studies are just beginning to pay more attention to the “political circumstances that make the adoption of 

such policies likely”. Kern and Rogge (2018) argue that transition scholars have so far made limited use of 

policy process theories and have limited understanding of the politics in policy processes. Based on a review 

of the studies employing policy frameworks in sustainability transitions, Kern and Rogge (2018) identify 

two shortcomings, which include the continued focus on single policy instruments, and the neglect of the 

linkage between policy outcome and socio-technical change.  

We contribute to this emerging research agenda by focusing on how policies lead to socio-technical change 

by analyzing policy process and employing a ‘policy translation’ approach. Policies in the context of 

sustainability transitions are unique, as they are geared towards speeding up the deployment of low-carbon 

technologies and mitigating climate change. However, a significant element of the policy processes is the 

international movement and adaptation of policies (Oberthür and Tänzler, 2007, Paterson et al., 2014, 

McCann and Ward, 2013, McCann and Ward, 2012, Stone, 2017), specifically in the context of developing 

countries. This has received limited attention within transition studies. In this paper, we focus in particular 

on how policies are transferred in specific developing country contexts, and the political dynamics it entails. 

This also links to the transition processes in the global south, which typically pose unique challenges and 

complexities that are different from their counterparts in the global north. These include weak institutional 

arrangements, less efficient bureaucracies, higher economic and political instability, and socio-economic 

inequality (Hansen et al., 2017, Ramos-Mejía et al., 2018). There is limited evidence on the dynamics of 

how renewable energy policies are transferred to developing countries, such as Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), 

and how that triggers further socio-technical change.  

Since the early 1990s, the European Union (EU) has positioned itself as a pioneer in climate change 

mitigation policies (Oberthür and Tänzler, 2007). Germany was the first European country to adopt a Feed 

in Tariff (FiT) program in 1991, followed by Denmark and Spain (Jacobs, 2016). FiTs have been structured 

in a number of ways and since early 2000s, there has been a shift from value-based to cost-based FiT 

programs, and from variable to fixed-rates, with long-term certainty (Jacobs, 2016). This served as a catalyst 

for RE growth not only in Europe but also worldwide. Lately, however, renewable energy auctions (RAs) 

have become popular, being adopted by 9 countries in 2009 to 44 countries by early 2013. RAs are market-

based competitive bidding schemes, where typically a certain amount of power (megawatts-MW) of 

renewables are offered for bidding to project developers, with the assumption that competition will lead to 

reduced tariffs (Eberhard and Kåberger, 2016, Alvarez et al., 2017). This significant interest in RAs is 

driven by increasing maturity of technologies (such as wind and solar) and a rapid decline in the costs 
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(IRENA, 2018).  The number of countries adopting FiTs and RAs were 80 and 67 in 2017 (IRENA, 2013, 

IRENA, 2018). In Africa, there has been a growing interest to deploy policies that enable investment in 

renewables. Illustrative examples include adoption of FiTs by South Africa, Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania, and 

Rwanda (Eberhard, 2013, Mendonça, 2009, Nganga et al., 2013) and RA schemes in South Africa, Uganda 

and Zambia (Eberhard and Kåberger, 2016, Meyer et al., 2015, Winkler et al., 2018).  

This article examines how market-oriented policy instruments (FiTs and RAs) were transferred in Uganda 

in the period between 2010 and 2015, by employing the framework developed/proposed by Dolowitz and 

Marsh (Dolowitz and Marsh, 2000), and linking it with a ‘policy translation’ agency perspective (Stone, 

2012, Mukhtarov, 2014) to study socio-technical change. We are interested in “action-oriented intentional 

activity” (Evans and Davies, 1999), and how knowledge about policies and administrative arrangements in 

one context are used to develop policies elsewhere. For this, we focus on analyzing the specific actor 

constellations through which the process was facilitated, and highlight their roles and strategies in mediating 

and shaping the resulting outcomes. In addition, we describe how policy transfer became part of ongoing 

political negotiation processes, which involved significant re-configuration, modification and further 

development of the imported policies within the national context. This article is informed by primary 

research and aims to illuminate the policy processes by employing the case of RE policies in an under-

researched empirical context, while illustrating the roles and agency of national and transnational actors. 

The research question guiding this article is: How did the actor constellations translate RE policy (case of 

GETFiT) and accelerate transitions within the specific political and institutional context of Uganda?   

In the following section, we elaborate the analytical framework. In section three, we classify the approach 

and strategies of policy entrepreneurs, drawing on theoretical concepts, in-depth interviews and archival 

data. Section four presents a background of the electricity sector and the history of FiT, followed by section 

five, which presents the main empirical and analytical findings. The final section reflects on the policy 

process and what it implies for sustainability transitions, followed by concluding remarks.  

2. Policy Transfer and Translation  

2.1. The Conventional Policy Transfer Approach 

This article draws on the literature on policy transfer, which emerged in the 1980s from the field of 

comparative policy studies. The concept of policy transfer is understood in the literature as “a process by 

which knowledge of policies, administrative arrangements, institutions and ideas in one political system is 

used in the development of similar features in another” (Benson and Jordan, 2011). The literature on policy 

diffusion is considered to be complementary to policy transfer. Both transfer and diffusion processes share 
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the assumption that “governments do not learn about policy practices randomly, but through common 

affiliations, and institutional membership” (Simmons and Elkins, 2004). The mechanisms for policy 

transfer have been recognized to be either ‘voluntary’ or ‘coercive’ (Dolowitz and Marsh, 2000). Voluntary 

policy transfer implies that countries or policymakers willingly adopt policies by way of learning, emulation 

(Bennett, 1991, Simmons and Elkins, 2004), ‘hybridization’, ‘synthesis’, ‘inspiration’ (Rose, 2005) and/or 

‘lesson-drawing’ (Haas, 1992, Common, 2004, Stone, 2001, Rose, 1993, Rose, 2005). On the contrary, 

coercive transfer implies pressured adoption of policies, imposition of norms or standards by direct means 

or indirectly through conditionality obligations resulting from transnational policy externalities (Stone, 

2017, Benson and Jordan, 2011, Stone, 2001).  

A major preoccupation of this field has been the question of whether and why different countries develop 

similar policies over time. While diffusion and transfer are concerned with process patterns, policy 

convergence is associated with outcomes (Knill, 2005). Since the 1990s, policy convergence has mostly 

been associated with the phenomenon of liberalization (Simmons and Elkins, 2004) and opening up 

economies to global market forces. Among transnational organizations and global financial institutions 

such as World Bank (WB) and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) (Stone, 2004), this can be linked to 

the structural adjustment reforms introduced in developing countries, with conditions of privatization and 

market-oriented policies (Pauly, 2018, Haggard and Kaufman, 2018). It is important to note these macro-

level ideas and global processes that have steered sector-specific policy and governance regimes in various 

national contexts, leading to diverse outcomes (Haselip and Hilson, 2005, Haselip and Potter, 2010).  

