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ABSTRACT 
The study assessed the perception of farmers on extension agents’ effectiveness and introduction of 
agricultural extension reforms in Delta State, Nigeria. One hundred and twenty eight randomly se-
lected farmers from a list of 527 farmers were surveyed using interview schedule for data collection.  
The findings of the study show that a majority (71.1%) of the respondents are female and belong to 
age bracket of 30 – 49 years old (80.2%). Findings also show that majority (61.7%) of the respondents 
had contact with extension agents on a monthly basis. Respondents perceived extension agents to be 
vast in subject matter, had beneficial new technologies and they integrated lectures well with practical. 
However, respondents were not impressed with extension agents’ listening ability to respondents’ 
problems, acting as if they know all, imposing their ideas on them and not being explanatory enough. 
Despite these shortcomings, farmers still highly adopted transferred technologies and they were also 
not positively disposed to introduction of extension privatization and commercialization. Respondents’ 
age (r = 0.173), education (r = 0.245) and farm Size (r = 0.254) had significant relationship with their 
perception of extension agents’ effectiveness. For extension to be more effective,  there is a need for 
joint running of agricultural extension by public and non-public institutions and extension institutions 
should consider having a broader role than providing technical recommendations on agriculture alone. 
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INTRODUCTION  
Agricultural transformation and increased 
productivity is determined to a large ex-
tent on the effectiveness of agricultural 
extension services (Njoku,1990). He 
opined that institutional inefficiencies in 
the development and delivery of relevant 
information and assistance from national 
extension systems are often the major rea-
son why farmers do not adopt farming in-
novations. Consequently, a wide range of 
policies and approaches have been formu-

lated in most of the developing countries 
but a common feature of these strategies is 
that government runs agricultural extension 
service devoted to augment small holder 
productivity by promoting the adoption of 
new scientific farming practices through 
educational procedures (Ogunbameru, 
2005). 
 
The agricultural extension service operates 
from the backdrop belief that increased ag-
ricultural productivity depends primarily 
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upon the acceptance of improved cultural 
and technological changes at the rural 
farm level and that peasant farmers can 
achieve higher farm yields only if they 
adopt recommended scientific farming 
techniques in place of their traditional 
practices.  However, Asiabaka, Morse and 
Kenyon (2001) have expressed the view 
that, for farmers of different agricultural 
zones to adopt a new agricultural technol-
ogy, they must be aware of the technol-
ogy, have valid and up-to-date informa-
tion on the technology, the applicability of 
the technology to their farming system 
and receive the technical assistance neces-
sary to the technology”. Thus, successful 
adoption of improved farming techniques 
is predicated upon rural farmers acquiring 
the required knowledge and understanding 
of these technologies a process most ef-
fectively accomplished by the agricultural 
extension service. The final measure of 
success in extension work is adoption 
(Erie, 1986) and hence until innovations 
are diffused to and adopted by the in-
tended audience the tremendous research 
cost is an unrealistic public investment. 
 
The extension service is however most 
castigated for agriculture’s poor perform-
ance since, according to Abalu (1993), if 
technological innovations made available 
by research system component of National 
Agricultural Research and Extension Sys-
tem (NARES) in the past twenty years 
were adopted, poverty and food insecurity 
could not have been the case.” 
 
The Agricultural Development Pro-
gramme’s (ADP) extension strategy was 
based on the premise that a combination 
of essential factors comprising of the right 
technology, effective extension, access to 

physical production-enhancing inputs, ade-
quate market and other infrastructural fa-
cilities are essential ingredients to get agri-
culture moving and to improve productiv-
ity in order to raise the living standards of 
rural dwellers (Federal Agricultural Coor-
dinating Unit (FACU,) 1986); Braimah, 
1992). The central feature of the ADP strat-
egy is the reliance on the small-scale 
farmer as the pivot of an incremental food 
production strategy. The system has as its 
main component a reorganized and revital-
ized agricultural extension system that inte-
grates extension workers’ training and farm 
visits and ensures a two-way communica-
tion between farmers and researchers. The 
main thrust of the strategy, according to 
FACU (1986) is the encouragement of 
rapid uptake of improved farming tech-
niques which can only be done through 
programmed and monitored extension staff 
and farmer education program. The ADP is 
the agency responsible for public extension 
service delivery at the grassroots. The ADP 
approach is to be achieved through a virile 
extension outfit that regularly updates 
farmers’ knowledge on latest and proven 
technologies, which are particularly dem-
onstrated to them. The ADP thus operates a 
systematic extension delivery using basi-
cally the Training and Visit (T&V) exten-
sion approach to enhance agents and farm-
ers efficiencies respectively.  
 
