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Introduction
Burundi is a country where animal husbandry is an activity related to agriculture and 

occupies a prominent place in the increase of animal products [1]. Pork is one of the animal 
species that provides a good source of animal protein for the Burundi population to ensure 
their food security [2]. Pig farming has several advantages, including high prolificity, rapid 
growth, production that requires little space, greater valorization of animals, vegetables, or 
kitchen residues, very high productivity, etc. [3-5].

Despite its numerous benefits, Burundi continues to expand pig farming across the 
country, with a recent focus on enhancing pig genetic resources [2]. Among the factors 
limiting its intensification, the scarcity of the different feedstuffs used in its diet, the high 
price of the different feedstuffs, and the lack of well-trained personnel, are a major challenge 
for increasing its productivity [6,7]. In most pigsty, the formulation of a pig ration is based 
on readily available local feedstuffs or crop residues, and the latter varies from one pigsty to 
another [8]. Few studies have been conducted in Burundi to assess the availability of the main 
feedstuffs intended for pork, with the aim of promoting more affordable diets that value local 
products and can boost productivity without compromising human health through the food 
chain [9,10]. It was in this context that a study was carried out on the availability of the main 
feedstuffs in pig feed in Burundi. 

This research aims to ascertain whether pig farming in Bujumbura’s peripheral areas, 
where farmers purchase the majority of feed from the capital’s markets, can be considered a 
truly beneficial and profitable activity. Through this research, the main ingredients marketed 
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Abstract
A survey was conducted to evaluate the availability and variability of primary feedstuffs for pigs in 
Burundi’s feed markets. The one-month survey focused on the accessibility of primary feedstuffs for 
pigs sold in Siyoni, Cotebu, Chanic, Kinama, Rubirizi, or Kanyosha markets. The survey also involved 
22 pig farmers who purchase various feedstuffs from different markets. The results show that 100% of 
farmers buy feedstuffs separately, and the proportions of their use vary from one pigsty to another. They 
incorporate crop residues into their pigs’ staple feed, supplementing it with various market-purchased 
feedstuffs. Corn, corn bran, wheat bran, palm kernel cake, rice bran, cotton cake, sunflower cake, soya 
cake, bone meal, fish meal, dried blood, limestone, salt, molasse, and sorghum are feedstuffs marketed in 
all markets. The average monthly selling price, sale frequency rate, and quantity of feedstuffs sold vary 
significantly between different markets (P < 0.05). Except for corn bran, limestone, and molasses, traders 
in the Cotebu market sell a higher quantity of feedstuffs compared to traders in other markets (P < 0.05). 
Farmers have limited numbers of pigs that they are able to manage, and 54.5% are indifferent to the profit 
made from pig farming.
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in the market will serve as a reference base for educational 
programs for pig farmers. These lessons will focus on improving pig 
production through pig feed formulation, taking into account the 
value of readily available local feedstuffs to reduce the cost of pig 
feed in Burundi. The markets under investigation in this research 
were Siyoni, Cotebu, Chanic, Kinama, Rubirizi, and the Kanyosha 
market. These different markets were chosen because they are 
reference markets for the sale of feedstuffs for different animals 
and because even farmers in the interior of the country obtain 
supplies from these markets. Their proximity to the various car 
parks leading to the interior of the country is also a major asset in 
their transport to the pigsty of the interior of the country.

Materials and Methods 
Data collection 

The survey took place over a period of one month (February 
2024) and consisted of two main parts. The first part of the 
survey focused on the availability of various feedstuffs that are 
sold in various markets for pig feed. In this context, six markets 
were identified in the city of Bujumbura and its surroundings, 
including the markets of Siyoni, Cotebu, Chanic, Kinama, Rubirizi, 
and Kanyosha. These different markets were chosen because even 
herders in the interior of the country obtain supplies from them, 
and because of their proximity to the various car parks leading to 
the interior of the country. 

