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Abstract: Micronutrient deficiency is prevalent among the low-income rural and peri-urban dwellers in Uganda, largely
attributed to decreasingly adequate intake of food of animal origin. The aim of this study was to determine the sociocultural factors that influence preference for production of local poultry in Butaleja and Tororo districts. A total of 193
respondents comprising poultry farmers (178) and extension workers (15) were interviewed using valid structured
questionnaire. The results of survey revealed that 74.5% of respondents were male, majority of whom were above 39 years
52.2%. More significantly preference for production was influenced by economic value 78.5%. Turkey was ranked most
valued source of income 82.3% while duck meat 76.7 %source of food in rural families. Disease incursions 71.4% and
difficulty to manage 73.4% were significant (p<0.001) aversion factors. Further, results showed that knowledge was
infrequently transferred to duck enterprise 93.3%. The most significant (p<0.001) challenge was diseases and pests at
95.5%. The logistic regression model indicated high preference for important value as source of household income, the
most robust predicator of likelihood of producing local poultry. Similarly, the model demonstrated that farmers’ dislike was
strongly attributed to lack of knowledge and skills and beliefs. In conclusion preference for local poultry production
depends on social values as source of income. In addition duck meat is increasingly becoming a significant source of food
in rural families. Therefore, we suggest further indepth studies, beliefs updating and poultry sector support.
Keywords: Local Poultry, Preference, Social Values, Beliefs Updating, Agricultural Support Policy

1. Introduction
Poultry production supplements many agricultural
economies of developing countries through food security
and poverty reduction [9]. In Uganda, the relative
importance of poultry industry particularly traditional
poultry in the livelihoods of the low income families (rural
and peri-urban) is fundamental [6, 8]. Worldwide the
demand for the animal source foods is growing, particularly
in developing countries due to income growth, urbanization
and population growth [5, 11]. In Uganda, local poultry
meat especially chicken has increasingly dominated the
local markets with estimation of 80% of the total poultry
meat [8]. However, the consumption of especially chicken
meat in poor rural families has been declining due to
increasingly high price [5]. For instance, of the total poultry

meat in the markets, 80% is consumed by effluent urban
and semi-urban dwellers due to income growth and high
purchasing power [22] while low-income rural families’
consumption was 7% [9]. This notwithstanding, Uganda is
one of the developing countries where malnutrition and
nutrition problems still exist estimated at 27% and 25% in
the poorer rural and urban families respectively [20, 29].
This situation was more significant in homes without
animals [31]. Of the malnutrition problems however,
micronutrient deficiencies are increasingly becoming more
significant in poor rural households [5]. For example, high
frequency of vitamin A, vitamin B‐12, riboflavin
deficiency; iron, zinc, and calcium deficiencies are
prevalent [12]. Further, it is estimated that children under 5
years in rural areas, 38% suffer from chronic malnutrition
(stunting), 16% underweight and 6% acute malnutrition [4]
while 30-40% severely malnourished children are HIV
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positive (1). In addition, the rural families experience
higher prevalence of vitamin A deficiency among women
19% and children 20% [20].
The deficiency of dietary micronutrients is more
significantly associated with inadequate consumption of
foods of animal origin, which contain high amount of
available micronutrients [5]. For generations, local poultry
has been used in rural communities to supplement
households with animal proteins and source of income [7,
16, 18]. Unfortunately, commercialization of local chicken
is problematic. As a result, supply is not equal to demand
and low income families in rural and peri-urban areas with
deteriorating purchasing power are actually decreasingly
consuming foods of animal origin. Further, turkeys and
ducks with high potential as alternative sources of animal
source foods are equally underutilized. They are apparently
neglected by national agricultural policies evidenced by
little attention and support [12, 17, 30]. This is attributed to
a number of factors, of which some have socio-cultural and
religious roots. The most important by far, however, is
preference for the poultry types and their products. It is
acknowledged that preference depends on individual
inherent interest, traditions, incomplete understanding of
their nutritional potentiality and perception of quality
attributes of the products [7, 30]. Currently, there is scanty
information documented about the factors that influence
preference for production of local poultry products in
Uganda. Therefore, this research determined the main
challenges, socio-cultural factors and quality attributes
influencing preference for production of the selected local
poultry meat types. Further, the study established the
contribution of duck and turkey meat as source of food in
the poor rural and peri-urban settings.

