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Abstract: The study  was  conducted  to  identify  the  major livestock production constraints and its
determinant  factors  under  smallholder  farmers’ livestock production system  in  the  Sidama  zone of
Southern  Nations,  Nationalities  and  People's Region (SNNPR) of Ethiopia. A total  of  135 sample
respondents which represents  about  10  percent  of  the household heads in the two study districts
(Shebedino and Dale) were included in the study. Based Friedman’s test on aggregate mean=1.06 and mean
rank=5.00 values of priority, feed shortage with(Mean=3.96, Mean rank=8.05), land shortage (Mean=2.88, Mean
rank=6.90) and Low productivity of local breeds (Mean=1.65, Mean rank=5.71) are identified as major
constraints according to their order of importance. Due to its importance in all aspects of livestock production
as constraint, lack of knowledge was identified also as major constraint with mean=0.63 and mean rank=1.30
values. According to Kruskal-Wallis rank test, district and respondents educational background have
determinant effect on the priorities of feed shortage (p<0.001), low productivity of local breeds (p<0.001) and
lack of knowledge (p=0.015) and feed shortage (p=0.018), respectively. Accordingly, feed shortage was more
important  for  farmers  at  Dale (X = 24.995)  than  Shebedino  who have more concern for  the  low productivity2

of their local animal (X = 23.545)  and  for  their  limited access of knowledge (X = 5.885). Moreover, feed2 2

shortage was critical (X = 10.111) for  respondents  having  illiterate  and  above primary educational2

background. As a general fact, the low productivity of local breeds was a major concern for respondent farmers
who owned female cattle (X = 4.232, p = 0.040).As a limitation factor in implementing  any  extension  packages,2

land  shortage  was the critical issue for farmers  who  have  access for   any   extension  (X =  13.757,  p < 0.001),2

 improved breed (X = 5.552, p =  0.018),   training/consultancy (X = 5.442, p = 0.020) and veterinary (X = 12.258,2 2 2

p < 0.001) services and for farmers who demanded improved forage technologies (X = 7.769, p = 0.005), loan (X =2 2

15.810, p < 0.001) and veterinary (X = 17.797, p < 0.001) services in the future. Due to high dependency of2

farmers on local animal breeds and less access for any extension  services,  the  low  productivity of local breeds
was top  priority  constraint  for   those  who  have no  access  for  any  extension (X = 12.016, p = 0.001),2

improved forages (X = 5.670, p = 0.017) and veterinary (X = 9.845, p = 0.002) services and  for  those  who2 2

haven’t  future interest for improved  forage technologies (X = 5.577, p = 0.018), loan (X = 6.850, p = 0.009) and2 2

veterinary (X = 14.784, p < 0.001) services. The critical scarcity of feed resources and farmers high training2

demand in improved health management areas in the area were prevailed by the knowledge limitation of farmers
who haven’t access for improved forage technologies (X = 4.713, p = 0.030) and who demanded veterinary (X =2 2

7.218, p = 0.007) related services, respectively. Therefore, based on the study finding addressing farmers
demand for improved breeds, forage technologies and in provision of training or consultancies particular to
forage production and improved health managements may addressed the smallholder famers’ livestock
production burdens in the area.

Key words: Constraints  Dale  Feed Shortage  Local Breed  Priority  Sidama Zone  SNNPRS