The literature on policy transfer has evolved from being state-centric to encompassing transnational and 

non-state actors (Benson and Jordan, 2011), from being used to study social welfare policies (education, 

health) to encompassing a wide range of issues such as environmental (Betsill and Bulkeley, 2004), and 

also from being empirically situated in the US and Europe to Australia and Asia. A conceptual framework 

which gained the most traction for analyzing policy transfer was developed by Dolowitz and Marsh 

(Dolowitz and Marsh, 2000), hereby referred to as the DM model. It was envisioned as a heuristic 

framework. The DM model is based on six key analytical questions that support the systematic assessment 

of the policy transfer process, which are: Why do actors engage in policy transfer? Who are the key actors 

involved in the policy transfer process? What is transferred? From where are lessons drawn? What are the 

different degrees of transfer? What restricts or facilitates the transfer process? How is the policy process 

related to policy success or failure? 
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2.2.  A Newer Understanding of Policy Transfer  

The DM model has subsequently been reworked, mainly by sociologists and geographers (Benson and 

Jordan, 2011, Evans, 2009, Peck and Theodore, 2010, Stone 2004). The conventional model has been 

questioned for its assumptions of being a straightforward, linear and apolitical process (Temenos and 

McCann, 2013, Benson and Jordan, 2011). The model has also been questioned for treating policy ideas 

like artefacts that remain unaltered in the process of being transferred from one polity to another (Temenos 

and McCann, 2013). In contrast, the newer approach understands policy transfer processes as inherently 

political in nature, and deeply embedded within the institutional fabric of economy and society, subject to 

interpretation and selective uptake (Radosevic, 1999, Shin, 2013, Mathews, 2002). The concept of ‘policy 

translation’ captures this understanding (Jones et al., 2014, Mukhtarov, 2014, Stone, 2012, Stone, 2017), 

and is also an umbrella term for a set of new concepts such as ‘policy assemblages’, ‘bricolage’, ‘mutations’, 

‘mobilities’ (McCann and Ward, 2012, Peck and Theodore, 2010, McCann and Ward, 2013, De Jong, 2013) 

and ‘localization’ (McCann and Ward, 2012). These concepts identify policy processes as uncertain and 

complex, involving multiple iterations of problem framing, and multi-scalar actor networks (McCann and 

Ward, 2012, McCann and Ward, 2013). The emphasis is on agency and scale, drawing on the relational and 

constructivist approaches (Evans, 2009).  

Policy translation takes an agency-centric approach, paying explicit attention to actors and strategies in the 

process of the travel of policy ideas (Mukhtarov, 2014, Mukhtarov et al., 2013). Similar to Stone (2008), 

Mukhtarov (2014), and drawing on McCann and Ward (2013), we follow the actors as they engage in 

situations with specific policy ideas and objects by framing and modifying their embedded texts, meanings 

and constructions. In doing so, we draw inspiration from research adopting an actor-oriented approach to 

policy transfer, including those focusing on specific actor roles such as policy entrepreneurs (Huitema and 

Meijerink, 2010), transnational corporations (Stone, 2004), and policy networks (Stone, 2008). Particular 

attention has been paid to ‘policy entrepreneurs’ (Huitema and Meijerink, 2010, Baumgartner and Jones, 

2010) as they play a significant role through the policy-change process (Brouwer and Biermann, 2011, 

Mintrom, 2000). Similar parallels can be drawn to the notion of ‘frontrunners’ in transition studies 

(Rotmans and Loorbach, 2009). We refer to key policy actors as policy entrepreneurs because of their 

agency and leadership in steering the process. These ‘policy entrepreneurs’ share a common willingness to 

invest their resources (time, knowledge etc.) in policy change and possess good networking skills (Kingdon 

and Thurber, 1984). Thereby, policy entrepreneurs can be distinguished through their desire to significantly 

change the established ways of doing things (Mintrom and Norman, 2009). In this paper, while we identify 

the individual policy entrepreneurs, we also discuss the collective policy entrepreneurship as they draw on 
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respective knowledge, skills, networks and strategies (Meijerink and Huitema, 2010). The strategies 

employed by these policy entrepreneurs will be discussed in the next section.  

We base our analysis on the core DM model. However, we modify and adapt it to include the policy 

translation approach, and factor the newer understanding within the analysis. While we acknowledge that 

actors are only one of the six dimensions within the DM model, however, in our analysis, we integrate 

actors within each of the dimensions and in sum explore five questions. Further details on the adaptation of 

the DM framework are provided in Table 1.   

Table 1 - Adaptation of the DM framework 
 

Policy Transfer 
(DM model) 

Adapted Policy 
transfer  

Further explanation / Remarks 
 

Why do actors 
engage in policy 
transfer? Who are 
the key actors 
involved in the 
policy transfer 
process? 

Who are the key 
actors? How do they 
get involved? What 
motivates the actors to 
engage with policy 
transfer?  
 

In addition to addressing the questions raised by the DM model, 
we also ask how do these actors come together in the first place, 
what kind of networks and connections do they tap into, and 
how inclusive or exclusive are these sets of actors. Further, we 
engage with the motivations of the actors, and the organizations 
or ideologies they represent, in addition to identifying who they 
are.  
 

What is transferred? Which policy objects 
do the actors choose to 
transfer? Why?  
 

First, instead of framing the question in a neutral way, we frame 
it by providing agency to policy actors in being selective and 
‘choosing’ the policy objects. Second, in the context of 
GETFiT, we attempt to also answer why do they do so, relating 
it to instrument affinity, market-based ideologies etc. Third, we 
engage with the influences of development agencies and the 
interplay of transnational knowledge vis-à-vis local agency. 
However, the notion of direct ‘transferability’ is limited here as 
the specifics are more complex, messy and constantly evolving. 
 

From where are 
lessons drawn? 

From where do the 
actors draw their 
ideas, experiences, and 
lessons? Why are 
certain lessons drawn?   

In addition to the question of where lessons are drawn from, we 
also engage with the questions of why are certain experiences 
and lessons drawn? Moreover, implicit in this is also the 
question of how actors engage in adopting and/or changing 
ideas drawn from elsewhere.  
 

What are the 
different degrees of 
transfer? 

We do not include this 
question in our 
adapted framework.  

Policy transfer can typically involve one or more degrees of 
transfer: copying, emulation, combinations of both, and 
inspiration, hybridization etc. Instead of using a certain category 
rigidly, we focus on elucidating the process instead and also 
engaging with this better as part of the next question.  
 

What restricts or 
facilitates the 
transfer process? 

How do actors 
translate the policy 
process?  

Instead of framing the question in an antagonistic and binary 
way, we simply attempt to elucidate the process as is, 
particularly focusing on the political context within which actors 
are operating. Policy translation allows us to conceptualize 
actors’ behavior within a wider political discourse. The process 
is non-linear and highly contingent to the specific institutional 
and political circumstances, unlike a mechanistic and linear 
transfer process. Further, constraints and opportunities are 
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socially and politically constructed, and are relevant only within 
a specific context. 
 

How is the policy 
process related to 
policy success or 
failure? 

What outcomes do the 
actors envisage? And 
do they achieve them? 

Instead of engaging with an abstract notion of ‘success’ or 
‘failure’, we link our question back to the actors in terms of 
what did they envisage, how did they perform vis-à-vis their 
targets or goals.  
 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration; taking inspiration from Mukhtarov (2014) 
 

In line with Stone (2004), we take the view that the intentionality of actors, their agency, the wider socio-

political context, and the specific network of transfer agents are central to understanding policy processes. 

Therefore, we illuminate the key roles played by transnational and national actors.  

3.  Methodology 

3.1. Case of Accelerating Transitions through Policy Translation  

The case of Global Energy Transfer Feed-in Tariff (GETFiT) Uganda is a relevant example of the general 

pattern observed in global governance systems for RE, which are increasingly converging towards market-

based policy instruments such as FiT and RAs (Haselip, 2011, IRENA, 2013). Uganda was the first country 

in Africa to unbundle electricity generation, transmission, and distribution into separate utilities, and to 

offer private concessions and open the sector to independent power producers (IPPs) (Eberhard et al., 2016). 

Lately, Uganda has received international recognition for having created a conducive investment climate 

for power generation (Eberhard et al., 2016) and was among the first in Africa to introduce FiT and RA 

policies (Meyer-Renschhausen, 2013). The GETFiT program has attracted many small IPP investments, 

including competitive bids for hydropower, biomass and solar PV. After South Africa, Uganda has the 

largest number of IPPs in SSA, and is “the only other competitively big, grid-connected solar PV program” 

(Eberhard et al., 2016). Even so, Uganda has been overshadowed by the academic attention given to 

countries such as South Africa and Kenya. The specific actor constellations, the particularities of the 

national context, and the positive policy outcomes makes the case of Uganda important.  

