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ABSTRACT 
 

The major purpose of the study was to determine profitability of honey production in Lamwo 

district northern Uganda. The specific objectives of the study were: to characterize the 

production and marketing challenges of honey products, to determine the profitability of honey 

production and to examine factors affecting profitability of honey production. 

The study employed both qualitative and quantitative methods to analyze the data. Data was 

analyzed using the thematic approach and descriptive statistics. Qualitative approach aimed at 

obtaining data expressed in non-numerical terms. Qualitative approach provided ways of 

discerning, examining, comparing and contrasting, and interpreting meaningful patterns or 

themes. Qualitative approach involved examining the assembled relevant data to determine how 

research questions were answered at hand. Quantitative data analysis helped to analyze and 

categorize detain terms of frequencies and percentages. Simple descriptive tabulations were used 

for quantitative analysis.  

Results indicated that most of the bee farmers were male (67.4) and solely farmers (65.2%) with 

43.5% of them engaged in beekeeping as economic activity. In addition, data indicated that the 

average age was 26 years and the average number of years spent at school was 16 years. Land 

being used on average was 3 acres; honey producers as well have got an average experience of 

10 years in honey production. The study as well revealed that majority of the bee farmers sold 

their products through fragment market (58%). More than half of the honey farmers (65.2%) 

were operating honey productions on a self-owned land. Findings also showed that 58% of the 

sampled honey producers had access to market information and services and on the other hand, 

majority complained of facing price fluctuations of honey product was the major threat. 

In reference to profitability of honey production, results showed that an average gross margin of 

695,000/= was obtained by honey producers which showed a profit in honey production. In 

addition, an average net profit of UGX 525,000/= was also realized as the farmers’ final profit in 

Lamwo district. According to results from factors affecting profitability of honey production in 

Lamwo district, study findings indicated that sex of the farmer, quantity of honey produced, 

education, distance to the nearest market and price of honey produced have a positive and 

significant relationship towards honey profitability and land acre was found to have a negative 

and significant relationship with honey profitability in Lamwo district. Therefore, to bridge the 
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gap that exist in honey profitability, price of honey products should be set at a point which favors 

bee farmers and honey market should be made as near as possible to the producers of honey all 

different regions of Uganda. 
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 CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of the Study 

Apiculture is one of the fastest growing sectors worldwide. A number of countries have made 

strategic moves towards the development of this industry. Recent development shows a shift 

from a situation where beekeeping was considered a hobby and not business enterprise. Today, 

beekeeping is one of the most common agricultural activities in the world (TUNDA, 2015). 

Currently, there are around 56 million beehives in the world and 1.2 million tons of honey is 

produced from them (Yuksel, 2020). Approximately 1/4 of the honey produced is traded and 

90% of the export is made from around 20 honey producer countries. China is the country with 

the most beehive assets and producing honey (211 thousand tons). These countries are also the 

world's top honey exporting countries. The countries that import the most honey in the world is; 

Germany, USA, Japan, UK, Italy, Switzerland, France, Austria and other European countries. 

This country's honey production from Germany alone from Turkey imports more honey (Yuksel, 

2020). According to the data from the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 

(FAO) 2012, while annual worldwide production of honey, propolis, and beeswax continues to 

increase, demand remains substantially in excess of the supply. 

Beekeeping is eco-friendly and agriculture together with beekeeping activity can be operated 

side by side which does not compete for scare land resource, and provides off-farm employment 

and income generating opportunities (Tarekagn, 2017). There is also interest among 

developmental partners especially ADRA, USAID, DANIDA, and Oxfam International–in 

helping drought-affected families navigate the challenges of prolonged famine by incorporating 

organized beekeeping in their efforts (Owur, 2012). Beekeeping offers direct and indirect 

benefits to the rural people. Directly, beekeeping substantiates household income from hive 

product sales, provides food, safe medicines and raw materials for industries. These income 

benefits have been reported to have high impact among marginalized and small income earners 

such as women, orphans and other vulnerable groups within the society. Indirectly, beekeeping 

contributes to water shed-management, forest conservation and crop pollination. In their studies, 

Morse and Calderone and Dombeck (2013), found that bees are responsible for one third of food 

crops produced for human consumption. Honeybee pollination improves quality, quantity and 

market value of food crops. Thus, honeybees are central in ensuring food security. With all the 
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above benefits, it is believed that beekeeping can improve living standards of the rural poor. Yet 

productivity and beekeeping adoption remains low among rural farmers in Uganda (Ahikiriza, 

2016) Reasons underlying consumption of honey are: it’s perceived medicinal value, it’s a 

substitute for sugar and in local communities and it is used as a major ingredient for specialty 

porridge (enturire), a delicacy at traditional wedding ceremonies. There is also an increasing 

level of demand for honey as an ingredient for herbal medicine, pharmaceutical and cosmetic 

industries in Uganda, East African Community common market and COMESA (MSP report 

2011). 

The last available FAO (2020) data on a year’s production puts the world output at 1.5 million 

metric tons. Sub-Saharan Africa produces only 9.8% of the world’s honey and 23.5%of the 

world’s beeswax. Exports from Sub-Saharan Africa, some of which are probably intra-Africa 

trade, are considerably less than the imports needed. Honey is, therefore, a product with unmet 

demand within both Sub-Saharan Africa and the wider global market (Owur, 2012). Honey from 

African countries has generally been traded locally and exports into the major countries are low. 

Cooperative organizations and Non-Governmental Organizations have spearheaded small and 

medium investments in apiculture and encouraged trade in the products locally. The top 

Exporting countries in Africa are Zambia, Ethiopia, Tanzania, South Africa, Uganda and Kenya 

(Owur, 2012). 

Price variations depend less on production, but more on supply and demand. The price for 

beeswax per MT is estimated at US$ 4,600 while that of honey is estimated at US$ 2,900 per 

MT. In Africa production is sharply a number of countries including Uganda, Kenya, Zimbabwe, 

Swaziland, Ethiopia and the Democratic Republic of Congo, where beekeeping is proving to be a 

lucrative and sustainable small business activity, mainly due to the low start-up costs. When 

promoted among forest adjacent communities, beekeeping provides reliable livelihood options 

(Mazur and Stakhnow, 2008). One agro based venture that is capable of alleviating poverty 

through self-employment and improvement of the physical health of our people is honey 

production which is an aspect of beekeeping (Adekola, 2019). 

According to Amulen et al., (2019), East Africa has attracted substantial investment for 

beekeeping through donations and government interventions. Consequently, four east African 

countries (Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda and Ethiopia) are licensed to export honey to European 
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Union. In these countries domestic demand exceeds available supplies of honey and hence unit 

prices per kg are elevated. For example, in Uganda and Kenya the average price per kg honey is 

estimated at US$6. Suggesting that if beekeepers increased their honey production additional 

revenues would create positive change within poor households that live on less than $1.90 US a 

day. However, national and regional honey production remains constantly far below the potential 

supply levels. All four nations are producing below their estimated production potential, i.e. 

Tanzania exploits 13.8% of 19,000 tonnes, Kenya 14.6% of the 100,000 tonnes and Ethiopia 

10.5 % of the 500,000 tonnes (Smagghe et al., 2019) 

In Uganda, bee keeping contributes to sustainable food and income security for smallholders in 

addition to contributing to contributing to agriculture in general through pollinating of most 

crops, trees and shrubs. Crop production in Uganda is compatible with apiculture and honey can 

be produced with symbiotic crops such as coffee, cotton, onions and pumpkins among others 

(Kilimo, 2012). 

