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Acronyms 

AWRS  Annual Workers’ Remittance Survey 

BOP  Balance of Payments 

BOU  Bank of Uganda 

EA  Enumeration Area 

FEA  Foreign Exchange Act 2004 

GDP  Gross Domestic Product 

HH  Household 

MTO  Money Transfer Operator 

PPS  Probability-Proportional-to-Size 

UBOS  Uganda Bureau of Statistics 

UNHS  Uganda National Household Survey 
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Definitions 

Balance of Payments A statistical statement that systematically 

summarises, for a given time period, an economy’s 

transactions (inflows and outflows) with the rest of 

the world. 

Commercial Banks Banks in Uganda licensed and regulated by Bank of 

Uganda. 

Enumeration Area Local council 1 which is also the smallest local 

government administrative unit  

Household A group of people who normally live and eat 

together, usually a family living in the same house 

or compound. 

In-kind remittance Physical items other than cash which are sent 

home by migrant workers abroad 

Money Transfer Operator A company authorized to engage in money transfer 

services. 

Rural Area As gazetted by the Ministry of Local Government 

Remittance Intermediary The channel through which, remittances are 

accessed by the recipients. 

Remitter The person who sends money (remittance) home, 

usually, a Ugandan living abroad. 

Urban Area As gazetted by the Ministry of Local Government  

Workers’ Remittances Funds sent home by migrant workers abroad 

mainly for the benefit of family members in Uganda. 
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Executive Summary 

Background 

Introduced in 2007, the inward remittances surveys have greatly improved the 

estimation of remittances data for the Balance of Payments. The surveys 

capture information on remittances channeled through both the formal and 

informal mechanisms and are therefore a good basis for estimation. 

The survey on inward remittances received during the year 2009 was aimed at 

answering the following questions; the size of cash and non-cash remittances 

received in the Calendar year 2009, including characteristics; the remittance 

intermediaries used in 2009; and the use of cash remittances received during 

the reference period. 

The methodology involved a nationwide survey of 4,080 households selected 

randomly from 204 enumeration areas picked using the probability 

proportional to size (PPS) approach. Data collection was carried out through 

interviews of household heads conducted during the months of April and May 

2010. 

 

Highlights of the report 

Remitters’ Profile 

The proportion of surveyed households that reported remittances during the 

survey was 18.0%.  

The results reveal that 39.1% of the recipient households received remittances 

from brother/sister relations while 18.3% received from children. Most 

remitters (76.0%) have lived abroad for periods not exceeding 10 years; 63.6% 

have lived outside Uganda for 5 years or less. The majority (84.4 %) were 

reported to have attained a minimum of secondary school level of education-

41.5% are graduates with postgraduate qualifications in some cases. The 

biggest proportion of households (32.5%) indicated that remitters were based in 

Africa, followed by Europe (31.7%) and North America (24.0%). 
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Overall, 69.8% of recipient households received only cash remittances while 

10.3% received items in kind. The remaining proportion, 19.9% of the surveyed 

households received remittances both in cash and in-kind. 

Remittance Channels 

Consistent with the years 2006 and 2008, International Money Transfer 

Operators were the most frequently used channels as reported by 32.6% of the 

recipient households. However, in 28.3% of the households, ease of access was a 

major consideration in the choice of channel. Most households (48.5%) indicated 

that the remittance channel was pre-determined by the remitter.   

Total Remittances in 2009 

Total remittances received in 2009 were estimated at US$778.3 million.  The 

amount reflects an increase of 6.3% over the US$732.4 million estimated for 2008 

estimates.  Remittance recipient households were estimated at 452,136 for cash 

and 169,366 for remittances in kind. Europe accounted for the biggest share, 

37.2 % of total inward cash remittances, followed by North America with 28.3% 

and Africa, 24.8%. Most remittances (90.7%) were received in urban areas. 

Remittances in Cash 

Remittances received in cash were estimated at US$695.1 million or 89.3% of 

the total for the calendar year 2009, compared to US$666 million in 2008.  

Central region accounted for the largest share, 79.2% of the total. About 50% 

of the households received remittances once during 2009 while 20.8% received 

remittances twice during the same period. Notably, compared to 2008, the 

share who received remittances once during the year remained unchanged at 

about 50.0%. Distinctively most remitters (32.7%) sent money during the month 

of December.  Four months (February, April, August, and November) accounted 

for 29.1%, yielding an average of 7.3%.  

The highest amount of US$211.8 million or 30.5% was received during the last 

quarter (October - December) of the year. This was followed by the first quarter; 

January – March with US$192.6 million (27.7 %). Overall, 73.7% of cash 
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remittances were received through formal channels. These findings reveal 

consistency with remittance inflows during 2008 despite minor variations in 

the flow pattern for the two calendar years. 

International MTOs accounted for the biggest share. However, compared to 

2008, there was an increase in the value of remittances channeled through the 

informal mechanisms during this period.  

Remittance Usage 

Overall, household expenses and education were the most popular expenditure 

items, with over half of cash recipient households reporting spending 

remittance receipts on them. The bulk of remittance receipts during 2009 were 

used for consumption (51.2%), and savings and investment (39.2%). Remittance 

use during 2009 and 2008 is skewed towards items of consumption, followed 

by savings and investment.  

Remittances in Kind 

Remittances in kind were estimated at US$83.3 million representing 10.7% of 

total remittances received in 2009. Remittances in kind in 2009 comprised of a 

wide range of items categorised under; Clothing and footwear, General 

equipment, Household and personal goods, Communication, Food, and Jewelry 

and cosmetics. Almost 60.0% of the surveyed households received items of 

clothing and footwear which accounted for 45.4% (US$37.8 million) of the 

remittances in kind. Like remittances in cash, most of the items in kind 

(49.5%) originated from Europe followed by Africa (27.1%) and North America 

(13.8%). The majority of households (83.4%) received remittances in kind once 

during the year 2009.  

Impact of Remittances 

From the community perspective, the largest proportion (66.7%) indicated that 

the recipient households had a better standard of living followed by 20.0% who 

stated that the recipients had undertaken construction. Overall, for the foods 

and beverages category, food was the major expenditure item constituting over 
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85.0% of all expenditure in the category, with the largest share being on 

account of purchases.  

The findings reveal a difference in the expenditure patterns between recipient 

and non-recipient households, with recipients spending nearly twice as much 

as their non recipient counterparts on average for all items of expenditure. 

Similarly, mean expenditure for urban households exceeded that for rural 

households for all expenditure groups, namely; foods and beverages, non-

durable goods and frequently purchased services, semi-durable and durable 

goods and services, and non-consumption expenditure. The gender of 

household head was not found to have a significant impact on household 

expenditure. 

Conclusion 

The 2009 survey re-affirms earlier findings that remittances are an urban 

phenomenon. As a way forward, continuous refinement of methodology and 

enhanced awareness should further improve estimations. 
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PART 1: INTRODUCTION 

The Inward Remittances 2009 survey was conducted in April and May 2010. 