3.2. Data Collection and Analytical Procedures  

Focusing on the history of FITs and RE Auctions in Uganda (2010-2015), this article investigates how 

global policy ideas are translated and localized. For this, we employed a case study approach and undertook 

qualitative research to uncover the process, the actor strategies and the dynamics thereof (Yin, 2009). A 

case study design is appropriate for this research as it allows for an in-depth study of micro-level processes 

and illuminates important contextual conditions of relevance to the phenomenon under study (Yin, 2013). 
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And a qualitative research approach is suitable for this as it allows for process-related questions, detailed 

narratives, and understanding of motivations and strategies of heterogenous actors (Eisenhardt and 

Graebner, 2007, Langley and Abdallah, 2011). The policy mobilities approach comprises interest on ‘small 

p’ politics and ‘small p’ policy-making, giving primacy to individual actors and practices (McCann and 

Ward, 2012). It emphasizes a closer look at the changed meanings, experiences and power relations with 

mobility, and the ways these entangle with local contexts (McCann and Ward, 2013). We draw inspiration 

from the ethnographic form of enquiry and study into micro-politics.  

A purposeful sampling strategy was devised to identify the key actors involved with the transfer of the FIT 

and RA policies to Uganda. According to Yin (2011), purposeful sampling refers to “the selection of 

participants or sources of data to be used in a study, based on their anticipated richness and relevance of 

information in relation to the study’s research questions”. Based on secondary material, we identified three 

potential interviewees. Subsequently, other interviewees were identified based on snowballing technique 

(Atkinson and Flint, 2001). The actors directly involved in the process were interviewed, and additional 

interviews were conducted with those actors supporting the program and/or involved in part. This led us to 

perform a total of fourteen (14) semi-structured interviews in 2017 and 2018 with a range of actors (see 

Annex I). From the interviews and secondary data, a timeline of historical events since 2005 was developed, 

the key actors identified, and their roles, interests, and strategies analyzed. Interview guides were prepared 

(see Annex II) which aimed at operationalizing the main elements from the framework described above. 

To verify the information obtained from interviews, several archival documents were analyzed including 

journal articles, GETFiT annual reports, brochures, policy briefs, World Bank (WB) documents, 

consultancy reports and conference presentations.  

Following the framework presented in Table 1, the analysis was completed by summarizing and interpreting 

the data by identifying themes and emerging patterns (Braun and Clarke, 2006). We used a combination of 

both deductive and inductive approaches. The process required constant iteration between analytical 

concepts, themes, and the summarized empirical data, checking for alternative explanations and drawing 

theoretical insights for developing a rich case narrative (Klag and Langley, 2013). Prior literature was used 

to analyze thematic overlaps and validate them with theoretical interpretations (Gioia et al., 2013). The data 

analysis structure is presented in Table 2. The analytical framework represents the key dimensions of policy 

process inquiry as per the DM model. 
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Table 2 - Data analysis structure highlighting the relationship between the analytical framework 
and the empirical data 
 

Analytical 
Framework 

Sub-themes compiled from the 
literature  
 

Examples from empirical data  

Who are the key 
actors? How do they 
get involved? What 
motivates the actors 
to engage with 
policy transfer?  
 

Exogenous factors, economic 
pressures, sectoral problems, 
political pressures, aspirational, 
business interests, preference or 
vested interest to promote certain 
solutions/models, spreading best 
practices, harmonization of 
political systems  

The circumstantial factors include: energy supply 
shortages, failure to license projects in FiT-I and II, 
need for renewable energy in the electricity mix, and 
need for private sector. The actors developed new ideas 
to find solutions. The main motivations of actors 
included: diversifying energy mix, increasing energy 
supply, strategic business partnerships, leadership 
aspirations, advancing common ideologies and beliefs, 
promoting new models etc. We focus on capturing all 
types of actors engaged in policy making.  
 

How do actors 
translate the policy 
process?  
 

Developing ideas, gaining 
legitimacy, identifying 
instruments, seeking expert 
advice and consultants, but 
mostly mechanistic and linear, 
with prescriptive guidelines 
 

Developing new ideas of FiT premium and risk 
mitigation, forming a small coalition of actors, defining 
common goals and values, sharing policy instruments 
affinity, mobilizing donor support, gaining legitimacy 
and support within the Ministry, and securing finances. 
Further, the process involved knowledge and expertise 
of transnational actors, experiences of multi-donor 
programs, and entailed negotiations, compromises, 
adjustments.  
 

Which policy objects 
do the actors choose 
to transfer? Why?  
 

Policy goals, policy content, 
policy instruments, policy 
programs, institutions, ideologies, 
ideas, attitudes and negative 
lessons.  
 

The policy goals per se were set in line with the 
renewable energy policy of the country. The policy 
instruments, program design, institutional 
arrangements, ideologies, and ideas were transferred. 
This included: FiT and RA policy, risk mitigation 
product, simplifying regulatory procedures, 
institutional capacities, market ideology.   
 

From where do the 
actors draw their 
ideas, experiences, 
and lessons? Why 
are certain lessons 
drawn?  
 

Drawing lessons from other 
political systems, national 
governments and/or sub-national 
governments. Also, from policy 
networks, workshops and 
conferences, working groups, 
expert committees etc.  
 

The actors drew a significant number of lessons and 
experiences from previous risk mitigation donor 
programs, experiences of international consultants, 
energy experts, and also through various platforms of 
knowledge exchange such as conferences, workshops, 
and also based on documents and reports on policy 
evidence. The international donor networks played an 
influential role, manifesting donor practices and 
ideology, and privileging transnational agency.  
 

What outcomes do 
the actors envisage? 
And do they achieve 
them? 
 

 Policy outcomes in the form of 
‘success’ or ‘failure’. Exploring 
whether it was an uninformed, 
incomplete or inappropriate 
transfer with regard to failure.  

In this, we measure policy outcomes in the form of the 
envisaged project outputs, targets and goals in the form 
of the total number of projects implemented, 
institutional capacities built, risk mitigation products 
offered, and how they enhanced the legitimacy of 
regulatory institutions and simplified regulatory 
procedures etc. 

Source: authors’ own compilation 
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An agency perspective refers to the "ability to exercise authority and influence policy change" 

(Eisenhardt, 1989, Dharwadkar et al., 2000). This entails studying individual and collective policy actors 

(Mukhtarov et al., 2013) and their actions in influencing policy events (Stripple and Pattberg, 2010). The 

policy entrepreneurs in our case employ various strategies to pursue policy change. Huitema and 

Meijerink (2010) suggests a framework in which policy entrepreneurs engage with five strategies: 

coalition building, networking, venue shopping, idea generation, and using windows of opportunity. 

Building on this, we operationalize the strategies of policy entrepreneurs in our case. Table 3  provides 

details of the strategies employed by policy entrepreneurs and their relation with the examples identified 

in the empirical data. 

Table 3 - Data Analysis structure for strategies of policy actors in the transfer/translation process 
 

Actor 
Strategies 

 Analytical Sub-themes   Examples from empirical data  

Development 
of new ideas 

Policy change requires 
development of an idea; policy 
innovation, visions, and an agenda 

Idea of FiT premium; incentives to support the enabling 
environment, more importantly the development of 
GETFiT which was in response to a larger problem of FiTs 
in developing countries. This was mainly developed by DB 
in consultation with international experts in energy finance; 
largely led by an ideology of privatization and market-led 
investments.   
 