According to DIMAT (2012), honey is marketed and sold in Uganda in many forms: 

• Crude honey is a mash of combs and honey including brood and dead bees. This is the 

lowest grade of honey and has the lowest price. This is either kept for home consumption, 

sold in the local market or sold on to a honey processor. Beekeepers who aim for a higher 

quality refined or comb honey in order to attract premium price.  

• Semi-refined honey is the liquid honey that remains when the wax has been skimmed off 

the top of crude honey. Semi-refined honey still contains particles of wax and other debris. It 

attracts a higher price than crude honey. 

• Refined honey is strained to remove all particles of beeswax and other material making it 

the purest form of honey. This grade of honey fetches high prices in the market and can 

compete favourably with imported honey. 

• Chunk honey - Whole combs of capped honey can be carefully harvested from the 

beehive and pieces of the comb put into the jars of liquid honey. This gives the consumer 

confidence that the honey is not adulterated. Although chunk honey fetches higher price than 

refined honey in many countries, it is usually being sold in the local market due to its 

fragility.  
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• Comb honey - Honeycombs with a white capping highly marketable in many countries 

and command a very high price. This type of honey is unexposed to air and has finer flavor 

than honey that has been processed in any way. However, due to the fragility of comb honey, 

it is difficult to transport and can only be traded in local markets.  

Currently, the domestic market consumes 95% of all the honey produced locally with the rest 

being exported. However, the Ugandan market is under-supplied and a significant amount of 

honey consumed in the domestic market is imported, mainly targeting the rapidly growing 

number of supermarkets and grocery shops in major towns such as Kampala, Jinja, Entebbe, 

Mbarara, Lira, Gulu, Arua and Mbale. Local brands dominate the market and compete more 

favorably mainly on prices against the imported brands from Kenya, United Arab Emirates, 

Germany, UK, Dubai and Switzerland. Imported brands however compete better in packaging 

and quality as is proven by the long shelf life (DIMAT, 2012). 

Reasons underlying consumption of honey in Uganda is: it’s perceived medicinal value, it’s a 

substitute for sugar and in local communities and it is used as a major ingredient for specialty 

porridge (enturire), a delicacy at traditional wedding ceremonies. There is also an increasing 

level of demand for honey as an ingredient for herbal medicine, pharmaceutical and cosmetic 

industries in Uganda, East African Community common market and COMESA (MSP report 

2011)  

According to MSP (2011), the main honey producing areas in Uganda are Northern Uganda 

(especially the West Nile region) and the Western region (Kabarole, Kisoro, Mbarara, 

Ntungamo, Kabale, Bushenyi and Rukungiri districts). Northern Uganda, which produces the 

highest volumes, records about 640 MT per annum with the Central region recording the 

minimum volume of about 85 MT per annum. In terms of districts, Yumbe, Nakapiripirit, Pader, 

Moroto, Amuru, Lamwo, Nyadri, Nebbi, Apac and Lira are the leading producers of honey. 
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Figure 1: Honey production in Uganda by district (MSP Report, 2011) 

Public institutions that collaborate and support honey development include: The Ministry of 

Agriculture, Animal Industry and fisheries which offers overall guidance and policy direction.  

The Ministry implements projects in the honey sub-sector through the National Apiculture 

Policy.  The Uganda Export Promotion Board is actively involved in marketing of honey in 

international markets- export development, including market research, trade promotion and 

export documentation guided by the Uganda Apiculture Export Strategy. NAADS provides 

extension services to farmers and inputs such as improved hives, especially the Kenya Top Bar 

hives. UNBS operates a Product Quality Certification Scheme as one of its services to the 

apiculture sub-sector, in addition to enforcement of the honey standards. National Livestock 

Resources Research Institute (NALIRI) spearheads apiculture research (DIMAT, 2012) 

In Palabek Ogili Sub County, Lamwo district, Northern Uganda which is the study area, 

beekeeping is practiced by small scale farmers with high proportion of them being 

unknowledgeable about the market, especially the market prices of their honey products in the 

national and international markets, honey product is bought from farmers in only unprocessed 

honey form by consumers, retailers and wholesalers and none of the key players is constructing a 

processing plan or even given advice on how to add value to their honey being produced 

(Amulen et al., 2019). 
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1.2 Problem Statement 

Inefficiency, in the supply of bee products especially honey, the supply chain, low capacities of 

producers to understand and negotiate markets: this has continued to deny Uganda the 

opportunity to achieve its potential in bringing income benefits to the poor. Currently, Uganda 

has production potential of about 30,000 tons of honey but with capacity to produce only 20,000 

tones (Ssenoga, 2013). Despite the huge potential of the beekeeping sector in Uganda, producers’ 

share of value is still low along the honey value chain with mini economic benefits. This implies 

that the fraction of sales revenue that trickles down to the producer is proportionately small with 

bounding constraints to improve farmer livelihoods. Although several studies have been 

conducted in Uganda on honey profitability such as, Amulen et el., (2019) who studied 

estimating the potential of beekeeping to alleviate household poverty in rural Uganda, and 

DIMAT (2012) value chain analysis (VCA) of the honey sub-sector in Uganda by Kilimo Trust. 

Little has been done to understand profitability of honey production and factors that influence 

honey production in Uganda. This study therefore attempted to examine honey profitability and 

the pertinent factors affecting profitability of honey production in Palabek Ogili sub-county, 

Lamwo district northern Uganda.  

1.3 Objectives of the Study 

Main objective 

To determine profitability of honey production in Lamwo district northern Uganda. 

Specific objectives 

1. To characterize the production and marketing challenges of honey products in Lamwo 

district   

2. To determine the profitability of honey production in Lamwo district    

3. To examine factors affecting profitability of honey production in Lamwo district 

1.4 Hypothesis  

a) The production and marketing of honey products at reasonable quantity and price have 

higher returns to beekeepers.  
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b) Factors affecting profitability of honey production such as sex, education status, quantity 

of honey, access to credit service, farmers’ experience and access to land positively and 

significantly influence profitability of honey production.  

1.5 Justification of the Study 

Assessing factors that affect profitability of honey production will provide a proper 

understanding from an empirical point of view to understand how important honey production 

and make them aware of the market conditions of honey products being produced by them, that 

is the 4Ps (Price, Products, Place and promotion) hence will be of benefits to the farmers to take 

keen decision on either to take up honey production or not. This research will as well be of more 

value to the readers for further research and some other relevant information as needed. The 

policy makers or the government will also give information on the status of the country on honey 

production that is the country’s performance, also as areas for further policy implementation for 

the policy makers on honey production in the country. Thus the recommendation will be of more 

use in filling gaps that exist in the literature on honey production in any region or the whole 

country.   
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Honey Production in Uganda 

Beekeeping is one of the enterprises suitable in all the nine agro-ecological zones of Uganda 

(TUNADO, 2012). Moreover, the uniqueness of Uganda’s natural flora and fauna contribute to 

production of honey with superior characteristics, such as flavour, taste, texture and colour.  

Apiculture is one of the oldest agricultural practices in the history of Uganda (MAAIF, 2010). 

For a long time, the practice was elementary but the practice has changed over the years. A snap 

preview of the apicultural sector shows that honey is the major apiculture product in Uganda 

followed by bees-wax and propolis. Other bcc products include royal jelly, bee venom and brood 

and bcc pollen although these are currently not being exploited for commercial gain and 

quantities being collected is not in significant quantities (MAAIF, 2010). 