2. Materials and Methods
The research employed quantitative study designs to data
collection. The research instrument used was structured
questionnaire which was developed, pre-tested in rural
communities of Mukono district to remove ambiguity and
validate its comprehensiveness. The validated structured
questionnaire was administered to randomly selected
respondents to elicit the required information. Afield survey
using validated structured questionnaire was administered
to poultry keepers and extension staffs in the Butaleja and
Tororo districts. A total of 193 respondents (178 as proxy
for poultry keeping households and 15 extension workers)
were interviewed.
Data from the field survey was checked for consistency,
accuracy and completeness. Open ended and multiple
questions were coded and the data was captured using Epidata software Version 3.1. The data was exported to STATA
Data Analysis System version 11. Analysis was done at
three level; univariate, bivariate and multivariate, involving
both descriptive and inferential techniques. At univariate
descriptive levels, the study presented frequencies,
percentages and graphical displays, with cross tabulations

11

(Chi-square) being used to assess bivariate relationships. To
determine the significant dependent variable of use of
indigenous poultry products, a binary logistic regression
was used to examine the odds ratios associated with various
categorical levels of the dependent variables. Using
univariate logistic regression, the likelihood function
known as odds ratio was used to estimate probability of
event of interest occurring (the probability that a farmer
will rear local poultry). This is represented functionally as:
p
Odds ratios =
(the ration of the probability of
1− p
success to probability of failure). However, this probability
varies from one respondent to the other; so we need a
convention that captures all the respondents’ individual
probability by adding subscript i. Then link the odd ratio to
linear predictors using a natural Logarithm function to
arrive at prediction equation as below:
 p
ln i
 1 − pi


 = α + β i xi + ε i


Descriptive analysis was exclusively conducted for data
collected from extension worker.

3. Results
The results of survey revealed that 74.5% (n=117) of
respondents were male, majority of whom were 40 years
and above 52.2% (n=82). More than a half (54.1%) of the
respondents attended primary education. And of the five
ethnic groups represented by respondents; Adhola (50.3%)
and Munyole (47.8%) were predominant. The major
religions were; Catholics (40.8%) and Anglican (42.7%).
Whereas religion, tribe, location and education were
significant (p<0.05); age and gender was very insignificant
(p>0.05) to production of the local poultry types. This was
represented in table 1 below:
Interestingly, the respondents’ production preference for
local poultry species was premised on economic values and
individual interest in production factors. The most
important production preference criteria for the subsystems were: faster growth and high reproduction rate
37.0% (n=34) and disease resistance and hardy 19.6%
(n=18) for ducks, high economic value 78.5% (n=62) for
turkey while ease to manage 19.2% (n=30), market demand
14.1% (n=22) and availability of inputs 10.9% (n=17) for
chicken. Though, ease to manage 10.9% (n=10) was
important for ducks too. Apparently, the reasons of
production preference for local poultry were significantly
important (p<0.001). This was illustrated in figure1 below.
In addition, the most significant aversion reasons
towards production of the local poultry species were: lack
of knowledge and technology 39.1% (n=36) for duck,
difficulty to manage for turkey 73.4% (n=58) and diseases
incursions for chicken 71.4% (n=105). Although other
factors like respondent’s perception of poor sanitary
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conditions 26.1% (n=24), limited market 7.6% (n=7) and
beliefs 2.2% (n=2) were not very much rated, they are
important de-motivation factors on the side of duck
production. Interestingly however, there are no cultural and
religious ramifications to local poultry production. These
driving forces for development of negative attitude towards
local poultry production were statistically very significant
to duck subsystem (p<0.001) and insignificant to local
chicken and turkey production (p>0.05). These responses
were presented in figure2 below:

Figure 2. Factors influencing attitude towards rearing of local poultry
types.

