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ABSTRACT

This paper ascertained the constraints to feedback provision on
forestry-related technologies. Interview schedule was used to elicit
information from 163 randomly selected respondents. Descriptive
(frequencies, percentages) and inferential (Chi square and Ordinary
Least square regression) statistics were used to analyse data collected
for the study. Chi square statistics shows significant relationship
between gender, age, marital status, number of wives, education and
constraints to feedback provision. The major constraints that were
identified as affecting feedback provision on forestry related
technologies include illiteracy, unstable government policy, busy
schedule of extension agents, busy schedule of researchers, low ratio
of extension agents to farmers, poor infrastructure. The regression
result showed R? value of 0.67 which is an indication that 67 percent of
constraints to feedback provision were explained by other independent
variables and the multiple R of 0.82 shows a very strong correlation
between the independent and dependent variables. Only farm size (t-
value = -3.31, p<0.05) education (t — value = -2.71, p<0.05) and
contract with extension agent (t- value =3.84, p<0.05) has significant
relationship with constraint to feedback provision.

INTRODUCTION

One of the challenging problems facing Nigeria is the production
of sufficient food and fibre to meet the need of the ever-increasing
human population. The Nigerian population, as shown by the National
Population Commission (NPC, 1992) has increased to 88.5 million and
of the 93.321 million hectares of land available in Nigeria, about 75.3
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percent may be regarded as arable, 10 percent is under forest reserves,
and the remaining 14.7 ‘percent is assumed to be made up of
permanent pastures, built up areas and uncultivated wastes. The
attempt to combat the resultant problem of food insecurity has led to
various researches into the development of technologies which are
aimed at increasing production of a wider range of products (food and
other natural resources) to meet the requirements of the people and
even improving their standard of living.

National extension services in Nigeria have recently been re-
organised and achievements in passing agriculture research
information especially in technology utilisation has been most
encouraging but there are constraints that need to be overcome by
farmers in order for them to be viable. These generally revolve around
variables associated with technology changes and information needs. it
is important tfo put into perspective the roles of information,
communication and institutions activities in removing constraints which
impede the acceptance and continued usage of technologies.

Part of the solution to the earlier mentioned constraint is firmly
establishing the information flow between the users (farmers),
deliverers (extension workers) and the developers (researcher) of
information (Sabah, 1995). Apart from the already established
functions being fulfilled by these three collaborators viz: research and
development of appropriate new technology, adequate local testing of
technological development, dissemination of information to farmers and
the adoption of new practises, York (1991) suggested that it is very
important to integrate into the system, a continuos flow of feedback and
interaction among them.

In a related study, Coughenour (1995) commended the laudable
work of extension but indicated that only few, if any, farmer could
identify agricultural extension representatives who came back to
request for feedback in relation to innovations and change, and this, he
has said made farmers to be distrustful of many government
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representatives who they feel “want something from them” rather than
visualising any positive help. He illustrated this with the story of a
researcher war king with farmers in one of the rural areas who was
asked information concerning the animal traction programme. The
researcher contacted the Agriculture Ministry and communicated
relevant information back to the farmers but never went back to find out
whether they actually got what they wanted and whether it worked for
them.

In another development, Nuru (1993) posited that experience
has shown that it is difficult to integrate the farmer-responsive
approaches in a sustainable was within public sector research
organisations and these have contributed successfully to improving
researchers’ understanding of diverse production system, identifying
niches for new technologies and sharpening the focus of adaptive
research. Though organisational and managerial constraints to
integrating farmer-responsive approaches have been addressed in
some National Agricultural Research System (NARS), the impact of
feedback from farmers on the research information disseminated has
been sporadic at best.

Feedback is a necessary way of overcoming the gap between
farmers and research. It is the farmers who receive new innovations
and decide to either accept or reject them and also work towards their
sustainability. Any model of technology transfer that does not put
feedback into consideration will go a long way to restricting the free flow
and utilization of agricultural information needed for increased
production — feedback is the pattern of relating information from farmers
back to the researchers (through the extension agents) after having
received or adopted the innovation earlier passed.