 

Over the recent decades, apiculture has emerged a strategic sector, attracting a lot of government 

support, NGO intervention and private sector investment. At the national level, government has 

instituted policies and programs with opportunities to enable the sector become a commercial 

benefit. For instance, under the national development strategy and investment plan ((MAAIF, 

2010), key areas of opportunity in agriculture include: (i) Enhancing production and 

productivity, (ii) Improving access to market and value addition, (iii) Creating an enabling 

environment and (iv) institutional strengthening in the agricultural sector. In particular, the 

government's primary role will be remove constraints that prevent the privet sector from 

investing in the value chain of agricultural subsectors including apiculture. 

 

Over the past five years. Uganda has had a fairly favorable policy environment which favors 

investment in apiculture (MAAIF, 2010). The national residence monitoring plan that is in place 

since 2005 qualifies Uganda on the list of countries that can export honey to the FLU. The 

department of livestock health and entomology was designated as the complete hut authority of 

apiculture, the process of developing a national apiculture policy is in progress, the Uganda 

National Bureau of Standards developed the Uganda honey standard, two national analytical 

laboratories namely Chemiphar and UNBS are in place and Chemiphar being accredited for 

honey. 
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Currently, the major honey production areas in Uganda are shown in figure below 

 

Figure 2: Major honey production areas in Uganda 

2.2 Marketing challenges faced by honey production farmers 

Access to markets. Marketing is a problem for poor farmers who do not have resources to 

transport their commodities (honey) to the market, especially those living in villages with poor 

feeder roads. With poor market access, marketing of honey has been particularly problematic, 

especially if it is not processed and put in bottles (Bull et al., 2011). 

Extension delivery system to farmers. Discernible progress has accrued from the national 

agricultural research and extension systems (Fermont et al., 2009). This is reflected in the 

adoption, development of technologies for various farm operations, improved management 

practices and improved linkage between research, extension and honey farmers. However, there 

are still some constraints with the extension delivery strategy. The National Agricultural 

Research Organization (NARO) which ensures a single line of command in the dissemination of 

technologies to the farmer has not been fully implemented for logistic reasons, especially with 
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the cessation of most of the donor funds that are used for the take-off of this policy instrument. 

The implication of this, therefore, is that limited impact has been made in honey production. This 

had a negative impact on the effectiveness of the coverage of the various cells/circles in a given 

locality. 

2.2.1 Production challenges faced by honey farmers 

2.2.2 Pesticides poisoning 

The use of chemicals and pesticides for crop pests, weeds, Tsetse fly, mosquitoes and household 

pests control brings in to focus the real possibility of damaging the delicate equilibrium in the 

colony, as well as the contamination of hive products. Of the various kinds of chemicals only 

insecticides and herbicides are now major problems to the beekeepers. The chemicals used for 

crop protection are the main pesticides that kill the bees. Moreover, there are two other 

circumstances in which bees are killed on plants by chemicals. These are by insecticides applied 

to non-crop pests such as mosquitoes and Tsetse flies and by herbicides applied to plants on 

which the bees are foraging. Insecticides have a much more dramatic effect on population of 

bees, thus, the important contribution made by bees to the production of food and human 

nourishment is being jeopardized. On the other hand, herbicides, which are commonly not toxic 

to bees, destroy many plants that are valuable to bees as source of pollen and nectar. The types of 

chemicals used include Malathion, Sevin, DDT, 2-4 D and Acetone. As it was seen from the 

beekeeper point of view, poisoning of honeybees by agrochemical has been increased from time 

to time. Some beekeepers lost totally their colonies due to agrochemical (Tilahun, & Preston, 

2013). 

Shortage of bee forage 

Shortage of bee forage due to population pressure, lack of land use policy and the high demand 

for farmlands put pressures on mountainous areas to be used for crop production and Livestock 

grazing. These create deforestation, soil erosion and irreversible ecological degradation. 

Moreover, burning of undergrowth and destroying of forestland for expansion of farmland could 

trigger a reduction of honey producing floras and foraging areas. The elimination of good nectar 

and pollen producing tree species in many areas makes it difficult to maintain bee colonies 

without feeding (Kerealem, Tilahun, & Preston, 2009). 
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2.2 Techniques Used to Measure Profitability of Honey Production 

2.2.1 Enterprise budgets  

Enterprise budgeting is one of the basic production economic tools available to estimate costs 

and returns from a given enterprise (Carl, 2003). Unlike the gross margin analysis, the fixed 

costs are included in enterprise budget analysis. It provides a detailed and in-depth analysis of 

estimating the gross returns, variable costs, and fixed costs of the enterprise (Rushton, 2009). An 

enterprise budget is a fairly straightforward method of comparing cropping system alternatives 

and provides excellent insight into determining the economic sustainability of a cropping system 

(Carl, 2003). Enterprise budgeting can also possess expanded usefulness when break-even 

analysis is incorporated where in the level of a variable at which neither a profit nor a loss made 

is calculated (Kay and Edwards, 1999). Moreover, while other techniques prohibit statistical 

analysis, enterprise budgeting may reasonably be combined with statistical evaluation techniques 

in assessing the relative economic performance of cropping systems using such analysis of 

variance (Carl, 2003). Ugwumba (2014) while investigating the profitability and determinants of 

maximum variable profit of yam production in southern Nigeria used enterprise budget. The 

choice of the enterprise budget was based on the fact that it allowed for inclusion of fixed costs 

in the computation. The results of the enterprise budget analysis revealed positive gross margins, 

net farm income, mean net farm income and net return on investment indicating that yam 

production is a profitable enterprise in the area. 

Gross Margin Analysis 

Profitability can be analyzed using various methods which include Gross Margin Analysis. Gross 

Margin Analysis is an appropriate measure to use for comparing enterprises that place similar 

demands upon limiting resources of the farmer for short run and annual planning decisions, 

(Sserunkuuma, 2008). Further defines gross margin for an enterprise as the difference between 

the revenue (products sold) and the variable production costs that vary with the size of the 

enterprise Income less the variable costs associated with an enterprise and it has sometimes 

erroneously been referred to as the gross profit. Gross margin is simple but realistic profitability 

measure of enterprises operated by producers.  

The formula for calculating gross margin GM= (P x Y)-VC, where MG = gross margin, P = 

price, Y =output, VC = variable cost 
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A number of studies have been conducted to assess the profitability of different items for 

example Emokaro et al., (2010) studied the profitability of honey production in Benin City, 

Nigeria. They used gross margin analysis to measure profitability of honey production. Empirical 

results indicated that honey production had great impact on farmer’s income. Sserunkuuma 

(2008) used gross margin analysis to study the contribution of honey production to household 

income in central, western, eastern and northern regions of Uganda. The results show that honey 

contributes a lot on farmers’ income. 

 

2.2.3 Cost-benefit analysis of interventions 

Cost-benefit analysis evaluated the economic effectiveness of each intervention (changing hive 

type, forage provision and knowledge). Predicted future incomes were modeled for set temporal 

periods and reported as net present value (NPV). Basic beekeeping entails the acquisition of 

beehives, smokers and protective suits and gloves. In establishing an apiary, a beekeeper incurs 

an initial labour cost to clear vegetation that might hinder the movement of the beekeeper when 

inspecting the hives (Haese et al., 2019). Once the hives have been installed, they require routine 

inspection for pest management and to monitor colony performance which incurs further labour 

costs. Honey harvesting incurs several additional costs such as labour, honey storage equipment 

(airtight buckets) and a torch (as hives are generally inspected at dusk due to the bees’ defensive 

behavior). For scenarios that included a forage crop, there were additional seedling purchase 

costs, maintenance and planting. Benefits comprised honey, beeswax and occasional propolis 

harvesting (Smagghe et al., 2019) 

2.3 Factors affecting profitability of beekeeping/honey production 

This section shows the factor that influence beekeeping in general. The importance will be to try 

to relate them to Ugandan conditions in order to access the extent to which they have satisfied 

and hence discovered whether Uganda has the capacity to raise bee keeping (like other 

agricultural practices. 