Figure 1. Important determinants of preference for production of local
poultry species.
Table 1. The distribution of socio-demographic factors influencing
production of local poultry.
Variables
(predicator)
District
Tororo
Butaleja
Gender:
Male
Female
Age:
<20
20-26
30-39
40+
Tribe:
Adhola
Ateso
Muganda
Munyankole
Munyole
Religion:
Anglican
Born again
Catholic
Moslem
Education:
Primary
O’level
High level
Certificate
Diploma

Chicken
(n, %)

Turkey (n, %)

Duck (n, %)

77(49.4)
79(50.6)

49(60.0)
30(38.0)

55(60.4)
36(39.6)

117(74.5)
40(25.5)

58(72.5)
22(27.5)

63(68.5)
29(31.6)

2(1.3)
22(40.0)
51(32.5)
82(52.2)

1(1.3)
9(11.3)
29(36.3)
41(51.3)

2(2.2)
12(13.0)
29(31.6)
49(53.3)

79(50.3)
1(0.6)
2(1.3)
0(0.0)
75(47.8)

51(63.8)
0(0.0)
0(0.0)
1(1.3)
28(35.0)

57(62.0)
0(0.0)
0(0.0)
0(0.0)
35(38.0)

67(42.7)
5(3.2)
64(40.8)
21(13.4)

33(41.3)
0(0.0)
39(48.8)
8(10.0)

46(50.0)
1(1.1)
39(42.4)
6(6.5)

85(54.1)
35(22.3)
5(3.2)
22(13.4)
11(7.0)

46(57.5)
23(28.8)
2(2.5)
6(7.5)
3(3.8)

50(54.4)
28(30.4)
3(3.6)
7(7.6)
4(4.4)

Regarding the most significant values attached to local
poultry, available market services, awareness and access to
knowledge, the results showed that farmers’ awareness of
the local poultry types was highly rated by extension staffs
represented by universal rearing of all subsystems 100%
(n=15). Further, farmers expressed four important values
attached to local poultry namely: source of food, income
source, use for exchange and cultural use. Of these,
respondents mostly valued chicken 83.3% (n=130), turkey
95% (n=76) and duck 65.6% (n=59) as source of income in
rural families. The relative importance of the local poultry
types as source of food in rural families was demonstrated
in terms of frequency of consumption and attached value. A
bout 34.4% (n=31) of respondents valued duck as a more
important source of food (animal proteins) as compared to
chicken and turkey meat. Similarly, most of the extension
workers presented duck meat as important source of food in
families 73.3% (n=11). More significantly (p<0.05) duck
meat is increasingly consumed by rural families 76.7%
(n=69) followed by chicken 51.0% (n=79). However, more
than a half of respondents never eat turkey meat at all in a
month; 88.6% (n=70). Chicken was also considered
important for exchange 10.9% (n=17) and cultural use
1.9% (n=3). Further, the study revealed that over 21% of
respondents often access knowledge and skills (vaccination
and treatments) on local chicken and turkey production
while those engaged in duck production almost never
access knowledge presented by 1.10% (n=1). A ware of the
fact that access to potential buyers is crucial to stimulate
production and many researchers have expressed limited
market as a hindrance to the local poultry production,
particularly ducks and turkey. As such, it was investigated
and interestingly the results revealed the main market
service providers as farmers and traders. Of which traders
were predominant; duck 72.1% (n=62); turkey 94.7%
(n=71) and chicken 93.9% (n=139). Although the major
marketing channel was farm gate; it was highly significant
for ducks production (p<0.05). Apparently, results show
that rural families are economically benefiting from local
poultry. Besides, the X access to market services is a
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motivation to improve duck production over time. These
findings were illustrated in figure 3 below:

Figure 3. Important social values, awareness, marketing and frequency of
consumption.