The most important characteristic of the information-sharing
process is the communication circuit or network of circuits by which
individuals within a system are inter-connected (Leonard, 1991). A
circuit is a one-way link-a circular loop with the capacity for a two-way
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~ exchange of information. This two-way exchange is a prerequisite for
- feedback. No system can function properly-that is, be coordinated to
- accomplish a set of goals without feed back.

Feedback produces action in response to an input of information
and includes the results of its own action in the new information by
which it modifies its subsequent behaviour (Rogers, 1981). According
to him, the concept of feedback has been taken, in everyday vocabulary
to mean “knowledge of results”. It is a way of enforcing local
participation through decision-making. When feedback is considered at
one-cycle level, it is often thought of as an object or noun - knowledge
of results-rather than a process over time. The term feedback refers to
one-half of the cycle of infformation exchanged.

Jordan (1992) in emphasising its importance noted that the key
element of success in promoting the adoption of technology, which
previously had not appealed fo farmers in Asia, was the introduction of
feedback mechanism, a way which allowed farmers to say their views
about the innovations. This supports the findings of White and
Maldonado (1991) that in Katheka, Kenya, farmers as a result of local
participation in decision making adopted an innovation, which, though
they had known previously but not adopted,"when it was reintroduced in
early 80’s . :

Though the effectiveness of a research programme and system
depends on the eventual communication of developed technology to the
uitimate users (farmers), the introduction of farmers feedback on the
impact of technology on them will go a long way to better enhance and
bring about lasting changes in the farmers and thus work for a
sustainable agricultural development.

Certain advantages have been accrued to farmers’ feedback on
research. With farmers’ feedback, scientists cannot misinterpret a
problem or attribute wrong causes to it. Also, it is necessary for the
evaluation of research in that farmers are best positioned to explain
reasons for the adoption or non-adoption of existing technologies,
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which scientists can only speculate. Moreover, it is necessary so that
farmers’ understanding of the kind of technology they need and could
fit within their production system can be known. Again, it is important
for equity and efficiency considerations - that is, farmers are able to
choose and rank projects and at the same time, say whether the
resources allocated tfo such projects are sufficient and lastly, it
provides the opportunity for strengthening farmers participation in
setting the agenda for future research.

Many past efforts to reach research with feedback have been a failures.

According to Sabah (1995), the lack of institutional
infrastructure and services for farmers (that is concern about
farmers’ problem) has been a major factor contributing to these
failures. A major constraint to effective farmers’ feedback on
research is the way and manner information from farmers
are packaged to decision makers. Most of the time, such
information are packaged in such a way that it cannot be
channelled into institutional decision — makings.

Another constraint is the link with planning and priority-setting at
the research programme level, which many research organisations
have not had. Consequently, there has beet no formal mechanisms for
channelling information from farmers (feedback) back to research, and
not until this is taken care of, not much can be achieved. For instance,
in Guetemala, feedback from farmers was strengthened by inviting
researchers and extension workers to the annual planning and reviews
meeting where the issue was discussed. (Adu, 1992) and it was
discavered that a major constraint to extension system is that provision
has not been made for feedback from farmers to research. Hann
(1993) noted that peasant farmers in Punjab area of India ran into social
and political insecurity because there was no means of communicating
back to researchers that the inputs to the newly-introduced high yielding
variety of rice were beyond their reach economically — this is an
indication of the existence of a gap between farmers and extension as
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well as research. The process of disseminating agricultural technologies
is basically a communication process, by which an idea or innovation
communication is a process by which an idea or innovation is
transferred from a source (extension agent) to one or more receivers
(farmers) with the intent to change their behaviour. An adequate
understanding of communication as a process requires the analysis of a
series of cycles of information exchange over time (Rasheed 1997).
Convergence and divergence are the most useful terms to describe
what actually occurs during this process (Deutsch, 1993). Convergence
is the tendency for two or more individuals to move towards one point,
or for an individual to move towards another and to unite in a common
interest or focus while divergence is the tendency for two or more
individual to move away or apart.