After identifying all the sellers of different feedstuffs used in the 
feed of the pig, a sheet containing all the questions related to the 
sale of each feedstuff was worthily completed daily throughout the 
investigation. These questions focus on price variability, quantity 
sold, and the sale frequency rate of each feedstuff or mixture of 
different feedstuffs. During this survey, the information collected 
from each seller was directly filled out on a form, and the number of 
forms obtained daily in each market was put together before being 
inputted using a computer.

Not all of these markets have the same number of feedstuff 
sellers for pig feed. A total of 48 sellers were identified, including 
9 in Siyoni, 15 in Cotebu, 7 in Rubirizi, 7 in Kinama, 5 in Kanyosha, 
and the other 5 in Chanic market. In the event that the seller sells 
a mixed concentrate feed, the proportions of each feedstuff in the 
mixture should be provided to ensure that the mixed concentrate 
feed sold meets the standard required for feeding pigs according to 
their growth stage. After daily recording of information on prices, 
quantity sold and sale frequency of each feedstuff, the following 
parameters were calculated in each market using the following 
formulas:

Average monthly price (per kg of each ingredient) = (the total 
sum of the daily price of each feedstuff throughout the investigation 
period/total number of days in that investigation); Frequency 
sale rate of each ingredient = ((number of days the feedstuff was 
sold during the investigation period/total number of days in that 
investigation) x (number of sellers who sold the feedstuff during 
the market investigation period/total number of sellers in the 
market) x 100; Total quantity sold by seller of each feedstuff (kg) = 

the total daily quantity of each feedstuff sold by each seller during 
the period of investigation. 

The second part consisted of a survey of pig farmers who buy 
various feedstuffs to feed their pigs from the various markets, and 
the choice of the farmer to be interviewed was conditioned by the 
possession of at least 10 pigs in his pigsty. The questions asked to 
them include the source of the various feedstuffs used in feeding 
their pigs, their purchase price, their nature, the number of pigs 
kept, and whether they buy concentrate feed that has already been 
mixed or whether they buy these feedstuffs separately. 

If the pig farmer buys a mixed concentrate feed, the proportions 
of the various feedstuffs that make up the mixture are laid down 
to determine whether the pig farmer is feeding his pigs a balanced 
diet. During this phase, 22 pig farmers were interviewed on site in 
their pigsty. If the pig farmer purchased the ingredients separately 
and fed his pigs more than one feedstuff, he was asked the question 
of the different proportions of each feedstuff in the mixture. This 
second part of the investigation was conducted over 5 days (from 
February 13th to 17th, 2024). To compare price variability for each 
feedstuff, the average purchase price of each feedstuff for the day of 
the survey, the price over the last 30 days, and the price on the first 
day of February were analyzed. 

Statistical analysis 
The data were regularly recorded using Microsoft Excel, and 

the statistical analysis was done using SPSS 25 software with One-
Way ANOVA using a linear polynomial model. The Duncan method 
was used to compare multiple means, and the statistical data 
was tabulated as mean ± standard error deviation, with P < 0.05 
considered statistically significant. 

Result
In pig farming, the price of feed is a much more important 

factor in the cost of production and directly affects the farmer’s 
profit. Table 1 shows the monthly variation in the selling price of 
the different feedstuffs used in pig feed in the different markets.

As shown in Table 1, there was a significant variation in the 
average monthly selling price of corn bran, palm kernel meal, 
soybean meal, fish meal, and sorghum (P < 0.05). Moreover, there 
are no significant differences between the average monthly selling 
price of corn, rice bran, wheat bran, cotton meal, sunflower meal, 
dried blood, bone flour, limestone, salt, and molasses (P > 0.05). 
Compared to other markets, the price of corn bran is higher in 
the Siyoni, Chanic, or Kanyosha markets and lower in the Kinama, 
and Rubirizi markets. Palm kernel cake prices are higher at the 
Cotebu market but lower at the Kinama and Chanic markets. With 
the exception of the Rubirizi market, the price of soybean meals is 
higher in the Kinama market compared to other markets. The price 
of fish meal is higher at Rubirizi market compared to Kanyosha 
market. Sorghum is only marketed in the Rubirizi market. In all 
markets visited, premix, dried shower potato, groundnut, cassava, 
and wheat cake were not sold. Numerically, some feedstuffs are 
more expensive than others.
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Table 1: Average monthly selling price of the various ingredients used in pig feed to different markets (FBU/kg).

