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ABSTRACT

Extension services in Nigeria have been faced wi#hnting challenges which affect the quality ofvemy
delivery. Among these challenges is the issue oéling hence, this study assessed the views of sercs wf
agricultural extension services in Ogun state alsoutces of alternative funding. Fifty two smalkkcfarmers
and 15 private farms were randomly selected andrrimdtion elicited through an interview guide. The
information collected was analyzed mainly usingcdipsive analytical tools such as frequency, mead a
percentages. The results of the analysis shows8&&86 of the small scale farmers are male with llevel of
education but have been farming for above 15 yaadsfarm on less than 2 Ha of land while the pevarms
have been practising for less than 15 years with 20% farming on above 15 Ha. The major sourctinéling
extension presently is from the state governmeiilevather possible sources of funding identifiedinle donor
agencies, Non-Governmental Organizations, joirarfiring through Public-Private-Partnership and trenérs
themselves. Also, 82.7% of the farmers and 60%hefprivate farms are willing to pay for extensi@nces
with an annual mean price ef N6,755 and N24,45peetively. The constraints facing extension finagci
identified are sourcing and management relatecegsstihe study therefore recommends the commeiatiaiiz

of extension services thus allowing the governmentegulate activities and enhance commitment bf al
stakeholders.
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1. Introduction

Agricultural extension in many developing countrissseen as a policy instrument for the promotidn o
agricultural production and rural development i service is now plagued with many challenge®rBwith
the challenges agricultural extension still remathe most crucial means of reaching farmers andr the
household in rural areas. With changing trendsaradlenges facing agricultural extension delivényNigeria,
there had been a change in mode of operationsuantinfy of extension organizations. Thus necessdatie
exploration of other avenues especially privatdigpation and funding. In Nigeria, extension op&nas have
not been properly funded because of the diminiskiimancial power of the funding authorities modthe state
and federal government. Over the years, other extetonors such as the World Bank, Internationald~tor
Agricultural Development (IFAD), Food and Agriculeu Organisation (FAO), European Union (EU) have
contributed largely to extension funding and progmees and agricultural development in general ineN&y
Adebayo and Idowu, (2000) reported that the WorkhiB contributed 60% during the period of tripartite
funding of the Agricultural Development ProjectsORs) while the Federal government and State govenhm
contributed 10% and 30% respectively during theesgriod. They also reported that during this metice
extension services were efficient but with the diiwal of the funding the extension services dejivey the
ADPs have been rendered incapacitated or totalyfantive as they were incapable of carrying ouwirth
activities effectively due to no alternative funohat from the dwindling budget vote from the stgd&ernment.

In the review of Ogun State Agricultural Developmé&irogramme (OGADEP) activities by Adebayo et al
(1999) they reported that after the expirationhaf tripartite funding arrangement, the organisatias fallen on
10 out of 19 criteria considered. This along withes factors of inefficiency, lack of relevance, magement
based issues, mobility and infrastructure have geduhe efficiency of the organisation by incregsime calls
for alternative source of funding and involvemehother stakeholders in extension activities.