2.3.1 Age of farmer 

About 50 percent of the beekeepers were in the age group of 26-44 years with an average of 

36.33 and 43.3 percent of the respondents were in the age group of 45-62 years with an average 

age of 52.52 and about 7 percent of the beekeepers lie in the age of 63-80 years. The overall 
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mean age of the beekeepers was 45.6 meaning that maturity increases honey production. Aged 

farmers are believed to be wise and acquire skills in beekeeping hence produce more and earn 

more incomes. 

2.3.2 Beekeeping experience 

As farmers got more experience in beekeeping, the probability of increasing production and 

earning more incomes would be higher. Moreover, farmers with longer farm experience will 

have accumulative knowledge of the entire farming environment (Assefa, 2009). 

2.3.2    Sex of farmer 

According to Assefa (2009), about 96% of beekeepers are male-headed household. This 

conforms to the thinking that beekeeping is men’s job due to labor requirements. Therefore, 

production of honey increases with involvement of men in the beekeeping activity. In line with 

this, Hartmann (2004) reported that in Ethiopia beekeeping is traditionally men’s job. On the 

other hand, Fenet and Alemayehu (2016) said that even though men are mostly involved in 

beekeeping activity, women commonly use products of beekeeping in making secondary 

products. For example, the important industry of ‘tej’ (honey wine) making in Ethiopia is run by 

a woman. Male households have been observed to have a better tendency than female household 

in beekeeping and production and supply of honey due to obstacles such as lack of capital, and 

access to credit and extension services. 

2.3.3 Land acre  

Land is probably the most important factor of production. The unique feature of land is its fixed 

nature and this has generated a lot of policies administration in its use rights and transfer. The 

rights to land area as an international issue with dynamisms depending on individual country’s 

tenure arrangement. Property rights will determine land ownership related factors affecting the 

application of technologies for agricultural and natural resource management. Secured property 

rights give sufficient incentives to the farmers to increase their efficiencies in terms of honey 

production. 

2.3.4 Number of hives 

According to Halil and Kizilaslan (2007), that the increase in the hive number is equivalent to 

the increase in size of arable land. This, in addition to the development of apiculture methods, 

and derivation of good races, which leads also to the increase in honey production and as well as 
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honey yields resulting higher returns from the production. The more the beehives a farmer has, 

the higher the chance that he/she will get more quantity of honey produced. So it is expected to 

impact positively in the productivity and profitability of honey in Palabek Ogili sub county 

Lamwo district. According to Halil and Nuray, (2007), the factors that affect honey production; 

honey consumption per person, number of hives, fees paid to producers and honey exportation 

values are of statistical significance. 

2.3.4 Access to market and market information 

Despite the fact that globalization or market integration is widely advocated for in this era, many 

stakeholders interested to involve in export of honey and honey products, are suffering from lack 

of quality information, research on new technologies and certificate of accredited to fit in to 

international quality standards. Therefore, this hinders production and output from honey 

production (Fenet and Alemayehu, 2016). The analysis of marketing channels is intended to 

provide a systematic knowledge of the flow of goods and services from the point of origin 

(producer to the final destination (consumer). This knowledge is acquired by studying the 

participants in the process those who perform physical marketing in order to obtain economic 

benefits (Mendoza, et al., 1982). It has been hypothesized that to affect positively marketable 

honey production and profit of beekeeping household. The better information farmers had out is 

likely to supply more honey to the market. The general idea is that maintaining a competitive 

advantage requires a sound business plan. Again, business decisions are based on dynamic 

information such as consumer needs and market trends. 

2.3.5 Education background 

According to Assefa (2009), found out that higher the level of education of the beekeeper, the 

higher his/her production and the illiterate the farmer is the lesser the output and hence the 

adaptation to new technologies, management practices and so on. In addition, Holloway, (1999) 

observed that education had significant and positive effect on quality and quantity of honey 

produced and so attracts higher returns to the farmers. Those household heads who had formal 

education determines the readiness to accept new ideas and innovations, and easy to get supply, 

demand and price information and this enhances farmers’ willingness to produce more and 

increase volume of sales. Holloway et al., (1999) observed that education and visits by an 

extension agent had significant and positive effect on quantity of milk marketed in Ethiopian 

highlands. 
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2.3.6 Price of bee products 

Halil and Nuray (2007), said honey prices have jumped by more than 50 percent in the past 

years, with Australian honey industry feeling the effects of the drought. The price of raw honey 

has soared by 140 percent forcing honey packers in Australia to import from Argentina. Hence 

this raises production in Argentina due to higher prices charged and earning big returns and had 

positive effects on the profit and output of honey. Direct sale to consumers is more profitable to 

the beekeepers than using honey collectors or mediators in the chains since costs incurred in the 

chains reflect directly to the profits obtained from sale of honey (Tarekegn and Tegegne, 2017). 

 

Type of beehive: Type of beehive is a dummy variable that is to be measured in one if it is a 

modern type and otherwise zero for local or traditional type of beehive. 

 

Table 1: Shows variables that was used as independent variables to predict factors 

affecting profitability of honey production in Palabek Ogili 

Variable(s) Description of the variable(s) 

and type of measure(s) 

Expected 

sign (+/-) 

Type of 

response(s) 

Y=Profitability of 

honey 

The amount obtained from 

sale of honey minus all 

expenses (continuous)  

+ (In UGX 

Shillings/Kilogram) 

X1=Age  Age of the farmer (continuous)  + (In years) 

X2=Sex Sex of the farmer (dummy) + (1=Male, 

0=Female) 

X3=Quantity of 

honey produced 

Amount of honey harvested 

the past 12 months in 

Kilograms 

+ (Kilograms) 

X4=Education 

background 

Number of years the farmer 

spent in school (continuous) 

+ (In years) 

X5=Land acre Total land used for beekeeping + (In acres) 
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by the farmer (continuous) 

X6=Access to 

market information 

Whether the farmer get access 

to any form of information 

concerning market (dummy) 

+ (1=Yes, 0=No) 

X7=Distance to 

nearest market  

The distance to the nearest 

market (continuous) 

- (Kilometers) 

X8=Price per 

kilogram  of  

honey  

The price at which a kilogram 

of honey is sold (continuous) 

+ (UGX per Kg) 

X9=Beekeeping 

experience 

Number of years spent in 

beekeeping (continuous) 

+ (In years) 

X10=Member of 

farmer groups 

Whether the farmer is in any 

beekeeping farmer group 

(dummy) 

+ (1=Yes, 0=No) 

X11=Number of 

beehives  

Total number of hives the 

farmer that are in Honey 

production (continuous) 

+ (Number) 

X12=Type of hive Whether it is modern or 

traditional (dummy) 

- (1=Modern, 

0=Traditional) 
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

This section presents information about the research techniques, research design, study area, 

sampling procedure, data collection tools, ethical considerations and limitations of the study 

3.1 Research Design 

The researcher employed a cross-sectional study design that use quantitative methods of data 

collection. These methods included use of questionnaire, interviews. Quantitative data were 

collected.  

