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Table 2. Distribution of respondents according to their degree of overall participation (n '" 120) 

SI. Category Small farmers 
No. (n = 60) 

I. low 28 46.70 

2. Medium 7 11.70 

3. High 25 41.70 

XI=3.87NS 

Table 3, Correlation toefficient of characteristics of 
the respondents with their participation in social 
forestry programme (n '" 120) 

51. Independent 
No. variables 

I. Age 

2. Education 

3. Occupation 

4. Material possession 

5. Social participation 

6. Media participation 

7. Contact with 
extension agency 

8. Economic motivation 

9. Risk orientation 

Marginal 
farmers 
(0=60) 

0.0069NS 

-{l.22Sl NS 

-0.0939 NS 

-0.1219 NS 

0.2552· 

0.1083 NS 

0.0239NS 

-0.0271 NS 

-O.0272NS 

Small farmers 
(n=60) 

0.2091 NS 

-0.0265 NS 

0.2695* 

O.0346NS 

O.l506NS 

-0.0505 NS 

O.1712NS 

O.0252NS 

-0.2312 NS 

","Significant at I and 5% level respectively; NS - Non 
Significant 

From the results of the re~ressjon analysis shown in 
Table 4, it could be inferred that except for occupation, all 

other independent variables had a non-significant 
relationship with the panicipation of the marginal fanners 
in the programme. Uoder the category of small fanners it 
could be seen that except for media participation with the 
participation of the small fanners. It indicates that as the 
media participation of the respondents increases, their 
participation in the programme decreases. This could be 

due 10 the fac t that more exposure is given in the media for 
field crops when compared to [fee crops. The R 2 value for 
marginal farmers showed that the nine independent variables 

Marginal farmers Total 
(n ~ 60) (n = 120) 

31 51.70 59 49.19 

6 10.00 13 lO.83 

23 38.30 <IS 40.00 

<!xplained only 16 per cent of variation in the dependent 
variable participation, and the F test was found to be non 
significant at 5 per cent. In the case of small farmers the 
R2 value showed that 20 per cent of variation in the 
dependent variable, participation was explained by the nine 
independent variables. The F test was also non-significant 
at 5 percent. TIlUson the whole multiple regression analysis 
showed that there was no significant contribution of the 
independent variables toward participation. 

CONCLUSION 

On the whole it could be seen that there was no 
significant contribution of the socio'personal, socio­
psychological and socio-economic variables with the 
respondents level of participation. Social participation of 
the marginal fanners were found to have a positive and 
significant relationship with the participation of marginal 
fanners in social forestry programme. Hence, farmers can 
be organized in to small groups inlhe fonn of forest clubs 
to promot.e lheir interest in social forestry activities such as 
raising of nursery seedlings, planting of saplings along 
railway tracks, raising trees species in fodder plantations 
and along riverbanks. Mass panieipation of the people in 
the social forestry programme can be enhanced by providing 
more exposure in the mass media with respect to tree crops 
and also by strengtheaing of the extension efforts at the 
grass root level. 

A full fledged extension unit needs to be established 
in the social forestry department so that they can focus 
their entire efforts in carrying OuI widespread campaigns, 
to create awareness among people in protecting their 
narural tree resources and motivating them in the adoption 
process by conducting demonstrations in planting of 
econornical.ly viable tree species both in their own farms as 
well as government lands. 
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Table 4. Multiple regression analysis or independent variables with dependent variable· participation in Social 
Forestry Progranune (n = )20) 

Independent variables Marginal fanners (n _ 60) SOlan fanners (n :: 60) 

Partial reg. SE(B) 't' value Partial reg. SE(B) 't' value 
Coefficient Coefficient 

(b) (b) 

Age -0.0174 0.0374 -O.466NS 0.0455 0.0349 1.306NS 

Education 0.0349 0.1366 0.256NS 0.0500 0.1431 0.350NS 

Occupation -1.0576 0.481S -2.195* 0.4954 0.4205 1.178NS 

Material possession -0.OOg3 0.0132 -O.635NS -0.0013 0.0079 -0.167NS 

Social participation 0.6366 1.5431 -OA13NS O.SIOI 0.9420 0.860NS 

Media participation -0.1053 O.15S1 -0.666NS -0.2762 0.1585 -1.742*'" 

Contact with extension agency 0.0624 om57 0.825NS 0.0757 0.0631 1.200NS 

Economic motivation 0.16.13 0.1744 O.948NS -0.0620 0.16.18 ·O.374NS 

Riskorientation 0.1563 0.1377 L135NS -0.1908 0.1668 -1.l44NS 

Rl"'O.i6776, a= 1.63, Rl"" 0.20084. a:=: 9.86, F= 1.l199INS, F = 1.39619NS;· ,"''''Significanl at 1 and Sill level respectively; NS - Non 
significant 
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