In the history of extension service in Nigeria, Biland Mafimisebi (2004) reported that extensiorvise has
been publicly funded and implemented since theiqitependence era most by agencies such as thetfidigis
of Agriculture, commodity board, National Agriculd Extension and Research Liaison Service (NAERLS)
Universities and the ADPs. The ADPs has becomenthgr vehicle of extension service nationwide. In
comparing funding of extension between Nigeria HredUnited States of America (USA), Torimiro andotig
(2008) reported that the ADPs are funded majorlyagh state government with little support from Heeleral
government and other stakeholders but in the USWifg of extension services involve 40% federabpddate
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and 20% county (Local Government Areas (LGAS) ia tlase of Nigeria) in addition to private agenciésn
Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and other stdkeha
The Federal and State government responsible ftaising the funding of the extension programmesmeen
found wanting in many areas due to the fact th&gresion and agriculture services have been seprstasocial
services with no return. Proponents of alternatiwarce of funding observed that despite the jastifbons of
public funding for extension the general trendis€dl restraints in the face of global cash cruact financial
crisis thereby has led to inadequate funding wihéetd to virtual collapse of the extension instiins. So the
need for alternative funding (Andersen and Fed&320Adebayo et al (1999) reported an average adail
fund for OGADEP fell by 20% due to reduced commitint funding of the ADP by the state and federal
government. While studies by Adebayo et al 1999wé@nd Chukwuoma 2004, Omotagbal 2004 have
shown that for an effective extension programmbligperia, it is not possible for government alonduod and
implement extension programme in all its ramifioat. There is a need to assess the other avadlbteatives
of funding extension services and constraints whitglght impede the alternative sources from the siser
viewpoint.
Many of the funds made available have not been gimdaa meet the demand of the extension organization
leading to reduction of their activities in orderdperate within the available funds with margipatformance.
Constraints associated with public funded extens@mwices include poor funding, unavailability ofterials for
field work and transportation facilities, poor remewation of extension workers, supply driven natofe
technology disseminated, inadequate staffing, tghurposiveness and effectiveness in service @glivihese
has led to litany of calls for alternative fundin§ extension especially privatization, involvemerftprivate
organizations in extension service delivery anddfng, Non Government Organizations, philanthromonaell
as Multinational organizations. The proponentsrofgte involvement base their proposal on provisibtimely
and appropriate services to the farmers, healtimypetition to promote improved efficiency and effeehess,
improve public finance utilisation, re alignment ptiblic finance for other prioritized areas of patl
development (Saliu and Age, 2009, Alabi and Mafehis2004, Adebayo, 2004). Other views touch on
government dwindling budgets and extreming pooigmss in raising economic and social well-beinghaf
populace through public extension.
At present extension service in Nigeria is delideby many organizations dominated by the publieesion
organizations (State ADPs, State and Federal Mjnisf Agriculture, Local government department of
agriculture), private organizations (OLAM, SARO Agallied), Non-Governmental Organizations (JDPMC)
Multinational organizations (BATN, Shell), Coopavat Societies (CGA, Yam Growers Association). It is
against this background that this study has tHeviahg objectives to;

1. identify the present and past sources of fundimgibension.

2. identify possible alternative sources for funding éxtension.

3. examine the willingness of stakeholders to payefdension services.

4. ascertain constraints to extension funding fromubers perspective.
2. Methodology
This study was carried out in Abeokuta LGA of Ogtiste. The LGA was created after been demerged the
old Abeokuta city Council LGA in Ogun state. Itase of the present 20 local governments in the skdrt of
the LGA forms part of the Abeokuta metropolis the targe part remains rural in nature. The are®isinated
by the Egba speaking Yoruba ethnic group with fagrand trading as the major occupation of the peopl
The targeted population of this study was the uskextension services in the local government.s€heclude
the smallholder’s crop and animal farmers, orgahipdvate agricultural organisation. The responslemére
selected using a simple random sampling technicura & list of farmers from the state ADP (OGADERjile/
the Ministry of agriculture provided a list of retgred private agricultural organizations. 52 sreadlle farmers
were randomly selected and 15 private organizativee also selected and took part in the study. M
instrument for data collection from the respondeveds a questionnaire for the private agriculturgbaizations
and an interview schedule for the farmers. Therumsént consisted of questions on the respondemsipal
characteristics, past and present sources of fiamdsxtension services, alternative sources of inm@xtension
services, willingness to pay for extension serviged constraints impeding the funding of extenservices in
Ogun state.
The dependent variable for the study is the respatndiew on sources of alternative funding. Themerces
were identified by the respondents. The independanables include the respondent’s characterisfiossent
and past sources of extension services, willingtepsy and constraints impeding extension finagcin
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3.0 Results and Discussions
3.1 Personal characteristics of the respondents
Table 1; Distribution of the characteristics of therespondents

Variables Farmers (n=52) Private Agric Org(n=15)
Freq % Freq %
Sex
Male 37 71.2 NA NA
Female 15 28.8 NA NA
Religion
Christianity 33 63.5 NA NA
Islam 18 34.6 NA NA
Others 01 01.9 NA NA
Age (years)
21-30 04 07.7 NA NA
31-40 19 36.5 NA NA
41 -50 18 34.6 NA NA
Above 50 11 21.2 NA NA
Marital Status
Single 04 07.7 NA NA
Married 45 86.5 NA NA
Widowed 03 05.8 NA NA
Educational Level
Primary education 26 50.0 NA NA
Secondary Education 11 21.2 NA NA
Tertiary education 05 09.6 NA NA
No formal Education 10 19.2 NA NA
Duration of practising farming (years)
Less than 5 03 05.8 04 26.7
06 -10 01 01.9 04 26.7
11-15 10 19.2 06 40.0
Above 15 38 73.1 01 06.7
Available land size (acres)
Less than 5 a7 90.4 01 06.7
6 -10 04 47.7 07 46.7
11-15 01 01.9 04 26.7
16 -20 - - 03 20.0
Agricultural Activities
Cassava Production 52 100 14 93.3
Maize Production 52 100 15 100
Cocoa Production 02 03.9 04 26.7
Pepper Production 15 28.9 05 33.3
Rice Production 10 19.2 05 33.3
Poultry Production 12 23.1 08 53.3