The survey measured remittance flows to Uganda from abroad during the 

calendar year 2009. Remittance surveys are an annual exercise and are part of 

Bank of Uganda’s wider strategic objective of providing reliable and timely 

statistics on foreign private flows. 

1.1 Remittance Flows in 2009 

The World Bank estimates that global remittances totaled US$416 billion during the 

year 2009 and officially recorded remittance flows to developing countries reached 

US$316 billion, a 6% drop from US$336 billion in 2008. (Migration & Development 

Brief12) The brief highlights the reality that; remittances are considered in sovereign 

ratings in middle-income countries and debt sustainability analysis in low income 

countries; and some countries are showing interest in financial instruments such as 

Diaspora bonds and securitization of future remittances to raise international capital.  

The review underscores the fact that in 2009 remittances to developing countries 

remained resilient compared to private capital flows which declined sharply during the 

crisis. Remittances to Sub-Saharan Africa dropped by a modest 3% during 2009. Top 

recipients in 2009, in US dollar terms include India, China, Mexico and Philippines. 

Nigeria and Egypt are top recipient countries in Sub-Saharan Africa in 2009. 

Noteworthy, remittances to smaller economies like Tajikistan, Tonga, and Moldova, 

Kyrgyz Republic, Lesotho, Samoa and Lebanon exceeded a quarter of the GDP in 2008.  

 
1.2 Survey Objectives 

The survey on inward remittances 2009 was aimed at answering the 

following questions;  

i. The size of cash remittances received in the Calendar year 2009, 

including characteristics.  

ii. The remittance intermediaries used in 2009. 

iii. The usage of cash remittances received during the reference period.  
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iv. The value of remittances in kind received in the Calendar year 2009, 

including characteristics.  

 
1.3 Methodology 

The survey was jointly conducted by Bank of Uganda (BOU) and the Uganda 

Bureau of Statistics (UBOS) and covered 204 enumeration areas selected 

countrywide. An enumeration area (EA) is normally equivalent to the Local 

Council 1, which is the lowest administrative unit of local government. 

Enumeration was conducted in both rural and urban1 areas of the country. 

The 204 enumeration areas were selected using the probability proportional to 

size (PPS) approach. Prior to interviewing, a listing exercise was conducted to 

establish the households within the selected EAs, from which a total of 20 

households (10 recipients and 10 non-recipients) were randomly selected for 

interviewing. Overall, 4,080 households were selected.  

In order to build capacity, a joint training of both supervisors and interviewers 

was conducted prior to the survey exercise2. The training addressed both 

technical and practical aspects of the survey. Areas covered included; balance 

of payments concepts, listing definitions and concepts, the survey instruments, 

field practice, editing, and role play. Emphasis was put on solutions to 

challenges experienced during the previous survey exercises. During the 

training, teams were constructed and team leaders identified.  The training was 

facilitated by resource persons from both BOU and UBOS. 

Data was collected through interviews of household heads conducted during 

the months of April and May 2010. The main instrument of data collection, the 

household questionnaire was an enhanced version of the instrument used 

during the survey on remittances received in the year 2008.  Data was 

captured using CSPro program and analysed using SPSS, STATA and Excel.  

                                                           
1  The 2006 survey also covered both rural and urban areas of the country while the 2008 

survey covered only urban households. 

2  The survey team is provided in appendix I 
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1.4 Challenges 

Some households previously located in residential areas in the Northern region 

were found to have been displaced by developers meaning that there were fewer 

households listed. In some instances people formerly living in camps in urban 

areas were resettled following the return of peace. In addition some residential 

units were converted into business premises. 

In a number of enumeration areas tracing of boundaries prior to actual 

fieldwork was quite challenging due to lack of up to date reference maps. The 

issue was compounded where new administrative boundaries were created. 

The survey coincided with the rainy season and as such data collection in most 

parts of the country was interrupted by heavy rains. Indeed in some parts of 

the country households were displaced. 

As usual the survey was conducted during working hours meaning that many 

households required callbacks. In particular, rural households that engaged in 

cultivating in far off locations were difficult to interview.  

The element of suspicion on the purpose of the survey remains an issue. In 

some areas residents, were hostile to the enumerators. Field staff had to 

continuously explain the importance and apolitical nature of the exercise.  

1.5 Organisation of the Report 

The preceding part provides a brief background to the survey. In Part 2 we 

present and discuss the findings while Part 3 summarises the major issues and    

suggests the way forward.  
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PART 2:  FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 

The survey was aimed at establishing the size and character of remittances (in 

cash and kind) received in 2009, the intermediaries used, and the use of cash 

remittances received among others. In this part we present a brief background 

to the results, profile the remitters, and discuss remittances in cash and kind.  

 

2.1 Background Information 

A total of 4,080 households (HHs) were targeted; 3,979 or 97.5% responded and 

42.8% of the respondents were from the Central region. Overall, the proportion of 

households that reported remittances during the survey was 18.0%.  Central 

region accounted for 60.7% of recipient households, followed by Western region 

with 14.8%.  See details in Table 1 below: 

 
Table 1:   Remittance Recipient Households by region 

Region Sampled HHs Recipient HHS 

No. by 

region  

% of total No. by 

region 

%  within 

region 

% of total 

recipient HHs 

Central 1,703 42.8 434 25.5 60.7 

Eastern 833 20.9 84 10.1 11.8 

Northern 605 15.2 91 15.0 12.7 

Western 838 21.1 106 12.6 14.8 

Total 3,979 100.0 715 18.0 100.0 

 

The analysis in the following sections is based on information obtained from 

the (18.0%) households that received remittances in 2009. Findings on the 

socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents are summarized in 

appendix II. 

 
2.2 Total Number of Remitters 

In total 882 remitters were recorded during the year 2009. As detailed in Table 2 

below, about 18.0% of the households received remittances from multiple 

remitters.  
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Table 2:  Number of Remitters by Households 

No. of 

Remitters 

Households Percent Total No. of 

Remitters 

1 584 81.7 584 

2 105 14.7 210 

3 19 2.7 57 

4 5 0.7 20 

5 1 0.1 5 

6 1 0.1 6 

Total 715 100 882 

 

2.3 Relationship to Remitter 

The survey sought to establish the relationship between the household head 

and the remitter. The results show that 39.1% of the recipients received 

remittances from siblings while 18.3% received from their children. Other 

relatives3 accounted for 22.6% of remitters.  Figure 1 below analyses the 

relationship of the recipient (household head) to the remitter.  

 

Figure 1:  Recipient’s Relationship to Remitter  

 

The findings affirm the continued flow of remittances to siblings and other 

blood relatives. A similar composition of remitters was registered for the 2008 

and 2006 as illustrated in Figure 2 below: 

                                                           
3  Other relatives include uncles, aunties, grandparents and cousins. 
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Figure 2:  Recipients’ Relationship to Remitter: 2006, 2008, 2009 

 

 
2.4 Profile of Remitters 

In this section, the profile of remitters in terms of duration of stay abroad, age, 

gender, education, marital status and country of residence among others is 

discussed. 