Build 
coalitions 
and sell ideas  

Collaboration among policy actors 
as necessary, coalition building, 
differences and power asymmetry 
among actors, framing narratives, 
jointly developing a fresh agenda 
and vision, shared beliefs and 
agreements on how to use 
resources for common goals  

Forming a coalition among the small set of policy 
entrepreneurs, setting common goals, and shared beliefs. 
Meetings with donors and development agencies to pitch 
new ideas and seek financial support, also to gain 
legitimacy within the donor network. This strategy was 
mainly employed by KfW to gain donor support, and by 
ERA to gain support from within Ministry and other 
stakeholders.   
 

Recognize 
and exploit 
windows of 
opportunity  

Windows are particular moments 
in time that offer opportunities for 
policy entrepreneurs to launch and 
gain support for new policy 
proposals, linking solutions to 
problems, to make it palatable for 
decision-makers, networking and 
gaining support and legitimacy 

Supply shortage, lack of private sector investments, no 
projects licensed in previous FiT, and lack of an enabling 
framework. These provided the platform/windows of 
opportunity and new ideas were developed by ERA and 
KfW, and subsequently linked to GETFiT. The strategy of 
stakeholder engagement and networking esp. with a range 
of government stakeholders was mainly employed by the 
GETFiT consultant in coordination with ERA staff. The 
program elements had to be constantly adapted by the 
policy entrepreneurs collectively to make it relevant to the 
context.  
 

Recognize, 
exploit, 
create, 
manipulate 
multiple 
venues  

Creating and exploiting 
opportunities in an institutional 
context, political, financial and 
administrative venues, inclusion 
and exclusion of actors, 
institutional structures and 

By the time the new set of ideas were developed, the 
institutional context had opened up to the idea of small-
scale renewables given the energy vulnerability and 
insecurity that existed. Hence, the political and 
administrative avenues were generally open to the ideas for 
a better policy, including financial and non-financial 
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individual strategies; availing of 
existing venues, changing, altering 
venues, and/or creating venues   

incentives. However, issues such as tax reforms turned 
unfavorable for the private sector promoted by this policy, 
and several negotiations and discussions by KfW advisor, 
GETFiT consultant, and an external legal firm led to 
bypassing the issues.  
 

Orchestrate 
and manage 
networks  

Coalitions are characterized by 
agreements on policy ideas or 
objectives; networks are a broader 
range of actors relevant to solving 
issues/or possess intellectual 
resources; creating and 
maintaining policy networks, 
close-knit and well-aligned, or 
short-lived.  

The design of GETFiT structure involved a broader range 
of actors/experts in various committees to solve the 
problem of inadequate private sector investments in 
renewables in the developing countries. During the policy 
development, this strategy was employed in a number of 
instances: i) issue-based (risks to investment) support 
mobilizing private sector stakeholders; ii) finance-based 
support mobilizing donors and mobilizing additional funds 
based on new issues (solar PV, transmission infrastructure) 
etc. 
 

Source: Structure is adapted from Huitema et. al. (2010) 
 

These strategies can be aggregated into three broad categories i.e. scale-based, meaning-based and context-

based, as developed by Mukhtarov (2014). This corresponds well with the way policy processes are shaped: 

i) scale-based: developing new ideas across multi-sites, mobilizing actors across scales, coalition building; 

ii) meaning-based: framing ideas and policy components within the global climate discourse; gaining 

legitimacy within the donor community; iii) context-based: actor dynamics within the local context, 

negotiations with government officials; appeasing and lobbying. We incorporate these elements in the 

progression of the policy process, and for analysis within the structural dimensions of the DM model.  

4. Contextual Background: Feed-in-Tariffs in Uganda (2005-2010) 

The history of FiT policy can be traced back to the RE policy, formally adopted in 2007. FiTs were explored, 

at the time, as a possible means to accelerate private investment in renewables. In line with the structural 

reforms initiated by WB and IMF globally, Uganda’s electricity sector underwent reforms and restructuring 

in the late 1990s. These reforms aimed at privatizing and liberalizing the sector, including opening up the 

energy supply market to IPPs (MEMD, 2014). By 2005, the Uganda Electricity Board was unbundled into 

separate entities for generation, transmission, and distribution. It is important to note a number of major 

events and political processes at the national level that shaped this policy environment, including a series 

of major droughts from 2005-2007 which exposed the country’s vulnerability from a sole reliance on 

hydropower.  

The government was forced to use emergency thermal power as a temporary measure (EMAConsultLtd, 

2006). However, this was expensive, and “it led to end-user tariffs being increased by 12%”.i The high 

diesel generation costs, combined with peaking oil prices, the weak financial position of the power off-
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taker i.e. Uganda Electricity Transmission Company Limited (UETCL), and a shortfall in the electricity 

supply led to an urgent need to diversify the energy supply sources and to exploit the country’s RE resources 

(Meyer et al., 2018). The Electricity Regulatory Authority (ERA) received unsolicited bids for mini-

hydropower projects, but they lacked a framework to support small IPPsii. The ERA leadership looked 

outwards, and began investigating energy policies and mechanisms used elsewhere. They researched the 

global experience with FiT, especially in Germany, Brazil, Sri Lanka and Spain iii. Their search was geared 

towards finding examples of countries which had hydro and co-gen technologies, and had adopted FITs, 

and assessing their applicability to Ugandaiv.  

According to ERA, the rationale for introducing FIT in 2007 was to address the need for greater clarity and 

certainty for the private sector, a standardized process, and a stable and transparent tariff regime. FiT Phase 

I (2007-10) was designed exclusively for hydropower, involving fixed-tariffs and long purchase periods. 

However, no projects were licensed under FiT-Iv. Expressions of interest (EoIs) were mainly received from 

speculators who were testing the government's willingness to licence expensive projects, thus submitting 

inflated proposalsvi. This period (2008-10) also coincided with a downturn in the Ugandan economy, 

marked by high inflation rates and oil prices escalating and peaking during 2007-08. The FiT-I created a 

steep learning curve for the ERA to understand the role of FITs and how they relate to – and are affected 

by – wider macro-economic variables. The economic and revenue currency exchange risks were a 

fundamental concern in the eyes of private investors, which also resulted in their lack of interestvii.  

The electricity market underwent further turmoil during 2010-11 as Uganda experienced its peak load 

shedding and power supply crises due to consecutive droughts, unanticipated electricity demand growth, 

and delays in the finalization of the 250 MW Bujagali dam. In an attempt to continue seeking private 

investments, ERA launched FiT Phase II in 2010. Given that phase-I did not lead to any licensed projects, 

ERA had to re-think its strategy, for which it employed a consultancy firm (CAMCO) to study the 

established cost structure and applicable FiTs for Phase II (Curren et al., 2010). This phase entailed higher 

tariffs, newer technologies (biomass, biogas, geothermal, solar and wind), and capacity cap of 20 MW. 

Despite this, deeper sectoral problems remained, linked to the constraints of cost-reflective tariffs, high 

financing and project development costs, investor risks and lengthy regulatory procedures. One year into 

phase-II, the FiT rates had not achieved the risk-adjusted returns on private capital and did not attract equity 

investors. In parallel to FiT during 2010-11, ERA packaged a proposal to its development agencies, such 

as the German development bank (KfW), which eventually became the GETFiT program. The nature of 

these interventions is discussed in the next section (Section 5). A timeline of key events has been presented 

in Figure 1 below.  
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Figure 1 – Broad Timeline of RE Policy Development in Uganda 

Source: authors’ own compilation 
 

5. Development of GETFiT Uganda (2010-2015) 

This section analyzes the policy translation process for GETFiT in Uganda between 2010 and 2015. We 

employ the adapted DM framework to analyze the policy process, with a specific emphasis on the actors, 

agency, and strategies. This also includes analytical reflections in relation to the empirical findings.  

5.1.  Who are the key actors? How do they get involved? What motivates the actors to engage with 

policy transfer?  

