
BUSITEMA
UNIVERSITY

FACTORS INFLUENCING SWINE PRODUCTION IN BULO

SUB-COUNTY, BUTAMBALA DISTRICT

BASAJJA JULIUS
BUlUG/2012/39

basajjajulius agmail.com

A DISSERTATION SUBMITTED TO THE FACUL TV OF AGRICULTURE

AND ANIMAL SCIENCES IN PARTIAL FULFILMENT OF THE

REQUIREMENTS FOR THE AWARD OF A DEGREE OF

BACHELOR OF ANIMAL PRODUCTION AND MANGEMENT AT

BUSITEMA UNIVERSITY

MAY, 2015



DE CLARA TION
I, Basajja Julius hereby declare that this work is a courtesy of my effort and it has never been

submitted to Busitema University or any other University or any institute of higher learning for

any award.

Si~ date ~Lf.l.~.I~t? .



COPY RIGHT STATEMENT

© 2015, BASAJJA JULIUS

All rights reserved. Reproduction of this publication for Educational or for other commercial

purposes electronically, use of any other means is not authorized without prior permission from

the author who is also the copyright holder. Reproduction for commercial purposes requires

permission in writing from the copyright holder BASAJJA JULIUS, or

basaiiajulius@ gmail.com Telephone: 0775826809/0750129156

ii



APPROVAL
nus teseatch: dissertation has been submitted te the academic board of Busitema-University #ler

the approvalof'my Supervisor:

, . 4VrtCv'1 ~ . . . 0_cr f :OS"'. .2_D tsSigtl ..•. _ , ,. , _ _._•...... _.,••... ,•....•... Dale.,., "', _'_ , .. - , .

.MR. MlJYlNDA ROBERT

(Bse rrechoo16gY'ih, Blosciencesj

Department of animal production and management'
Faculty of agriculture and animal sciences

Busitema University

, '

:!.'

iii



DEDICATION
·r dedicate this work to the Almighty God 'and my mother Ms..Nalweyiso Mayi

iv



'.

ACKNO\VLEDGEMEN't

1.take this opportunity to conveymy sincere thanks to the. Almighty God for the gift of life all

"through.Twould like to' extend my sincere appreciation to m...)-'mUlTINalweyiso Mayi and entire:

family for the love and SUppOIt they have-rendered me until the.accomplishment of thispaper,

I also acknowledge the tremendous efforts by Mr. Muyinda Robert, Dr. Matovu Henry and

Father Kitumwa Francis, which accelerated me to "final completion of this. report.

Never the less'; Talso extend mysincere appreciation to my beloved Iecturers for the knowledge

rendered; all rny friends and colleagues and the Administration of Busirema University Arapai

Campusfor their unlimited support wheneverappreaehed.

v.



'.

TAULE OF CONTENTS
·bE(,.LARATION ..~ ~ , : , , , , , ; j'

A.pPROVAL., , :.,,~ , ,i: r , •• · jj

DED1CATiQN ; ; " , · :~; , I , .. ,._. _.::•• iii·

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT ,:.; : " ..: ; \.~ , \; : ~ , .. v