 
2.4.1 Period Remitter has lived abroad 

Most remitters (76.0%) had lived abroad for periods of 1 to 10 years.  Further 

analysis of this category shows that the majority (63.6%) had lived outside 

Uganda for 1 to 5 years. Details are provided in Figure 3 below:  

 

Figure 3:  Period of Stay Abroad (Number of completed years) 
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2.4.2 Age and Gender of Remitters 

Remitters are mainly in the 20-49 years age group.  This age group accounts 

for the majority (85.5%) of remitters.  The highest concentration of 39.8% was 

recorded in the 30-39 years age group as shown in Table 3 below.  Consistent 

with previous survey results (2006 and 2008) males dominated the composition 

of the remitters in most age groups, comprising 59.2% of remitters overall.  

 
Table 3:  Gender of Remitters by Age-group  

Age group of 
Remitter 

Gender 

Male % Female % Total 

less than 20           0.3       0.3         0.7  

20-29 11.1       9.5        20.6  

30-39 22.9      16.9        39.8  

40-49 16.4       8.7        25.1  

50-59           6.3       3.5         9.8  

60-69           1.5       1.1         2.6  

70+           0.7       0.7         1.4  

Total        59.2     40.7  100.0  

 

2.4.3 Marital Status of Remitters 

While 62.6% of remitters were married, 32.4% were in the “never married” 

category.  The remaining proportion was either widowed or divorced/separated 

as detailed in Table 4 below. The survey did not establish whether the 

respective spouses were living in Uganda or abroad.  

 
Table 4:  Marital Status of Remitters 

Marital status Frequency Percent 

Never married 286 32.4 

Married 552 62.6 

Widowed 12 1.4 

Divorced 32 3.6 

Total 882 100.0 

 
2.4.4 Level of Education of Remitters 

Overall, the majority of remitters (84.4%) were reported to have attained a 

minimum of secondary school level of education.  In terms of distribution, 41.5% 
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are graduates with postgraduate qualifications in some cases.  A small 

proportion of remitters (4.2%) were reported as either not having attended school 

at all or not completed primary level.  Details are provided in Figure 4 below. The 

analysis is based on the highest level of education completed by the remitter. 

 
Figure 4:  Level of Education of Remitters 

 

 
2.4.5 Age and Level of Education of Remitters 

Analysis of level of education within age groups reveals that the biggest 

proportion (17.0%) of remitters with minimum education of a University degree 

is in the 30-39 years age group followed by 11.8% in the 40-49 years age 

group. The same age groups also accounted for the biggest share 6.9% and 

3.5% respectively, of post secondary diploma holders. Details in Table 5 below. 

 

Table 5:  Age and Level of Education (In completed years) 

Age range Level of education 

None Didn’t  

complete  
primary 

Completed 

 primary 

Completed  

secondary 

Post  

secondary 

Degree  

 

Don’t  

know 
Total 

less than 20 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.7 

20-29 0.3 0.9 1.1 7.4 4.1 6.1 0.7 20.6 

30-39 0.6 0.6 2.0 10.4 6.9 17.0 2.3 39.8 

40-49 0.1 0.7 1.7 6.0 3.5 11.8 1.4 25.1 

50-59 0.0 0.2 0.5 2.3 1.3 4.9 0.7 9.9 

60-69 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.0 1.2 0.3 2.6 

70+ 0.3 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.5 0.2 1.4 

Total 1.5 2.7 5.8 27.0 15.9 41.5 5.7 100 
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2.4.6 Country of Residence 

Information on country of residence of remitters was analysed on regional 

basis.4 The results show that remitters during 2009 were hosted by diverse 

countries.  The biggest proportion of households (32.5%) indicated that 

remitters were based in Africa, which was followed by Europe (31.7%) and 

North America (24.0%). Africa’s share as a host region registered a slight 

increase compared to 29.0% recorded in 2008. Meanwhile a 5.2 percentage 

point drop was recorded for Europe. See Figure 5 below for details. 

 

Figure 5:  Residence of Remitters by Region 

 

 
2.4.7 Labour Status of Remitters 

The majority (95.1%) of remitters are in the working category as depicted in 

Figure 6 below.  The non-working category registered 2.5% of remitters. This 

category includes students, individuals on medical treatment and short stay 

visitors.  There is consistency with previous survey findings (2006, 2008). The 

finding that   remitters are in gainful employment is an indication of their 

continued stay abroad and ability to send money home. 

 

                                                           
4
  Africa includes all countries in Africa; Australasia includes Australia and all countries in 

Asia with the exception of Middle East states; Europe covers European states including 

Western Europe, Scandinavian countries and Eastern Europe; Middle East includes the 

Arab states of the Middle East; North America includes the USA and Canada.   
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Figure 6:  Labour Status of Remitters 

 

 
2.4.8 Conclusions on Remitters’ Profile 

Similar to previous years (2006, 2008) some households received remittances 

from multiple remitters in 2009. The remitters are generally young, employed 

and mainly send remittances to close family. Most remitters have lived in the 

host countries for periods not exceeding 10 years and are educated beyond 

secondary school level. Indeed many of them are University graduates. 

 
2.5 Remittances received in 2009 

In this section the findings on size and character of remittances received in 

2009 are discussed. The discussion covers remittance type, channels, 

frequency, source and use and household expenditure. Also included is the 

impact of remittances from the community perspective. 

 
2.5.1 Remittance by Type 

Overall, 69.8% of recipient households received only cash remittances while 

10.3% received items in kind.  The remaining 19.9% received remittances both 

in cash and in kind. Cash remains the main form of remittances to Uganda. 

See Figure 7 below. 
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Figure 7:  Type of Remittance (Were remittances in 2009 in cash or kind?) 

 

 
2.5.2 Remittance Channels 

The survey captured the amounts and proportion of cash remittances received 

through each of the available channels. Remittance channels may be either 

formal or informal. The 2009 survey defines formal channels to include all 

Bank of Uganda regulated service providers; namely, commercial banks and 

international and local money transfer operators (MTOs). From the Bank of 

Uganda perspective informal channels include unlicensed service providers, 

friends and relatives, and other unregulated mechanisms. The international 

MTOs operational during 2009 include Western Union, Money Gram and 

Coinstar, while local MTOs are companies licensed by BOU to carry out money 

remittance business. The list of licensed operators is available at 

www.bou.or.ug 

 

It should be highlighted that remittances may be received through multiple 

channels. Accordingly the analysis below is based on the channel through 

which the household received the biggest share of remittances during 2009.  

 

Consistent with the years 2006 and 2008, International Money Transfer 

Operators were the most frequently used channels as reported by 32.6% of the 

recipient households. Commercial banks accounted for 23.5%, Friends or 

relatives within Uganda (21.8%) and Friends or relatives abroad (11.9%). 

Overall, 37.5% of the recipient households received remittances through 

informal channels. Details are shown in Figure 8 below.   

  

http://www.bou.or.ug/
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Figure 8:  Remittance Channels 

 

*The “Others” category includes informal channels other than friends and relatives.  