The quality of communication as a spatio-temporal phenomenon
existing in space and time actually makes it a process. Hence, a
communication encounter has a beginning, middle and an end. All
these parts combine to make a complete whole. Communication is thus
the finished product of a 3-stage activity, which is transient in nature.
These three stages are action, reaction and interaction (Rasheed
1997). According to him, action is complerented by reaction which is
the measure of communication effectiveness while its continuity is
produced by interaction between the two parties in a communication
encounter that is, passing across an innovation by the extension agent
to the farmer who then practises it and gives a feedback on whether it is
good and acceptable, or not.

METHODOLOGY

The study area is made up of three states of the South Eastern
Zone of Nigeria: Abia, Rivers and Edo states with all the farmers in
three states as the target population. Umuahia, Onne and Sakpoba
were purposively selected because of the concentration of Forestry
Research Institute of Nigeria (FRIN) out-station activities around.
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Out of the four villages which are FRIN catchment areas in
Umuahia, fifty farmers (10 percent) were randomly selected from a
farmers group of five hundred, at Onne, 10 percent (fifty) of the farmers
group were randomly selected while at Sakpoba, sixty three farmers
were also randomly selected from a farmers group of six hundred and
thirty (10 percent).

Interview schedule was used for the study, as majority of the
respondents are illiterates. It is divided into two sections. Section A
solicited for demographic data on respondents age, gender, marital
station, religion state of origin, source of land, farm location(s) and farm
size (s), educational background, income generating activities
(occupation) and years of farming experience while section B consists
of questions designed to obtain information on contact with extension
agents, the use of technologies, the frequency of use, provision of
feedback, channel of feedback, frequency of use of channel, types of
feedback, the benefits of, and constraints to feedback provision.

The Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS) was used
to analyse the data. using Chi-Square for variables at nominal level
and Pearson Product Moment Correlation (PPMC) was used for those
at the interval level — Multiple Regression * Analysis was used to
determine the contribution of each of the independent variables in
explaining the variance in the dependent variable such that:

Y= = bg + by X + boXo + baXs + baXy + bsXs + beXe + b7X7 + begXs + beXg +
b1oX10 + by1X14

Where:

Y. = Constraint to feedback provision

X1 = Benefit of feedback provision to farmers

X, = Type of feedback provision

X3 = Number of farm locations

X4 = Farm Size

Xs = Forestry Technology Use

Xes = Method of feedback provision
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X; = Age of farmers

Xg = Educational level of farmers

Xg = Farming experience of farmers

Xi0 = Farmers’ length of stay in the study area

X4 = Contact of farmers with extension agents

Other functional forms of the regression model were also applied to
select the best that fits the regression line (Linear, Double-log, Semi-log
and Exponential).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 1 shows the findings on the demographic characteristics
of farmers. Majority of farmers were males (52.1 percent). This
suggests that farming is still dominated by males and not withstanding
the description of the decade as the age of women farming renaissance
(Egunjobi, 1991). It also supports the findings of Ipaye (1995) and
Olukanmi (1995) that farming is still regarded as a male occupation.
About 50.8 percent were between 41 and 60 years; an indication that
the ascertion of Ekong, (1998) that farming has become an occupation
of the aged is true.

About, 93.9 percent farmers were mdrried and this is a reflection
of the age category majority of them belong, the belief of the local
people that married people are responsible and also for the fact that
marriage provides additional farm labour for the farmers. Also, 47.9
percent of the farmers had between 7 children and above ~ indicating a
large farm family. This may also affect their farm sizes as were
recorded for large farm families by the World Bank (1988).

Christianity is the predominant religion in the study area. About
B7.1 percent respondents were Christians while the only respondent
{0.6 percent) who is a Muslim is a non-native. This may be due to the
earliest intervention of missionaries in the area.