In parallel to FiT Phase II, the then CEO of ERA realized that tariff changes per se will not work, and he 

“looked at the overall policy environment to see what could be inhibiting the private sector participation”viii. 

This led to the beginnings of a new idea to provide financial incentives over and above the FiT rates, and 

also address non-financial risks. He discussed this with the Permanent Secretary (PS) of the Ministry of 

Energy and Mineral Development (MEMD), and approached KfW’s former Energy Sector Development 

Advisor (based in Kampala), a professional contact “active and knowledgeable in the field”ix. 

Representatives of ERA, KfW and sector experts undertook a structured assessment to identify “the missing 

pieces for projects proposed on paper…. getting them to financial closure and to construction stage”x. This 

process led to insights such as lack of bankable documents, low tariffs, and many perceived risks. 

Meanwhile in 2009, the German development agency (GIZ) had undertaken a detailed study on small-

hydropower in Uganda, as part of their Project Development Programme (PDP) in East Africa (Plas and 

Kyezira, 2009). The program promoted business partnerships between German and East African companies 
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through “strategic market development and linkage of the renewables – Made in Germany – initiative, 

focused on local industry dynamics” (Plas and Kyezira, 2009). It is evident that there was a strong interest 

and commitment from KfW and the German Government to support small-scale RE projects in Uganda.  

Concurrently, new ideas around FiTs were mooted to KfW Frankfurt by the Vice President (VP) and the 

then Lead Analyst of GETFiT concept at Deutsche Bank (DB)xi. GETFiT was developed by DB for the 

Advisory Group on Energy and Climate Change of the Secretary General of the United Nations (DBCCA, 

2010, Rickerson et al., 2013, Bank, 2011). It aimed to upgrade existing national FiT policies through a 

country-specific combination of up-front payments, performance-based payments, risk insurances and 

attractive debt finance conditions (Huenteler, 2014). GETFiT envisioned “a global program that includes 

public money to support and expand FiT in the developing world, and the adaptation of advanced FiT best 

practices to serve national goals for energy access and renewable energy scale-up” (Bank, 2011). The KfW 

Frankfurt office linked Deutsche bank VP to the KfW Advisor in Kampala, to strengthen professional ties.  

The KfW Advisor in Kampala saw value in the GETFiT concept, as it resonated with the problems in 

Uganda. This led to the three actors/entrepreneurs coming together i.e. KfW Advisor, ERA CEO and VP 

DB. In mid-2011, their first meeting was held in Frankfurt, which also included the then Energy Advisor 

to PS MEMD. This meeting set the agenda formally towards developing a GETFiT Uganda program and 

creating an enabling environment. At this stage the objective was to fast-track the development of privately 

financed, main-grid-connected small renewable generation (hydropower, bagasse, and biomass) in 

Ugandaxii. This was the first of many such meetings held in Frankfurt, operating in transnational fields, 

while being anchored in one nation. This also led to the actors agreeing on shared beliefs and making 

implicit agreements on how to mobilize individual capacities to achieve common goals. The process led to 

building a coalition of actors consisting of ERA CEO, KfW Advisor, VP DB, and an external consultant 

(who joined at a later stage)xiii. The VP DB was involved in an advisor capacity, based in Frankfurt, with 

occasional visits to Kampala.  

In sum, a number of sectoral issues, combined with KfW, and the German Government’s interest in forging 

business partnerships and developing projects in Uganda, coupled with professional interests and leadership 

aspirations motivated the need for policy change. The key policy actors involved with GETFiT Uganda are 

presented in Table 4, comprising of four policy entrepreneurs and several supporting actors, and 

distinguishing between the various transnational and national actors.  
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Table 4 - Renewable Energy Policy Actors relevant for GETFiT  

 Policy Entrepreneurs Supporting policy actors 

National 
Actors 

Electricity Regulatory Authority, Uganda 
(ERA)  

Government Agencies - Ministry of Energy and 
Mineral Development (MEMD); and Ministry of 
Finance (MoF) 

Transnational 
Actors  

Former KfW Energy Sector 
Development Advisor, Kampala 
Former Vice President, Deutsche Bank, 
Germany 
Former Consultant/Lawyer, Germany 

Independent advisors/expert committee 
Multinational consultancy firm 
Development partners (DFID, NORAD, EU-Africa 
Infrastructure Fund)  
World Bank 
Governments of UK, Norway and Germany 

Source: authors’ own compilation 

 

Table 5 provides a summary of the motivations of the actors, their intentions and the roles played. In 

addition, it also highlights the individual capacities or resources that they contributed to the process.  

Table 5 - Roles of transfer agents and their intentionalilty in policy translation 
 

Who are the 
actors? 

What were the actors’ 
interests and intentions?  

What capacities did they bring to 
the process? 

What specific roles did 
they play?  
 

ERA CEO  Professional interest as 
a regulator  

 Leadership aspirations  
 Ambition to build a 

credible institution 
 Achieve policy goals, 

reduce energy insecurity 

 Knowledge of the sectoral 
context and its problems  

 Insight into market’s 
subsectors and their dynamics 

 Acting beyond political control 
and pressure 

 Developing and 
strengthening ideas  

 Decision-making 
 Advocacy with the 

government   
 Facilitating 

communication and 
negotiation 

KfW 
Advisor 

 Professional interest as 
an energy advisor  

 Promoting KFW’s and 
German Government’s 
commitment to RE 
development  

 Enabling business 
partnerships  

 Knowledge of the energy 
sector  

 Knowledge of the intent of the 
German government and their 
energy program 

 Wider understanding of policy, 
energy and geopolitics  

 Designing the 
GETFiT toolbox 

 Gathering support of 
the donor community 

 Decision-making role 

VP DB   Opportunity to apply the 
concept in a specific 
country context  

 Individual drive to 
influence change 
 

 Conceptual authority on 
GETFiT 

 Expertise on climate and 
sustainable energy finance  

 Insights into investment 
opportunities and transactions  

 Developer of the 
original GETFiT 
concept 

 Advisor on energy 
finance and tariff 
issues  

Government 
Ministries 
(Ministry of 
Energy and 
Finance) 
 

 Achieving policy goals 
 Reducing energy 

insecurity and 
vulnerability 

 Increasing energy 
supply to meet the 
growing demand  

 Political support and political 
push 

 Financial, legal approvals and 
negotiations  

 Policy support 
 Budgetary/ 

Administrative 
support 

 Legal, financial 
approvals  
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External 
Consultant 

-  Professional lawyer  
 Authority on the legal aspects 

such as contracts, conditions, 
agreements, criteria 
determination etc. 
 

 Coordinator and 
administrative support 

 Designed the call for 
proposals 

 Managed stakeholder 
and public relations  

 

5.2. How do actors translate the policy process?  

The KfW Advisor recalled that GETFiT was developed as a generic concept, from a European standpoint, 

for developing countriesxiv. But the concept had to be significantly adapted and localized to make it relevant 

for Uganda in ways such as identifying the top-up amounts, the funding sources and mechanisms, the risk 

guarantee options, and the technical assistance (TA) required to support ERA in the implementation.   

In 2011, KfW Advisor and VP DB developed an official pitch document for GETFiT Uganda, with support 

from ERA CEO and MEMD. Having developed new ideas, the actors strategized to mobilize support and 

gain legitimacy among the donor community. In late 2011, this was presented to select development aid 

agencies working in Uganda and to the German government. In early 2012, a second round of meetings 

were held. Funding commitments were secured from the Norwegian Agency (NORAD), UK Dept. for 

International Development (DFID), EU-Africa Infrastructure Trust Fund (EU-AITF), and later by the 

German Ministry of Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ)xv. In parallel, ERA undertook 

stakeholder meetings to engage with private investors to better understand their needs and expectationsxvi.  

