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Abstract: Over time, extension provision has been supply-driven, with little direct consultation with the farmers
to whom the extension technologies, information and associated services are intended. The linear model of
technology transfer (researcher - extension- farmers) has been the dominant approach to agricultural and rural
development in Nigeria, resulting in the delivery of technologies that have failed to alleviate farmers' problems.
Recently, farmer-led extension approaches have come to be considered as appropriate for farmers' need. These
approaches increase farmer's basic knowledge and ability to make their own choices and decision on particular
technologies. Farmers assume a central role and become key players in technology identification, generation,
adaptation and dissemination. This paper examined the various approaches to agricultural extension and the
challenges of farmer-led extension approaches. These challenges include changes in the organization structure
and profession attitude, strengthen farmers' organizations, farmers' acceptability, fiscal sustainability and
logistics issues.
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INTRODUCTION commodity-based research institutes, national extension

Extension was conceived originally as a service to federal, state and private universities, three universities of
“extend” research-based knowledge to the rural sector to agriculture, several colleges of agriculture/polytechnics.
improve the lives of farmers. It thus included components It  also includes  three   international   agricultural
of  technology  transfer,  broader  rural development research centers viz: International Institute of Tropical
goals,  management  skills  and  non-formal education. Agriculture (IITA), a sub-station of International Crop
The traditional view of extension in Africa was very much Research Institute  for  Semi- Arid  Tropics  (ICRISAT)
focused on increasing production, improving yields, and a sub-station of International Livestock Research
training farmers and transferring technology. Today’s Institute  (ILRI)  [5]. All of these institutions collectively
understanding of extension goes beyond technology or individually serve as the fountain of agricultural
transfer to facilitation; beyond training to learning and innovations for both public and private agricultural
includes assisting farmer to form groups, dealing with extension service providers. The  major  provider of
marketing issues and partnering with a broad range of public sector agricultural extension services in Nigeria is
service providers and other agencies [1]. According to Agricultural Development Programme (ADP) in each of
Birner et al. [2], agricultural extension is defined as the the 36 states of Nigeria.
entire set of organizations that support and facilitate
people engaged in agricultural production to solve Approaches to Agricultural Extension: For research to be
problems and to obtain information, skills and effective  there must be an efficient mechanism whereby
technologies to improve their livelihoods and well-being. its result can be used by the end users. The process of
They are provided by a variety of agencies in the public, making available the fruits of research is the function of
commercial and voluntary sectors [3]. extension.  Extension  services frequently have many

Nigeria probably has the most elaborate extension other tasks to perform, e.g. advising farmers on input
system in Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), with a population of availability and sources of agricultural credit. The
over 140 million and 71 million hectares of arable land [4]. traditional view of technology transfer is a one-way
The agricultural research system comprises of 17 process. Accordingly, research produces innovations

institute, over 45 faculties of agriculture in conventional
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which are passed on to extension which in turn passes more success. The T&V system was also more successful
them to farmers [6]. This approach has been described as in promoting very specific packages (where they were
“sock-it-to-them” by Rolling [7]. suitable). However, T&V and public extension systems in

There are many models and types of extension general, came under attack due to the cost of financing
activities around the World. Over the years, Nigeria has coupled with criticisms of irrelevance, inefficiency,
experimented a number of extension approaches and ineffectiveness and lack of equity [12]. In Ethiopia for
agricultural programmes with strong extension example, Dejene [13] found that the communication
components. Notable among these extension approaches system from contact farmers to the rest of the community
are: the conventional ministry operated extension system, did not work as expected and up to 25% of contact
project based extension, sectoral/commodity extension, farmers did not have the necessary knowledge and skills.
university-based extension, integrated rural development In Nigeria, extension agents lacked communication skills,
approach and farmers-focused extension [8]. In its transportation and faced cultural barriers [14]. Despite the
determined effort to overcome the seemingly intractable yield increases recorded, the program left many countries
problem of food shortages and spiraling domestic food saddled with huge debts.
prices, successive Nigerian governments have launched
and executed many larger and smaller agricultural New  Extension Paradigm: Numerous critiques of
programmes with elements of extension, these include Training & Visit and other agricultural technology-
among others; the National Accelerated Food Production transfer approaches have led to a chorus of calls for
Programme (1973), River Basin Development Authority ‘demand-driven extension’. Demand-driven extension
(1975), Operation Feed the Nation (1976), Green involves a shift from public sector extension delivery to a
Revolution (1980), Agricultural Development Programmes negotiated system through which farmers and rural
(1985), National Directorate for Employment (1980) and the community members determine their needs and have some
first National Fadama Development Project (1992) and control over extension services which are delivered by
National Special Programme for Food Security (2003) [9]. public,  private, NGO or farmer organisation providers.