Item Siyoni Cotebu Rubirizi Kinama Kanyosha Chanic P-value

Corn  1798.88±1.67 1794.33±1.26 1797.97±31.32 1827.73±7.21 1805.33±1.20 1811.37±2.63 0.359

Corn bran  1206.38±2.86a 1122.94±21.70ab 1068.92±35.49b 1041.25±26.50b 1163.00±41.37a 1198.43±5.79a <0.001

Palm kernel 
cake 1099.83±6.98ab 1124.47±1.98a 1094.44±19.88ab 1085.95±14.05b 1095.58±8.19ab 1082.29±4.37b 0.019

Rice bran 606.99±3.24 634.36±16.42 613.69±11.70 607.26±14.83 667.50±44.64 625.31±6.48 0.331

Wheat - - - - - - -

Wheat bran 1275.27±2.60 1296.38±3.21 1216.54±54.66 1241.01±46.29 1244.33±47.49 1280.20±3.47 0.446

Cassava - - - - - - -

Soybean meal 3078.33±3.82b 3172.66±38.99b 3287.32±72.27ab 3423.57±61.84a 3110.83±40.01b 3060.83±6.20b 0.019

Cotton meal 2308.79±9.12 2294.16±24.48 2258.75±42.53 2261.60±30.38 2299.58±27.60 2310.20±13.89 0.732

Sunflower meal 1284.90±5.38 1269.72±17.53 1220.35±55.08 1276.42±7.79 1279.41±3.83 1276.56±3.74 0.536

Groundnut meal - - - - - - -

Fish meal 3474.53±1.85ab 3492.94±10.18ab 3550.25±5.42a 3488.86±2.86ab 3356.08±32.43b 3393.22±30.74ab 0.028

Dried blood 2614.21±9.82 2566.02±30.53 2672.62±33.11 2627.61±70.66 2615.91±45.08 2601.87±13.51 0.06

Bone 859.07±2.79 898.52±19.65 988.15±60.63 945.47±17.43 899.33±25.02 858.02±2.39 0.695

Limestone 500.00±0.01 491.01±7.62 522.76±38.99 518.21±6.18 506.66±6.66 523.95±8.22 0.539

Salt 1196.75±3.24 1185.47±8.92 1216.07±2.60 1171.42±10.10 1190.83±10.24 1187.50±7.21 0.247

Molasses 1811.20±14.03 1734.13±109.20 1869.30±75.60 1827.38±94.86 1799.39±88.91 1804.89±27.45 0.167

Diried Sweet 
pototo - - - - - - -

Premix  - - - - - - -

Sorghum  0.00±0.00b 0.00±0.00b 2055.65±10.74a 0.00±0.00b 0.00±0.00b 0.00±0.00b 0.003

Note: a, b Mean that there were significant differences between groups.

As shown in Table 2, there was a significant difference between 
different markets in terms of the sales frequency rate of corn, corn 
bran, wheat bran, soybean meal, cotton meal, sunflower meal, fish 
meal, dried blood, limestone, molasses, and sorghum (P < 0.05). 
There was no significant difference in the sale frequency rate of 
rice bran, palm kernel meal, bone meal, or salt (P > 0.05). With the 
exception of the sale frequency rate of limestone, molasses, and 
sorghum, the Cotebu market had a higher sale frequency rate of 

various feedstuffs compared to other markets. The Rubirizi market 
and the Kinama market had a lower sale frequency rate compared 
to other markets. Premix, dried shower potato, groundnut cake, 
cassava, and wheat are not sold in all markets. Given the percentage 
of sale frequency rate of each feedstuff, we see that despite limited 
resources, farmers buy almost all the ingredients. Table 3 presents 
the total monthly quantity per vendor of the different feedstuffs 
used in pig feed in the various markets.

Table 2: Sale frequency rate of the different ingredients used in pig feed to the different markets. 