Assessing access to knowledge and skills by respondents,
the results shows that there was significant variation in
accessibility of knowledge among the poultry subsystems.
This probably was linked to the frequency of contact with
extension staffs and level of provision of advisory services.
The results show that majority of extension staff regularly
contact farmers to provide services on chicken production
33.3% (n=5) and they rarely contact farmers to provide
services on turkey production 75% (n=6). The majority of
them never contact farmers to provide service on ducks
production 81.8% (n=9). Further, more than half of
extension staffs 53.3% (n=8) provide knowledge on
production and management of sub-systems through
trainings; chicken 93.3% (n=14) and turkey 28.6% (n=7).
In contrast, duck enterprise was never considered
represented by 93.3 %( n=14). The technologies most
frequently transferred to poultry keepers are treatment and
vaccination; chicken 64.3% (n=9) and 35.7% (n=5)
respectively. This provision of knowledge and skills was
significant to turkey production (p<0.05). However, the
study further revealed that majority of extension staff
charge treatment and vaccinations services 100% (n=14).
Perhaps this was a major motivation to knowledge and
technology transfer to sub-systems and was particularly
very significant to duck subsystem (p<0.05). Nevertheless,
other poultry services like marketing and processing/value
addition were infrequently done. These results for
evaluation of frequency of contact with extension staffs and
knowledge and technology transferred were presented in
the figure4 shown below:

Figure 4. Transferred technology, services and frequency of contact
between extension staffs and poultry farmers.

Interestingly however, the findings of overall rating for
accessibility of knowledge by respondents were based on
the following selected parameters: frequency of contact
between extension workers and farmers, knowledge and
technology transferred. As such, very effective meant
respondents scored highly on assessment parameters,
effective for moderate score and not effective least score or
none at all. The majority of the respondents viewed
accessibility of knowledge and skills as not effective for
ducks 96.7% (n=89) and turkey 81.3% (n=65) while the
rating were; effective 71.3% (n=112) and very effective
28.7% (n=45) for chicken production. Accessibility of
knowledge was statistically significant for turkey (p<0.001)
and insignificant for chicken and duck production. The
main challenge to provision of education or knowledge on
subsystems by extension workers was presented as: not
planned for in government programes; turkey 71.43% (n=5)
and duck 50% (n=7). Similarly, farmers’ attitude and the
religion of extension staffs also affected provision of
services especially to duck production and was statistically
significant (p<0.05). Furthermore, ranking the importance
of the local poultry species in poverty alleviation (source of
income) was assessed. The results showed ranking as: very
important, turkey as 82.28 %( n=65); important, duck
45.5% (n=41), chicken 88.5% (n=138) and turkey
15.2 %( n=12) and little importance, duck 53.3% (n=48),
chicken 7.7% (n=12) and turkey 1.3% (n=1). Statistically
these rankings were significant (p<0.00I) to production of
the all the subsystems.
Generally, the major challenge to local poultry
production was diseases and pests as represented by
respondents per subsystem: chicken 95.5% (n=148), turkey
37.5% (n=30) and ducks 56.8% (n=50). Moreover, this was
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very significant for chicken production (p<0.001) and
insignificant for turkey and ducks (p>0.001). However,
other significant factors for local chicken production
included: lack of capital, insufficient feeds and lack
knowledge and management skills.