On farming experience, 51.8 percent of the respondents have been
farming for 20 years and above which is closely followed by those with
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10 - 20 years farming experience (30.4 percent). These long years of
farming may be due to the fact that people in the study area start to
take their children to farm as early as the age of five. Land source in
the area is mainly by inheritance (87.9 percent). About 5.5 percent
farmers farm on government land while purchase had the least
response (1.2 percent). This may be due to the fact that the land tenure
system is not fully in operation in the study area. Findings of the study
shows that 47 percent of the respondents had formal education,
which is an indication that education is no barrier to farming in the
study area. However, 53 percent had non-formal education.

Table 1: Demographic characteristics of farmers

Variables Frequency Percentage
1. GENDER
Male 185 52.1
Female 76 46.6
No Response 2 1.2
2. AGE
Less than 30 23 v 251
31-40 39 23.8
41 - 50 52 31.9
51-60 31 18.9
Above 60 16 9.7
No Response 2 1.2
3. MARITAL STATUS
Married 153 93.9
Single 10 6.1
| 4. NUMBER OF WIVES
1 104 63.8
2 9 5.5
3 K 0.6
4 1 0.6
Nane 48 29.4
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5. NUMBER OF CHILDREN
1~3 41 25.2
4-6 34 20.9
7 and above 78 47.9
None 10 06.1
6. FARMING EXPERIENCE (YEARS)
Less than 10 29 17.8
10-20 53 30.4
Above 20 81 51.8 |
7. LAND SOURCE
Inheritance 142 87.1
Rent 8 4.9
Purchase 2 1.2
Government 9 5.5
No response 2 1.2
8. LEVEL OF EDUCATION
Non formal 87 53
Formal 76 47

From the findings in figure 4.2, 61.5 percent respondents have
their farms in less than five locations while only 6.7 percent farmers
indicated that their farms are located in more than then places. This
may be as a result of the fact that some areas are government reserves
and a farmer is entitled to a certain measure and this makes them to
look for other available location to farm.

Table 2 shows respondents’ use of some forestry-related
technologies and the frequency of their use. About 49.1 percent
farmers engage in woody perennials for shelter. Out of these, 46
percent use it regularly. This may be for the fact that people in the study
area like to plant trees round their houses o shade the house from the
sun and of the 66.5 percent farmers that plant trees as windbreaks,
63.8 percent do it regularly. This is because they believe that if they
plant trees as windbreaks both around their farms and houses, it will
prevent destruction by wind.
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Fuel wood production is common among farmers in the study
area. About 96.9 percent farmers use this technology and 96.3 percent
of them use it regularly. This probably may be due to the fact it is a
village setting where majority use firewood for cooking and some even
transport them to urban centres to sell. The higher percentage of the
farmers not practising erosion control may (63.8 percent) be as a result
of the fact that farmers at Onne and Sakpoba claimed that they do not
have erosion problems but the 36.2 percent farmers who practise it, do
so regularly.

Moreover, 92.0 percent farmers engage in live fencing and only
87.1 percent farmers use it regularly. This may be as a result of the fact
that people from the Eastern part of the country believe in planting living
trees around their houses and farms to ward off both intruders and
animals. Of the 82.8 percent farmers who use borderline planting,
about 81. 0 percent farmers use the technology regularly. This may not
be unconnected with the fact that people in the study area do not
believe so much in wall fences and so both at home and on the farm
they use trees to demarcate their lands to prevent encroachment.

In contrast, roadside planting is not common in the study area.
The 23.3 percent farmers who responded positively to it are civil
servants working in Forestry establishments and only 17.8 percent of
them use it regularly while the remaining 5.5 percent farmers engage in
it occasionally during street beautification exercises. Of the 61.3 percent
farmers who engage in taungya, 60.1 percent use it regularly while the
remaining 1.3 percent farmers only use it occasionally. This may be as
a result of the fact that farmers in the study area are given portions of
land in the government reserves to plant their food crops alongside
government tree seedlings till those trees become fully grown when
farmers will be expected to leave the land. Also this is a confirmation of
the earlier work of Technology Centre for Agricultural and Rural
Cooperation (CTA) (1990) that agro-forestry technology is needed in
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the country if sustaining food production is to be ensured and if
indigenous agricultural system is to be enhanced and promoted.