Item Siyoni Cotebu Rubirizi Kinama Kanyosha Chanic P-value

Corn  89.81±0.01b 98.06±0.01a 98.21±0.04a 98.26±0.01a 90.00±0.02b 95.83±0.00a <0.001

Corn bran  100.00±0.00a 95.28±0.01ab 89.88±0.02b 83.48±0.00c 100.00±0.00a 100.00±0.00a <0.001

Palm kernel 
cake 100.00±0.00 98.33±0.02 97.62±0.01 99.13±0.01 100.00±0.00 100.00±0.00 0.355

Rice bran 100.00±0.00 99.72±0.00 98.21±0.01 97.39±0.01 100.00±0.00 100.00±0.00 0.171

Wheat - - - - - - -

Wheat bran 94.44±0.01a 96.76±0.01a 92.86±0.03a 81.74±0.00b 90.83±0.00a 95.83±0.02a 0.001

Cassava - - - - - - -

Soybean meal 81.48±0.02ab 88.89±0.03a 74.40±0.02ab 78.26±0.03ab 80.00±0.02ab 73.61±0.06b 0.016

Cotton meal 77.78±0.02b 92.50±0.03a 86.90±0.03ab 93.91±0.02a 71.67±0.03bc 61.11±0.36c <0.001

Sunflower meal 99.07±0.00a 91.67±0.01ab 88.69±0.03b 96.52±0.02a 98.33±0.01a 98.61±0.01a 0.004

Groundnut meal - - - - - - -

Fish meal 79.63±0.02ab 90.56±0.03a 61.90±0.10b 86.09±0.04a 75.00±0.03ab 73.61±0.05ab 0.003

Dried blood 78.70±0.02ab 87.78±0.05a 62.50±0.11b 87.83±0.06a 66.67±0.06ab 38.89±0.02c 0.001
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Bone 97.22±0.01 96.94±0.01 94.64±0.04 99.13±0.00 99.17±0.08 97.22±0.02 0.862

Limestone 87.04±0.02a 50.00±0.04b 63.10±0.04b 51.30±0.02b 88.33±0.02a 87.50±0.02a <0.001

Salt 79.63±0.02 86.67±0.02 85.12±0.03 87.83±0.20 85.00±0.02 86.11±0.03 0.285

Molasses 69.91±0.01a 39.72±0.06bc 41.67±0.08b 22.61±0.02c 72.50±0.07a 55.56±0.07ab <0.001

Dried Sweet 
pototo - - - - - - -

Premix  - - - - - - -

Sorghum  0.00±0.00b 0.00±0.00b 7.11±0.01a 0.00±0.00b 0.00±0.00b 0.00±0.00b <0.001

Note: a, b, c Mean that there were significant differences between groups.

As shown in Table 3, there was a significant difference in 
terms of the amount of all the various feedstuffs marketed in 
different markets (P < 0.05). Except for corn bran, limestone, and 
molasses, traders in the Cotebu market sell a greater quantity of 
other feedstuffs than traders in other markets. Corn bran and rice 
bran are much more marketed in the Siyoni market than in other 
markets (P < 0.05). Sorghum was only sold in the Rubirizi market, 

but as mentioned above, premix, dried sweet potato, groundnut 
cake, cassava, and wheat were not sold in all markets. Numerically, 
each seller’s average monthly quantity sold in various markets 
remained lower. Table 4 shows the variation in the average price of 
each feedstuff used by farmers interviewed in their pig feeding over 
time for the investigation. 

Table 3: Monthly quantity sold/trader of the various ingredients used in pig feed (kg). 