During 2012, design ideas were formulated, top-up payments determined, buy-in from development 

partners sought, commitment to development finance secured, and ways to unlock commercial finance were 

devised. The initial plan was to develop 19 IPP projects with a combined capacity of 167 MW. The top-up 

donor-funded payment (or the GETFiT Premium Payment mechanism) was key to incentivizing 

developers/financiers to enter the market and supply electricity over a 20-year period. This was USDc 

1.4/kWh for hydropower; USDc 1.0/kWh for biomass, and USDc 0.5/kWh for bagasse (Meyer et al., 2015). 

The process of determining these rates involved several iterations among actors, and also led to 

disagreements among the policy entrepreneurs (specifically KfW Advisor and ERA CEO) with regard to 

the tariff rates which private investors were willing to accept

xviii. A number of such modifications were made through the design process to 

reach common ground. 

xvii. In consultation with KfW, ERA took a 

decision to increase the FiT for hydropower, thereby lowering the subsidy requirement, but justifying the 

criticality of donor funds

 

A key component of GETFiT was simplifying and streamlining the patchy enabling environment and 

removing legal and regulatory hurdles. This process entailed lengthy amendments and negotiations, and 
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delays (KFW and Multiconsult, 2014). There were disagreements with regard to the standardized 

documents and the risk allocation between IPPs and the governmentxix. An external law firm (Trinity 

International LLP) was contracted to support MEMD and ERA to review and standardize the Power 

Purchase Agreement (PPA), Implementation Agreement (IA) and Direct Agreements (DA) (KFW and 

Multiconsult, 2014). Additionally, a consultant (procurement lawyer) from Germany (an acquaintance of 

VP DB) was hired by KfW to join the core policy team by serving as the GETFiT coordinator and 

supporting ERA with procurements, managing tender rounds, and undertaking continuous stakeholder 

engagementxx.  

Subsequent to a donor group meeting in Kampala, WB offered their product, Partial Risk Guarantee (PRG) 

to GETFiT. This was an insurance product geared to protect IPPs from the risk of delayed off-taker 

payments, termination risk, and such political and commercial risks (Meyer et al., 2015). This allowed the 

policy entrepreneurs (KfW) to reduce investor risks as part of GETFiT. The inclusion of WB and PRG was 

not planned but an opportunity that came up during the process. Despite the differences in the instrument 

preferences and ideologies between KfW and WB, they were driven by common goals of increased private 

sector investments and promotion of small-scale renewablesxxi.  

While there were such inadvertent inclusions of actors, there were also exclusions. The policy focus was 

predominantly on electricity generation, and they did not take UETCL on board from the beginning. This 

resulted in legal issues and misunderstandings at the stage of signing the transaction documents. The issue 

of grid integration of the IPP projects were not discussed. During 2013, it was identified that the hydropower 

projects were clustered in a mountainous region, which would exceed the grid capacity and threaten to 

overload the local substation. UETCL would have had to pay for idle generation and this issue could have 

led to major contestations and a near halt of the program

xxiii.     

xxii. The policy entrepreneurs (especially KfW staff 

in coordination with ERA) had to engage with the strategy of appeasing, political lobbying and managing 

stakeholder relations. This problem was eventually averted with the intervention of DFID by committing 

additional funds for strengthening and developing grid interconnection infrastructure  

The TA component for the program was developed, in close cooperation with ERA, to identify actual and 

emerging needs as well as capacity requirements over the implementation period. It focused on issues of 

tariff modelling, updating grid codes, drafting a standardized wheeling agreement, and due diligence for 

project licensingxxiv. Elements of TA were adapted later, such as introducing a regulatory information 

management system for ERA. TA focused on building competences of mid-level and junior staff at ERA, 

with insistence from the then CEO to ensure that institutional capacities are built in its core xxv.      

During this process, the policy entrepreneurs (especially transnational actors KfW Advisory Staff and 

Consultant) had a deeper realization that the program was embedded within a larger actor-network and 
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electricity infrastructure which proved the process to be complex, requiring several adjustments 

xxvii

xxvi. This 

meant networking and managing relations across a broad range of actors. ERA CEO played a significant 

role in helping the team maneuver around political and bureaucratic issues, especially repeated taxation 

issues and reforms that might have negatively affected the IPPs. He helped in bridging the communication 

between the policy team and ministries. KFW’s good relations with PS MEMD also helped to provide a 

certain political push for the program when needed. There was no explicit form of resistance by the political 

leaders towards the program. Instead, as the interviewees expressed, there was a lackadaisical mindset as 

the program only comprised of small-scale projects. In other words, individual projects were not large 

enough to get government stakeholders and political leaders interested .  

For program implementation, governance arrangements were developed mainly drawing on transnational 

influences and collective experiences of multilateral banks and donor programs. The GETFiT governance 

structure (see a graphical representation in Annex C) comprised of a steering committee (SC), investment 

committee (IC), and an implementation consultant. The idea of a steering committee as a governing body 

is common to multi-donor programsxxviii. The SC was designed to handle key decisions, particularly those 

which had larger political implications. An investment committee (IC) was set up as an independent body 

to review project proposals. As the KFW Consultant noted, “the idea of investment committee came from 

fund management in general…GETFiT concept borrowed ideas from the Geothermal Risk Mitigation 

Facility (GRMF) in Kenya…another program funded by KfW some years ago”xxix. For evaluation and 

selection of IPP projects, IC comprised of 6 industry experts, selected through a competitive process (Meyer 

et al., 2015). The idea of an implementation consultant was borrowed from “projects typically financed by 

development banks such as ADB, KfW… replacing the lacking implementation capacities in the country, 

hence outsourced to a consultancy”xxx.  

The GETFiT Uganda Program was officially launched in May 2013 and the Government granted delegated 

authority to KFW for procurement, contracts, and implementation of the program (KFW and Multiconsult, 

2018a). The GETFiT Secretariat was (and continues to be) based at ERA, Kampala for management of the 

program and supporting its implementation. The secretariat was deliberately embedded within the 

regulatory agency to encourage local ownership. ERA had an instrumental role to play “giving the 

programme legitimacy and clout in the energy sector” (KFW and Multiconsult, 2018b). ERA CEO was 

involved through the phases of inception, feasibility, design, and implementationxxxi.  

Deviating and reformulating the policy goals, in 2014, solar PV was added as an additional technology to 

the program. However, discussions and contestations surrounding this started earlier. In 2010-11, solar PV 

was not a preferred technology in GETFiT as the government could not justify purchasing expensive 

electricity, which was likely to exceed the projected levelized cost of electricity (LCOE) of USDc 
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9/kWhxxxii. During 2012, in response to the private sector interest, ERA CEO wanted to pilot a small

xxxiii. Nonetheless, 

in 2013, a meeting with the EU Ambassador to Uganda resolved this issue. The EU Ambassador, a 

proponent of renewables, through the EU

-scale 

solar IPP. VP DB supported this inclusion. However, the KfW Advisor was not in favor as 1-2 small PV 

projects alone would use up a majority of the donor funds due to a higher subsidy amount

-Africa Infrastructure Fund, provided additional grants to support 

the inclusion of PV. In addition, solar PV was also politically appealing due to its potential to come online 

quickly and alleviate supply shortages in the short-term, compared to hydro projects, which were already 

experiencing delays with signing PPAs. Around this time, renewable energy auctions (as an alternative to 

FiTs) were rapidly gaining traction worldwide. They were introduced for the solar component in GETFiT 

to experiment with a competitive bidding scheme, and more importantly, to benefit from the rapidly 

reducing solar PV prices which were anticipated to yield lower average tariffs (as the regulator does not fix 

the tariff rate unlike FiT). The top-up premium was USDc 5.37/kWh. 