'T~'Lp: OF CON.TENTS : , , ; :.; , ~ , vi

.LIS1 OF ABBREVlA TldNS : : , · I.;..' :: e ~ .. • ; b<

.. LIST OF TABLES : , ; ; , , : · :.., ..x

LIS.T OF FIO·URES ;,,, , : _ · : 1 ·; •• • : , xi'
ABSTRACT , ,: :: , ' : xii

CHAIYfER ONE : , , ,:.,;: , ; : , , ;: , :..'.. '1

1.1 Background. 1 .. ':, s , ._ : r :.; - , , ;· ; :: ,1

1.2 Problem statement. ;',, ! , ::~...' ; ~ 2

1.3 Main objective: ..:; ;;; , .' : 3

1..4 Specificobjectives: :.; ,.~ : -; : '".' : , , 3

1.5··Research questions : : r ,., , : , : .. : 3

1.6 Significance ; ;r, : : ••.•• • i ; .. , -, ;: .. ~.; , ·;r
1.7 Justificarion '! ; : : : ; ;•.•· ,~ : 4

L.R Scope , ;..;" -,':' , , :~ , ' , , , 4

.CIUPTER TWO:'UTER,A TURE REV lEW , 5

2.1 Introduction : : : I.· •.••·; ;, , : '".;·1 , · ·.. :.: •.; ;5

.2.2 Swine-production .. ; : : , : ; , : : , .. : S

2.2.1 .Global swine production trends ,': : r: :.. , : 5

., ?' '2' OJ' b J .' d' ib . 6_._ 0 a s\Vlne .151n uuon · · :.. ; · ; :: r ; .

2.2.3- pi,g production III Uganda .' ; '."; r ·: : , .. i , .' .' , ••. :, .. ;.. ,6

vi

2.2.4 S\,viJie rC~l)ng. ; _..:'. , , .: , 1

2.2.5 $\vine pn.)(hJ~lion·!\nden\'iromnenl.i " ,.;.; ,..:.. ..,.,' , ' 7

'2:2.6 \VJry":pigs are illlj)Ol:(ant , , , ; _ &

2.3 SOc)f1I-l:l1ltural' faetol's, in rei.~frion W $.\viheVl:oducrhl.l1 : ,.,: , 1'·.. 8

2.3.1 .Prohibilioil 01' swine. al (he·reljgio~ls level ai)d~ailltillg .so.mecultures ~ : , 9



.2,3..2Relation ship between religion and swin e..distrlbutlon ..;~.: " i.;~ 10·

2.5.3. Relaii611Ship beiweel) economic factors and-swine prndllcliOTl , ; :.. : ; , 11

2.3.4 Relationshipberween politics-and swine production ":"~."'"'' , , 12

CHAPTER THREE .:, ::..· ; ..; ·.;; , ;.. ;; , :14

3; 1 Materials and methods ,: : : ,;.... , 14·

J.l. J Description of the study are.a , e ; , d .......................••• , : .. : i4

3..1.2 Research approach, , , · ; : ~ , -: 14

'3.1.3 Sampling design: ,.. , ·.; : , : : ; · : : : , 14:

);.1,3 Operational design , ;;.: ., : , lS·

J.1;4 Observational design : : "' : ;" 15

3: l;S'Stuti'sfical design , , , : , : ;..', :, , .. 15.

3.1.6 Datapresentation ; : , ! ;, ': ,:< 15.

"2 E hi 1 id .. ' . .
'j: 11e.a COn.SI eratron .. ;., j.; : · ; · :~ , 19
3.3. Environmental considerations , ,; ; : " ~., , : 1.6

3A Limitations/ anticipated problems ,.;. , : , , ;.. ; : ". , '''' .'16.

G::IlAPTE·R F9U.R: R·r::S.ULT·S :.. " ...' " : " , :.,.,.: .•: , 17

4; 1 Demographic data of the respondents : ; , 17

4:2 Socio-cultural factors influencing swine production , , ; 18

4.3. Economic factors influencing swine production :, , ; ;., 21
4A Political factors influencing swine production ..".; , , : ;.. 25

CHAPTER nVE:·OIS.CUSSIQN OF-RESULTS.; , , :: 28

5; 1 Demographic information of the respondents ; : :.. ; 28

5.4 Socio-culrural factors intluenoingswine production ., ;"":'.':'" , , 28

5) Economic factors influencing swine production: :.;: ..~; ,,: , : 29

5A Politi'cal factors inf uencing.swine production • , , , ;." : , 31

CHAPTER SIX: tONW:SIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ''' ..~.; : , .33

.6.1Conclusiun , ;.. ;.. ; , , : ;, , ;•.z : :", , 33

6.2 Recommendations ;~, , , ~ ; ,.. '.'32

1~EF6RE~N·CES· : , ' , ".; ,' : , , ·; · ..f :;,. 3.4

APPENDIX 1':QUEST10NNAI1~E .., , ; :» » :., •• : :: ,., , ; ••• : 3a

vii



APPENDIX 2: THE MAP OF CENTRAL UGANDAsHOW{NG THE LOCATION OF BUTAMBALA
" , ", . . . '.