Item Siyoni Cotebu Rubirizi Kinama Kanyosha Chanic P-value

Corn  567.88±18.87b 4071.53±131.81a 1441.85±120.63b 2660.50±86.10ab 907.80±55.77b 532.00±29.62b <0.001

Corn bran  17060.88±258.76a 3927.73±117.16b 3747.00±62.7b 1541.50±106.52b 7713.20±828.85b 6734.75±626.44b <0.001

Palm 
kernel 
cake 

980.44±52.52b 2109.53±190.14a 1053.14±52.81b 1333.08±59.43b 1076.80±86.27b 1329.00±136.25b <0.001

Rice bran 4656.77±329.92a 4321.46±242.78ab 2943.14±201.76ab 2632.66±249.14b 3874.20±215.91ab 3474.50±128.51ab 0.044

Wheat - - - - - - -

Wheat 
bran 940.66±38.29b 1931.23±168.65a 856.57±56.91b 985.16±87.91b 987.60±44.59b 884.75±47.39b <0.001

Cassava - - - - - - -

Soybean 
meal 463.00±25.29b 1173.40±131.30 426.57±39.30b 549.16±26.94b 533.40±29.63b 385.75±37.97b <0.001

Cotton 
meal 368.44±14.30c 1827.66±224.39a 662.14±51.46bc 1054.16±26.08b 574.40±76.57bc 313.50±14.48c <0.001

Sunflower 
meal 1434.00±19.56a 1207.93±74.19a 859.42±47.04b 837.66±41.46b 1272.60±91.62a 1219.25±94.59a <0.001

Groundnut 
meal - - - - - - -

Fish meal 475.77±20.73b 842.16±60.14a 302.00±45.78b 441.33±46.59b 473.00±27.48b 396.50±29.94b <0.001

Dried 
blood 757.11±29.93bc 1545.06±90.53a 479.57±68.83c 919.66±56.67b 851.20±20.01b 445.00±79.15dc <0.001

Bone 1252.22±104.16b 1888.60±123.99a 1151.57±120.54b 1335.83±88.00b 1252.20±58.58b 1076.50±85.31b <0.001

Limestone 802.55±63.55a 286.46±34.57b 421.14±95.67b 238.33±10.63b 700.80±23.08a 644.00±52.34a <0.001

Salt 65.77±10.45c 347.13±16.07a 211.50±20.06b 324.00±23.77a 129.00±16.35c 68.00±10.35c <0.001

Molasses 787.11±24.27a 333.60±47.90b 210.71±24.21b 216.16±29.02b 755.60±63.06a 641.50±39.69a <0.001

Diried 
Sweet 
pototo 

- - - - - - -

Premix  - - - - - - -

Sorghum  0.00±0.00b 0.00±0.00b 83.71±28.09a 0.00±0.00b 0.00±0.00b 0.00±0.00b 0.011

Note: a, b, c Mean that there were significant differences between groups.

As presented in Table 4, there was a significant difference 
between the prices of molasses, cotton cake, and wheat bran 
between the different dates considered in this survey (P < 0.05). 

The price of these ingredients was revised upwards on the day of 
the survey compared to other dates already identified, but there is 
no significant difference between the price of various feedstuffs on 
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1/2/2024 and that of these ingredients in the last 30 days (P > 0.05). 
The different dates studied show no significant difference in terms 
of prices of corn bran, rice bran, palm kernel meal, soybean meal, 
fish meal, bone meal, limestone, and salt (P > 0.05). Corn, wheat, 

dried sweet potato, premix, sunflower meal, groundnut meal, dried 
blood, sorghum, and cassava were not purchased by the pig farmers 
interviewed. Table 5 presents the pig population, feed source, and 
profit margins of the pig farmers interviewed in their pigsty.

Table 4: Average purchase price of the various ingredients used in pig feed. 