World J. Agric. Sci., 10 (4): 169-177, 2014

170

INTRODUCTION prioritize the  major constraints and associated factors

Ethiopia’s livestock population is the largest in of SNNPR.
Africa. In 2008/09, Ethiopian sedentary private holdings
were  estimated  at   about   49   million  heads  of  cattle, MATERIALS AND METHODS
25 million heads of  sheep, 22  million heads of goats and
38 million poultry [1]. These livestock population Study Area: Sidama Zone, found in Southern Nations,
estimates exclude the pastoral areas, as there are no Nationalities and People's Region (SNNPR) of Ethiopia,
official statistics for those areas. Some rough expert lies between 38° 08' E to 39° 10' E longitude and 6° 40' N to
estimates indicate that pastoral areas account for about 7° 06' N latitude at an elevation  ranging from 501 m to
20% of cattle, 40% of sheep and 40% of goats in the 3000 meters  above  sea level [9]. Currently Sidama Zone
country [2].  Thus,  including these rough estimates for is divided in to 19 districts hosting a total population of
the pastoral areas, the estimates of national livestock over 3,504,049, with land mass of 6,832.85 sq. km and a
populations for 2008/09 was 59 million cattle, 35 million population density of 512.8 Person/sq.km [8]. Out of the
sheep, 31  million  goats  and  38 million poultry [3]. total land size of Sidama zone, 26.8% is lowlands, 45.49%
Despite these huge livestock resources, its contribution midlands and 27.71% highlands [9]. Farmers in the area
for growth of household and national economy is limited. practices crop dominated mixed crop-livestock agriculture.
Thus, this sub sector contributes only about 30-33 The zone is one of the major coffee growing areas of
percent of the Agricultural Gross Domestic Product southern Ethiopia; cultivated and wild coffee is a main
(AGDP)  and  more  than 85% of  the farm cash income. cash crop of the area.
The livestock sub sector also contributes about 13-16% Sidama zone is well endowed with natural resources
of the total GDP [4]. contributing significantly to the national economy of the

Different factors or constraints limit the full country. Other than coffee, maize, haricot bean, root crops
exploitation of the agricultural sector in general and the (enset-false banana and potato) and fruits are major crops
livestock sub sector in particular in the country. grown in the zone. Haricot bean and Chat (Chata Edulis)
Moreover, such constraints are pronounced in the mixed production  are  other  sources  of cash  after  coffee.
crop-livestock dominated highland parts where the human Enset (Ensete ventricosum) is a strategic crop
population growth and natural resource degradation are substantially contributing to the  food  security of the
critical. However, the type of constraint and the extent it zone and is especially important in the highland parts of
affects both the agricultural and the livestock sub-sector the zone [10]. According to SNNPRS [9], the zone have
would vary depending on the context of the farming bimodal production seasons known as Belg (short rainy
system. According to Lakew Desta et al. [5], inadequate season) from March to April and Meher (main rainy
feed both in quantity and quality, widespread diseases season) from June to September. The zone receives
and poor health, poor genetic potential for production average annual mean rainfall ranges 801- 1600 mm with
traits and inadequate or inappropriate livestock policies annual mean temperature  of  the  zone ranges between
with respect to credit, extension, marketing and 10.1-27°C [9].
infrastructure have been listed as major constraints
affecting the performance of the livestock sub-sector in Sampling Procedure: Reconnaissance survey was
most highland parts of the country. conducted to have the notion of understanding about the

For possible research and development interventions study area and to select the representative study sites
in the sub system, characterization of production system (districts) before to get on questionnaire. Different
in general and identification and prioritization of participatory rural appraisal (PRA) tools, purposive and
constraints of the specific area is a primary task. Probability  Proportional  to Size  (PPS)  sampling
Moreover, now-a-days a system approach to research and approach were used to collect data from the study. Out of
development is  recognized as  the most appropriate the total 19 districts in Sidama zone 10% or two districts
means of gaining knowledge of the factors which (Dale and Shebedino) and out of districts total (36 and 32)
influence decisions  at  farm  level [6, 7] and to consider PAs four and three Pas` with total sample households of
the complexity of the farming system as a whole. 135 (63 and 72 from Dale and Shebedino districts) were
Therefore, this study was conducted to identify and selected,   respectively.   Moreover,   in  order   to  capture

that govern significance of the constraints in Sidama zone
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gender effect in the study objectives, the total sample
households at each district and PA’s level were further
stratified  into  female  and male headed households and
15 women and 120 men  household heads were included
in the study.

Data Analysis: In the identification process of the
determinant factors for priorities of the major constraints,
27 factors/variables that have further grouped into four
categories (socioeconomic characteristics (N=6),
household asset (N=11), farmers access (N=6) and
demand (N=5) for livestock extension services) were
considered independently (Table 2).