4. Logistic Regression Analysis Model
This model predicated the effect of significant variables
on local poultry production. The logistic regression results
reported on the odd ratios, confidence interval and the
probability values. In case of chicken production, it was
observed that the Catholic had significantly increased odds
of rearing chicken compared to the Anglicans representing
a 2.8 increase in odds. Similarly, rural-urban farmers were
more likely to rear chicken compared to the urban
counterparts. However, much as the association was
significant, the confidence interval was very wide, possibly
affected by the majority of farmers coming from rural area
the fact of a known distribution that more poultry farming
takes place in the rural areas. The study also considered the
reason for keeping chicken and farmers with commercial
reason were more likely (increased odds of 16.2) to rear
chicken compared to farmers who believe home
consumption to be the most important reason for keeping
chicken. The keeping chicken for exchange of purposes
also weighed in as a reason for keeping chicken, accounted
for by an increased odd of 0.5. Though, this level of
association was insignificant. Further, it was observed that
ranking the relevancy of chicken for house hold income
was also significantly associated with the choice for rearing.
Farmers who felt that chicken is important for family
income had a significantly increased (OR=51.8) chance of
rearing chicken compared to those who would rear chicken
on no account. Those with little importance attached to
chicken as family income source also had a relatively
higher possibility (OR=18) of keeping chicken. This was
illustrated in tables 2 below:
Table 2. Univariate Logistic Regression, farmers and the Chicken category.
Variable
Religion
Anglican
Catholic
Location
Urban
Rural – Urban
Most important use of chicken
Home Consumption
Sale
Exchange
Chicken for household income
No account
Little importance
Important
Very Important

Univariate OR(CI)

P-value

1
3.8 (1.2 – 12)

0.02

1
14.7 (1.9 – 112.4)

0.01

1
17.2 (1.5-33.7)
1.5

0.01
0.765

1
18 (2.5-131.3)
51.8 (11.2 - 29.3)
9 (0.7-122.8)

0.004
0.000
0.1

Nevertheless, farmers were also interviewed on factors
that influence their choice for rearing turkey and six
variables were significantly associated with farmer’s

decision to keep turkeys namely; the districts of residence,
tribe, education, access to knowledge, rating of knowledge
access and ranking turkey as a source of household income.
For instance, farmers from Tororo were less likely to keep
turkey compared to their colleagues from Butaleja (OR
reduced to 0.56); just like the Munyole compared to the
Adhola tribe. Considering education and comparing all
other levels to primary level, farmers with O’level
qualification had increased possibility of rearing turkey
with an odds ratio of 0.11. More interestingly however,
farmers with knowledge on how to rear turkey had 0.91
increased odds of keeping compared to those who
confessed to lack the right knowledge. Similarly, farmers
who rated their knowledge to be very effective were also
significantly more (OR of 6.53) likely to rear turkey
compared to their counterparts who felt their knowledge
was just effective. Farmers who valued turkey to be very
important household income source had 175.4 increased
odds of keeping turkey as opposed to those who merely
kept their bird on no account. This univariate logistic
regressions output was illustrated in table 3 below:
Table 3. Univariate Logistic Regression, farmers and the Turkey category.
Variable
District
Tororo
Butaleja
Tribe
Adhola
Munyole
Education level
Primary
O’level
High School
Diploma
Others
Knowledge on rearing turkey
Yes
No
Rating knowledge access
Effective
Very effective
Turkey as household income
source
No account
Little importance
Important
Very Important

Univariate OR (CI)

P-value

1
0.44 (0.23 – 0.81)

0.009

1
0.44 (0.24 – 0.84)

0.012

1
1.11 (0.53 – 2.35)
0.58 (0.09 – 3.65)
0.29 (0.07 – 1.14)
0.27 (0.1 – 0.75)

0.78
0.56
0.07
0.01

1
0.09 (0.02 – 0.39)

0.001

1
6.53 (1.82 – 23.54)

0.004

1
28.5 (1.27 – 638.89)
136.79 (14.63 – 1279.2)
176.43 (23 - 1353)