3.2 Study Area 

The study was carried out in Palabek Ogili sub-county Lamwo district, northern Uganda. Lamwo 

District is located in the extreme northern part of Uganda (longitude 32.800’ latitude 3.5300). It 

is bordered by the republic of South Sudan in the North, Kitgum district in the east and South 

East, Gulu district in the south West, Amuru in the West, and Pader district in the South. The 

district headquarter is 472 kilometers from Kampala via Gulu (Uganda Bureau of Statistics, 

2011). The district was chosen because the residents depend on bee keeping as their major 

economic activity as compared to other areas (Lamwo District Local Government Report, 2014). 

3.3 Sample size 

The study used a sample size of 138 respondents which was determined using Slovin’s formula 

(as cited in Yamane, 1967). The Slovin’s formula for determining sample size;  

21 Ne

N
n


  

 

N= Total target population 

n= Required Sample Size  

e= Desired margin of error = 0.07% 

p=Estimated proportion of attribute that is present in the population 

z=Standard normal deviation (z=1.645) 

(1-p) =the proportion of the sampled population the study  

90% confidence index  
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Obtaining the sample size (n) for the respondents;  

 

  

 
 
       

  

 

  
                 

     
 

 

n=138
 

3.3 Sampling Procedure 

The sample comprised of 138 respondents who included 138 bee keeping farmers.  

The district actually comprises of 11 sub counties with 52 parishes. At the first stage the sub 

counties were stratified into honey producers (07) honey producers were selected. In the second 

stage, from the stratified honey producing sub counties, three parishes from one of the sub 

county i.e. Palabek Ogili was randomly selected from the honey producers. At the third stage, 

total households that produce honey during 2015/16 were identified, listed and randomly 

selected. Finally, basing on the list of honey producers from the sample sub county, a total of 138 

honey producing households were selected by employing Probability Proportional to Size 

technique (PPS). Thus the 138 households were the sample size for this study 

3.4 Data Collection Tools 

Primary data sources were the main source of data for the study where data including 

information on the characteristics of farmers producing honey, inputs used in honey production 

and marketing channels, production costs and prices of honey and related products were 

collected using a questionnaire. 

3.4.1 Survey questionnaire 

The research used both structured and semi-structured questionnaires. The questionnaires were 

both closed and open ended in such a way that participants had freedom to express their views in 

response to the questions asked without any influence or clues from the interviewer. This was 

preferred because large amounts of information were collected within a short time and reduced 
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bias between the respondents and the researcher. The research objectives and research questions 

guided in the design of these questionnaires. Closed ended questions were formulated in the 

questionnaires because they were suitable for collecting information. Open ended questions were 

used to enable the respondents add more relevant in-depth information and experiences for 

insight into the issues of the study. 

3.4.2 Document Review 

The researcher reviewed and evaluated academic records and reports plus other detailed 

materials to obtain additional data. The technique was preferred because of its’ ability to provide 

supplementary information and flexibility which helped in producing qualitative information. 

This involved reading more books, journals, reports, dissertations and articles. 

3.4.3 Oral Interviews 

The researcher interviewed respondents using oral interview this involved direct questions that 

were asked to the respondents face to face in order to get the required information that was used 

in writing final research report. The researcher conducted semi-structured, one-on-one interviews 

using interview guide to supplement on the questionnaire that were administered to respondents. 

The researcher provided each participant with an informed consent. The research used 

unstructured interviews because it allowed in-depth information gathering from participants. 

Interview was used to obtain information especially from key informants, respondents who not 

able to read and write in order to get their experience on honey production in Uganda. In case of 

any group interview, an audio recording devise were employed to aid data collection. 

3.5 Ethical Considerations 

The researcher first acquired an introductory letter from the College of Agricultural and 

Environmental Sciences (CAES). Then he continued to seek for the consent of the respondents 

through the leadership of the areas that is the local government, LC 1 and so on. The researcher 

sought assistance from these leaders who were as well happening to be key informants in the 

areas of study. The LC1 helped him to penetrate through the village easily and the researcher did 

introduction to the respondents and clarified the importance of the study to them. Ethical 

considerations such as privacy and confidentiality were assured. 

Permission to do the study was asked for before conducting it and the researcher also sought the 

consent of respondents before conducting the study. Strict confidentiality was assured. Names of 
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study participants were not recorded anywhere on the questionnaires without their consent. 

Filled-in questionnaires were kept safely by the principal researcher and no one else would have 

accessed to them. 

After collecting data from the field, it was arranged and put in order, adding tables, figures and 

other statistical requirements that necessitated in trying to answer the objectives.  

Data was edited, coded for completeness, and processed using computer software called the 

Statistical Package for Social Scientists (SPSS) which was used to analyze quantitative data 

3.6 Data analysis  

Objective one, descriptive statistics were used in analyzing data and were used to present data 

collected from the field in a quantitative manageable form. Descriptive statistics therefore 

enabled the researcher to present the data in a more meaningful way which allowed simpler 

interpretation of the data. It included generation of statistics such as; frequencies, means and 

percentages.  

Objective two was analyzed using the Gross marginal analysis which focused on Profitability of 

honey production and is got by the difference between the costs of production and income 

generated from sales of honey. Costs of production in beekeeping may include hives, protective 

clothing, buckets, smokers, hiring extractors, and in some systems feed and medicine. Income is 

derived from the sale of bee products or pollination services. For example, recent study by the 

SVN in Uganda compares two local Uganda hives costing UShs 20,000 with top bar hives UShs 

100,000 give that the selling price of honey per kilogram is the same regardless of the hive type, 

the local system hive is profitable with yields of about ten kilograms per annum even if the top 

bar hive achieves a higher honey yield of I 5kg per annum the profit generated is still lower than 

with the cheaper hive. With a very low cost hi\e the beekeeper can increase profits by having 

more of them. Gross margin is simple but realistic profitability measure of enterprises operated 

by producers.  

The formula for calculating gross margin GM= (P x Y)-VC  

Where MG = gross margin 

P = price 

Y =output 

VC = variable cost 
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Objective three was analyzed by using a multiple linear regression model otherwise known as 

the multiple regression model is still the most widely used vehicle for empirical analysis 

(Makandira, 2004). Multiple regression analysis is more amenable to ceteris paribus analysis 

because it allows us to explicitly control for many other factor variables which simultaneously 

affect the dependent variable. Wooldridge, (2004) also contends that multiple regression models 

can accommodate many repressors which may be correlated thus helping us infer causality 

where simple regression analysis would be misleading. Multiple regression analysis can also 

incorporate fairly general functional form relationships. 

Model specification   

The linear multiple regression 

Y = ……………………………………….. 1 

Where Y is honey profitability (UGX shillings) 

0 is the y-intercept i.e. the value of y when both X1, X2…. Xn are zero 

β1, β2…. βn are the regression coefficients associated with respective independent variable in the 

model. 

X1, X2…Xn are the independent variables for instance;  

X1 = Age of farmer (years)  

X2 = Sex of the farmer  

X3 = Quantity of honey produced (in kilograms)  

X4 = Educational background (in years)  

X5 = land acre (in acres) 

 X6 = Access to market information  

X7 = Distance to nearest market (in KM) 

X8= Price of honey products (in UGX) 

X9= Beekeeping experience (in years) 

X10= Member of farmer group 

X11= Number of hives 

X12= Type of bee hive 
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3.7 Limitations of the Study 

The researcher was not able to get all the right information he required about the study due to 

lack of record keeping especially by farmers. The beekeepers feared to disclose some 

information concerning their financial incomes; however, the farmers were assured of 

confidentiality of the information that they were providing hence, this enhanced the data 

collection. High costs of upkeep during data collections, this included transportation, printing, 

feeding and so on. However, this was tackled by seeking for financial support from the family 

and friends in advance so that it cannot impede on the pace and outcomes of the study. 