However, there seems to be a gap existing 
between these strategies and the utilization 
of the many impressive research results at 
the production end. The task of the exten-
sion agents in the ADPs is to improve the 
farmers’ efficiency but many are not result-
oriented (Amalu, 1998). Preconditions for 
extension agents to be effective include 
ability to communicate, attitude to exten-
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nerships to make agricultural extension 
more efficient and effective are needed as 
agricultural extension has gone beyond 
messages on technical recommendations on 
crop production only in many parts of the 
world.  
 
The study, therefore, becomes important as 
a way of periodically assessing the effec-
tiveness of the extension agents of the ADP 
by the farmers who are the target group of 
the agricultural extension effort.  Chik-
wendu et al. (1997) noted that in recent 
years, there have been indications of inef-
fectiveness in the ADPs’ implemented 
Training and Visit (T&V) extension sys-
tem. It is also necessary to seek the opinion 
of the farmers on privatization and com-
mercialization of extension in view of the 
poor performance of public extension     
service.  
 
The general objective of this study was to 
determine farmers’ perception of the effec-
tiveness of extension agents of the Agricul-
tural Development Program. 
 
The specific objectives were to examine 
the socio-economic characteristics of re-
spondents, ascertain the frequency of con-
tact between farmers and extension agents, 
determine respondents’ assessment of the 
extension agents’ effectiveness through 
performance in knowledge/mastering of 
subject matter, teaching and communica-
tion skills, areas of coverage and relevance 
of messages to their needs, establish the 
perception of respondents to extension pri-
vatization and commercialization and de-
termine relationship between respondents’ 
socio-economic  characteristics and their 
perception of extension agents’ effective-
ness. 

sion work, and frequency of contact with 
farmers and field responsibility, which are 
examined from the viewpoint of the farm-
ers (Uwakah, 1985).  
 
On the shelves of most research institutes 
in Nigeria according to Moris (1992), may 
be found several reports, thematic reports 
and so on. with long lists of constraints 
and problems encountered by all catego-
ries of field staff in the projects. He fur-
ther noted that throughout Africa, field 
staff in the lower levels of agricultural bu-
reaucracies often encounters very difficult 
working conditions. Many of the research 
recommendations, technical packages, ex-
tension messages and technology 
“impact” points that were thus expected to 
have revolutionized agricultural produc-
tions and transform standard of living of 
the rural farmers, have performed poorly 
that benefits rarely materialized.   
 
The common complaint in many develop-
ing countries is that more operating funds 
are spent on personnel emoluments, leav-
ing almost no budget for extension pro-
grams.  Claar and Bentz (1984) noted that 
such a practice severely reduces the effec-
tiveness of extension because of the high 
mobility and training requirement.  This is 
because funding from government for ag-
ricultural extension has gone down in re-
cent times (Okoro, 2000).  The issue of 
budget cuts for agricultural extension in 
many developing countries is not new.  
there is therefore a need for governments 
in developing countries to take a decision 
on how to reform agricultural extension. 
According to Qamar (2002), pluralistic 
extension system that would involve pool-
ing of all available resources together to 
compensate for low budgets, develop part-
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tural Economics and Extension Depart-
ment, University of Benin and some exten-
sion officers of the Delta Agricultural De-
velopment Program (DADP). It was pre-
tested using a small sample of 15 respon-
dents from Uvwie Local Government Area 
of ADP central zone that was not included 
in the study.  The reliability of the instru-
ment was r = 0.88.   
 
Farmers’ perception of extension agents’ 
effectiveness were measured as pro-
pounded by Uwakah (1985) using fre-
quency of extension agents contact with 
respondents, extension agents teaching and 
communication skills, subject matter cov-
erage and relevance of extension agents’ 
messages to respondents’ technological 
needs. Some of the variables were meas-
ured using a Likert-type-scale. For exam-
ple, a 5- point likert-scale ranging from 
‘strongly agree’ (5), ‘agree’ (4), 
‘Undecided’ (3), ‘disagree’ (2), to ‘strongly 
disagree (1) was used to assess respondents 
perception of the extension agents teaching 
performance.  A mean score of 3.50 and 
above indicates effective teaching while a 
mean score lower than 3.50 indicate an in-
effective teaching.  
 