One of the innovations in Nigerian agricultural The new paradigm in extension is often referred to as
extension is the Training and Visit (T&V) system. It was ‘demand driven’ extension. ‘Demand’ is defined by
introduced  to  Nigeria  in 1986 by the World Bank and Neuchael Group [15] as what people ask for, need and
was subsequently adopted in a most religious and value so much that they are willing to invest their
enthusiastic manner. The purpose of the introduction of resources, such as time and money in order to receive the
this pattern of extension system (T&V) was to remedy the services.
weakness inherent in the previous approaches. It was also The term offers an alternative to the definition of
to strengthen research extension linkages by making technology transfer and might be defined as an
research more relevant to the needs of the small-scale agricultural advisory service based upon the idea of two
farmers. It is designed to delivered selected, timely and way communication promoting knowledge facilitation,
feasible technologies to farmers on a strict fortnightly knowledge generation, or knowledge sharing in a
periodicity. The system encourages strong linkages with community development context and with focus on
agricultural research institutions, places great emphasis human resource development [16]. It generally involves
on a professional approach to extension and requires an changing the distribution of power and responsibilities
exclusive devotion to extension work. The main feature of among three set of actors: clients, service providers and
the T&V extension system includes a single line of government [17].  Neuchael Group [15] described its main
command and a well defined geographical boundary of principles as; services shall be driven by user demands,
operation for each extension worker [8]. service providers shall be accountable to the users and

Bindlish  and Evenson [10] showed that the T&V users shall have a free choice of service providers.
management  system  made  extension   more  effective, Participatory extension approaches such as the
led to agricultural growth and realized high rates of return. Farmer Field Schools (FFS) and Farmer-Group approach
In Kenya, [11] asserted that T&V had some benefits in are emerging methodologies for technology validation
terms of staff training, increase in geographical coverage and dissemination in Nigeria. Participatory approaches
and improved linkages with research. In Asia, where there calls   for   a  shift  from  the  status quo. The salient
is more homogeneity within farming systems and higher feature  of the new approach is the reversal learning,
capacity among agents and farmers, T&V had recorded where  research  and  extension  are learning from farmers.
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Table 1: Paradigm shift from production-led to farmers-led extension system

Components Production-led approach Farmers-led extension approach

Purpose/ Objective Transfer of production technologies Capacity building (especially farmers extensionist), create 
para-professional extension workers, creating 
or strengthening local institutions

Goal Food self-sufficiency Livelihood security including food, nutrition, employment
to alleviate poverty, sustainability and conserving bio-diversity

Approach Top-down, commodity and supply driven Participatory, bottom-up and demand driven
Actors Mostly public institutions Pluralistic with public, private, non-government and farmers

organizations as a partner rather than competitors
Mode Mostly interpersonal/ individual approach Integration of clients oriented on-farm participatory/experiential

learning methods supported by ICTs and media
Role of extension agents Limited to delivery mode and feedback to research system Facilitation of learning, building overall capacity of farmers

and encouraging farmers experimentation
Linkages/liaison Research-Extension-Farmers Research- Extension-Farmers Organizations
Emphasis Information management, Production “Seed to Seed” Knowledge management and sharing
Nature of technology Input intensive, crop based and general recommendations Knowledge intensive, broad based, farming system perspective 

as per agro-climatic zone, fixed package of information and blending with ITKs
Critical areas Improvement, production and protection Decision support system, integrated farming system approach,

natural resource management, clients group formation 
and community empowerment

Critical inputs Money and material Access to Information, building human and social capital
Accountability Mostly government To farmers rather than donors

Source: [20]

The key elements in the participatory paradigm are to: put principles such as experiential learning. It is a typical
emphasis on people rather than things, decentralize, example of participatory extension method, which has
empower, value and work according to the needs of spread from Asia to Latin America and Africa. According
stakeholders learn from beneficiaries and beneficiaries to Madukwe [21], they are schools without walls. Groups
learn from each other [18]. of 20-25 farmers typically meet weekly in an informal