Table 3: Respondents’ Technology Use and their Frequency of Use

Technology use Frequency of use
Yes No Regular | Occasio | Not At
ly nally All

TECHNOLOGY FP F (P F({P) F P F(P)

Woody Perennials 80(49.1 | 83(50.9 | 75(46.0 | 5(3.1) 83(50.9 |
) ) ) )

. Windbreaks 108(66. | 55(33.8 | 104(63. | 4(2.5) 55(33.8
5) ) 8) )

Fruit trees Raising 141(86. | 22(13.5 | 79(48.5 | 62(38.0) | 22(13.5
5) ) ) )

. Fuel wood Production | 158(96. | 5(3.1) 167(96. | 1(0.6) 5(3.1)
9) 3)

. Live Fencing 150(92. | 13(8.0) | 142(87. | 8(4.9) 13(8.0)
0) 1

. Roadside Planting 38(23.3 | 125(76. | 29(17.8 | 9(6.5) -126(76.
) 7) ) 7)

. Taungya 100(61. | 63(38.7 | 98(60.1 | 2(1.2) 63(39.0
3) ) ) )

SOURCE: Field Survey, 2000.

As indicated in Table 3, 13.5 percent farmers gave feedback on
alley farming to both researchers and extension agents and only 11.0
percent of these give feedback regularly while the remaining 2.5
percent of these give feedback occasion ally. This may be as a result
of the fact that only very few farmers adopt alley farming technology.
About 15.6 percent give feedback on woody perennials to both
extension agents and researchers. Out of these, 1.2 percent give
feedback regularly while the remaining 14.1 percent only give feedback
occasionally. This may be due partly to the fact that farmers in the
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area do not adopt the technology or for the fact that extension agents
and researchers are not readily available.

Among the 11.0 percent farmers who give feedback on
windbreaks, 10.4 percent farmers give feedback to extension agents
and the remaining 0.6 percent farmers only give feedback to
researchers. However, all of them give feedback on a regular basis.

Only 5.0 percent farmers give feedback to both researchers and

extension agents on fruit trees raising.  Of these, 2.5 percent farmers
each give feedback on a regular and occasional basis. This may be as
a result of the introduction of improved varieties. The 8.0 percent
farmers who gave feedback on erosion control did so to both
researchers and extension agents occasionally because farmers in the
study area claimed they do not have erosion problem and as such do
not use the innovation.
From table 4, though about 44.2 percent farmers indicated that illiteracy
affect feedback, 33.1 percent farmers are of the opinion that illiteracy do
not affect feedback. In fact, some were of the opinion that if feedback
must be given by correspondence, illiterate farmers can get people to
write for them or if it is direct contact, they can get interpreters to help
pass their views to the extension agent or researcher who is around.

Majority of the farmers (564.3 percent) responded that unstable
government policy can greatly affect feedback as different governments
have their own systems - where some do not mind hearing people’s
opinions, others do not want people to talk at all. So, farmers either as
a result of fear or frustration, decide to keep to themselves. This is in
line with Frank et al. (1992) who claimed that though farmers may
accept an innovation, their power to respond effectively (feedback) and
use such technologies could be affected by political instability in many
countries.

Also, majority of the farmers (61.3 percent) agreed that busy
schedule and low ratio of extension agent greatly hinder feedback
provision.  This is in line with the report of Idachaba (1981), which
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indicated very low ratio of extension agents to farmers and that of
Undiandeye (1988) who reported a ratio of 1:1,100 in Oyo State
Agricultural Development Project. Also, 51.5 percent farmers
responded that busy schedule of researchers will greatly affect
feedback while farmers held contrary opinions about poor infrastructure
and subsistence level of farming. About 49.1 percent and 68.1 percent
farmers respectively were of the opinion that these two variables should
not affect feedback at all in that where there are no infrastructure,
farmers can wait till they see the extension agent in person and also,
‘what is good for the geese is good for the gander’ — a farmer must put
in as much effort into his subsistence farm as he puts into commercial
farm.  This negates the assertion of Cook (1992) that subsistence
farmers typically are faced with muitiple problems and difficulties such
as health, poverty, and transportation, among other obstacles which
affect their giving feedback after an innovation has been passed to
them.