Friedman’s Tests was used to rank the identified
constraints based on their priorities and to identify the
major constraints in the sub-system. The associations
among identified constraints were evaluated using
Spearman's-Correlation (Eq. 1). At last for major important
Kruskal Wallis (Eq. 2) was used to identify the priority
differences between and among groups within
explanatory variables. All these statistical procedures
were used in SPSS release version 22 [7] and some of the
formulas used are presented as follows;

(Eq. 1)

Where:

= the sum of the squared differences between the
pairs of ranks,

n = the number of pairs.

(Eq. 2)

Table 1: VIF of the Explanatory Variables used in the study.
Explanatory Variables Tolerance VIF
Socioeconomic characters
District 0.439 2.278
Gender 0.702 1.424
Age group 0.652 1.533
Educational background 0.563 1.776
Marital Status 0.608 1.644
Family size group 0.578 1.731
Asset related
Sheep Ownership 0.861 1.162
Goat Ownership 0.745 1.343
Male cattle Ownership 0.618 1.617
Female cattle Ownership 0.288 3.473
Calf Ownership 0.723 1.383
Poultry Ownership 0.770 1.300
Donkey Ownership 0.662 1.510
Beehive Ownership 0.704 1.421
Total TLU holding group 0.245 4.081
Farm land holding group 0.565 1.768
Grazing land Ownership 0.747 1.339
Access for extension
for any extension service 0.111 8.981
for improved breeds 0.612 1.635
for improved forages 0.468 2.137
for loan service 0.536 1.866
for training/consultancy service 0.438 2.284
for veterinary service 0.110 9.059
Demand for extension
for any extension service 0.539 1.855
for improved breeds 0.560 1.787
for improved forages 0.632 1.582
for loan service 0.578 1.730
for veterinary service 0.627 1.595

Where:

n = total number of values over the combined samples
nj = number  of  values  in  the  jth  sample  ( j = 1, 2,.., c)

Table 2: Friedman’s test mean, SD and mean rank for the priority of identified constraints in Sidama zone (n= 135)
Constraints Mean Rank Mean SD Rank
FedSHOR 8.05* 3.96 1.61 1
LndSHOR 6.90* 2.82 2.05 2
LPLB 5.71* 1.65 2.02 3
LckKWLD 4.58* 0.63 1.30 4
PRVDIS 4.11 0.23 0.91 5
UNAVVs 4.04 0.15 0.63 6
UNAVW 3.91 0.07 0.44 7
PorMrkAcc 3.87 0.02 0.26 8
LckCPTL 3.83 0.00 0.00 9
Overall Mean 5.00 1.06
Chi-Square 597.988
Asymp. Sig. 0.000
5= 1st priority, 4= 2nd priority, 3= 3rd priority, 2= 4th priority, 1= 5th priority, *high priority constraints, FedSHOR=Feed shortage, LndSHOR= Land
shortage LPLB= Low productivity of local breeds, LckKWLD, Lack of knowledge, PRVDIS= Prevalence of diseases UNAVVs=Unavailability of Vet. services
UNAVW= Unavailability of water, PorMrkAcc= Poor market access, LckCPTL=Lack of capital
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Tj = sum of the ranks assigned to the jth sample included with the above three major  constraints for
= square of the sum of the ranks assigned to the jth further analysis.

sample
c = number of groups

Prior to the required statistical analysis, the
hypothesized explanatory variables were checked for the
existence of multicolinearity using Variance Inflation
Factor (VIF) for association among the explanatory
variables. According to Gujarati [12], VIF can be defined
as:

(Eq. 3)

Where:

 is  the  square  of  multiple correlation coefficients
that results when one explanatory variable (X ) isi

regressed against all other explanatory variables.
As a rule of thumb, if  the  VIF  of  a variable exceeds

10, there is a multicolinearity problem and removed from
further  analysis.  The  VIF  values  displayed  below
(Table 1) have  shown  that  all the predictor variables
have no serious multicolinearity problem.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Overall Constraints to the Sub-system: During the PRA
stage of the study, different livestock production
constraints were identified through group discussion
made with  selected  respondents  out  of the sample
famers used   in   formal   data  collection and  further
detail information about their  priority  were evaluated
during  the  diagnostic  (formal)  survey phase of the
study.