DISTR1C·T ,."::.,',.' ,' ,., '.',., ,r-»» , ,.'" ,' ,; , :., ; :' , ·•· · n , , , .. ,,, ,,' ,,41

APPENDIX 3, A MAP OF nurAMBALASHOWJNG·Ti·fE. Lo.CATION Of HULO S~.lB.COUNTY.A2.

viii



ASF

EU

'GDP

ILRl

MAAIF

NAADS

UBGS

USA

USDA

LIST OP,ABBREVIATI'ONS

African Swine Fever

European Union

Gross Domestic Product

International Livestock Research Institute

Ministry of Agriculture Animal husbandry and.Fisheries

National Agriculture Advisory Services

Uganda Bureau of Standards

United States of America

United States Department ofAgriculture

ix



trsr OF TABLES

'fable J: Shows the demographic characteristics of the respondents , , : 17

Table 1: Showingeultural recommendation on swine production :;; 18

Table 3 Shows the chi-square test of the relationship between and respondents' intention to'

engage in swine production-and culture of the respondents , : ,." ,: 18

Table 4 Shows the- chi-square t-est of'the.relationship between and respondents' intention to'

engage in.swine.production and consumption of swine : : · " : 19.

Table.S Showing-the various taboos attaGhed·to swine production .: : 20

'Table 6. Shows the chi-square-test ofthe relationship between and respondents' intention to

engl:!ge in swine production and taboos. attached to swine ..· , : , , 20

Table 7 Showing various breeds ..of pigs kept by-the people In.Bulo Sub County .21

Table 8 Shows the' chi-square test of'therelationship between respondents' .intention to' ·engag~.1n

swine production and taboos attached to swine " ; 'l , , 21

Table 9 Shows the chi-square test of the.relationship between.and respondents' intention to

engage in swine. production and taboos attached W swine : " 21

Table I0 showing 'various factors limitillg_.reSpOl'idents intending to engage in swine production

..................... :,' .. , , , , , , 2·3

Table 11 ShO'WSthe chi-square test of (he relationship between and respondents' intention to

'engage in swine production-and limitations to swineproduction i , :.,•.;; , 23

Table 12 Shows the chi-squaretest of the relationship.between and respondents' intention to

engage irt swirre production-and economic.status of the respondents ,.~ ; 24

Table f:?':Sbmvs the chi-square.testof the relationship between and respondents' intention to

engage-in swine production and.market-availability ;.; 24

'Table 14 Shows.the chi-square test of the relationship between religion and swine marketing ..25

Tabl.e i5 .Shows the chi-square test of the relationship between and respondents' intention to

engage-in swine production with absence of policies and association concerned with swine

productjon :- ~ : ..~ : ;., ; :..: , 26

T(}ble J 6 Showing political factorsinfluencing swine production ; ·., ; 27

x



L~STOF·FIGURES

figure. 1 showing the percentage of respondents .who were consuming pork ; : "19

Figure 2:. illustrating the reasons why-farmers prefer the various breeds of pigs , : 22

Figure 3 shows the percentage of respondents intending to engage in swine production " 22

Figure 4 shows-whether there is available 'market for pigs: , 24

Figure 5 shows the categories of'people engaged in swine marketing :: , "., 2'5

xi



A~STRAcT
The emergence of pig. keeping in Uganda is a recent phenomenon and, as a resul]. therehas been

little systematic research 0)1 the factors influencing pig production, therefore, the study that was
conducted from March to April 20.15 sought ro assess .the socio-cultural, economic and political

factorsthat influence swine production, Multistage Random sampling technique "was used to

complete the Iist of 97 households who 'Were interviewed using semi structured questionnaire.