These insights reveal that the process did not entail transfer and implementation of a fully-formed off-the-

shelf policy. Throughout, the different policy entrepreneurs employed strategies like building coalitions, 

agreement on common goals, shared belief on market-based interventions, gaining support and legitimacy 

within donor network, negotiating, appeasing and lobbying government actors, availing of sporadic 

opportunities, networking and managing stakeholder relations across a broad range of networks, and 

maintaining continuity through strong embeddedness within local institutions.   

5.3.  Which policy objects do the actors choose to transfer? Why?  

As mentioned previously, the objective was not just to implement policy instruments to meet the envisaged 

policy goals (in line with the renewable energy policy of Uganda) but to develop a wider set of incentive 

frameworks to encourage private investment, reduce investor risk and increase investor returns. The policy 

entrepreneurs together chose to transfer different policy instruments (such as FiT and RAs), elements of 

program design and governance, risk guarantee options (product offered by WB), and certain institutional 

arrangements (such as simplified regulatory procedures and information management systems). The 

GETFiT program provided targeted assistance for implementation, for developing standardized and 

simplified contract documentation (such request for proposals, PPAs, IAs, and DAs), and developed a 

system (via grants and concessional loans) for ensuring reliable grid integration and interconnection for 

small RE; all of them contributing to an enabling framework. Prior to GETFiT, there was a lack of 

interconnection policy, and a lack of clear guidelines and responsibilities to assure developers and investors. 

Further, several ideas for the governance and management structure of GETFiT were borrowed from multi-

donor programs and through examples of other successful programs.  
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ERA played a lead role in initiating the collaboration with development agencies, but also strategically 

engaged with them for institution building and strengthening the capacities of the core team members in 

the Department of Economic Regulation, working closely on the issues of agreements and tariffs. Training 

and skill development workshops were conducted by the UNEP-Frankfurt School (led by the former VP 

DB) for the ERA mid-level and junior staff on tariff methodology, standardized agreements, and financial 

modelling. This is an important ‘object’ of transfer, which aims to ensure better implementation and 

sustainability of policy, leading to improved skills and knowledge at an institutional level. As Peck and 

Theodore (2010) put it, “mobile policies are not simply travelling across a landscape – they are remaking 

this landscape”. 

As the previous section demonstrates, a number of beliefs and ideologies were implicit to the GETFiT 

program, reinforced through the development agencies (transnational actors), correspond with the 

overarching ideas such as liberal economic order, privatization, market-led development, transparency, and 

efficiency, which is prevalent within the larger discourse on climate policy and governance. Various 

empirical examples also demonstrate how global knowledge and narratives of successful programs and 

embodied expertise was made porous through transnational actors. However, there are limited instances of 

direct ‘transfer’ and more complex evolving process of interpretation and adaptation. 

5.4.  From where do the actors draw their ideas, experience and lessons? Why are certain lessons 

drawn?  

FiTs have been implemented worldwide in a number of countries. However, the idea of a top-up payment 

over and above FiTs, supported by development finance, and other GETFiT toolbox elements were being 

implemented for the first time in SSA. Hence, “there were no direct experiences and lessons out there to 

draw from”xxxiv. In the first place, GETFiT Uganda draws heavily from the core concept of GETFiT 

designed by German stakeholders, from a European standpoint. The ideas for the GETFiT governance 

structure derived mainly from a range of other multi-country donor programs and wind and geothermal risk 

mitigation facilities, based also on the experience of KfW. Apart from the implicit lessons drawn from 

different countries globally, the experiences gathered from the German context, specific knowledge collated 

from the energy finance specialists (such as KfW, VP DB) and the country experts (such as ERA CEO) 

helped to shape the enabling environment and also strengthen the institutional arrangements.  

In addition, Uganda was the second country to implement RE auctions in Africa, after South Africa (SA). 

SA was the first on the continent to implement RAs through the Renewable Energy International Power 

Producer Procurement Program (REIPPP). The success of FiT and Auctions (REIPPP) in SA (Meyer et al., 

2015, Eberhard and Naude, 2017) influenced the adoption of GETFiT in Uganda, but to a limited extent. 
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As the KfW Advisor noted, “we looked at the REIPPP documents, the tender documents…. but it soon got 

clear to us that that approach will not work in Uganda”. The auctions program in SA were designed for 

large-scale projects, involving a number of lawyers and transaction advisors. Unlike SA, the market in 

Uganda was not as mature, and the auction program in this case was being designed for small-scale 

projectsxxxv. Hence, the core actors had to design a competitive bidding program from scratch, and ERA 

was supportive and made sure that these opportunities were utilized to build capacities in the institution. 

The varied educational backgrounds and prior experiences (internationally and nationally) of all the four 

policy entrepreneurs were important for the GETFiT development process. The actors drew on their relative 

expertise, resources and epistemic capacities, given their position and influence within a global network, to 

advocate for common preferences. The policy translation took place mainly through coalitions and 

partnerships. Hence, knowledge was acquired in this case largely through interpersonal interactions and 

exchanges within various organizational settings, across multiple scales, within the larger network of 

development banks and climate finance experts, in this case mostly German actors and venues of interface. 

The ideas and influences were from within the knowledge repository of development banks and aid 

agencies. The investment committee members were chosen by the core network members. And in that 

sense, the network may be exclusionary and accepting of predominantly those actors whose ideologies may 

agree, thereby creating actor constellations with shared beliefs.  

5.5.  What policy outcomes do the actors envisage? And do they achieve them through the GETFiT 

program?  

Under the Phase III GETFiT program, seventeen (17) projects secured financial closure, with a total 

installed capacity of nearly 160MW (KFW and Multiconsult, 2017). Of these, six (6) projects have been 

commissioned, which include three hydropower projects of a total installed capacity 18.1 MW, two grid-

connected solar PV projects totalling 20MW, and a 20MW extension of the Kakira co-generation plant. 

Reportedly, the license and permit application forms have been simplifiedxxxvi, project monitoring and 

evaluation has been made more robust, and the capacity to undertake financial and tariff modelling 

functions by ERA staff has been enhanced (KFW and Multiconsult, 2017). Throughout 2014, several 

projects were delayed in the process of overcoming a number of legal and regulatory issues. Issues related 

to grid interconnection for several projects emerged as the most critical external risk to the program. 

However, most of them were overcome and a majority of the objectives envisaged were fulfilled. GETFiT 

Uganda standardized and simplified procedures, facilitated financial support to the projects, successfully 

selected projects which followed the strict evaluation criteria, and it also led to enhanced institutional 

capacities at a local level leading to positive outcomes. 
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In these ways, GETFiT led to positive policy implications. The RE sector managed to attract private sector 

developers and investors/banks under the GETFiT program, which it had previously failed to do. It is yet 

to be seen whether this momentum of private sector investment will continue in the near future, and whether 

the elements of this program sustain, and national actors evolve with the changing sectoral dynamics.  For 

the policy entrepreneurs (especially the transnational actors), the process involved a steep learning curve. 

Further, the policy implications exemplify that not only did these policies and instruments lead to the 

intended outcomes of increasing private investments in the RE sector but they also delivered several co-

benefits such as stronger institutions, streamlined and transparent governance, and reinforced capacities.   

6.  Discussion  

The literature on policy translation along with its key concepts highlights individual agency, referring to 

actors who move around, mobilize ideas and localities, and articulate certain preferences, narratives and 

ideologies. Similar parallels have been drawn by scholars of the sustainability transitions literature (and 

through a geography informed perspective) in line with understanding niche actors and how they move 

around and mobilize ideas (Sengers and Raven, 2015, Coenen et al., 2012). Within this literature, Sengers 

and Raven (2015) suggest an enquiry into how global flows of materials, people and knowledge across 

national borders interact with the local place-specific dynamics. In response, we pursued an enquiry of 

specific actors – ‘policy entrepreneurs’ – in the global south, in an under-researched SSA context, using the 

case of GETFiT in Uganda. This article modifies the heuristic DM framework, adopts a more agency 

sensitive and multi-scalar understanding, and reflects on it in light of transition studies. The agency is in 

overcoming the path dependency of large utility-scale power projects, enabling small-scale IPPs including 

renewables, and signifying local embeddedness.  