In identification process of the major important
constraints, five point likert scales were used for each
constraint priorities (5, 4, 3, 2 and 1, respectively for 1 ,st

2 , 3 , 4  and 5 ). According to Friedman’s test result fornd rd th th

constraints priority mean and mean rank  in Table 2,
among the identified constraints feed shortage with
(Mean=3.96, Mean rank=8.05), land shortage with
(Mean=2.88, Mean rank=6.90) and Low productivity of
local breeds with (Mean=1.65, Mean rank=5.71) have
highest value as compared with aggregate mean=1.06 and
mean rank=5.00 and these were selected as major
constraints according to their order of importance. Even
though the priority mean=0.63 and mean rank=1.30 for lack
of knowledge was below the threshold, due to its
importance for all aspects of livestock production it was

The major constraints  identified  in this study were
in agreement with the constraints reported by Befekadu
Degefe and Brehanu Nega [4] and Samuel Menbere [13]
for  other  mixed  farming  system  of  the  county  and
Yere   watershed    of   Adaa   district,   respectively.
These constraints are also in agreement with Eyassu Seifu
[14] and Abdi Etafa et al. [15] who have reported,
respectively for  camel  production  in eastern Ethiopia
and for cattle production in west Hararghe in Ethiopian.

Regarding the major constraints identified in this
study, the results are in agreement with Belay et al. [16],
Eyassu Seifu [14] who identify feed shortage as the first
important constraint in different parts of the country and
Emongor et al. [17] for livestock production in Kenya.
Moreover, Bashir and El Zubeir [18] have also identified
low productivity and feed shortage as the major
bottleneck in livestock production in Sudan and Malede
Birhan  [19]  who  reported poor Animals Nutrition and
Low Genetic Potential of Local Breed as the major
constraints in Somali Regional State, Ethiopia. In a study
carried out by Amenu et al. [20], farmers indicated
shortage of feed as the top ranked constraint for livestock
production in Lume district in Ethiopia.

For the association of identified constraints the
spearman’s correlation test was applied and presented in
Table 3.

Factors That Affect Priority of Major Constraints 
Household Socioeconomic Characteristics: According to
Kruskal-Wallis Rank test result in Table 4, among the
household socioeconomic variables only district and
household heads educational background have shown
significant effects for the priorities of feed shortage, low
productivity of local breeds and lack of knowledge and
feed shortage, respectively.

Accordingly, feed shortage was more important for
farmers at Dale (X = 24.995, p = 0.000) than Shebedino2

who have more concern for the low productivity of their
local animal (X = 23.545, p = 0.000) and for their limited2

knowledge about improved livestock production
knowledge (X = 5.885, p = 0.015). Moreover, the feed2

shortage problem of farmers having illiterate and above
primary   educational  background   was  more   critical
(X = 10.111, p = 0.018) than farmers having other2

educational backgrounds. This is in agreement with
Fakoya et al.[21] who reported that education background
has relation with poultry production constraints in Ogun
State.
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Table 3: Spearman's-Correlations test among identified constraints.

Feed Prevalence Low productivity Land Unavailability Lack of Poor market
Identified constraints shortage of diseases of local breeds shortage of water knowledge access

Prevalence of diseases r -.041s

p .633

Low prod. of local breeds r -.148 .139s

p .086 .107

Land shortage r -.233 -.108 -.452s
** **

p .006 .214 .000

Unavailability of water r .058 -.040 .202 -.185s
* *

p .503 .643 .019 .032

Lack of knowledge r -.040 .012 .039 .061 -.075s

p .648 .888 .652 .479 .388

Poor market access r .077 -.023 .030 .030 -.013 -.043s

p .377 .791 .732 .727 .881 .621

Unavailability of Vet. services r -.069 -.067 -.067 .022 -.038 -.125 .325s
**

p .423 .440 .438 .803 .663 .150 .000

**. p at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. p at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
rs = Spearman's-Correlation coefficient

Table 4: Determinant effect of household socioeconomic characteristics on the priority of major livestock production constraints in Sidama zone (n= 135)

Low productivity Lack of 
Variables Groups N % Feed shortage Land shortage of local breeds knowledge

 Districts Shebedino 72 53.33 53.67 64.31 81.65 73.33
Dale 63 46.67 84.38 72.21 52.40 61.91