Item Survey day  February 1st 2024 Last 30 days P-value

Corn  - - - -

Corn bran  1215.38±55.29 1204.16±59.17 1308.33±66.52 0.423

Palm kernel cake 1106.66±24.33 1146.42±17.74 1096.42±15.24 0.186

Rice bran 570.83±21.72 585.33±19.53 625.00±13.69 0.101

Wheat - - - -

Wheat bran 1300.00±0.00a 1125.00±32.27b 1250.00±28.86b 0.002

Cassava - - - -

Soybean meal 3500.00±0.00 3433.33±33.33 3433.33±33.33 0.216

Groundnut meal - - - -

Cotton meal 2250.00±28.86a 2087.50±42.69b 1912.50±42.69b 0.001

Sunflower meal - - - -

Fish meal 3500.00±0.00 3580.00±20.00 3570.00±48.98 0.173

Dried blood - - - -

Bone 1200.00±52.22 1125.00±76.46 1250.00±60.74 0.433

Limestone 600.00±0.00 600.00±0.00 612.50±12.50 0.405

Salt 1300.00±29.32 1300.00±33.16 1300.00±36.60 0.98

Molasses 2533.33±42.16a 1587.50±90.76b 1337.50±89.84b <0.001

Diried Sweet pototo - - - -

Premix  - - - -

Sorghum  - - - -

Note: a, b Mean that there were significant differences between groups.

Table 5: Pig numbers, feed sources and profit margins of the farmers surveyed. 

Item Number Percentage

Number of pigs/pigsty

Oct-20 8 36.36

20-30 3 13.63

30-40 7 31.81

More than 40 4 18.2

Feed Sources 

Buy concentrated feed 0 0

Buy seperately feed stuffs  22 100

Use of crop residues 22 100

Pig farmer margins profit  

Benefice gain   10 45.45

Indifferent 12 54.55

Given the number of pig farmers who have more than 40 heads, 
the pig farmers do not own a large number of pigs. Farmers do not 
buy mixed ingredients at the market or from a market outlet; they 
prefer to buy them separately. To supplement the various feedstuffs 
purchased, they use crop residues or grass that the pig can eat. In 
terms of profit gain from pig farming, more than half of pig farmers 
are indifferent.

Discussion 
Pig farming in Burundi contributes enormously to the 

availability of animal protein for the population, despite the 
challenges presented by this sector. The results of this survey show 
that there was variability in the average monthly selling price of 
the various feedstuffs used in pig feed in the different markets 
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covered by this survey. This variation is due to a high demand for 
these feedstuffs, as they are also used in the feed of other animals, 
particularly dairy cows and poultry. As with other products, 
trade in the various feedstuffs used in pig feed follows the law of 
supply and demand [11]. Burundi is an agropastoral country with 
extensive agriculture, leading to a shortage of food ingredients in 
both quality and quantity, particularly for feeding monogastric 
animals. Premix, dried shower potato, groundnut cake, cassava, and 
wheat are not marketed in all markets covered by this survey due 
to their limited production in Burundi and the need for industrial 
processing, which renders them unavailable in the various markets. 
Corn, corn bran, wheat bran, palm kernel meal, rice bran, cotton 
meal, sunflower meal, soybean meal, bone meal, fish meal, dried 
blood, limestone, salt, molasses, and sorghum are marketed in all 
markets as they are locally produced. Burundi is a country where 
any agricultural product is valued, and traders of livestock inputs 
do it as an entrepreneurial activity.

The significant variation in average monthly selling prices of 
corn bran, palm kernel meal, soybean meal, fish meal, and sorghum 
in the various markets is justified by the fact that these feedstuffs 
are derived from seasonal crops in Burundi. During crop harvest, 
the price of the residues decreases. Depending on the quality and 
quantity purchased, sellers of these feedstuffs lower the price as 
much as they can. The distance between these markets and the 
processing place, where traders supply them before selling, also 
influences the price of these feedstuffs, which is relative to the 
trading of other goods [12,13]. For instance, the distance between 
the Rubirizi market and the Kanyosha market, which is closer to 
Lake Tanganyika, explains why the price of fishmeal is higher at the 
former than the latter.

 Despite their limited resources, farmers purchase all the 
marketed feedstuffs, as evidenced by the sale frequency rate of 
various feedstuffs. The Cotebu market has a higher sale frequency 
rate of various feedstuffs compared to other markets except for 
limestone, molasses, and sorghum while the Rubirizi market and 
the Kinama market have a lower sale frequency rate compared to 
other markets. Given that all the markets studied in this work are 
located in the city of Bujumbura, specifically the main car parks that 
lead to the interior of the country, the location of these markets, 
particularly the Cotebu and Siyoni markets, allows all farmers in the 
country to purchase these feedstuffs at the appropriate time. This 
situation of market location is similar to other markets in different 
countries [14,15]. 