Table 4: Farmers’ constraints to feedback provision

Greatly Very Not At All
Little

Constraints to feedback f(%) | F(%) f (%)
lliteracy 72(442) | 37(22.7) | 54(33.1)
Unstable Government Policy 87(53.4) | 6(3.7) 70(42.9)
Busy Schedule of Extension Agents 100(61.3) | 2(1.2) 61(37.4)
Busy Schedule of researchers 84(51.5) | 8(4.9) 71(43.6) 7
Low Ratio of Extension Agents to farmers | 98(60.1) 2(1.2) 63(38.7)
Poor Infrastructure 77(47.2) 6(3.7) 80(49.1)
Subsistence level of farming 45(27.6) | 7(4.3) 111(68.1)

SOURCE: Field Survey, 2000
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HYPOTHESES TESTING
Ho. There is no significant relationship between farmers’ demographic
characteristics and constraint to feedback provision.

Table 5 shows the relationship between farmers’ demographic
characteristics and constraint to feedback provision.. Of all the eight
characteristics, only three (number of wives, location of farm land
secondary occupation) were not significantly related to constraint to
feedback provision. (X?=2.13, P>0.05, X* =9.01, P>0.05 and X* = 9.81,
P>0.05 respectively). This means that other reasons than the above
three characteristics will act as barriers to feedback provision. The
non-significance of number of wives may be explained by the fact that
wives do not have anything to do with feedback provision as decisions
are taken by the husbands. Likewise a farmers’ secondary occupation
may not hinder feedback provision as it may not be related to farming.

The significant relationship between age and constraint to
feedback provision may be for the fact that in the study area, only
elders are allowed, by tradition, to talk to strangers- this is evident
during the field survey when a man of about 40 years said that he was
forbidden to talk to the researcher because his father was in
attendance. It also agrees with the submission of Polson and Spencer
(1991) that elderly farmers are more likely to be popular within their
areas and thus can talk back to extension agents than the younger and
less popular ones.

Gender and marital status are also significantly related to
constraint to feedback provision which suggests the fact that women
are not allowed to talk (especially to stranger) when men are around
and also the fact that since men are the head of the home, they are the
only ones free to talk about anything happening either at home or on
the farm even when women have something to say in terms of
feedback, they relay it to their husbands who then decide whether to
pass the message or not. This is in support of Olawoye (2000) that,
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whether at home or away, men carry the sole authority in the home- this
is a socio-cultural belief.

Frequency of contact with extension is significant in its
relationship. This may be explained by the fact that if farmers do not
have contact with extension agents, they may not have anything to give
as feedback.

Table 5 Chi -square analysis of constraints to feedback provision and
demographic characteristics

Variables X2 df P T Phi
Gender 12.42 5 0.03* 0.28
Age 6.22 2 0.04 0.19
Marital Status 113.94 14 0.000* 0.84
Number of Wives 2.13 2 0.348* 0.11
Education 33.94 3 0.00* 0.46

* Significant at 0.05; ** Not Significant at 0.05

Table 6 shows the result of regression analysis based on the
constraint to feedback provision and some independent variables. Four
functional forms were used and equations are shown below:

i Linear equatlon Y = by + byXy + ngz + baXs + baXy + bsXs +
beXs + b7X7 + bgXg + beXg + D1gX1p + b4 X1+ U
ii. Semi-log: LnY = by + b1InX1 + b2InX2 + bsinX; + bynXs +
bsinXs + bginXs + byInX; + bainXg + beinXg + beolnXye +
bylnxy + U
iii. Exponential: InY = by + biX; + 02Xg + bsXs + beXy + bsXs +
bsXs + b7 X7 + bgXs + beXg + b1oXqo + bysxyy + U
iv. Double log: InY = by + byInX; + bolnX, + bsinX; + bynX, +
bsinXs + bginXs + byinX; + bgnXs + bolnXg + bygnXqe +
b11|nX11 + U
Y = Constraint to feedback provision
X1 = Benefit of feedback to farmers
X, = Type of feedback
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X3 = Number of locations