0.035
0.000
0.000

Besides, farmer’s responses on factors influencing duck
production were captured and the results of univariate
logistic regression analysis had nearly similar outcomes on
some variables like turkey. It was however, observed that
Butaleja farmers had a significantly reduced chance of
keeping ducks compared Tororo farmers (OR reduction of
0.56). And the Adhola tribe was found to be more likely to
rear ducks compared to the Munyole (increased odds of
0.54). Interestingly, this study found urban farmers to
significantly have higher possibility of keeping duck,
evidenced by a 0.61 increased odds in favour of the urban
farmers. on contrary to the finding for chicken and the
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turkey categories, the farmers who attached little
importance to ducks as source of household incomes had a
293 increased odds of rearing ducks. Although, there could
have been curvilinear tendencies in the data and which
could explain the unusually large confidence interval.
Farmers who held faster growth and high reproduction rate
as a driving force to rearing ducks had the highest
possibility of keeping ducks. In addition, farmers were also
interviewed on the factors that interfere with their
choices/interventions to rear ducks and it emerged that poor
sanitation, feeding behaviour, beliefs and attitude, lack of
knowledge and skills were very significant in discouraging
farmers. These findings are represented in the table 4 below:
Table 4. Univariate Logistic Regression, farmers and the Ducks category.
Variable
District
Tororo
Butaleja
Tribe
Adhola
Munyole
Location
Urban
Rural-Urban
Duck as household income source
No account
Little importance
Important
Most Important factor influencing
preference for Ducks
Faster growth & high prolific rate
Disease resistance and hardy
Economic value
Other factors
Reasons stopping you from
keeping ducks
Poor Sanitation & feeding
behaviour
Difficult to manage
Lack of knowledge and
technology
Ways of life / belief
Other reasons

Univariate OR (CI)

P-value

1
0.44 (0.24 – 0.82 )

0.01

1
0.46 (0.24 – 0.87)

0.017

1
0.39 (0.21 – 0.73)

0.003

1
294 (35.4 – 2441.1)
133.9 (16.96 –
1057.49)

1
2.12 (0.53 – 8.48)
0.24 (0.03 – 1.58)
0.16 (0.07 – 0.37)

0.000
0.000

0.289
0.14
0.000

1
3.38 (0.33 – 34.65)

0.31

2.25 (1.02 – 4.95)

0.04

0.13 (0.03 – 0.63)
1.73 (0.71 – 4.2)