 
Although the findings revealed that in value terms, remittances through 

informal channels increased, the share of households that used informal 

channels in 2009 decreased to 37.4% from 41.6% recorded in 2008 as 

illustrated in Figure 9 below. The change may be a result of increased 

awareness on part of the users combined with wider outreach of formal service 

providers.  

 

Figure 9:  Use of Remittance Channels, 2008 and 2009 (Household count) 

 

 

2.5.3 Reason for Use of Remittance Channels 

Most households (48.4%) indicated that the remittance channel was pre-

determined by the remitter.  However, in 28.3% of the households, ease of access 
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was a major consideration in the choice of channel.   The results further showed 

that for 8.7% of the households transaction charges were the main reason for 

choice of channel. It is worth noting that the survey did not capture information on 

costs since these are directly borne by the remitter and the recipient would in many 

cases not be a credible source for information on charges. Details in Table 6 below: 

 
Table 6:  Main Reason for Choice of Remittance Channel (From the 

Recipients’ Perspective) 

Channel Reason for use of channel Total 

Favorable 

transaction  

charges 

Easy 

access 

Prompt  

services 

Senders'   

choice 

Security 

/safety 

Favorable  

exchange 

rate 

Bank 2.3% 8.9% 0.9% 7.6% 2.4% 1.4% 23.5% 

Friends abroad 0.7% 3.2% 1.6% 5.6% 0.6% 0.1% 11.8% 

Friends within 1.6% 5.6% 0.3% 13.6% 0.6% 0.1% 21.8% 

Local MTO 0.9% 0.6% 0.1% 2.4% 0.4% 1.4% 5.8% 

International MTO 3.0% 8.6% 1.7% 17.1% 1.3% 0.9% 32.6% 

Post office 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.4% 

Other* 0.2% 1.3% 0.0% 2.0% 0.1% 0.0% 3.6% 

Total 8.7% 28.3% 4.6% 48.4% 5.5% 4.0% 100.0% 

* “Other” includes informal channels other than friends and relatives  

 
2.5.4 Total Remittances 

Total remittances received in 2009 were estimated at US$778.3 million.  The 

amount reflects an increase of 6.3% over the 2008 estimates.5  Remittance 

recipient households were estimated at 452,136 for cash and 169,366 for 

remittances in kind. A total of 700,231 remitters were derived.6 As pointed out 

earlier, about 19.9% of the households received both remittances in cash and 

kind. The estimation methodology is discussed in detail in appendix III.   

 

The subsequent analysis and discussion is based on these estimates. 

                                                           
5  Remittances received during the year 2008 were estimated at US$732.4 million. 

6  To avoid double counting the estimation was based on cash remittances. In many cases remitters 

who send cash also send items in kind.  
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2.5.6 Source of Remittances 

As shown in Figure 10, Europe accounted for the biggest share 

US$289.7million (37.2%) of total inward cash remittances, followed by North 

America with US$220.1million (28.3%) and Africa, US$193.0million (24.8%). 

Consistent with results from the 2006 and 2008 surveys, the three regions 

double as main host regions for remitters. It should be noted however that 

while Africa as a region returned the biggest share (32.5%) as a host country in 

2009, it is in third place in terms of remittance value. The results further show 

that the average remittance from Europe and North America is much higher 

than from the African region.  This may be a reflection of the disparity in 

income levels between Africa and the two regions.   

Figure 10:  Remittances in 2009 by Source Region 

 

 
2.6 Remittances in Cash 

Remittances received in cash were estimated at US$695.1 million or 89.3% of 

the total for the calendar year 2009, compared to US$666 million in 2008.  

Central region accounted for the largest share 79.2% of the total. The same 

region had the highest concentration of recipient households. The contribution 

by other regions is as shown in Figure 11 below.  Overall, an average of 
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US$992.6 per remitter was derived. This is a 19.0% drop from the 2008 

average7 of US$1226.  

 
Figure 11:  Regional Distribution of Cash Remittances 

 

 

Analysis on remittance distribution along the rural/urban stratum reveals that 

the biggest share of remittances was received by urban based households. 

Rural based households accounted for only 9.3% of the total remittance value.  

 
2.6.1 Frequency of Cash Remittance Receipts 

As illustrated in Figure 12 below, most households (50.1%) received 

remittances once during 2009, followed by 20.8% who received remittances 

twice during the same period.  

 

                                                           
7  The average is based on remittances received in cash only. 
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Figure 12:  Frequency of Cash Remittance during 2009 

 

Notably, compared to 2008, the share of recipients who received remittances 

once during the year remained unchanged at about 50.0%. (See Figure 13 

below) However, a reduction of about 500 basis points from 14.5% recorded in 

2008 to 9.7% in 2009 was observed in the share of recipients who received 

remittances on a quarterly basis. The results portray a shift in the frequency 

from quarterly to twice during the year which may be a reflection of a possible 

financial squeeze on the remitters during 2009.  

 
Figure 13:  Frequency of Cash Remittances 2006, 2008, 2009 
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2.6.2 Flow Pattern of Cash Remittances 

Households were required to indicate the month during which they received most 

of the money from the respective remitters. The results reveal that households 

received remittances from different remitters at various times of the year. 

Distinctively most remitters (32.7%) sent most of the money during the month of 

December. Four months, (February, April, August and November) accounted for 

29.1% yielding an average of 7.3% of remitters per month.  The remaining months 

registered an average of 5.5% of remitters. Details are provided in Figure 14 

below.  The findings affirm the remittance pattern which is characteristic of the 

use of remittances with more remitters sending money during the festive season 

and at the commencement of the academic year. Remitters also sent money for 

day-to-day family support as reflected by the almost even monthly distribution 

during the year. 

 
Figure 14: Month during which Most Money was Sent Home in 2009   

 

 

A comparison with flows in 2008 reveals consistency in the remittance pattern. As 

shown in Figure15 below there are minor variations in the flow pattern for the two 

calendar years.  
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Figure 15:  Month during which Most Money was Sent Home 2008, 2009 

 

 

2.6.3 Quarterly Distribution of Cash Remittances 

An analysis of the cash remittance volumes reveals that the highest amount of 

US$211.8 million or 30.5% was received during the last quarter (October - 

December) of the year. This was followed by the first quarter; January – March 

with US$192.6 million (27.7 %). The distribution conforms to the pattern of higher 

receipts both at beginning and end of year to coincide with the festive season and 

commencement of school academic year.  Details in Table 7 below:  

 
Table 7:  Quarterly Distribution of Cash Remittances in 2009 

Quarter  Amount received (US$) Percent 

Jan - Mar 192,649,213 27.7 

Apr - Jun 140,497,428 20.2 

Jul - Sep 150,112,028 21.6 

Oct - Dec 211,807,148 30.5 

Total 695,065,817 100.0 

 
2.6.4 Cash Remittances by Channel  

Overall, 73.7% of cash remittances were received through formal channels. 

