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ABSTRACT

land is- the basic' factor of production a,m;!rural, livelihoods majorlv depend on. land for agricultural

activities the major [and use types in Narnasagall sub county are maize, rice, gro'untl_"r)"uts,coffee cattle
, . . . . ,'. .

keeping and millet growing which enable most. smallholder farmers earn both food 'and income. land

use is determined by various 'factors majorly the land tenure system, financial capital to invest in land,

prices Qf the. .comrnodlties, storage facllities. Thls study Ide ntifies factors which affectthe productivity of
the different land ,U.S€! tvpes ldentifled In Narnasagall Sub Countv, Slmple random, and purposiv.e

sampling was applied. Qualitative data were' collected using key informant interviews, and personal,
observation while, quantitative data Were gathered using documentary. review and survey. A total of 75'

smallholder farmers were involved in the study. Average net returns analysis and value chain analysis

was used:to capture the economlcbeneflts ofland use types in the 'sub County-, Besides!:prqfiti;l,bility of

various crops produced in the study area was also determined using the mentioned methods of analysis'

. Resultsindtcate that sex of the farmer; Iand tenure system, cultivated land size; ~qil SUitability, storage

facilities and price of the previous season slgnlficantlv affect the economic benefits from the land uses [n

the area. F'urtherrnore, rice was ,the fkst most profitable crop maize 'was the fifth most profitable cropin

the area though it wasthe major land use in the area andrice. In addition, it was also ..found that there

was gender disparity in involvement of planting: certain crops like coffee and millet some in which very

few Women had owned coffee plantation and, very few 'men greW' millet oxen ate the, majorly used for

cultivation in Narnasagall . It is recommended that among other things, Farmens 'should construct

storage fa~iil~ies''tQ avofd hastily sell off their crops at.a lower price, farmers need to adopt improved

methods of farming'to improve on the productlvitv, market information is of paramount value to the
farmers, 'Farmers Should think of value addition of their crops so as they fetch a lot income, Coffee

farmersinvolve In other actlvlties given that Jt is,not hettie tolook. after toffee there is need for the

agricultural education and extension services, to the farmers of Namasagali in order to be advised on'

what to do 5.0 as' to- increase the vletds.Farrners-should adopt-aquaculture 'as one of the land use-types

since fish can be the. best alternative. Farmers. should adopt piggery enterprise to, increase on their

income: andit does not need 'a lot land but it is highly profitable; and A forestation can be a good venture
since it sustains the environment and it js a long-term benefiting land use type

Keywords: land l-ise types, I~'nqtenure systems, economicbeneflt, average net returns, value, addition
and poverty reduction

xi.



J.O CHAPTERONE: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

The special foundation of this research is to discuss the extent of economic prosperity/benefits obtained

from the different land use types since rural development depends on agriculture for livelihood. Land is

very important for livelihood and therefore development can never be enhanced withoutthe consideration

of land resource hence necessitating the assessment of the economic benefits of some land. use types in

Narnasagali Sub County. The chapter is comprised of the building blocks.to the research among.which

include rile backgrolirid of the study, the statement of the problem, the objective of the smdy.jusrifioation

ofthe study, rationale and .scope of the'study limitations .and operational definition of k¢y concepts and

the organization of the study.

Access to land and its fertility status .are of paramount importance to enhancing the welfare .of rural

people in rural parts of Uganda (Buyinza and Nabalegwa 20(8) ,NEPAD (New partnership for African

development 2004) asserts that the social economic development for African countries majorly depend on

.agriculture both directly or indirectly and almost 80%of the rural poor and in rural areas depend .on

agriculture for livelihood ..

According to the Uganda national development (UNDP) 2010111 - 2014115, Agriculture has for a long

time. been a core sector of Uganda's economy in terms of its contribution to GDP and employment. By

.2005 it employed 73per cent 25 ofthe Iabor force (UBOS, 2005). In 2008/09; the sector accounted for

23.7 per cent of total GDP, Agricultural exports accounted for47 percent of totalexports in 2007. Much

of the industrial activity in the country is agro-based. Even though its share in total GDP has been

declining. agriculture remains important because it provides the basis for growth in other sectors such as

manufacturing and services, Being the largest employer, the majority of women. (83 per cent) Is employed

in agriculture as primary producers and, contributes 70-7Sper cent ofagricultural production, In the face

.ef the global financial crisis, agriculture is contributing a lot ofForeign exchange revenue from regional

trade and therefore improving the country's balance of payments position and In the: process helps to

.stahil; ze depreci ati011 of the shi 11ing.

Access to land and land tenure security are the heart of.all. rural societies and agriculturaleconomies,

Having land. controlling and using it are critical dimensions of runt! livelihoods, and determine rural

wealth and rural poverty. It is also an enormous political resource, defining power relations 'between mid

among individuals. families and communities under established systems of governance. In rural societies;

1
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