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ABSTRACT 2 l
The purpose of this study was to investigate on the effects of p!stharvest handling technology on

maize and how it affects market prices for smallholder farmers in Soroti Sub County. The

objectives of this study were; to fmd out the gap bttween farmers who have undergone

postharvest handling technology training and those that have not been trained, to determine the

impact of postharvest handling technology training on maize farmers in Soroti Sub County. The

study ~ significant to the government, farmers, licy makers development partners and me

as a student

The study was conducted in eastern Uganda, T so ub region, specifically Soroti Sub County in

Soroti district. Soroti being one of the highes p ducers o~ize in Teso ~ub region and eastern

Uganda at large, it also serves as a major keting area in Teso so it was selected for ease to

reach out to different markets of mao . A total population of 55 respondents was picked

randomly to help come up with finding of the report. The tools used to gather information were

structured questionnaires, interview guide for key informants.

Primary data was gathered from interviews, observation and structured questionnaire, while

secondary data was obtained from the archives of various organizations, published and

unpublished materials, books, journals and reports. The study involved both quantitative and

qualitative analysis, and was analyzed using (SPSS) computer software.

The study showed that the prices of maize is affected by the quality of maize and this proved

that most farmers did not use modem post harvest handling technologies for harvesting their

maize so there is need for government and NGOs to train farmers on post harvest handling

technologies
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CUAPTER ONE:

INTRODlJCTlON

1.1 Background of the study
rI Maize ranks third next to wheat and rice in cereal production worldwide: (Suleiman and

Rosentrater, 2615) and is therefore an important crop 'in terms of food security ..lt contributes to
r"

i per capita energy consumption and incomes especially in the developing countries (Muir et al.,
i

2010), considering it as a cash crop as. well as food crop. Recently, world. maize production

recorded about 10.14 billion MT (Suleirnan and Rosentrater, 2015). The United States of

America is. the. chief" producer of maize, with over 30%i China, 21.%; Bra.zIl, 1..9% and Africa

contributing about 7% of overall world production of grain maize. Two-thirds of all maize

produced in Africa is from Eastern and Southern Africa (Verheye; 2010; Ranum et at, 2014). In

Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA)., about 1.2 billion people depend highly on maize as·major cereal crop

and staple food, thus occupies about onethird of total. land cultivated (Blackie,. 19.90).

Maize was introduced in Uganda in 1861 and has since become a major part of the farming
system, ranking third in importance among. the main cereal crops (finger millet and sorghum)

grown in the ·country. Much of the production of maize aims to supply export markets in the

region, most especially Kenya and recently Southern Sudan, Which are in chronic maize deficits.

The maize sub-sector is estimated to provide a livelihood for about j .mill·ion Ugandan farm

ho usehol ds, Close to 1;000· traders and over .2.0 exporters,

<
i
!
l

"This justifies the. importance of the maize 'crop a') well a? farmers" commitment towards its
production. Maize accounts for Over 30% of the small-holder fanner earnings and contributes lip

to 60% of dietetic supplement in which protein accounts for ..50% (Suleiman and Rosentrater,

2015~ Amani, 2004). However, despite this contribution" there is significant postharvest Ioss

ranging from '\2-46% of the harvested. maize all along its production chain; thus harvesting ~4-
8%},. transportation (2-4'%), drying (1~2%), threshing and winnowing (1-3%)~'storage (2-25%)

and marketing (2-4%) (Matthews, 2006~ Hodges and Bernard, 2014).
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