International MTOs accounted for the biggest share as illustrated in Table 8 below.   
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Table 8:  Cash Remittances by Channel 

Channel Amount % 

International MTO 294,520,439.7 42.4 

Bank 161,211,075.8 23.2 

Friends/Relatives within Uganda 120,153,112.8 17.3 

Licensed Local MTO 54,350,646.8 7.8 

Friends/Relatives abroad 39,440,235.0 5.7 

Post office 2,003,277.9 0.3 

Other* 23,387,029.5 3.4 

Total 695,065,817 100.0 

* “Other” includes informal channels other than friends and relatives  

 
As pointed out earlier, the findings show a drop in the proportion of 

households that received remittances through informal channels in 2009. 

However, compared to 2008, there was an increase in the value of remittances 

channeled through the informal mechanisms during this period, as illustrated 

in Figure 16 below.  

Figure 16:  Cash Remittances by Channel, 2008, 2009 

 

 
2.6.5 Use of Cash Remittances  

Generally, remittances are made to serve a given purpose. Recipients were 

asked to specify all the expenditure items on which cash remittances received 

in 2009 were spent, using a multiple response question. Households reported 

using remittances for more than one purpose. The analysis is based on 

purpose and the results are presented in Table 9 below.  
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a) Use of Cash Remittances (Household count) 

Overall, household expenses and education were the most popular expenditure 

items, with over half of cash recipient households reporting spending 

remittance receipts on them. The recorded proportions are 61.4% for 

household expenses and 50.9% for education. These were followed by health 

(26.9%), investing in business ventures (19.2%)8, ceremonies (15.1%)9, building 

works (13.1%) and farming (9.1%). 

 

Almost 10% of recipient households are reported to have acted as remittance 

intermediaries by receiving money and sending it to the intended beneficiaries 

living in other households in either a rural area (8%) or an urban area (0.8%).   

 
Table 9:  Use of Cash Remittances (Household Count) 

Use Percent 

Household Expenses 61.4% 

Education 50.9% 

Health 26.9% 

Farming 9.1% 

Ceremony 15.1% 

Business 19.2% 

o/w Start-up 6.5% 

o/w Expansion 9.1% 

o/w Business 
Working Capital 

3.6% 

Building Works 13.1% 

Land Purchase 4.4% 

Other Rural Household 8.0% 

Other Urban Household 0.8% 

Others 1.9% 

o/w Savings 0.8% 

o/w Charity 0.2% 

o/w Not Specified 0.9% 

 
                                                           
8  Investment in business ventures includes start-up capital, expansion of existing ventures 

and working capital. 

9
  Ceremonies include weddings, birthdays, funerals and similar activities. 
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b) Use of Cash Remittances (Value) 

In addition to listing the uses to which remittance receipts were put, respondents 

were required to provide the amount of money spent on each expenditure item. A 

summary of these amounts is presented in Table 10 below. 

 
The bulk of remittances received during 2009 was used for consumption (51.2%), 

and savings and investment (39.2%). The other broad categories were other 

personal and community service with 5.6% and remittances to other households 

accounting for 3.9% of total receipts. 

 

An analysis of the expenditure items reveals that education, building works and 

household expenses were the biggest outlays of remittance receipts, jointly 

accounting for almost 70.0% of total receipts for the year.  

 
Education received the largest value of US$195.3 million, followed by building 

works with US$164.0 million and household expenses with US$120.9 million. 

The large share of education and household expenses may be explained in part by 

their universal nature, implying that a large proportion of recipient households 

spend on these items. On the other hand, the large value on account of building 

works may be attributed to the high cash requirements for projects of that nature, 

since only 13% of recipient households reported having spent money on this item. 

These assessments are corroborated by the findings in Table 9 above. 

 
Close to 9.10% (US$63.3 million) of remittances received were used for business 

related activities. Half of this was used to start up new business ventures while 

the rest was spent on improving already existing ventures through the provision 

of working capital or resources for expanding activities. In addition, 6.5% of 

receipts (US$45.2 million) were spent on other investment related items such as 

purchasing land, farming and savings.  

 
Expenditure on the next broad category namely other personal and community 

service accounted for 5.6% of all receipts for the year. This category includes 

money spent on ceremonies such as weddings, birthdays, funerals and other 
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activities of the kind, which accounted for 67.7% of these resources, with the 

balance going to charity.   

 
Table 10:  Use of Cash Remittances (Value in USD) 

Use Amount-USD Percent 

Consumption 355,873,699 51.20 

Household Expenses 120,941,452 17.40 

Education 195,313,495 28.10 

Health 39,618,752 5.70 

Savings and Investment 272,465,800 39.20 

Building Works 164,035,533 23.60 

Business 63,250,989 9.10 

Land Purchase 31,973,028 4.60 

Farming 5,560,527 0.80 

Savings   7,645,724 1.10 

Other Personal and 
Community Service 

38,923,686 5.60 

Ceremony 26,412,501 3.80 

Charity 12,511,185 1.80 

Remittance to Other 
Household 

27,107,567 3.90 

Other Rural Household 25,022,369 3.60 

Other Urban Household 2,085,197 0.30 

Not Specified  695,066 0.10 

Total 695,065,817 100.00 

 

c) Comparison in Use of Cash Remittances, 2008, 2009 

A comparison of cash remittance use in 2009 and 2008 shows no distinct 

variation for the two calendar years. Remittance use in both periods is skewed 

towards items of consumption, followed by savings and investment as 

illustrated in Figure17 below.  
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Figure 17:  Use of Cash Remittances, 2008, 2009 

 

 
d) Relationship between Remittance Pattern Flows & Use of Remittances 

An attempt was made to establish whether there is a relationship between the 

pattern and use of cash remittance flows. As shown in Figure18 below, a 

uniform pattern cuts across the wide range of uses irrespective of how the 

remittances are received. Notably however, a negligible proportion of 

households that received remittances once during the year passed on the 

money to another household in the urban area. Remittances to other urban 

households were mainly from more frequent (monthly) recipients. 
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Figure 18: Relationship between Frequency of Cash Remittance Receipts 
and Use 

 

 
2.7 Remittances in Kind 

Remittances in kind were estimated at US$83.3 million or 10.7% of total 

remittances received in 2009. The detailed estimation procedure is provided in 

appendix III.  An estimated 169,366 households received remittances in kind 

during the year 2009.  The following analysis is based on information provided by 

households that received remittances in kind. 

 
2.7.1 Remittances in Kind by Category 

Remittances in kind in 2009 comprised of a wide range of items. The items 

were grouped into 6 (six) broad categories; namely Clothing and footwear, 

General equipment, Household and personal goods, Communication, Food, and 

Jewelry and cosmetics. Most households (56.8%) received items of clothing and 

footwear followed by general equipment (16.8%) as shown in Figure 19 below.  
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Figure 19:  Remittances in Kind by Category 

  

2.7.2 Remittances in Kind by value 

The biggest proportion (45.4% or US$37.8 million) of the remittances in kind 

comprised of Clothing and footwear. In total, ladies and men’s clothes accounted 

for the largest proportion of the value in this category. Other items in this 

category included an assortment of clothing and footwear. General equipment 

was valued at US$33.5 million or 40.2% of the total. This category was made up 

of mostly electronics (73.4%). Details are provided in Figure 20 below. 