Data collected were analyzed using de-
scriptive statistics such as frequency, per-
centages, mean scores and standard devia-
tion. Correlation coefficient was used to 
test the relationship between some respon-
dents’ characteristics and their perception 
of extension agents’ effectiveness. 
 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Socio-economic Characteristics of Re-
spondents 
Table 1 shows the socio-economic charac-
teristics of the respondents. The result 

 
 

METHODOLOGY 
The study was conducted in Delta State, 
which lies in the South-South part of Ni-
geria. Delta Agricultural Development 
Program (DADP) has three agricultural 
zones, Delta North Agricultural zone with 
9 Local Government Areas, Delta Central 
Zone with10 Local Government Areas and 
Delta South Zone with 6 Local Govern-
ment Areas. 
 
The target population for the study was 
the food crop farmers. A multi–stage ran-
dom sampling technique was used for the 
study because the sampling unit occurs in 
strata of blocks and cells. The first stage 
was the purposive selection of Delta cen-
tral zone from the three zones of the ADP 
being the largest of the zones as it has 10 
of the 25 local government areas and with 
the largest concentration of food crop 
farmers. The second stage was the random 
selection of five blocks from a total of ten 
blocks in the Delta central zone. These 
were Ughelli North, Sapele, Ethiope East, 
Isoko North and Udu blocks respectively. 
The third stage was the random selection 
of two cells from eight cells in each block 
to make a total of ten cells sampled. The 
last stage was the proportional random 
selection of 15 farmers from each cell be-
cause of the unequal numbers of farmers 
in each cell.  A total of 150 farmers from 
527 ADP registered farmers in the ten 
cells formed the sample size but only 128 
copies of respondents’ questionnaire were 
useful for analysis. 
 
The instrument for data collection was a 
structured interview schedule, which was 
validated by some experts from Agricul-
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Nigeria.  
 
Farmers’ Perception of Extension Agents’ 
Effectiveness: 
Frequency of Extension Agents’ Contact 
with Respondents. 
Majority (61.7%)of the respondents  have 
contact with extension agents on a monthly 
basis (61.7%). Only 16% of them are being 
contacted fortnightly which is the T and V 
system of extension’s recommendation, 
while 22% reported being visited once in 
every two months. The frequency of con-
tact is low. The low frequency of contact 
between extension agents and farmers 
might have been due to lack of funds for 
logistics which came after the World Bank 
withdrawal from the counterpart funding of 
ADPs nation wide. According to Kamilu 
(2001), “after the World Bank withdrew 
their financial support, many Nigerian 
ADPs are no more viable.”       
 
Farmers’ Perception of Extension Agents’ 
Teaching and Communication efficiency 
Table 2 shows the respondents’ perception 
of the extension agents’ teaching and com-
munication efforts. The results show that 
respondents perceived the extension agents 
to have good knowledge of subject matter 
(M = 4.48), have a lot of new ideas (M = 
4.43) and their messages are beneficial (M 
= 4.36). However, respondents gave a low 
rating to some of the teaching and commu-
nication strategies of the extension agents 
such as, listening ability to respondents’ 
problems (M = 3.27), acting as if they 
know it all (M = 3.19), imposing their ideas 
on respondents (M = 3.02) and not being 
explanatory enough (M = 2.91). This result 
implies that though, the extension agents 
had good knowledge of subject matter and 
new ideas but they lacked good communi-