Demand-driven extension is often connected with setting in their own environment. Farmers are  facilitated
ideas of privatization and a move away from free public to conduct their own research, diagnose and test
services. On the other hand, it defends the continuation problems and come up with solutions. Both to ensure
of some forms of ‘subsidized’ extension, but under much sustainability  and  to enhance the sense of ownership
different criteria than the previous production-focused and responsibility, FFS programs are encouraging cost
strategies. It urges public extension to concentrate on sharing [1].
more marginal areas, to take account of the diversity of The operation of the extension delivery approach is
rural livelihoods, to be innovative in its organization and that developmental organizations partner with extension
to develop the capacity for strengthening the demand personnel to identify or form farmer groups based on
side of extension [19]. The farmer-led extension so far is particular topics.  For instance, there are groups based on
a peripheral issue and alternative approach in today’s passion fruit, poultry, beekeeping, vegetable production
extension  scenario. Hence, there is an urgent need to etc. FFS hold field days for other FFS groups and
shift the paradigm of extension system from mere neighboring farmers. This provides an opportunity for
production-led  to  farmer-led and market-led extension each participant to teach others what they have learned.
system on end-to-end basis. At the end of the FFS cycle, certain farmers are chosen by

Therefore, the new framework for conceptualizing the group to be farmer facilitators. They can then lead
and operating extension system is evolved and presented their  own  farmer  field  school  the  following  season.
in Table 1. The extension officer’s role has evolved from that of a

Farmers Field Schools (FFS): Farmer field schools (FFS) knowledge  creation. The extension agent no longer has
are a participatory method of learning, technology to  have  all the answers and the messages of extension
development and dissemination based on adult-learning are not centrally contrived but, instead, related to locally

primary knowledge source to that of a facilitator of
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relevant  problems  emerging from the FFS study field. education and the financial strength of the individual
The FFS methods have transformed farmers from farmer. It is not known whether farmers can ably take on
recipients of information to generators and manipulators all the responsibilities as key players in the delivery
of local data [21]. system since the new roles require skills, adequate

Farmer-Group Approach: The farmer-group approach poor farmers lack. According to Amanuel [23], many
plays valuable role in policy advocacy and in realizing farmers in Ethiopia are constrained with resource
economies of scale. One major benefit of the group is that limitations, apparently not able to take risks and carry out
farmers support each other to learn and adopt. Thus experiment with their meager resources. Perhaps, this is
farmer-to-farmer extension is amplified. Rather than simply one of the reasons why farmers in Ethiopia opt to stick to
be agents for technologies imposed from outside, the their traditional experiences of  doing  agriculture or
extension agents are expected to become catalysts, simply wait and see what the extension agents will come
mobilizing farmers to experiment on an identified need/ up with. Although "natural tendency and talent to try new
solution, recognizing local innovations and helping to things" is a curtail factor to innovate, such talents may
assess and encourage them [21]. There are various types remain  dormant if resources and enabling environment
of farmer groups, including formal co-operatives, informal are not their. Before farmers; led extension systems can
farmer associations or groups, multi-purpose groups and take root, farmers must first develop their capacity to
national farmers’ organizations. The benefits of farmer articulate their collective demands and exert pressure on
groups as noted by Conroy [22] include: making the system to deliver what they want [17].
agricultural extension services more client-driven and
efficient; strengthening farmers’ bargaining power with Strengthening Farmers’ Organizations: With the
traders; reducing transaction costs for input supplies and decline of cooperatives and other farmers’ organizations
output buyers; economies of scale (e.g. from bulking up in Africa, many farmers lack a collective voice. They
in output marketing or storage) facilitating savings and cannot   to   access   affordable   production   inputs  such
access to credit; and reducing public-sector extension as finance, technology, land and  water  and  are  locked
costs. This  strategy  enhances the dissemination of out of markets. As a result, a large number of small-scale
agro-information either by public or private interventions farmers  live  in  poverty and cannot influence policies
to a wider spectrum of users, including women and youth, that affect their livelihoods. Strong and vibrant farmers’
unlike the formal extension systems. organizations can provide opportunities to farmers to

Challenges  of  Farmer-Led  Extension  Approach: from it. However, identifying and promoting authentic
Setting up farmer-led arrangements that give a voice to farmers’ organizations that empower smallholders, is a big
resource-poor and less well-educated farmers, is a major challenge for governments and their development
challenge.  These  challenges  associated  with  such  shift partners. Most groups are hastily formed, often with no
in  the present supply driven to demand driven (farmer- regard for the social-cultural and economic structures of
led) extension approaches include; changes in the the farming communities. Such groups are not viable and
organization culture and profession attitude, strengthen incapable of serving as channels through which farmers
farmers’ organizations, farmers’ acceptability, fiscal can take part in decision making. The voice of the poor is
sustainability and logistics issues. neglected.  This  required  that  only poor households