 
Figure 20:  Remittances in Kind by Value 

 

  
2.7.3 Source Regions for Remittances in Kind 

Like remittances in cash, most of the items in kind (49.5%) originated from 

Europe followed by Africa (27.1%) and North America (13.8%). The same 
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regions were also the major sources for remittances in kind in 2008. Details of 

remittances in kind by source region are as shown in Figure 21 below. 

 
Figure 21:  Share of Remittances in Kind during 2009 by Source Region 

 

In terms of value, the European region accounted for the largest proportion 

(51.0% or US$42.2 million) of the total remittances in kind. (See Figure 22) 

This was followed by Africa (18.0% or US$15.2 million) and Australasia (13.0% 

or US$10.9 million). Compared to the 2008 survey results, all regions, with the 

exception of North America registered increases in share. Notably the Middle 

East showed significant increase in remittances from US$0.5 million in 2008 to 

US$6.3 million in 2009. 

 

Figure 22:  Value of Remittances in Kind in 2009 by Region (Million USD, %) 
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a) Frequency of Remittances in Kind 

The majority of households (83.4%) received remittances in kind once during 

the year 2009 as shown in Figure 23 below. This is comparable with 50.0%, the 

proportion who received cash remittances once during the same period. A small 

proportion, 8.1% of the households received in-kind remittances twice during 

the same period, while 4.0% received the items on a quarterly basis.  

 

Figure 23:  Frequency of Remittances in Kind during 2009 

 

 

b) Remittance Trends  

In order to establish the re-occurrence of remittance flows, households were 

required to indicate whether they received remittances in 2008. 

The findings show that overall, 7.7% of the households covered during the 

survey received remittances in 2008. Most (87.6%) of the households in this 

category also received remittances in 2009. The remaining, 12.4% of the 

households in this category did not receive remittances in 2009. The survey did 

not seek explanation for not receiving remittances in 2009. However, plausible 

reasons include completion of projects, increased demands on the part of the 

remitter or decline in income on part of the remitters and reduced dependence 

of beneficiaries.  
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2.8 Household Expenditure 

Information was collected on household consumption and non-consumption 

expenditure. Household consumption expenditure includes expenses on foods 

and beverages, non-durable goods and frequently purchased services, as well 

as expenditure on semi-durable and durable goods and services. Non-

consumption expenditure on the other hand covers expenses on taxes, user 

fees and charges, pension and social security payments, remittances and gifts 

made by the household and expenses on funerals and other social functions. 

 

2.8.1 Foods and Beverages 

Overall, for the foods and beverages category, food was the major expenditure 

item constituting over 85.0% of all expenditure in the category, with the largest 

share being on account of purchases. A breakdown by household remittance 

recipient status shows that recipient households spent a slightly lower 

proportion than their non-recipient counterparts on food items, with 

expenditure proportions of 83.5% and 86.8% respectively. However, remittance 

recipient households registered higher mean expenditure amounts as 

compared to non recipients.  

Disaggregation by rural-urban stratum and sex of household head does not 

show considerable differentials in the share of food expenditure, as proportions 

remain above 80.0% for all sub-categories. Rural households registered the 

highest food expenditure proportions of 89.1%, most of which, 52.0%, were 

obtained from household enterprise stock or home produced. Food expenditure 

from own enterprise stock was lowest for urban households reported at 8.6% of 

total category expenditure.  This may be explained by the subsistence nature of 

most rural households and the dependence by the urban dwellers on markets 

for their food purchases. 



29 

 

 
 
2.8.2 Non-durable goods and frequently purchased services 

Rent, health, airtime and transport were the major expenditure items for the 

non-durable goods and frequently purchased services category, jointly 

accounting for over 64.0% of total category expenditure.10  

Recipient households registered reasonably higher proportions for rent and 

fuel, service and vehicle repair. Non recipient households on the other hand 

had higher proportions for health and fuel, exceeding those of recipient 

households by 6.0% and 3.0% respectively. 

A look at expenditure by sex of household head does not alter the results 

markedly. With the exception of rent, for which female headed household spent 

close to 7.0% more, male headed households registered slightly higher 

proportions for expenditure items listed above.  

Results with a rural urban split change the ranking as well as the set of 

expenditure categories in the rural areas. Health related expenses ranked 

highest for rural household, followed by rent, transport, fuel, airtime and water 

in that order. The ranking for rent may be attributed to the often lower market 

rates for rent in rural areas. Similarly, the rise in the health expenditure 

ranking may be explained by the relatively high cost incurred on health in the 

rural areas. The pattern for urban households did not change significantly from 

the overall picture. 

2.8.3 Semi-durable and durable goods and services11 

Among the semi-durable and durable goods and services, education and 

clothing and footwear dominated household expenditure accounting for 64.0% 

                                                           
10  Other non-durable goods include items like water, electricity, fuel, toiletries, newspapers, 

magazines and sports.  

11 This category includes clothing, footwear, furniture, upholstery, household appliances, 

glass/table ware and education. 
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and 18.0% of category expenditure respectively. A similar pattern is seen for 

recipient status, sex of household head and rural urban groups.   

2.8.4 Non-Consumption expenditure 

Overall non consumption expenditure was mainly in form of taxes (34.0%) and 

expenditure on funerals and other social functions (24.0%).  

Remittance recipient, urban and male headed households registered higher 

proportions on user fees and charges in addition to taxes, while non recipient 

household and female headed households used more of their resources on 

funerals and other social functions. 

Rural households hardly spent on taxes, user fees and charges or pension and 

other social payments. Their major expenditure items were funerals and social 

functions (54.0%) and remittances and gifts (16.2%). 

A comparison of mean expenditure for the grouping variables namely, recipient 

status, residence (rural-urban) and sex of household head was done. The 

results reveal that for all categories of expenditure, recipient households 

registered higher mean expenditures. Similarly, urban households registered 

higher mean expenditure for all categories. The difference between recipient 

and non-recipient household expenditure was found to be statistically 

significant. Differences in mean expenditure across all expenditure categories 

for sex of household head were not statistically significant. 

2.8.5 Non-consumption expenditure on remittances, gifts and transfers 

This expenditure was captured by asking a question whether the household 

had sent money abroad in the last 12 months. A very small proportion (0.8%) 

sent money abroad. Of these, the largest proportion (44.8%) sent the money 

within the African region. There were various reasons why households sent 

money abroad namely; Upkeep, Education, Health, Business expansion, 

Wedding ceremonies, Payment of taxes on goods, Purchase of generator and 

vehicles. The largest proportion of households sent money abroad for Upkeep 
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(41.4%) followed by Education (31.0%) and Health (10.3%). In terms of value 

most (73.5%) was in form of trade related transfers.  

In conclusion overall there was a difference in the expenditure patterns 

between recipient and non-recipient households, with recipients spending 

nearly twice as much as their non recipient counterparts on average for all 

items of expenditure. Similarly, mean expenditure for urban households exceed 

that for rural households for all expenditure groups. The gender of household 

head was not found to have a significant impact on household expenditure. 

2.9 Perceived Impact of Remittances 

Remittances are assumed to have an effect on the recipient localities. The 

impact of the remittances was assessed by analyzing community leaders’ 

responses to the community questionnaire. 