Source; Field Survey 2013 NA= Not Available

The findings of the study show that 71% of the farsrare male, with majority (86.5%) married. Theufts also
showed that 36.5% of the farmers fall within the &gacket of 31 and 40 with a 63.5% being Christi@n the
level of education attained the results shows 18a2% do not have any form of formal education, Stége
primary education, 21.2% have secondary educatibitevonly 09.6% have post secondary education. This
implies that the farmers are less illiterate, netrand a farming population tilting towards old .agbese
characteristics affect the farmers in their aateit This reflects the typical characteristics ariniers in Ogun
state as reported by Adebayo et al (1999) with ®60f farmers been male with an average of 46 yedts
80% having primary education.

On the duration of practicing farming, the resutsows that majority of the farmers (73.1%) havenbee
practicing for above 15 years but in the contrastape agricultural organizations have been rembtte be
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practicing for less than 15 years. This shows thaty of the private organizations are new witls lgsar of
involvement. Furthermore on the acres of land Usedarming activities, the result showed that 20%tthe
private farms cultivate above 15 acres while majq80.4%) of the farmers farm on land less thaties. This
shows that the farmers are relatively small scaldasistence farmers while the private agricultarghnizations
practice on medium to commercial scale. This gie lwith the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rur
Development (FMARD) (2003) on the classificationfafmers based on land cultivated as farmers vetis |
than 2 hectares ( 5 acres) are small scale fariimerse with between 2 and 5 hectares ( 17.5 aaresnedium
scale while those above 5 hectares are large fraters.

Cassava and maize dominated the types of cropgseglaby both the farmers and private agricultural
organizations. Other crops grown by the respondastshown in table 1 include cocoa, pepper andwitdke
poultry is the only livestock reported. This islime with the reports that Ogun state is one ofdtages with high
volume of cassava and maize.

3.2 Past and Present Sources of Funding Extension

120
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o}

m farmers

M Private

Fig 1; past sources of extension financing

The result of the study as shown in fig 1 showd tha farmers reported that the federal, state landl

government were the major sources of funding inpth&t but the private organizations also repontegiddition
to those of the farmers include some private afitical farms like Obasanjo farms and multinatioc@inpanies
which also rendered some extension activities berofarmers. Many of the activities of the privéaems and
multinationals were mainly in the areas of suppothe main extension body in the state.
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Fig 2; present source of extension financing
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For the present sources of funding, there were nohndifferences as those identified but the farnctasned
that at present they are not aware of any privatgrosation supporting extension funding activitighis
implies that the government especially state gawemt has been the major financier of extensionicesy This
is in line with Adebayo 2004 who reported that sit@te government has been the major financier &sion
activities through the state ADP after the expimatf the tripartite funding arrangement. Also, timeling of the
study also shows that private and multinationabaigations have been assisting in funding extenisigrwith
little impact.

3.3 Possible Alternative Sources of Funding
Table 2; Extension user’s view of alternative soums of funding

Sources Farmers Private
Freq % Freq %

World Bank and other donor agencies 50 96.2 14 3 93.
Non- Governmental Organizations 52 100 15 100
Farmers 50 96.2 14 93.3
Joint financing (Public Private Partnership) 48 2. 13 86.7
Wealthy Individuals/ philanthropist 50 96.2 15 100
Taxes and special levy 38 73.1 13 86.7

Source; Field Survey 2013

On the alternative sources of funding the farmezsevof the opinion that donor agencies, privat@awoizations,
Non-Governmental Organizations could be involvefinancing extension. Other identified alternativedude
Joint financing through public private partnershigalthy individuals/philanthropist and taxes apéaal levy
could be explored in funding extension servicesgéide the present sources.