Questionnaire data was entered into Statistical Package for 'Social Scientists version 20 for

analysis. The research established that:72.16%,.()f the-respondents noted that their cultures accept

swine' production, while .1OO%.of -the respondents revealed that. p~ople engaged in swine

production were Christians. 72% of the respondents did not consume pork which was attributed

tothevast.numberoftaboos most especially religious.taboos which constituted 5,3:6%.78A% of
the' respondents revealed that fanners keep localswine breeds. The.research revealed that 63.9%

of the respondents established then .there W8'S available market .for pigs .and almost all People

(73.8%) engaged in the-marketing were Christians.

Most of the respondents (83:5%) noted that. there was no policies geared towards improving

swine production, 6~.$.% of' the respondents revealed that there was lib associations dealing in

swine production •.while 64.7% of the respondents noted that majority of the politicians say

nothing as' far as.swineproduction is concerned.

Fl'OI11 the finding of the study, ·it was, concluded that there "vas a significant influence of the

strong social attachment of people most especially islamic religion, economicfactors like lack of

capital and land plus lack-of policies 'gearedtowards accelerating swine production.

Basing 0]1 the. information above, i~iwas recommended that in order to meet the increasing

demand for meat, sensitization of the .people, extending ofcredit to farmers intending to engage

in swine production and enacting of policies g~arcd at. accelerating swine production \~IHI be

important 1.0 boost swine production.

?<ii



CHAPTER ONE

1.1 Background

The total number of pigs in Uganda ,was estimated to be 3.2 million .and regionally the, central

regiorr with 1.301 (4Lj %), the Western region with 778,350 (24.4%); tile Northern region with

3,40,460 (10.7%).Districts of Masaka (236~1.50pigs), Soroti 05,450pigs), P:aqerf3,9,410pigs) and

Kibaale (l53,.500pigs) had the 'highest number of pigs 'in the central, Eastern, Northern, and

Western regions respectively.

In the 'eaJ:~Y.1990&,the majority of households in the, highland area did not keep livestock, with

the, exception of chickens and. ducks, This 11<1$now, changed, perhaps, two thirds of the highland

households now keep one or two pigs. (Phillips et. ,(I.. 1980.),., When the global educatioi

magazine, (20 14) noted that Pigs havea number of advantages thatsuit rural citizens making it

one of'the best way-to 'run 19 in order to solve the issue of t)ovelty, currently Domesticpigs can

be found worldwide because 01' their extraordinary importance in the .production Q:f red meat, lard

and cured product's (Orr' and' Shen, 20,oQ).

.Inputs and services supporting pig production are largely informal, few commercial feed

products ate available 'specifically (or pigproduction, -there is no commercial breeding service"

and availability of veterinary care and extension advice to smallholder 'systems is very limited.

There is, however.unorganized development of small enterprises and servicesproviding locally

made feed products and other inputs. Credit services fer pi'g 'production are generally unavailable

to smallholders: Market systems are largely informal with little devoted infrastructure (ILRL

201 I)

It is indeed surprising that almost all poliey documents .are silent Oil the pig sector . It is alsotrue

that pigs are not yet considered among' the, major ()I' priority enterprise .selected for strategic'

,jljvestm,ent and promotion in the country (Tatwangire, 1(11). 1t is only the NAAOS and some

few NGQs have soineactivitics that promote pig production in .sorne districts. Few districts have

development plans that highly rank swine production. (Muhanguzi 0, ct £/1. , 201-2). Therefore,

this study was conducted with the overall purpose ofassessing the socio-cultural, economic and

political factors that influence swine production in Bulo-County

1
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