The results show that in most of the communities (53.4%) agriculture was the 

main activity of the residents. This was followed by self employment other than 

agriculture (23.8%). Subsequently, the largest proportion (52.4%) of the 

communities revealed that agriculture was the main source of their income, 

followed by self employment other than agriculture (34.6%). This activity has 

not changed in the past 10 years for most of the communities (65.1%). It was 

further revealed that a lesser proportion (48.4%) of the communities 

experienced emigration compared to the 51.1% that did not experience this 

phenomenon.  

On the whole, 67.7% of the communities indicated that there was no difference 

between the households that receive money from abroad and those that did not 

receive. Further inquiry was made on the 32.3%, communities that indicated a 

difference to establish how the two categories of households differed. The 

results are presented in Figure 24 below. Overall, the largest proportion 

(66.7%) stated that the recipient households had an improved standard of 

living followed by 20.0% who stated that the recipients had undertaken 

construction.  
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Figure 24:  Perceived Impact of Remittances by Region 

  

Further analysis was done to test if there was a relationship between impact of 

remittances on households and the settlement area (Rural or Urban). The 

results reveal that 51.0% of the urban community heads indicated that there 

was no difference between recipient households compared to 84.9% of the rural 

communities that reported the same. Thirty three percent of the urban 

communities revealed that the existing difference was the improved standard of 

living compared to 8.6% in rural area. 
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Figure 25:  Perceived Impact of Remittances (Rural/Urban settlement 

percentage) 

 

 

The difference was more evident in the urban settlement communities; (76.7%) 

of the communities that stated a difference were from urban settlements 

compared to 23.3% from the rural settlement.  
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PART 3: SUMMARY AND WAY FORWARD 

There was an increase of 6.2% in remittances received in 2009 as compared to 

2008. However, remittances remained the same in character thus; mainly 

received in cash; the biggest share originated from Europe; and were received 

by households mostly once during the year. The cash remittance flow pattern 

remained in conformity with the festive and academic periods. Notably there 

was a drop in the share of households receiving remittances through informal 

channels. In order of priority, remittances were mainly used for education, 

building works and day to day household expenses. Consistent with previous 

survey findings, remittances in kind were mainly in form of clothes and 

footwear. Remitters are youthful, educated and mostly male.  

The annual workers’ remittances survey collects information of a personal 

nature. As in the previous survey exercises, the 2009 survey raised suspicion 

on the part of some respondents.  It is evident that more resources ought to be 

channeled towards awareness creation on the workers’ remittances surveys. 

The communication strategy should not only provide for sensitization at the 

time of the survey but should entail all year round message to the public on 

the purpose of the survey, and the importance of providing information. The 

enhanced awareness should arguably result in positive response and also 

improved information. 

The 2009 survey re-affirms earlier findings that remittances are an urban 

phenomenon. It seems prudent therefore that the available resources be 

channeled into enhancing the methodology and narrowing the scope and 

coverage in subsequent surveys. In addition to rationalisation of resources, this 

should ensure focus on the target population. However the definition of “urban” 

versus “rural” still presents challenges that must be addressed. The narrowing 

of focus for the regular annual workers’ remittances survey should be 

supplemented by the wider urban/rural survey at five-year intervals and a 

filter question in the more comprehensive national household surveys .  
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Continuous improvement of the survey methodology is necessary to ensure 

further enhancement of estimates. The sampling frame of recipient households 

still presents challenges. A filtering question to identify households that have 

members living outside Uganda is provided for in the national census due in 

2012. It is anticipated that the information generated will facilitate further 

improvements in the survey methodology. 
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NO. Name  of Enumerator  

1 AGWANG MARION 

2 ALWEDI ROBINAH 

3 AMENYO ROSE 

4 AMONG MARY 

5 ANGOMOKO PASCAL 

6 ARINITWE ARNOLD JULIUS 

7 ASELLE BENNA  

8 BAGAYA MONICA  

9 BAIJUKA KENNETH 

10 BASEMERA LAURA 

11 BATULI W.SAMUEL 

12 BIRUNGI DAISY  

13 BIZU REHMAH 

14 BUHUNGIRO HERBERT 

15 BUKIRWA REBECCA 

16 BUSOBOZI PATRICK 

17 BYANGONZI JOSEPHINE 

18 ESAETE RUTH 

19 ETOORI DAVID 

20 HAWAH NABISWAZI 

21 KABIBI NORRINE 

22 KABUGO JUMBA 

23 KAGGWA PATRICK BRYAN 

24 KALENZI ROBERT 

25 KALYOWA LAWRENCE 

26 KATABAZI ALEXANDER 

27 KATO CHARLES 

28 KAWIISO MARTIN WILFRED. 

NO. Name  of Enumerator  

29 KIGGUNDU TONNY 

30 KISAAKYE PETER 

31 KITIMBO MARY 

32 KIZITO KENNETH 

33 KULUME LILLIANE EPODOI 

34 KUSEMERERWA MOSES 

35 KYOMUGISHA NKUBA BRENDA  

36 MIREMBE MAIYI 

37 MUKISA TIMOTHY 

38 MUKONYEZI SYLVIA 

39 MULUMBA ROGERS 

40 MUNEZERO GRACE 

41 MUTAKIRWA C.K 

42 MUWUMBA TONY.B 

43 MWESIGWA CHRIS 

44 NABIKOLO RITAH 

45 NABUDDE HILDAH 

46 NAGAWA SARAH 

47 NAIGA CAROLYN 

48 NAKIYINGI SARAH 

49 NAMAALWA ESTHER MOREEN 

50 NAMBI JOANITAH 

51 NAMIIRO HADIJAH 

52 NAMUKASA BETTY 

53 NANTEZA HAJARA 

54 NANTUME SUZAN B 

55 NASSAZI JACQUELINE SYDNE 

56 NELSON GAHWERA ATUHAURWE 
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NO. Name  of Enumerator  

57 NGONZI YVONNE 

58 NIMUKUNDA SANDRA 

59 NYAKAANA DOUGLAS 

60 NYAMAGENYI J.BRENDA 

61 OCHIENG ONIM JOSEPH WILLIAM 

62 ODEKE STANLEY 

63 OKELLO OBS KARAX RICHARDS 

64 OKIROR NIXON 

65 OKWARE LAWRENCE 

66 OLIVIA NAKAFU BUSUULWA  

67 ONYUTHA RAPHAEL 

68 OPOLOT ESTHER MAUREEN 

NO. Name  of Enumerator  

69 OWEKA OKETHI CELCIUS 

70 SEKIBENGO JAMES 

71 SEMPIJJA MALIYANTE HARRIET 

72 SSEMBAJJA OLEG ZACHARIAH 

73 TABARUKA OSBERT 

74 TALEMWA PRECIOUS 

75 TENDO DAVID 

76 UPAKRWOTH MARRION 

77 WANUME BRIAN 

78 WASSWA ANDREW WAMALA 

79 WATAKA ANTHONY 

80 WOKAPE MARY.M 
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Appendix II: Socio-Demographic Characteristics of Respondents 