Chi-Sq 24.995 1.513 23.545 5.885
Sig. 0.000 0.219 0.000 0.015

Gender Male 120 88.89 68.06 68.95 67.79 67.22
Female 15 11.11 67.53 60.37 69.67 74.23

Chi-Sq 0.003 0.709 0.038 0.882
Sig. 0.957 0.400 0.845 0.348

ge Young (<=30Yrs) 25 18.52 77.20 70.26 63.84 67.98
Middle (31-55Yrs) 90 66.67 67.56 67.38 71.35 66.99
Old (>=56yrs) 20 14.81 58.48 67.95 58.13 72.55

Chi-Sq 3.113 0.117 2.778 0.679
Sig. 0.211 0.943 0.249 0.712

Educational Status Illiterate 24 17.78 75.38 60.25 67.65 63.13
Write & Read 19 14.07 45.16 76.50 75.16 70.66
Prim School 48 35.56 67.82 75.17 62.83 67.94
Second School & Above 44 32.59 74.03 60.74 70.74 69.58

Chi-Sq 10.111 5.482 2.119 1.095
Sig. 0.018 0.140 0.548 0.778

Marital status Married 123 91.11 66.97 66.73 69.83 68.69
Unmarried 6 4.44 81.67 94.17 39.50 54.50
Other 6 4.44 75.42 67.83 59.08 67.33

Chi-Sq 1.247 3.106 4.716 1.553
Sig. 0.536 0.212 0.095 0.460

Family size <=3 persons 7 5.19 78.86 55.71 46.50 65.50
B/n 4-6 persons 65 48.15 74.41 65.92 65.64 68.24
B/n 7-9 persons 46 34.07 59.02 71.58 72.14 67.77
>=10 persons 17 12.59 63.32 71.32 74.68 68.74

Chi-Sq 5.972 1.524 4.212 0.079
Sig. 0.113 0.677 0.239 0.994
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Table 5: Determinant effect of household assets on the priority of major livestock production constraints in Sidama zone (n= 135)
Low productivity Lack of 

Ownership for Groups N % Feed shortage Land shortage of local breeds knowledge
TLU Small (<=0.38TLU) 14 10.37 53.86 58.07 54.18 59.14

Medium (0.39-5.42TLU) 120 88.89 69.39 69.05 69.85 69.15
Large (>=5.43TLU) 1 0.74 99.50 81.00 39.50 54.50
Chi-Sq 3.173 1.213 3.191 1.933
Sig. 0.205 0.545 0.203 0.380

Land holding Small (<=0.5ha) 92 68.15 66.74 67.82 68.85 67.07
Medium (0.6-1.5ha) 40 29.63 68.53 68.90 68.19 71.16
Large (>=2 ha) 3 2.22 99.50 61.50 39.50 54.50
Chi-Sq 2.470 0.117 2.050 1.381
Sig. 0.291 0.943 0.359 0.501

Sheep Not have 118 87.41 69.27 65.12 67.18 67.61
Who have 17 12.59 59.21 87.97 73.71 70.68
Chi-Sq 1.186 5.595 0.518 0.187
Sig. 0.276 0.018 0.472 0.665

Goat Not have 111 82.22 67.14 68.72 65.84 69.16
Who have 24 17.78 71.96 64.67 77.98 62.63
Chi-Sq 0.361 0.234 2.380 1.134
Sig. 0.548 0.629 0.123 0.287

Male cattle Not have 106 78.52 69.36 67.92 64.76 66.13
Who have 29 21.48 63.03 68.29 79.84 74.83
Chi-Sq 0.718 0.002 4.242 2.315
Sig. 0.397 0.962 0.039 0.128

Female cattle Not have 19 14.07 60.24 66.68 52.89 57.92
Who have 116 85.93 69.27 68.22 70.47 69.65
Chi-Sq 1.051 0.028 4.131 3.02
Sig. 0.305 0.868 0.042 0.082

Calf Not have 62 45.93 65.03 60.9 66.56 66.15
Who have 73 54.07 70.52 74.03 69.22 69.58
Chi-Sq 0.796 4.165 0.193 0.53
Sig. 0.372 0.041 0.660 0.466