shows that majority (71.1%) of the re-
spondents are female which is an indica-
tion that female farmers may likely domi-
nate the workforce in Delta State agricul-
tural sector, especially in the rural sector 
where agriculture is practiced on a subsis-
tence level. This result agrees with the 
view of Verma (2001) that women ac-
count for 70-80 percent of house-hold 
food production in sub-Saharan Africa.  
The result also shows that majority of the 
respondents belong to age bracket 30-49 
years old (81.2%) which means that ma-
jority belong to the active age as only few 
(12.5%) are above 50years. This finding 
agrees with that of Obinne and Anyanwu 
(1991) that the mean age of male farmers 
in their study was 45years and that of fe-
males were 40. Age is a factor that is very 
important in farming as a primary occupa-
tion since it requires people of age group 
that are energetic and are independent. 
Table 1 also shows that a high proportion 
of the respondents (89.8%) were married.  
Education is important in creating positive 
mental attitude towards adoption of mod-
ern farming innovations (Benor et al., 
1997). However, the result in Table 1 indi-
cates a low level of respondents’ educa-
tional qualification as majority of the re-
spondents (69.5%) had only primary edu-
cation and only 3.1% had tertiary educa-
tion. All the respondents are farmers but a 
few (6.2%) are also into trading and civil 
service in addition to farming and a large 
proportion (60.9%) also have 11- 30 years 
of farming experience with a majority 
(73.0%) having less than 2 hectares as 
farm size which is an indication that ma-
jority are small-scale farmers.  This result 
agrees with the view Omohan (1996) that 
the small farming holdings constitute 
more than 70% of all farming activities in 
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ther shows that extension agents’ message 
on application of herbicides and pesticides 
(M = 2.45), storage (M = 2.86) and har-
vesting techniques (M = 3.33) were irrele-
vant to respondent’s farm needs/problems. 
 
Respondents' Perception as Regards Agri-
cultural Extension Reforms 
Table 5 shows the opinions of the respon-
dents as regards agricultural extension re-
forms. The result shows that majority 
(85.2%) of the farmers are not in support of 
complete privatization and commercializa-
tion of agricultural extension. However, a 
majority (86.7%) were in support of joint 
financing of agricultural extension by gov-
ernment, private organizations, NGOs and 
others. An interesting result in Table 5 is 
that, a majority (72.7%) of the respondents 
were in support of involvement of local 
government in the running and financing of 
agricultural extension. Most of the results 
were not unexpected because small holder 
farmers would not have enough funds to 
pay for full privatization of extension 
which was actually indicated by some of 
the respondents through verbal discussion 
during the survey.  
 
Relationship between respondents’ se-
lected socio-economic characteristics and 
their perception of extension agents’ ef-
fectiveness 
 
Table 6 shows that respondents’ age (r = 
0.173), education (r = 0.245) and farm Size 
(r = 0.254) had positive and significant re-
lationship with their perception of exten-
sion agents’ effectiveness. This means age 
may likely have a positive impact on per-
ception of an individual. Similarly, the bet-
ter the educational qualification farmers 
acquire, the better the perception. Akinbile 

cation skills and inadequate knowledge of 
adult learning principles which could af-
fect the impact of their training on the 
farmers and also their effectiveness. Ac-
cording to Rogers (1996), the poor train-
ing of agricultural extension staff is part of 
the problem of the relative ineffectiveness 
of much extension in the field.   
 
Table 3 shows the area of coverage of the 
extension agents. It is obvious from the 
table that the extension agents were 
mainly covering the commodity crop pro-
duction technologies, processing and stor-
age and fairly of input distribution. Areas 
not related to crop production were mostly 
neglected. This result clearly indicated 
that the extension agents are still used to 
their traditional extension which agrees 
with the view of Crowder (1996), that cur-
rent extension advice and messages often 
reflect a bias towards short-term, single-
crop production gains and solely on tech-
nical recommendations. 
 
Respondents’ Perception of Relevance of 
Extension Agents’ Message to their 
Technological Needs/Problems      
 
Table 4 shows how relevant extension 
agent’s messages on improved technolo-
gies were to the respondents’ farm needs/
problems.  The table shows that extension 
agent’s message on improved varieties (M 
= 4.08) was very relevant.  Improved va-
rieties were perceived as important tech-
nology “impact point” necessary for in-
creased production, hence the high rating.  
In the same vein, respondents perceived 
messages relating to processing (M = 
3.93), spacing (M= 3.87) and application 
of fertilizers (M = 3.83) as relevant to 
their farm needs/problems.  The result fur-
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government, NGOs and private organi-
zations which involves pooling of all 
available resources together to compen-
sate for low budgets, develop partner-
ships to make agricultural extension 
more efficient and effective. 