Figure I: Gender of household head 

 

 

Figure II: Age of household head 

 
 

 

Figure III: Highest Level of Education of the Household head 
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Figure IV: Employment Status of the Household Head 

 

 

Figure V: Monthly Income Category of Household Head (In Uganda Shillings) 

 

Figure VI: Number of Household Members 
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Figure VII: Age distribution of household members  

 
 

Figure VIII: Level of education of household members 

 
 

Figure IX: Ownership of dwelling 
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Table I: Main source of energy for Household 

Main source of lighting Percentage  

Kerosene, oil, gas lantern 64.7 

Electricity 28.8 

Generator 0.1 

Candles, firewood 5.4 

Solar panel 0.6 

No lighting 0 

Other 0.4 

Total 100 

Main source of cooking Percentage  

Charcoal 40.6 

Firewood 56 

Kerosene 1 

Gas 1.1 

Electricity 0.8 

Other 0.5 

Total 100 
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Appendix III: Up-rating Methodology 

 

Background 

The survey results for 2009 were used to obtain estimates for both cash and in-kind 

transfers during 2009. The computation of total transfers was derived as the sum of 

both cash and in-kind transfers. The overall estimates use data from; the current 

survey, the survey on inward remittances 2008, the benchmark survey on inward 

remittances 2006 and the most recent statistical abstract. The up-rating methodology 

and key assumptions are presented in the sections that follow. 

 

Step 1:  Computing average in-kind transfers receipts per household (HH) 

Respondents were asked to provide details on the type and quantity of items received 

in kind. Prices for the different items were imputed using the Consumer Price Index 

(CPI) data for 2009. For these items, prices were imputed based on similar items in the 

CPI for 2009 while for those that were not in the CPI, imputations were made based on 

local knowledge of current market prices with respective adjustments to reflect 

possible prices during 2009.  

 
The data was then used to compute the value of the goods received by multiplying the 

quantities reported by the derived prices. For respondents who did not report 

quantities, it was assumed that the quantity was 1. With the valuation for the in-kind 

transfers derived, a total of all in-kind transfers was obtained and using a count of all 

responding households to the question on in-kind transfers, the average transfers 

were obtained. From the sample, total in-kind transfers received by reporting 

households amounted to UGX 215,574,000. The count of all households that reported 

having received in-kind transfers during the year was derived as 216. The average for 

in-kind transfer receipts per household was therefore UGX 998,028 (see Table 1).  
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Table 1. Survey Estimates for In-Kind Transfers Receipts in 2009 

   

Number of in-kind transfers recipients from the sample (HHs) 216 

Total in-kind receipts from the sample (UGX) 215,574,000 

Average in-kind transfers per household (UGX) 998,028 

 

Step 2: Computing average cash transfers receipts per household 

Based on the data provided by the sample, all responses on cash transfers were 

summed up to obtain total cash received during 2009. Total cash transfers received by 

reporting households amounted to UGX 1,557,615,850. In addition, a count of all 

households that reported having received cash transfers during the year was derived 

as 641. Using this information, the average cash transfers received per household 

during 2009 was computed as UGX 2,452,938 (see Table 2).  

 
Table 2. Survey estimates for cash transfers receipts in 2009 

   

Number of cash transfers recipients from the sample (HHs) 641 

Total cash receipts from the sample (UGX) 1,557,615,850 

Simple average cash transfers per household (UGX) 2,429,977 

Weighted average cash transfers12 per household 2,732,751.8 

 

Step 3: Deriving the number of recipient households 

Based on the survey on inward remittances 2008, it was estimated that out of a total 

population of 5,793,663 households, 436,266 households and 163,421 households 

received cash and in-kind transfers respectively. From the 2010 statistical abstract the 

midyear population estimates for 2009 and 2010 were reported as 30,661,300 and 

31,784,600 respectively. The average for the two years amounting to 31,222,950 was 

taken as the best estimate for the 2009 end-year population.  

                                                           
12 The weighted average was derived by applying weights to the simple averages of UGX 

2,831,832.97 and UGX 1,017,825.35 for urban and rural households respectively. The weights 

used are those obtained from the 2006 benchmark survey.  
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Assuming that the average household size of 5.213 reported in the last Uganda 

National Household Survey (UNHS) 2005/6 remained about the same would imply 

that the number of households in 2009 was about 6,004,413 households (population 

of households divided by the average household size) as at the end of 2009. This result 

provides a growth rate in the number of households between 2008 and 2009 of 3.6%.  

Subsequently, applying this growth rate to the 2008 estimates for households 

receiving cash and in-kind transfers provided the 2009 estimates of 452,136 and 

169,366 households respectively (see Table 3). 

 

Table 3: Estimates for recipient households- Cash and in-kind transfers in 2009 

 Population estimate – end-year 2009                            31,222,950   

 Average household size  
                                          

5.2   

 Estimated number of households                              6,004,413   

 Estimated number of households in 2008  
                             

5,793,663   

 Estimated number of households growth rate  3.6%   

   Cash transfers   In-kind transfers  

 Estimated number of recipient households in 
2008  

                                     
436,266  

                                                    
163,421  

 Estimated number of recipient households in 
2009  

                                     
452,136  

                                                    
169,366  

 
Having derived the average cash and in-kind transfers received per household during 

2009 from the survey, and the estimated number of households that received transfers 

during 2009 using the 2006 benchmark survey, the statistical abstracts and the 

UNHS, total transfers were computed. 

 

                                                           
13 The average household size may change based on results from the Uganda National 

Household Survey 2009/10. 
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Step 4: Computing total transfers 

Total cash transfers were computed as the product of the average cash transfers 

received per household and the estimate of all cash transfer recipient households. The 

survey revealed that there were some (14.2%) households which had the household 

head and one additional member in the household receiving remittances. A factor of 

14.2% was therefore applied to the estimated transfers to account for the additional 

recipients in each household.  

 
Similarly, total in-kind transfers were computed as the product of the average value of 

in-kind transfers received per household and the estimate of all in-kind transfer 

recipient households. The totals were converted to USD using the average exchange 

rate for 2009 (see Table 4) 

Table 4: Grossed up estimates for cash and in-kind transfers in 2009 

   Cash transfers   In-kind transfers  

Estimated number of recipient households                     452,136                 169,366  

Average transfers per household                  2,732,752  998,028  

Total transfers received (UGX)14 

 

1,410,983,609,391.3    169,031,580,653  

 Average exchange rate for 200915                         2,030  2,030 

  Total transfers received (USD) 695,065,817.43          83,266,788.50  

 

The total transfers from the estimates amounted to UGX 1,580,015,190,044.5 or 

USD 778,332,605.93.                

                                                           
14 The total cash transfers estimate is derived as the product of the average cash received and 

the estimated number of recipient households multiplied by a factor of 1.14 to cater for the 

14% of total recipient households that had another member other than the household head 

receiving remittances. 

15 The exchange rate used is derived from applying quarterly average exchange rates to the 

quarterly distribution of the cash remittances received. 