Changes in Organizational Structure and Professional input technologies may be tested. Also, often time farmers
Attitude:  Making  government  extension  services groups focus on only one topic (cowpea, cocoa or IPM)
farmer-led requires a major change in organizational hence may become boring. Farmer experiment may have a
structure and professional attitudes is required. This limited geographical scale, meeting the needs of farmers
requires training and a change in operational procedures in one village only.
and could not be achieved overnight. Farmers’ This could be addressed by classifying farmers into
competency to effectively utilize the opportunity as key group based on reasons for poverty and potential
players  in extension delivery system is an important resources (land and water, labour availability, knowledge
factor to be considered, since competency is affected by and capital) but this requires the skill and knowledge of
many factors like past experience, exposure levels of extension personnel. For farmer-led extension approaches

information channels, time and financial resources which

effectively play a role in the market economy and benefit

may participate in farmer groups, or that only low-external-
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to work, the extension personnel must support and compared to other extension approaches like T&V but had
enhanced the capacities of locally established groups the highest benefit : cost ratio compared to other
under various schemes/programmes like Fadama User approaches. Also, Farmer-trainers require compensation
Group (under the National Fadama Development for their time and effort.
Programme in Nigeria) and other thrift and credit groups
in Nigeria. These group need to be educated on the Logistics: According to Hakiza et al. [26], logistic issues
importance, utility and benefit of self-help action. As affect quality of an FFS. They include location of the FFS,
advocated by Kibwika et al. [24], that, there is need to synchronization of the FFS with planting season,
support empowerment of local organizations and enhance maintenance of a full schedule for each FFS meeting,
enterprise development. location of the study fields relative to the FFS meeting

Participatory Planning Is Still Dominated by Village FFS to local needs, inadequate material and / or late arrival
Leaders: Another perceived challenge to farmer-led of funds and unforeseen interruptions due to other
extension is that, participatory planning is still dominated occurrences in the locality of training like sicknesses,
by  village  leaders  or  a  number  of wealthier farmers. death and traditional functions. The trainers (farmer-
The voice of the poor farmers is neglected. This requires trainers and extension staff) also require substantial
that only poor households may participate in farmer training  and follow up to become effective facilitators.
groups. Often, it has been discovered that farmers groups The  training must address the fundamental changes in
focus on only one topic where farmer-led extension is the role of the extension agent from expert to learning
being practiced. In Vietnam for example, farmer group facilitator. Such training and follow-up is expensive and
focus on only one topic (pig raising or IPM). time consuming. FFS approach’s design has an inherent

Farmers’ Acceptability: Another challenge in farmer-led much to learn, requiring a lot of time. This situation tends
extension approaches is that, it is not easy for farmers to to put pressure on the farmers to choose between
get accepted by fellow farmers and the community in attending training or forego the training to attend to other
general. No one expect poor farmers to be sources of activities that needed urgent attention. Irregular farmer
innovation  that  may change the lives of others too. attendance limits farmers’ ability to follow and understand
Many people have the tendency to believe that it is only some of the concepts during training and yet the training
literate  and intelligent people (like extension workers) is designed in chronological order. Illiteracy is another
who could bring something new and important to the challenge in farmers led extension approaches. Also, there
farmers. Because of this reason, many people in Ethiopia is inadequate co-ordination among government agencies.
do not only provide "no support" but also discourage the
innovative farmers, considering them someone wasting CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
time for "no good" reasons. Also, identification of
innovative farmers is not an easy task form; it requires a Demand-driven extension is desirable in many
different  approach  than  the traditional survey method. instances, although a balance must be struck between the
It also requires time, patience and commitment. demands of government and those of farmers in different

Fiscal Sustainability: A major issue with promoting a  balance between institutional supply system and
farmers’ led extension approach in the Africa countries farmer-initiated demand-driven extension/technology
including Nigeria is the financial commitment entailed in systems should in many cases be the ultimate goal of
the continued operation of such innovative. Giving clients countries eager to advance to higher stages of
a substantial measure of financial control is more likely to development and competitive power. Promoting farmers
lead to responsiveness than exhortation and training interest groups, women interest groups, commodity
alone. If government is to carry out a significant training interest groups and strengthen capacity building of these
programme over a long period of time relying on trainers, organized groups for advanced agricultural production
a significant fiscal obligation is applied,  which  may not technologies  will  enhance  farmers’-led  extension. There
be financially sustainable. Evidence from a study by should be a proper co-ordination of farmer-led extension
Nalukwago [25] carried out in south western Uganda approaches by government agencies. Donors can support
revealed that FFS had the highest cost per farmer trained the participation of researches in farmer-led experiment.

place, control over the study fields, relationship of the

tendency for the training to be very intensive with too

economic categories in Nigeria (e.g. low-income). Striking
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