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ABSTRACT

Although the government has on several occasions tried to promote modern commercial oriented
agriculture in Uganda, many pig farmers still rear pigs using less productive traditional methods. A
study was carried out from February-May 2015 in Semuto Sub County to find out the factors hindering
the adoption of intensive swine production; with major -emphasis put on socio-economic, health factors
and the prevailing swine rearing systems. Two villages from four parishes were randomly selected and

12 pig rearing households per village were also randomly selected.

The study concluded that, the social economic factors hindéring intensive production significantly
included high feed costs, (P=6.01947E"), insufficient capital {P=0.0432), inaccessibility of high
yielding pig breeds (P= 0.003838), insufficient veterinary and extension services however statistically,
this was not significant (P=0.1087). Lack of general knowledge regarding the system and poor pig
marketing structures were also pointed out by 3.13% and 8.33% by the farmers respectively.

Among the health factors, 26.04% of respondents pointed out fear of outbreak of a‘disease in a confined
pig population as the reason why they were not adopting intensive swine production and this had a
statisticdl significance of P=0.0432,

The prevailing pig production systems were the extensive type (70.5%), semi intensive system (8.9%),
and intensive system (18.8 %).
RECOMMENDATIONS

It was therefore recommended that the government of Uganda or MAAIF should develop policies and
guidelines on credit accessibility, financial and agricultural extension services that favour or tailored to

the rural poor if they are to take off through pig production as an industry

vill



CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1.1.  Background

In Uganda, agriculture is characterized by low productivity, MAAIF (2012) with economy and resource
base driven by subsistence agricultural production, FAQ (2009) characterised by 80% of the population
depending on agriculture for food, employment and income ( Shivel and Hall, 2012)

Livestock production contributes about 17 percent of agricultural GDP, representing about 7.5 percent
of total GDP (Byarugaba, 2007). In 2006, Adejoro repoited that one, of the policies by the government
to increase the production of food of animal origin was to encourage private sector economy to focus-on
production of swine. This is because swine production requires little financial capital investment
(Ezeibe, 2010). Swine also enables diversification and livelihood security of smaltholder and poor
‘households (Waiswa, 2005)

Modern farming methods matier for smatlholder agricultural productivity and food security. Adoption of
improved agricnltural technologies has also been associated with; higher earnings and lower poverty
(Kassie ef al, 2011; Minten et al, 2007), and improved nutritional status (Kumar and Quisumbing,
2010).According to World Development Report, (2008), the adoption of improved agricultural
technology at the global level is being viewed as a way of reducing extreme poverty and hunger . This is
in line with the Plan for Modernisation of Agriculture 2000 (PMA) having ‘poverty eradication” as its
main goal. MAAIF and MFPED (2000) focus orn reorientation of farmers towards commercial
agriculture. From 2008, farmers under NAADS programme in Uganda were given the freedom to
procure ‘inputs locally, MAAIF, (2010) in order to inctease farmer access to productivity enhancing
technologies. (MFPED, 2011).

1.2 PROBLEM STATEMENT
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