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ABSTRACT

i , ....

This cross-sectional study was carried out to determine the socio-economic factors'

Influencing the utilization of livestock extension services ··by Iivestoek producers Arapai sub-

county, Soroti district frOID. January to. May 201~. A structured questionnaire -was

administered to 10D participating farmers and data analysed in MS excel (version 2007) and

S'PSS:(version 16,0). Result obtained showed that certificate holders Were the most utilized

extension service providers (52%) ·am.ong veterinarians, Para-veterinarians arid animal

productionists. 5.9% of tl1~respondents had utilized livestock extension. services in the last six

'months while 41.0% -did not. Distance from extension worker(X.= 13.314. df =3, P =q.04j

.availability of household budgets for -exten·sioll·serV-jces(X=24.550! dj=l,.p-:=O.O'o.O);costof

treal1l1ent(X?' =42.Q99, 'dJ=4, p=O. 0.00).qualification.of extension pro'vider(X1 = 19.33]; df'=

3, p = a.QOO), gender of.household he~d~=1}.5J3, df=I, p=O.OOO},.:and breed of cattle (x'1'

=16/892Idf ~2; :i? =. 0.000) significanily influenced 'the utilization of livestock extension

services: ·Certificate holders were the most effective livestock extension service providers.

The level bf utilization of livestock extension. services (LES) is: low within Arapai sub-

county, The influence on utilization of LES is multifactorial and ..improvements requires .a

comprehensive approach from all stakeholders n recommended. among 'others that policies

for enhancing tbe level of utilization livestock extension services in the study area .should

.take into consideration measures to .further enhance; the qualification .of the: extension

workers, livestock management systems, level of household 'budgets for extension services.

and livestock ownership by women,

ix
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CHAPTER ONE-: INTRODVcTION
,v.

1.0 Introduction,

'The dissemination and application of improved farming technologies' and management

practices dates back thousands of years.rin different 'parts or' 'the world" including china,

Mesopotamia, Egypt, and even in the Americas (Burton, and, Riikka., 20l'O)This has: been
driven by a generally accepted conception that agricultural extension services .are essential for

agricultural development ,(AJiders'on"and' Feder, ;20.03) and until recently, 'provision' of these

services has, largely tended to be in" the public sector .domain usually under ministries of

agriculture; However. a change towards more ~rivate, sector.involvement .in the rendering of

"exterision services 'is being' experienced (Rivera, .1991; van den Ban, 2000.). This .change .is

attributed to the perceived ineffectiveness, irrelevancy and irresponsiveness of public

extension services in addition -to budgetary constraints especially in developing .countries

(Rivera, 1991,;Rivera, et al., 2000). In Uganda, these reforms have included privatization of

financial support, delivery of extension, and devolution ,of power to lower levels' of'

.governance, together. with delegation to 'NODs, farmer organizations, and additional

grassrootscontrol (Bashaasha et al., 2011); Weak research extension- farmer linkages, use of

non-participatory approaches, high levels of bureaucracy and irresponsiveness to farmers'

needs are some of the shortcomings .noted with the public sector- monopolized extension

system (NAADS~, 20.01):Contract privatized arrangement executed by NAADS, a new legal

semiautonomous division under the MAAIF and executed within .a wider policy framework

of a 'multi-sectorial Plan for Modernization of Agriculture (PMA), decentralization,

liberalization) and privatization (Mangheni, 2007) 1Sreplacing the 'gradually phased out

public 'extension system. On the ofher .liand, 'fQlloWm~ privatization, spontaneous private

practices proliferated, with vets starting- in a small way: using personal savings .and family

loans. By .I998,there were 80 such practices scattered in the high potential areas' of the,

country (Kasjrye1998).Farlner.s' socio-economic andpersonal attributes have been 'severally

identified by authors 'as being instrumental to .their Utilization of various technologies (Aslan,

et a12001; Hassan, et al 200$). However, very little study has been carried out on .socio-
economic factors that influence. the utilization of livestock extension services by farmers 'in

Uganda. Lack. of consideration of these socio-economic factors can lead to the design of

.inefficient policies on, extension services resulting in ineffective extension services. and low
level of dissemination of skllis arid new appropriate technologies. A~l these- affect the

1,
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