Traders in the Cotebu market sell a higher number of different 
feedstuffs, except for corn bran, limestone, and molasses, compared 
to traders in other markets. This variation in the average quantity 
of the various main feedstuffs used in pig feed sold by traders in 
the various markets is largely due to the geographical location of 
the market and its position in relation to the nearby car parking. 
The Cotebu market’s proximity to the main car park, a popular 
destination for travelers heading to the country’s interior, makes it 
a preferred choice for herders seeking to minimize additional costs 
associated with loading and unloading. Upon examining the total 
quantity sold by each trader, it becomes evident that the quantity is 

relatively small, thereby supporting the notion that farmers do not 
own a large number of pigs. 

By comparing the purchase price at which pig farmers buy 
molasses, cotton cake, and wheat bran between the different 
dates taken into account in this survey, we observe an increase in 
the purchase price on the day of the survey compared with other 
days. This is justified by the fact that these crops are seasonal in 
Burundi and that on the day of the survey, their harvest seasons 
were completed, in particular molasses, whose SOSUMO (Moso 
Sugar Society), which is the only company that produces sugar in 
Burundi, had already closed the season. The sale of these feedstuffs 
mirrors the trade of other products, where a decrease in quantity 
leads to an increase in price [16,17].

 The average purchase price of certain feedstuffs from pig 
farmers is slightly lower than the average monthly selling price of 
these ingredients to different markets. This is because all the pig 
farms we surveyed are located around the town of Bujumbura, and 
their owners prefer to purchase all feedstuffs directly from nearby 
processing plants. Furthermore, we did not include the transport 
price of different feedstuffs because each farmer has a unique 
delivery method that varies from one pigsty to another and depends 
on the distance between the pigsty and the processing plant. The 
studied markets sell some feedstuffs, but the farmers interviewed 
do not purchase them. Farmers of other animals, particularly 
dairy cows and poultry, obtain supplies from these markets, which 
validates this observation. Given the number of pigs per farmer and 
their feed source, it is evident that all farmers manage a limited 
number of easily manageable pigs [18, 19]. 

All farmers use crop residues in the feeding of their pigs, 
which shows that this type of farming is still extensive and does 
not meet the standards required for pig farming. Moreover, the 
bromatological value of these crops is not manageable, and farmers 
use the purchased feedstuffs as feed supplements for pigs and not 
for basic feed. This is why not all farmers prefer to buy the mixed 
feedstuffs at the market or the outlet because of their high cost 
but prefer to buy them separately, and their use in pig feed vary 
from one pigsty to another. This behavior is similar to that of other 
farmers who engage in extensive pig farming systems in other 
countries [20-23]. 

The indifference of more than half of pig farmers in terms of 
profit gain can be explained by the fact that some farmers engage in 
pig farming without making financial calculations and others raise 
pigs with the aim of valuing their crop residues. After a long time, 
they notice that raising pork has not yielded the expected profit 
given the cost of buying the main feedstuffs and the cost of selling 
pork meat. Pig farmers are primarily concerned with lowering the 
price of various feedstuffs and raising the price of pork.

Conclusion 
After looking at the list, the variability of feedstuffs available in 

the surveyed markets demonstrates sufficient potential to feed the 
pigs in the area under investigation. Trade in the main feedstuffs 
used in pig feed in Burundi follows the law of supply and demand. 
The selling price, sale frequency rate, and quantity sold differ 
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from market to market, and due to its location, the Cotebu market 
appears to be more eventful compared to other markets. Despite 
limited resources, farmers buy different ingredients to feed their 
pigs in small quantities. Farmers, in the hope of making a profit from 
pig farming, have limited numbers that they can easily manage. 
They feed their pigs with readily available crop residues, and the 
various purchased feedstuffs are used as supplements. Despite the 
availability of several edible substances for pigs, we are even closer 
to a situation of a passion pig farm and far from a farm with a real 
commercial ambition. 
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