2. Since the extension agents are not 
abreast of new developments in exten-
sion as shown in the study, their effi-
ciency could be more enhanced through 
training.  Training is the only spring-
board for acquisition of knowledge and 
skill.  Therefore, DADP should regu-
larly organize adequate in-service train-
ing to enhance the knowledge and effi-
ciency of village extension agents.  
Regular training in the form of work-
shops, seminars and conferences should 
be provided for extension agents so that 
reasonable experience is acquired espe-
cially in adult learning and new devel-
opments in extension programme. 
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Table 1: Distribution of respondents according to socio-economic characteristics  

Socio-economic characteristics Frequency 
N = 128 

Percentage (%) 

Age Range 
Less than 30years 
30-39yea 
40-49 years 
Above 50years 

  
8 
47 
57 
16 

  
6.3 
36.7 
44.5 
12.5 

  
Sex 
 Male 
Female 

  
37 
91 

  
28.9 
71.1 

Marital Status 
Married 
Single 

  
115 
13 

  
89.8 
10.2 

 
Educational Qualification 
Primary Education 
 Secondary Education 
Tertiary Education 

  
89 
35 
4 

  
69.5 
27.4 
3.1 

 
Occupation 
Farming 
Trading 
Civil Service 

  
128 
5 
3 

  
100 
3.9 
2.3 

 
Farm Size 
Less than 0.5 
0.5-1.0 
1.1-1.5 
1.6-2.0 
2.1-2.5 
Greater than 2.5 

  
5 
38 
42 
8 
27 
8 

  
3.9 
29.7 
32.8 
6.3 
21.1 
6.3 

 
Years of Experience 
1-10 
11-20 
21-30 
Above 30 

  
44 
67 
11 
6 

  
34.4 
52.3 
8.6 
4.7 

Source: Survey Data, 2005 
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Table 2: Respondents’ assessment of extension agents’ knowledge/mastery of 
subject matter, teaching and communication efficiency  

Perceived level of teaching efficiency M SD 
EAs have good knowledge of subject matter 4.48 0.50 
EAs have a lot of new technologies 4.43 0.64 
EAs messages are beneficial 4.36 0.74 
EAs integrate theory and practical well 4.29 0.59 
EAs’ presentation of topics is good 4.16 0.90 
EAs listen to your problems 3.27 0.95 
EAs act as if they know all 3.19 0.59 
EAs impose their ideas 3.02 0.55 
EAs are explanatory 2.91 0.59 
EAs   =  Extension Agents, M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation  

Table 3: Percentage distribution of respondents according to perceived areas 
covered by extension agents 

Coverage areas Yes No 
Commodity crop production technologies 97.7 2.3 
Processing and storage technologies 93.8 6.2 
Input distribution 65.0 35.0 
Income generation strategies 35.2 64.8 
Marketing 32.0 68.0 
Micro-credit 25.0 75.0 
Environmental issue 4.7 95.3 
Health issues (HIV/AIDS, Malaria 0.8 99.2 
Information and communication technology 0.8 99.2 

Table 4: Relevance of Extension Agents Message to Respondents Technological 
Needs/Problems  
Technologies Mean (M) Std. Deviation 
Improved varieties 4.08 1.02 
Processing 3.93 1.29 
Application of fertilizer 3.83 1.26 
Harvesting techniques 3.33 1.35 
Storage 2.80 1.72 
Application of herbicides and pesticides 2.45 1.48 
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Table 5: Distribution of Respondents According to their Opinions on   
Agricultural Extension Reforms 
Reforms Yes No 

Government should fully privatize agricultural extension 14.8 85.2 
Government and private organizations should finance extension 45.3 54.7 

Federal, state and local governments should jointly finance extension 72.7 27.3 

Extension should be left to universities and research institutes 29.7 70.3 

Big commercial farmers should only pay for extension services 82.8 17.2 

Government should continue to provide extension service to small 
scale farmers 

92.2 7.8 

Extension service should be jointly financed by government, private 
organizations, NGOs, universities etc. 

86.7 13.3 

Table 6: Relationship between some respondents’ characteristics and their      
perception of extension agents’ effectiveness  

Respondents’ characteristics Correlation Coefficient (r) 

Age 0.173* 

Education 0.243* 

Farming Experience 0.095 

Farm Size 0.254* 

* Significant at 5% Level 
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