Busy schedules. This is because most of the field interviews involved making appointments with 

key respondents. Some of the bee farmers were busy with other activities. However, the 

researcher reduced the dangers of this limitation by following agreed time strictly so that the 

work was completed in planned time schedule. Finally, quality and reliable data was collected. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

 4.1 Socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents 

Table 2 shows that majority of the beekeepers engaged in honey production were male (67.4%). 

This could be explained that beekeeping is a tiring activity and requires a lot of physical strength 

and adherence thus, is less attractive to female farmers. The main occupation of the farmers was 

farming which include beekeeping (65.2%), followed by civil servant (14.5%), casual workers 

and other activities like driving, artists have 10%, musician (5%) and lastly doctors with 3%. 

Meaning that musician and doctors were not so much engaged in honey production unlike 

farmers and civil servant who were mostly engaged in beekeeping at Palabek Ogili sub-county. 

It indicated that most of the respondents obtain their household income from beekeeping 

(643.5%), crop production takes 36.2%, monthly pay comes in with 14.5%, trading and others 

fall in 2.9%. this showed that farmers take beekeeping and crop production as income generating 

activities and life sustainable enterprise. Husbands are taken as the strongest and powerful or 

bread winner of the household, so most the bee farming activity is dominated by them thus, have 

the highest percent of 43.5% of the labour input, followed by wife (29%) although they are taken 

to be resourcefully poor but, study findings reflected their struggle in the production chain. 

Children (14.5%) and hired labour (13%) come as supplement to the main labour sources. 

Study findings showed that hired labour are mostly paid in cash form (77.5%) and followed by 

payment in kind (honey) of 13% and lastly are paid in kind (food stuffs) of 9.4%. this means that 

cash payment is the commonly used payment mode in the study area. Also it was found that 

majority of the honey producers sell their honey products through fragment market (58%), 

14.5% sell by contracting with industries using honey products as raw material, 10.9% sell 

through cooperatives or collective efforts which negotiate for higher sales and ease market 

entrance, 8.0% sell through spot markets and 8.7% uses other means of sales such as middle 

men, retailers. The study also revealed that the main type of beehive used in the area is modern 

type with a 65.2% and the traditional (34.8%). This mean the farmers had adapted to improved 

production inputs which in turn brings the good yields. 

The results indicated that 65.2% had put their beehives in the backyard, 13% placed theirs within 

the homestead and 7.2% hanged them in the forest, under the eave and in other places 
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respectively. This indicates that majority of the bee farmers in the area pack their beehives in the 

backyard as shown in the table below. It is found that most of the bee farmers in the study area 

operate on a self-owned land with a percentage of (65.2%), followed by those who inherited for 

their grandees and finally hired for the business taking 7.2%. this revealed that most of the honey 

producers operate on personal land with less expenses on it thus, resulting to good output and 

incomes. 

Study findings indicated 58% of the honey producers in the study area have access to market 

information and about 42% noted that they do not access any form of market information. This 

implies that more than half of the honey producers were current and well aware of market trends.      

Table 2: Socio-demographic characteristics of respondents 

 

Variables Frequency(n=138) Percentage (%) 

sex male 93 67.4 

 

female 45 32.6 

main occupation casual worker 10 7.2 

 

civil servant 20 14.5 

 

farmer 90 65.2 

 

musician 5 3.6 

 

doctor 3 2.2 

 

others 10 7.2 

main source of household 

income bee keeping activity 60 43.5 

 

crop production  50 36.2 

 

monthly salary 20 14.5 

 

trading  4 2.9 

 

others 4 2.9 

main source of labour Husband 60 43.5 

 

Wife 40 29 

 

children 20 14.5 

 

hired  18 13 

pay hired labour Cash form 107 77.5 

 

In kind (food) 13 9.4 
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in kind (honey) 18 13 

mechanism for honey sales fragment market 80 58 

 

contract with industries 20 14.5 

 

through cooperatives 15 10.9 

 

spot markets 11 8 

 

others 12 8.7 

type of beehive traditional 48 34.8 

 

modern 90 65.2 

site for beehives backyard 90 65.2 

 

under the eave 10 7.2 

 

hanging near homestead 18 13 

 

in the forest 10 7.2 

 

other places 10 7.2 

ownership of land  self-owned 90 65.2 

 

hired  10 7.2 

 

inherited 38 27.5 

access to market information Yes 80 58.0 

 

No 58 42.0 

 

Table 3 shows that on average individual beekeeper sampled in Lamwo district had spent 16 

years in school. This means majority of the respondents had attended education and were able to 

respond properly to the study. The average age of the beekeepers was at 26 years as the stage 

where someone is very active and energetic enough to carryon bee farming. The land under 

honey production on average was 3 acres and most of the farmer had an average experience of 

10 years in beekeeping activity. The average number of beehives was 44.88 according to this 

study.   

Table 3: Socio-demographic characteristics of sampled households 

Variable  Mean Std. deviation 

Age  26 13.80 

Education  16  33.40 
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Land acre under honey production 3 1.27 

Farmer experience  10 4.26 

Number of bee hives 44.88 10.6 

 

Figure 3 indicate that 21.7% of the beekeepers were faced with challenge of price fluctuation of 

bee products, 13% were experiencing high price of inputs, 10.9% faced limited land for 

extension, about seven challenges had 7.2% and these problems include; lack of market 

information, low yield of honey colonies, lack of value addition, lack of credit services, 

transportation costs of bee products and lack of experience in beekeepers, as well 3.6% faced 

challenges such as; drought, lack of extension services and others like poor hive quality and so 

on.   

 

 

Figure 3: Production challenges faced by honey producers in Lamwo district 

Figure 4 showed how bee products were sold in Palabek Ogili sub-county whereby, honey was 

the most sold product with 72% sales followed by bee wax at 7% with four products sold at the 
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same rate of 4% i.e. pollen, venom, royal jelly and others. Propolis and bee brood were marketed 

at 3% and 2% respectively.        

 

Figure 4: Shows bee products sold by the respondents 

4.2 Determination of profitability of honey production  

4.2.1 Gross profit margin 

The farmers average gross profit is sales revenue minus cost of honey sold. In other words, it is 

profit after deducting direct materials, direct labor, and production overheads (variable costs). 

But it does not consider general expenses. 

Average Gross profit margin (for 12 months) =Average Total revenue from bee products – 

Average costs of goods sold  

     =   UGX (8,000*120kgs - 265,000) 

    = UGX 695,000 

Average Net profit before tax = Average gross profit in UGX– Average overheads in UGX 

Average Gross profit (UGX 695,000) 
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Average Overheads (UGX 170,000) 

Therefore, Average Net profit before tax =UGX 525,000 

From the above calculation of profitability, the farmers’ average Gross profit margin was 

695,000/= which means the farmers retains 695,000/= of revenue as profits relative to costs of 

beekeeping project. 

The average net profit shows how much money was left after deducting direct and overhead 

expenses from gross profit. This ratio is the percentage of sales honey left after subtracting the 

cost of sales and all other expenses, except tax. This showed the average net profit the farmers 

have got in a period of 12 months i.e. 525,000/=. From this, the farmers are able to know their 

financial position and the profits that accrued from the business of beekeeping project in 12 

months’ period and thus the profitability of honey production  

5.1 Factors affecting profitability of honey production  

Table 4 showed that there is a positive and significant relationship between sex of the farmer and 

honey production profit. This therefore implies the more men engage themselves in honey 

production, the higher the profit is realized by the farmer because men always take honey 

production as the most income generating activity unlike women who take honey production for 

home consumption and nutritional values. This finding is in line with Assefa (2009) who 

reported that about 96% of beekeepers are male-headed household. This conforms to the thinking 

that beekeeping is men’s job due to labour requirement. 