This case concerns a low-income country context with heavy donor involvement, dependence on 

development finance, high perceived risks, political interference and bureaucracy in decision-making. 

GETFiT Uganda reveals the significance of a multi-actor and multi-disciplinary understanding of the 

different processes of change and how they interact. This article demonstrates how sustainability transitions 

in practice can be steered and navigated by small but strategically skilled and positioned actors, who are 

simultaneously mobile and anchored. It also points to the niche developments (first grid-connected solar 

PV projects commissioned) that resulted from a significant policy change. The strategies employed by 

actors, such as building coalitions, networking, appeasing, along with a pragmatic approach enabled the 

desirable shifts. The transnational actors (German agencies) heavily influenced the policy process, excelling 

in meaning-based and scale-based strategies, even while facing significant difficulties with maneuvering 

the context-based strategies. The program necessitated navigating a complex, messy and political terrain, 
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contextualizing the original GETFiT components, modifying the design elements, and articulating specific 

activities during the implementation process itself.    

The transnational actors here act as agents of globalization, as knowledge repositories, and carriers of 

particular preferences and values (e.g. privatization). This highlights the importance of understanding how 

transnational actors enable the circulation of ideas and ideologies between places, which has received 

limited attention in transition studies (Truffer et al., 2015, Hansen et al., 2017). Further, as the narrative 

illustrates, the complementary roles played by the transnational and national actors was decisive in shaping 

the outcome. The novelty was in the actor coalition, and the influential roles played by both national and 

transnational actors in leveraging their capacities and respective positions. This necessitates a better 

understanding of the processes of ‘co-creation’. The ERA CEO proactively sought solutions to policy 

problems, engaged with a network of experts, mobilized political support, built capacities, and steered the 

program to attain policy goals. ERA gave the policy a territorial fixity and embeddedness, with crossovers 

into global flows and relations.  

7.  Conclusions and policy implications  

This article is a response to the research question: How did the actor constellations translate RE policy 

(case of GETFiT) and accelerate transitions within the specific political and institutional context of 

Uganda?  It provides a detailed account of how global renewable energy policies were translated through 

the case of GETFiT Uganda. Our aim was to focus on the policy making processes, driven by micro-politics 

and actor-strategies, to demonstrate how these insights can inform a better understanding of sustainability 

transitions more broadly, and how these can be accelerated through policy translation. In the context of a 

low-income country, our research reveals the significance of transnational networks, experience sharing, 

local embeddedness and the mechanisms of ‘co-creation’ as central to the process of policy translation. No 

single actor can be attributed to determining the exact transition pathway, rather it was the interplay of 

global and local actors that steered and shaped the policy transfer process, in pursuit of a common and 

agreed agenda to provide economic support to renewable energy projects.  

In terms of policy implications, we share three key considerations. Firstly, the importance of operating 

within a macro-economic framework that is aligned with the logics of donor-funded policy advocacy. In 

this case, it was a reformed power sector operating with a transparent and credible regulatory body, 

combined with buy-in from political actors and development agencies, which privileged foreign private 

investment, for which various multilateral donor agencies were willing to offer risk mitigation and 

investment guarantees. Secondly, the importance of clear and country-led goals and targets, e.g. to double 

the share of renewables in the energy mix by 2030, and to pursue an overarching vision of universal 
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electrification by 2040 (REA, 2013). Thirdly, the importance of trial and error combined with the continuity 

of key individuals driving forward the policy translation process, both locally and globally, who are willing 

to embrace learning by doing, and collaborate in an open manner in pursuit of common goals.  
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ANNEX I: Interviews Conducted  

Interviewee 
Number  

Role Affiliation 
 

Interview Type 

1.  GETFiT Coordinator GETFiT Secretariat, Uganda Personal 

2.  Senior Energy Program 
Manager 

KfW, Uganda Personal 

3.  Former CEO Electricity Regulatory Authority (ERA), Uganda Personal 

4.  Projects Engineer ERA, Uganda Personal 

5.  Manager-Pricing ERA, Uganda Personal 

6.  First Executive 
Director  

ERA, Uganda Personal 

7.  Energy and Climate 
Advisor 

DFID, Uganda Personal 

8.  Former Energy Sector 
Development Advisor 

KfW, Uganda  
 

Skype 

9. Operations Manager Soroti Solar Plant, Uganda Personal 

10.  Former GETFiT 
Consultant  

KfW, Uganda 
 

Skype 

11.  Project Director The Madhvani Group, Uganda Phone  

12.  Former Vice-President Deutsche Bank, Germany Skype  

13.  Senior Consultant Multiconsult-Norway  Personal  

14.  Former Energy Sector 
Advisor 

Ministry of Energy and Mineral Development, 
Uganda 

Personal 
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ANNEX II: Interview Guide 

Guiding Questions regarding Feed-in Tariffs and Institutional Context  
 

1. History of the electricity sector, reforms, and what was the need for feed-in tariffs (FiT)?  
2. What was the impact of power sector reforms on private investments in the early 2000s? How many 

projects were licensed? Challenges?  
3. Details on the history of FiT (when, how was this instrument chosen, why was this choice made, what other 

options were considered, any consultant hired for advice)? 
4. Which countries were sought as examples, or from which countries did the FiT Uganda draw elements?  
5. Key stakeholders involved in designing the FiT policy, who took the initiative (within and outside of ERA), 

how and why?  
6. How was FiT policy received by the Ministry of Energy and other government officials? And by the private 

investors? Was there any resistance or disagreement?  
7. Performance and effectiveness of FiT Phase I? Learnings? Issues? Concerns?  
8. What was the need for Phase II? What were the main differences between Phase I and II?  
9. How specifically did the external consultant support in designing the FiT-II?  
10. Lobbying, negotiations, stakeholder engagement with regard to feed-in tariff rates, priority technologies, 

specific design elements etc.?  
11. Impact of FiT-II? Did many developers express interest, send proposals? Were any projects licensed? Why 

not?  
12. What were the reasons why private sector investments remained low throughout? What were their 

concerns? Or expectations?  
13. What after Phase II? Where did the idea of GETFiT come from?  

 
Guiding Questions regarding GETFiT and the process   
 

1. How and why did you get involved in GETFiT? What was your motivation? 
2. What was it about the GETFiT concept that made it relevant? How was it conceived? How was the model 

adapted to the context of Uganda?  
3. What were your roles and responsibilities? Who were the other actors in shaping the program? What were 

their roles and responsibilities? 
4. Did you seek to involve any external consultants or advisors for the program? Why or why not?  
5. Which elements of the FiT/RA were transferred and which were left out/changed? 
6. How specifically did the original model of GETFiT contribute to GETFiT Uganda, and how did it deviate? 

Why? 
7. How did the GETFiT structure develop? Which ideas were influential for designing the governance 

structure?  
8. What were the key challenges and points of disagreement?  
9. Why wasn’t solar included in the GETFiT program initially and why was it added later?  
10. Why was FiT premium not applied in case of solar? Why auctions?  
11. How was the auction designed? Who was involved? Which ideas were influential?  
12. How was the GETFiT structured? How was donor support sought? Why and how were the specific 

committees formed? Which ideas influenced the process?  
13. What were the changes/adaptations made from the idea/vision stage to the implementation stage?  

Challenges through the GETFiT process?  
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ANNEX III: GETFiT Governance Structure and Toolbox 

 

Source: https://www.getfit-uganda.org/ 
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xxxiii Personal interview # 8, # 10, # 12 
xxxiv Personal interview # 8 
xxxv Personal interview # 8 
xxxvi Personal interview # 5  
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