3.4 Willingness to Pay
Table 3; willingness to pay for extension services

Farmers (n=52) Private Agric Org (n=15)

Freq % Freq %
Yes 43 82.7 09 60.0
No 09 17.3 06 40.0

Source; Field Survey 2013

Table 4: Amount willing to pay for extension servies by the users (Annually)

Amount (N} Farmers (n=43) Private Agric Org (n=09)
Freq % Freq %
Less than 5,000 33 76.7 02 22.2
5,001 - 10,000 07 16.3 01 11.1
10,001 - 15,000 02 04.7 02 222
15,001 - 20,000 - - - -
Above 20,000 01 02.3 04 44.5
Mean (X ) Annual €N6,755) monthly-£N 563) Annual (N24,455) monthly éN 2,037)

Source; Field Survey 2013

On the willingness to pay for extension servicek,/8 of the farmers are willing to pay for extemsiohile
68% of the private agricultural organizations de® avilling to pay. For the farmers the mean amdartie paid
for extension services per annum<s N 6,755 withaathly average oEN 563 while those private orgations
willing to pay a mean amount ef N 24, 455 per anwith a monthly average ef N 2,037. This findisgn line
with the outcome of Farinde and Atteh (2009) whitkey reported that arable crop farmers in Nigetestae
willing to pay for extension services for a sumdb5,133.84 per annum through their cooperativéeties and
farming groups. Also Uzokwe and Ofuokwu (2006) mpd farmers were informally paying for extension
services by paying for transportation, feeding atiter expenses to the extension agents when tiséy Iwi the
position of Bawa et al 2009 that farmers are noWingi for the privatization and commercializatiohextension
services in order to improve their farming actissti
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Table 5; reasons adduced for willingness to pay anbt to pay

Those willing to pay Not willing to pay

Government alone cannot fund extens Lack of commitment from governme
To improve efficienc Extension services are of no importa
To get information at the right tin | don't have the money to pay ( Pove
To improve my busine Incompetence of extension persol

Government alone can fund exten:
Government should plore other sourct
Extension organization should account for past §t

No new technology is disseminated from the exten
organizations

Source; Field Survey 2013

For those willing to pay, reasons adduced include jovernment alone cannot fund an efficient dfeteve

extension services, in order to improve the efficie of extension services, in order to get infoioyatwhich

will improve their farming activities. But thoseathare not willing to pay also adduce their unwiiess to
factors such as lack of commitment from governmextension services are of no important in thivglavorld

as there are other sources of getting informatiogiy poor status, government has the capacityrtd ft alone
and no new technology is disseminated from thenside services.

3.5 Constraints Facing Extension Financing

Table 6; Constraints facing extension financing aneffective extension service delivery

Farmers (n=52) Private Agric Org (n=15)
Freq % Freq %
Sourcing
Poor financial base of probable source 51 98.1 12 80.0
Untimely provision of relevant documents 11 21.1 05 33.3
Inability of different sources to provide fund 52 oa 14 93.3
Management related problems
Weak management skills by the organization 52 100 3 1 86.7
Fund misappropriation 52 100 15 100
Poor prioritization of activities 52 100 13 86.7
Poor commitment of all stakeholders 30 57.7 09 60.0

Source; Field Survey, 2013

The study identified several constraints militatagainst funding of extension. These identifiedst@ints were
categorized into sourcing and management relatsolgm.

For sourcing related problem, poor financial basprobable source in meeting the high capital gutieeded in
financing extension services was the major probidfacting extension financing. Other constraintslude
untimely provision of relevant documents, inabildy different sources to provide sufficient funddso the
respondents identified funds misappropriation, wesnagement skills,, poor prioritization of acie® and
poor commitment of all stakeholders as managemelated constraints impeding extension funding. This
implies that there is a need to improve the capaocit the extension organizations and commitment of
stakeholders in better financing of extension sewi
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4, Conclusion

The study concludes from its findings that the ADRse become the major vehicle of extension semwitie
the government especially the state governmenghibi® major source of funding extension and ther® need
to explore other avenues as identified by the nedents. Also, extension users are willing to payeitension
service if the service improves and would improleirt farming activities. Hence the study recommetiig
there is a need to improve the funding of extenservices by commercializing extension, allowingnijo
partnership in financing such that the private @eds involved in financing and implementing extems
activities while the government creates the engbéinvironment for private investors as well as taguthe
activities of the stakeholders. This will createmre sustainable fund mechanism that will involhe t
commitment of all stakeholders.
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