Results indicated that quantity of honey produced has a positive and significant influence on 

honey profit. A unit increase in quantity of honey produced by a farmer, results in an increase in 

profitability by 0.674 and hence, the bigger the quantity of honey produced, the higher the 

returns to the producer as rewords. This is in agreement with Eberle et al. (2015) who argued that 

larger quantities of honey produced and supplied to the market will yield higher profits to the 

farmer as well due to unlimited demand of honey in the world market. 

Education has a positive and significant effect on honey profitability. Apparently honey farmers 

with higher education have knowledge, skills and acquired management practices as well as 
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marketing knowledge than those with lower education. Therefore, education is positively 

reactive to honey profit obtained by the farmers. It is corresponding with Holloway, (1999) who 

observed that education had significant and positive effect on quality and quantity of honey 

produced and so attracts higher profits to the beekeepers. 

Land acre is negatively significant to profitability of honey production. Therefore, honey 

production profitability is likely to reduce with an increase in land acreage. This is because 

farmers may tend to concentrate more on land expansion while neglecting other management 

practices, quality of output from their hives hence resulting into low returns. On the other hand, 

Halil and Nuray, (2007) reported that land has a positive and significant influence on honey 

profit because it is capable of grooming the best forage for honey bees and as well a site for more 

hives plantation. 

Results further revealed distance to the nearest market has a positive and significant relationship 

with honey profitability. Farmers who are located near market point are likely to register increase 

in honey profit since they spend less on marketing costs such as transportation, spillage and so 

on. This correspond to Fenet and Alemayehu, (2016) who found that the household level of 

profit from honey production increases with easily accessed market and farmer’s short distance 

to the market hence higher returns to the farmer 

Findings showed that price of honey produced have a highly positive and significant influence on 

honey profitability. This means that as the price of honey increase, the farmers are willing and 

able to offer their honey for sales at large quantity and thus, negotiating more incomes for the 

farmers and price is a sensitive determinant of profitability. This is in agreement with Halil and 

Nuray, (2007) who revealed that honey prices jumped by more than 50 percent in the past years 

thus, leaving honey producers with huge profits. 

Other variables including age of farmers, access to market information, farmers’ experience, 

member of farmer group, numbers of beehives and type of beehives are not significant to honey 

profitability and thus, are as control variables.           
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Table 4: Regression results for honey production farmers (n=138) 

Variables Coefficient Robust S.E p-value 

Constant  5.176 0.49 0.000 

Age  0.026 0.642 0.689 

Sex  1.453** 0.134 0.006 

Quantity of honey  0.674** 5.032 0.003 

Education  2.875** 0.456 0.008 

Land acre -0.453** 9.300 0.009 

Access to market  2.453 3.005 0.456 

Distance to nearest market  6.432** 0.234 0.006 

Price of honey  0.453** 4.230 0.005 

Experience  2.345 4.245 0.964 

Member of farmer group  0.345 9.034 0.456 

Number of hives  3.545 3.245 0.078 

Type of bee hives  0.456 6.345 0.567 

** and *denote the statistical significance at 1% and 5% level, respectively 
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CHAPTER FIVE:  SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1 Summary and Conclusion 

Uganda has got production potentials of about 30.000 tons of honey as a bee product but, has the 

capacities of producing only 20,000 tones, despite the huge potential of the beekeeping sector in 

Uganda, honey producers have not benefited much from the product due to inadequate value 

addition, lower price of honey produced and incapacities to produce the required quality and 

quantity demanded by the consumers. Therefore, the fraction of the sales that trickles down to 

the producer is proportionately small to improve the livelihood of farmers. This study therefore, 

set to examine the production and marketing system of honey products, honey profitability and 

pertinent factors affecting profitability of honey production in Palabek Ogili sub-county, Lamwo 

district northern Uganda. Results indicated that most of the bee farmers were male (67.4) and 

solely farmers (65.2%) with 43.5% of them engaged in beekeeping as economic activity. In 

addition, data indicated that the average age was 26 years and the average number of years spent 

at school was 16 years. Land being used on average was 3 acres; honey producers as well have 

got an average experience of 10 years in honey production. On average they have 44.88 beehives 

in operation or under honey production. 77.5% of the hired workers were paid in cash form as 

the study revealed, and also majority of the bee farmers sold their products through fragment 

market (58%). More than half of the honey farmers placed their beehives in the backyard 

(65.2%) and 65.2% were as well operating honey productions on a self-owned land. Findings 

also revealed that 58% of the sampled honey producers had access to market information and 

services and on the other hand, majority complained of facing price fluctuations of honey 

product was the major threat. 

In reference to profitability of honey production, results showed that an average gross margin 

profit of 695,000/= was obtained which showed a profit in honey production. In addition, an 

average net profit of UGX 525,000 was also realized as the farmers’ final profit from honey 

production therefore, this showed a reasonable profit in honey production gained by bee farmers 

in Lamwo district. 

 According to results from factors affecting profitability of honey production in the study area, 

study findings indicated that sex of the farmer, quantity of honey produced, education, distance 

to the nearest market and price of honey produced have a positive and significant relationship 
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towards honey profitability and land acres was found to have a negative and significant 

relationship with honey profitability in Lamwo district. I therefore, reject the null hypothesis that 

variables are independent of honey profitability adoption decision and the alternative hypothesis 

that factors relate to the adoption decision is accepted. Thus, to bridge the gap that exist in honey 

profitability, price of honey products should be set at a point which favor bee farmers and honey 

market should be made as near as possible to the producers in the different regions of Uganda.  

6.2 Recommendation 
 

In line with the study findings the researcher recommends that the Government should consider 

operationalizing a pricing policy on honey not only to stimulate more production but also 

increase farmer’s share of value along the value chain and hence improved livelihoods. 

In addition, the government should ensure that market distance to framers is reduced by liaising 

with someone private sectors who use honey products as raw materials to extend as near as 

possible to production points of honey and hence give optimum profits to farmers since market 

costs such as transportation will be reduced. 

  

Researchers should also make more of the similar studies on the significant variables to find how 

significant and effective they can increase honey profitability. And more studies should also be 

done to find why land acres under honey production are negatively significant to honey 

profitability. 

    

Farmers should take education as an important factor which has a positive influence on quantity 

and quality of honey produced hence, resulting into adequate outputs and as well adding value to 

farmers’ livelihoods in terms of increased profit.  

 

6.3 Suggestions for future study 

This study was based on Bee keepers found in Lamwo District and thus cannot expound further 

generalizations; therefore, a similar study should be carried out to explore education, access to 

market, land acres and so on that influence profitability of honey in areas such as Eastern 

Uganda and communities in Kalinzu forest, western Uganda to give a deep insight of the 

variables relationship with honey profitability. 
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APPENDIXES 

Research instrument (Questionnaire) for the bee farmers 

This research instrument was designed to determine profitability analysis of beekeeping. This 

is just a study for academic purposes. It has no bearing on anyone or company. 

Confidentiality of respondents is assured. 

Please tick and fill in the blank spaces appropriately. 

Date of interview (dd/mm/yyyy) // 

District  
Sub-county  
Parish  
Village  
 

Section A 

1. Name of farmer…………………………….Phone contact……………………………. 

2. Sex of farmer1) Male    2) Female   

3. What is the age of the farmer in completed years?:…………………….. 

 

4. What is the farmer’s number of completed years in school? : ………….. 

5. What is your main occupation? 

1=Casual worker/laborer 

2= Civil servant  

3= Farmer  

4=Musician  

5= Doctor  

99=other specify............................................................ 