X4 = Farm size ’

Xs = Forestry Technology use

Xs = Method of feedback

X; = Age of farmers

Xs = Education level

Xq = Farming experience

X410 = Length of stay in the study area
X41 = Contact with extension

U = Unexplainable variables.

The following criteria were used to select the lead equation: Relative
magnitude of R? Satisfaction of the apriori expectation, Statistical
significance of regression coefficients (Olayemi, 1988).

Based on these criteria, the Double-log function was taken as
the lead equation. The R? value of 0.67 is an indication that 67 percent
of constraints to feedback provision were explained by the independent
variables and the multiple R of 0.82 shows a very strong correlation
between the independent and dependent variables. Only farm size (t-
value = -3.31, p<0.05) education ({ — value = -2.71, p<0.05) and
contract with extension agent (t- value =3.84, p<0.05) has significant
relationship with constraint to feedback provision. The inverse
relationship of education and size with constraint to feedback provision
indicate that as farmers get more enlightened about the importance of
feedback provision and also, can increase their farms — may be when
they have access to farm inputs or are exposed to modern farming
methods, constraint to feedback provision will go down. At the same
time, when farmers have contact with extension agents, the constraint
to feedback provision will be removed.
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Table 6: Regression analysis of some independent variables on constraints to
feedback provision

uncti Interc Xl Xg X3 X; X5 X(, X7 Xs Xn) Xm X“
nal ept
Orins
inea | 4.54 055 | 061 [ -0.09 -0.03 001 | -004 | 002 -0.98 -0.02 001 0.85
(1.99* | 54 | ¢ (-1.66) | (-1.28) | (- (- oy | 417 | - ©.88) | (1.7
) 4) 421) 072) | 022) 1.19)
emil | 1.16 0.07 | 006 | -0.01 0.002 | 0951 | 1.03 0.003 | -0.007 | -0.001 | 0.000 | 0.12
g (583 | (75 | ¢ -128) | 120 | - ©.001 | (01.46) | (- (- 3 (2.8
0) 5.07) 0.05) |) 3.64%) | 0.66) | (0.20)
xpo | 0.30 554 | 2.08 | -0.65 -0.87 -1.10 | -0.09 ] 091 -1.61 014 [ 030 | 247
entia |{ (0.11) { (5.3 { (- - - - (- 1.55) | (- - (1.04) | (3.0¢
) 554) | 1.97% | 344% | 176) | 009) 2.86% | 0.39) |
oubl | 0.33 077 | -021 | -0.05 -0.07 005 | 0002 | 0.08 0.12 0.003 [ 001 025
Log | (1.55) | 94 | (- -1.74) | ¢ e ©.0% | (.76 | - 0.10y | (0.31) | (3.8
0 5.64) 3.31% | 0.98) 2.71%) 1
*Significant at 0.05 |

*t-values in parentheses
SOURCE: Field Survey, 2000.

CONCLUSIONS
The study shows that farmers’ educational attainment did not
affect their use of forestry — related technologies. Also, limited forestry
~ related technologies are known in the area even through they are in a
forestry zone and lastly, constraint to feedback provision could be
reduced if extension agents visits to the area are more regular.
The study recommends that
¢ Greater attention should be given to collecting, synthesizing
and packaging feedback from farmers, so that it can be
useful for supporting research planning and decision-making
process.
e Feedback from farmers should not be intermittent and
uncoordinated so that it can be suitable for sound decision
making on research priorities.
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* The gap between extension agents and farmers must be
bridged through the introduction of feedback into the
communication cycle between research, extension and
farmers.

» There should be an organised effort to obtain feedback from
farmers as the dissemination of innovations are organised.
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