Poultry Not have 47 34.81 70.54 65.69 68.37 74.98
Who have 88 65.19 66.64 69.23 67.8 64.27
Chi-Sq 0.368 0.277 0.008 4.721
Sig. 0.544 0.599 0.928 0.03

Donkey Not have 124 91.85 69.38 69.45 64.43 68.22
Who have 11 8.15 52.50 51.68 108.27 65.50
Chi-Sq 2.269 2.300 15.902 0.101
Sig. 0.132 0.129 0.000 0.751

Bee hive Not have 107 79.26 68.35 70.07 64.72 67.55
Who have 28 20.74 66.68 60.11 80.52 69.73
Chi-Sq 0.049 1.587 4.532 0.142
Sig. 0.825 0.208 0.033 0.706

Grazing land Not have 6 4.44 50.08 76.00 91.92 63.83
Who have 129 95.56 68.83 67.63 66.89 68.19
Chi-Sq 1.589 0.290 2.941 0.147
Sig. 0.207 0.590 0.086 0.702

TLU= Tropical Livestock Unit

Household Assets: As the result in Table 5 reveals, feed sheep and calves. Farmers who owned beehive (X = 4.532,
shortage as priority constraint was uniformly affect all p < 0.05), male  cattle  (Oxen  and  young bull) (X = 4.242,
respondents having different asset levels. However, land p < 0.05), female cattle (milking cow and heifer) (X = 4.131,
shortage was more critical for respondents who possess p < 0.05) and donkey (X = 15.902, p < 0.001) are more

2

2

2

2
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concerned for the low productivity of their local animal dependency of farmers on local  breeds of animals and
breeds. The donkey owners concern for the problem is less access for any extension services in general and
resulted due to positive correlation between farmers’ improved forages technology in particular, the low
ownership status for donkey and male cattle Due to high productivity of local breeds  was  top priority constraint
importance of poultry production and it is carried out for those famers who have no  access  for any extension
using traditional system with low productivity, farmers (X =  12.016,  p =   0.001),   improved  forages (X = 5.670,
who owned poultry need to get further training and p = 0.017) and veterinary (X = 9.845, p = 0.002) services.
advices in  improving  their poultry production activity. The critical scarcity of  feed  resources  in the area and
As a result lack of knowledge was more critical for those low training or consultancy provision  for improved
farmers involving in poultry production tasks. forage production were magnified by the knowledge

Access for Extension Services: Except farmers past status forage technologies (X = 4.713, p = 0.030) (Table 6).
in accessing loan  service  which has not have effect on
the priorities of the major constraints, the status any Demand  for  Extension  Services:  Similarly as the result
extension service in general and each services in in Table 7 shows, land shortage was identified as the
particular at least have direct effects on one of the major bottleneck constraints for formers who demanded
identified major constraint priority (Table 6). improved  forage   technologies  (X = 7.769,  p = 0.005),

Accordingly, as the limitation factor in implementing loan (X = 15.810,   p <  0.001)  and veterinary (X = 17.797,
any extension packages land shortage was the critical p < 0.001).
issue  for farmers  who  have  access  for any extension The low productivity of local breed was the major
(X =  13.757,  p  <   0.001),    improved   breed  (X = 5.552, concern for farmers who haven’t future interest for2 2

p = 0.018),  training/consultancy  (X = 5.442, p = 0.020) and improved forage technologies (X = 5.577, p = 0.018), loan2

veterinary  (X =  12.258, p  <  0.001)  services.  Due to high (X = 6.850, p = 0.009) and veterinary (X = 14.784, p < 0.001)2

2 2

2

limitation of farmers who haven’t access for improved
2

2

2 2

2

2 2

Table 6: Determinant effect of household past extension services access status on the priority of major livestock production constraints in Sidama zone 
(n= 135).