0.01
0.23

5. Discussion
This present study has established the most significant
determinants influencing preference for production of local
poultry species as: social values, demographic and
production factors. This is observed to be consistent with
the others studies that place value on poultry as source of
income, rituals and ceremonies [6, 7]. Focusing on the
socio-demographic characteristics: religion, tribe, location
were very significant determinants than age and gender. In
other words, being a Catholic was associated with
increased likelihood to rear chicken compared to the
Anglicans. Similarly, rural-urban farmers were more likely
to rear chicken compared to the urban counterparts while
for ducks the reverse is true. This is linked to the
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established fact that duck and turkey production is
concentrated around urban and peri-urban areas [28].
Further, being a Munyole and a residence of Butaleja is
more significantly linked to duck and turkey production.
This suggests that the tribe and location of residence of
farmers determines participation in the subsystem and also
indicates that resource availability differences influence
preference for local poultry production. This is linked to the
fact the socio-cultural dynamics influence preferences in
societies [14]. Similarly, level of education was found to be
important factor influencing farmer’s interest in rearing
turkey, though insignificant. For instance, the respondents
education above O’ level qualification was factor associated
with more probability of rearing turkey. This was observed
to concur with another study re-affirming that attaining
post-secondary level education was very significant in
increasing local chicken productivity [9]. Equally, it is
recognized that farmers’ basic knowledge influences
decisions to select subsystems for production and its
subsequent proper management [1, 25, 32]. Furthermore,
the study revealed that majority of the respondents fell in
youth age and elderly. Although age and gender were
insignificantly linked to local poultry production, the
finding strongly depicts the fundamental importance of
local poultry in the livelihoods of the rural youth and old
age people.
Further, demonstrates the potential of the poultry sector
to improve because of the involvement of the trainable
youth, majority of who have attained primary education.
Although, contradicted with another study which reported a
massive man power drift from rural to urban areas of
people below age of 38 years in search of white-collar jobs
resulting into reduced participation in local poultry
production [2]. Interestingly, the results also showed that
male gender is increasingly participating in local poultry
production. This empirical result is linked to the fact that
both male and female gender participate in local poultry
production [10]. Further, emphasizes the relevancy of
village poultry to men as preliminary stage of wealth
creation and source of employment particularly to the less
favoured areas in developing countries [7, 9, 25, 16, 17].
Similarly, the findings concur with the fact that rearing
family poultry is more important traditional way of saving,
insurance and investment [27].
Focusing on production factors, local poultry was
perceived important value as income generating activity.
Implying that respondents are more involved in local
poultry production based on the accrued incomes and this
was very significant. The other production factors such as
high reproductive and growth rate, and resistance to disease
were also important drivers of farmer’s interest in duck
production. However, perception of resistance to diseases
and adoptability to environment is cited as one of the
limitations to planned interventions in institutions [9].
Interestingly however, the relevancy of market structure
was apparent in the study. The results showed increasing
demand for all the poultry types. This growing demand and
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access to market services is a likely motivation to improve
duck production over time.
In addition, the logistic regression model demonstrated
that attitude was instrumental in respondents’ aversion to
participate in local poultry production. Beliefs were more
significant than perceptions of poor sanitary conditions,
lack of knowledge and technology in influencing attitude.
These factors were more important to duck production than
chicken and turkey. This fact was consistent with other
studies [5, 7, 21, 31]. Further, it’s recognized that
perceptions deter professional in engaging in poultry
production [25]. Further, the empirical results revealed that
there in increased awareness of local poultry because of
being highly integrated and universally kept in the rural
communities. More significantly local poultry was rated as
major source household incomes and food. Further, duck
and turkey subsystems in particular were significantly
valuable as a source of food and income in the study areas.
This is consistent with contemporary information
emphasizing contribution of duck and turkey meat
production to alleviation of poverty and reduction of
hunger and improved food security in the poor rural
families [13, 19, 24]. However, the study contradicts
another study which revealed that ducks were rarely kept
and infrequently consumed in rural families of Uganda [9].
Another factor of increasing importance to local poultry
production was respondents’ accessibility of knowledge
and skills. The results showed that there are more frequent
delivery of extension services to chicken subsystem than
turkey and duck. Similarly, transferred technologies and
services were mainly vaccinations, treatments and
production and management practices. This offers
explanation for the progressive increase in chicken
production compared to turkey and ducks in Uganda.
Unfortunately, knowledge and technology on marketing
and value addition is never delivered. Probably this
explains the low market demand for the duck meat and
subsequent low production. Further, the results revealed
that the main challenge to delivery of knowledge and
technology was linked to inadequate technical skills by
extension workers, attitude of both farmers and extension
staff and failure to plan for the poultry subsystems in the
government programmes. This was factual for another
study [7]. Equally, other studies emphasized that recurrent
neglect for the local poultry species is attributed to wrong
agricultural policies, weak institutions and social structures
[9, 30].

which, in turn influence individual preference for duck
production than lack of knowledge and technology. Thus,
we suggest the following: indepth studies, increase
provision of information on nutritional and economic
benefits of local poultry through education to influence
change of attitude and beliefs (belief updating), improve on
production and management practices of local poultry
particularly duck and turkey and increase on poultry sector
support.

6. Conclusions and Recommendations
The present study has established that duck meat is
frequently consumed in the rural families. As such, it is
increasingly becoming a more important source of animal
food. However, social values are increasingly associated
with the likelihood to participate in local poultry production.
In addition, beliefs and perceptions were observed to
strongly influence attitude towards local poultry production,
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