6.  Main source of farm household income  

1= Selling honey/bee keeping activity 
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2= crop production/Farming 

3= Monthly salary  

4= Trading  

5= others specify  

B. Honey Production Challenges  

7. What are the Challenges facing bee keepers in commercializing bee products? 

1=weather problem (drought) 

2=lack of market information 

3=price fluctuation of bee products 

4=lack of extension services to support farmers  

5=low yield of honey colonies 

6=lack of value addition by beekeepers 

7=lack of access to credit services to enhance beekeeping 

8=high prices of inputs such as agro chemicals, smokers etc. 

9=transportation cost of bee products to the markets 

10= lack of experience in beekeeping activity 

11=limited land for apiary extension 

99=other specify……………………………………………………..   

8. What are the major problems in honey production? 

Marketing Challenges faced  Tick all that apply  

1=Lack of bee keeping material   

2=price fluctuation  of bee products  
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2=Reduction of number of honeybee colonies  

3=Lack of extension support  

4=Drought  

5=Marketing  

6=Beekeeping skill  

99=Specify others   

  

  

  

 

C. Honey Production Activities 

9. What is the main source of labor used on your farm? 

1) Husband 

2) Wife 

3) Children  

4) Hired  

10. How do you pay hired labor? 

1) Cash form 

2) In kind form (food) 

3) In kind honey  

4) Others specify……………………………………………………….. 

11. Mention the honey-post harvest handling techniques used or adopted on your farm? 

1) Storing honey in the recommended equipment (plastic jar) 
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2) Storing Honey in moisture free area. 

3) By extracting and purifying properly. 

4) Immediate sale after harvest.   

5) Sorting honey according to comb colors. 

6) By using all the methods mentioned above. 

7) Any other (specify) …………………………………… 

12. The channel/coordination mechanism you use for selling honey? 

1) Fragment market 

2) Contract with industries that utilize the product 

3) Through cooperatives 

4) Spot markets 

5) Intermediaries  

99) Any other trader ……………………………… 

13. How many times do you harvest your honey a year? 

………………………………………………………………………….  

14. Which months do you record the highest honey? 

1-January 2=February 3= March 4= April 5= May 6= June 7=July 8= August 9=September 10 

October 11=November, 12=December  

15. Which months do you record the lowest honey? 

1-January 2=February 3= March 4= April 5= May 6= June 7=July 8= August 9=September 10 

October 11=November, 12=December  

16. How long have you been in bee keeping business in years?  

………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

17. How many hives did you start with?............................................................................................ 

18. How many honey producing beehives do you have right now?.................................................. 

19. What is the main type of bee hives on your farm? 

1) Traditional 2) Modern e.g. KTB, Longstroght 
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20. How did you acquire the hives used on farm?  

3=Received free  

4=Purchased 

5= Hired from a friend  

99=other specify 

 

21. Where did you place your bee keeping hives on farm? 

1=Back yard  

2=Under the eave  

3=Hanging near home stead  

4=Hanging in forest  

5=other specify 

22. How many kilograms of honey do you harvest from each hive per harvesting? 

Type of bee hive Number of kilograms of 

honey harvested from each 

hive per harvesting 

Number of times you 

harvested honey in a year or 

the past 12 months? 

Traditional   

Modern e.g. KTB, 

Longstroght 

  

 

23. How often do you inspect your honeybee colonies on farm?)? 1=Daily, 2=Bi weekly, 

3=weekly, 4= fortnightly, 5=monthly, 6=after 2 months, 7=quarterly, 8=After 6 months, 

9=Annually 

 

24. Total amount of land accessible to household in acres……………. acres 

25. How many acres of land do you operate bee keeping activities (on which bee hives are 

allocated)? …………………………. acres 

26. The ownership of the land on which the apiary lies 
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I-   Self Owned         2= Hired        3= Inherited 

27. Do you easily access market for your honey and honey products? 

1= Yes 

2= No 

28. What is the distance in kilometers from your home to the nearest market ?............ 

29. Who buys most of your honey produce? 1=Traders; 2=Producer organization; 3=NGOs; 

4=Institutions e.g Schools and hospitals; 5=Individual Consumers; 99=Other specify 

Which storage containers do you mainly used to store your honey produce? 1=plastic tins, 

2=glass, 3= metallic cans, 4=clay pots, 5=gourds, 99=other specify……………… 

For how long do you store your honey before sale/marketing …………………….in months 

30. Do you belong to any farmer group? 

1=Yes 

2=No 

If yes, mention the name of the farmer group you are affiliated to? …………………………….. 

31. How have you benefited from farmer groups? 

1= receive farmer trainings on beekeeping 

2=collective marketing/markets for honey and its products 

3=developed savings capacity 

5=access to credit services 

7=visit to external farmers  

99=0thers specify 

32. Do you have access to market information such as produce prices, etc.? Yes, No 

If yes, what is the main source of information? 

1=farmer group, 2=fellow farmers, 3=traders, 4=radio, 5=extension workers, 6=NGOs, 

7=internet, 8=newspapers, 99=other specify………………………………………………… 
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Section B: Costs 

 33. How much did you spend on the following in the past 12 months or one year? 

Item Quantity  Unit cost  Total cost in UGX 

Agro chemicals     

Airtight buckets     

Bee brushes     

Bee hives    

Catcher boxes    

Construction     

Feeder    

Frames and foundation    

Gloves     

Gumboots    

Hive stand     

Hive tools    

Honey presses     

Honey sieve    

Labels/branding    

Labour including Honey 

harvesting 

   

Land    

Market dues    

Packing bottles/containers     
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Protective gears     

Smoker    

Solar wax extractors     

Storage facilities    

Transport    

Others specify    

Sales and revenues 

34. Please mention the bee products you sell from your farm? 

1=Honey 

2=Propolis 

3= Bee wax 

4=Royal jelly 

5=Pollen 

6=Bee brood 

7=Venom 

5=others specify……………………………………………………………. 

 

35. How much do you sell a kilogram of honey? (UGX/KILOGRAM) 

S/N 

 

Bee 

product 

sold 

Quantity 

harvested  

Unit of 

bee 

product 

Quantity 

eaten/given 

away in same 

units 

Quantity 

sold in 

same units 

Unit 

price 

(UGX) 

Total 

revenue 

1 Honey  Kilogram     

2 Bee wax  Kilogram     
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3 Royal 

jelly 

 Kilogram      

4 Propolis  Kilogram     

5 Bee 

bread 

 Kilogram      

6 Pollen  Kilogram      

7 Nector   Kilogram      

8 Other 

specify 

      

 

36. Why is the honey yield high in the stated months and low in the other months? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………. 

37. What are the Measures and steps that can be taken to overcome the challenges facing 

beekeepers in commercializing of bee products in Palabek Ogili Sub-County, Lamwo District? 

1=Establishment of ready and nearby market for bee products 

2=Extensive market research by beekeepers  

3=Stabilization of prices of bee products such as honey, bee wax etc. 

4=Siting apiary where there are more trees to reduce on the effect of direct sun light/planting of 

more trees where apiary is located 

5=formation of farmer groups to enhance collective bargaining of honey price in the market 

6=Accessibility of extension services by beekeepers to improve on their activity 

7=Accessibility to credit services by farmers from the financial institutions 

8=farmers should carry out value addition on their bee products 

9= others specify………………………………………………………………. 

38. Do you have any comment or suggestion or recommendation? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 