Low productivity Lack of 
Extension services Access status N % Feed shortage Land shortage of local breeds knowledge
Any Extension service Not have 34 25.19 63.87 47.51 85.97 66.68

Who have 101 74.81 69.39 74.90 61.95 68.45
Chi-Sq 0.612 13.757 12.016 0.107
Sig. 0.434 0.000 0.001 0.744

Improved breed Not have 117 86.67 67.00 65.04 69.51 67.08
Who have 18 13.33 74.53 87.25 58.17 73.97

Chi-Sq 0.698 5.552 1.644 0.996
Sig. 0.403 0.018 0.200 0.318

Improved forages Not have 92 68.15 64.35 63.71 72.90 71.48
Who have 43 31.85 75.81 77.17 57.52 60.55

Chi-Sq 3.038 3.831 5.670 4.713
Sig. 0.081 0.050 0.017 0.030

Loan service Not have 127 94.07 67.57 68.55 67.92 67.13
Who have 8 5.93 74.75 59.31 69.25 81.88

Chi-Sq 0.306 0.463 0.011 2.201
Sig. 0.580 0.496 0.917 0.138

Training/ consultancy service Not have 75 55.56 63.37 61.31 70.53 69.33
Who have 60 44.44 73.79 76.36 64.83 66.34

Chi-Sq 2.857 5.442 0.887 0.399
Sig. 0.091 0.020 0.346 0.527

Veterinary service Not have 39 28.89 63.77 50.40 82.81 66.78
Who have 96 71.11 69.72 75.15 61.98 68.49

Chi-Sq 0.774 12.258 9.845 0.109
Sig. 0.379 0.000 0.002 0.741
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Table 7: Determinant effect of household livestock extension services demand status on the priority of major livestock production constraints in Sidama zone
(n= 135)

Low productivity Lack of
Extension services Demand status N % Feed shortage Land shortage of local breeds knowledge
Any Extension service Not have 2 1.48 34.75 51.75 108.25 54.50

Who have 133 98.52 68.50 68.24 67.39 68.20
Chi-Sq 1.770 0.387 2.693 0.497
Sig. 0.183 0.534 0.101 0.481

Improved breed Not have 8 5.93 76.63 66.63 85.00 72.25
Who have 127 94.07 67.46 68.09 66.93 67.73
Chi-Sq 0.499 0.012 2.012 0.207
Sig. 0.480 0.914 0.156 0.650

Improved forages Not have 41 30.37 70.95 54.48 78.76 63.01
Who have 94 69.63 66.71 73.90 63.31 70.18
Chi-Sq 0.404 7.769 5.577 1.969
Sig. 0.525 0.005 0.018 0.161

Loan service Not have 53 39.26 68.79 52.15 77.79 64.99
Who have 82 60.74 67.49 78.24 61.67 69.95
Chi-Sq 0.043 15.810 6.850 1.062
Sig. 0.835 0.000 0.009 0.303

Veterinary service Not have 89 65.93 65.65 58.28 76.31 63.47
Who have 46 34.07 72.54 86.80 51.91 76.77
Chi-Sq 1.136 17.797 14.784 7.218
Sig. 0.287 0.000 0.000 0.007

services (Table 7). Due to farmers high training demand in consultancies particular to forage production and
improved health management areas, lack of knowledge
was a major constraint for farmers who demanded
veterinary (X = 7.218, p = 0.007) related services in the2

future.

CONCLUSION

Feed shortage as a constraint was more important
respondents at Dale and for who have illiterate and above
primary educational backgrounds with majorities having
no access for improved forage materials and production
training or consultancy. As a limiting factor in
implementing any livestock extension  package in general
and using forage technologies in particular, land shortage
was the 2  important constraint. Due to high dependencynd

of farmers on local animal breeds, high economic
importance of female cattle, limited access for improved
breeds, forage technologies and veterinary services and
less demand  for  loan,  low  productivity of local breed
was  the  3   important  problem  of farmers in the area.rd

The knowledge gap as a constraint was found to be
critical for respondents who owned poultry, haven’t
access and demand for improved forage and veterinary
service, respectively.

Therefore, based on the study finding addressing
farmers  demand  for  improved breeds, forage
technologies and in provision  of  training or

improved health managements may addressed the
smallholder famers’ burdens in the area. All concerned
governmental   and  non-governmental   organizations
that have working  in  the  area  must  focus to work on
and plan their efforts accordingly. Through these
considerations, it may possible to bring considerable
impact in the livestock  production  sub-system of the
area in general and the livelihood of the farming
community in specific.
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