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Abstract 

 

 Agriculture is the single largest sector and dominating driving force for growth 

and development of Pakistan‟s economy. Its share in GDP is 24% and employs 48.4% of 

the total work force of the country. It also provides raw materials for the agro-based 

industries and adds sustainability to Pakistan‟s export earnings. At present the average 

yields of various crops are low as compared to their potential yields and also to those of 

the advanced countries. The research advancements made in the field of agriculture 

indicate that the available technologies have much potential, which is not being properly 

exploited by the farmers. The research studies indicate that lack of proper dissemination 

of agricultural technologies among the farmers is still of one of the major causes for their 

non-adoption by the farmers. For the effective dissemination of agricultural technologies 

among the farmers, many extension approaches have been implemented from time to 

time. At present three main approaches are working in the country: public sector 

extension approach (PSEA), participatory extension approach (PEA) and commodity 

specialized extension approach (CSEA) for the guidance and education of the farmers, 

but still the extension‟s role does not appear to be much effective. However, each 

approach has some strengths, which may be used by other approaches for the 

improvement of extension work. Keeping in view this situation, the present study was 

planned to analyze these three approaches in the context of technology dissemination and 

its utilization by the farmers.  

 

 For this purpose the data were collected from 360 respondents taken from the 

farmers of the three selected approaches by selecting an equal sample of 120 respondents 

each, from 10 randomly selected villages of tehsil Chak Jhumra of Faisalabad district in 

which the three approaches are simultaneously in operation. A comparison of the three 

selected approaches was made against the selected parameters like sustainability, 

farmers‟ participation, women participation, linkages development, knowledge gain, 

technology utilization, diversification, competence of extension field staff (EFS), 

effectiveness of extension messages, effective  use of extension methods, responsiveness 

to various categories of rural people, organization of target groups, responsiveness to 

national policies and goals and overall perception of the farmers regarding these 

approaches. The collected data were analysed by using frequency distributions, weighted 

scores, analysis of variance, standard variation and LSD values. The Chi-square was also 

used for computing relationship between the socio-economic characteristics of the 



 

     

respondents and some dependent variables like farmers‟ participation, knowledge gain 

and technology utilization.   

 The results indicated that PSEA was a better approach than PEA and CSEA 

with regard to the introduction of sustainable agricultural practices among the farmers. 

PEA had provided more opportunities to the farmers for their participation in extension 

programme development than the PSEA and CSEA. PSEA and CSEA had absolutely 

provided no opportunity for women participation at any stage of extension programme 

development whereas the women were given opportunities for their participation in PEA. 

PSEA had developed more linkages with various categories of farmers and agricultural 

allied agencies than those of PEA and CSEA. PEA  was the approach that had covered all 

the diversified areas whereas rest of the two approaches were not putting sufficient 

efforts in providing coverage. PEA was a better approach than the other two approaches 

(PSEA and CSEA). PSEA was ranked at the top with regard to the knowledge gain 

regarding crop production and protection practices by the farmers, whereas PEA and 

CSEA were rated as 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 respectively. As regards the technology utilization by the 

farmers PSEA, PEA and CSEA were rated 1
st
, 2

nd
 and 3

rd
 respectively. PSEA got the 

highest score among the selected approaches with regard to competence of extension 

field staff. The extension messages were well prepared in PSEA than those of PEA and 

CSEA. PEA was responsive to more categories of rural people as compared to the other 

two approaches (PSEA and CSEA).  The EFS of PSEA used the extension methods more 

effectively than those of PEA and CSEA. The EFS of PEA was more serious in 

organizing the target groups among the rural communities than the other two approaches 

(PSEA and CSEA). According to the overall perceptions of the farmers, the PEA was a 

better approach followed by the PSEA and CSEA.  
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CHAPTER I 

 

Introduction 

 

 Agriculture being the main stay of Pakistan‟s economy continues to be the single 

largest sector and dominant driving force for growth and development of the national 

economy. It contributes about 24% to GDP and employs 48.4% of the total workforce. It 

also contributes to the industrial growth as a major supplier of raw materials and adds 

substantially to Pakistan‟s export earnings. Almost 67.5% of country‟s population living 

in rural areas is directly or indirectly linked with agriculture for its livelihood. Thus any 

improvement in agriculture will not only help country‟s economic growth to improve at a 

faster rate but will also benefit a large segment of country‟s population (Govt. of Pak., 

2005).      

 At present, the agriculture sector is facing many problems, which are associated 

with sustainable agricultural development. Among them, the most important is the 

increased use of fertilizers, insecticides, weedicides etc. to give a boost to agricultural 

productivity. The excessive use of these inputs has a deteriorating effect on the soil and 

embodies a threat to the environment (Garforth and Lawrence, 1997). The challenge to 

agricultural development is to maintain sustainable and progressive production increases 

and, at the same time, to protect production resources and prevent their degradation 

(Baier, 1994). The sustainable agricultural development demands practices and 

technologies, which are technically appropriate, economically viable, environmentally 

non-degrading and socially acceptable for achieving food security and improved quality 

of life for present and future generations (Baier, 1994 and Williams, 2000) Sustainable 

development involves management and conservation of the natural resource base, and the 

orientation of technological and institutional changes in such a  manner to ensure the 

attainment and continued satisfaction of human needs for present and future generations 

(FAO, 1991). 



 

     

 The concept of sustainable agricultural development is gaining popularity among 

the extension agents, farmers and various organizations related to agriculture because it 

can indefinitely meet the demands for food and fiber at socially acceptable and economic 

costs (Chizari et al., 1999). According to York (1991) the goal of sustainable agriculture 

should be to maintain production levels necessary to meet the aspirations of an expanding 

population without degrading the environment. It would not be possible without the 

adoption of recommended and environment friendly agricultural technologies by the 

farmers. The sustainable farming practices demand cooperation between researchers, 

extension agents and farmers. It is important to treat farmers as co-developers of 

innovations for the promotion of sustainable agriculture. The development and 

implementation of sustainable agricultural practices require active involvement, 

creativity, innovativeness and learning abilities of the farmers and the extension workers 

(Leeuwis, 2000).    

 

1.1 Concept of Extension 

It is an out of school education system for rural people, with an aim to teach them 

how to raise their level of living by their own efforts, using their own resources of 

material and manpower availing minimum assistance from governments (Savil, 1963). It 

represents an intentional, specific and highly planned form of human communication 

designed to promote socio-economic change among rural people. It extends ideas to an 

audience, clarifies their meanings, gets the ideas accepted and motivate people to apply 

and practice them (Khan, 1969). Maunder (1973) stated that extension is a system or 

service, which assists farm people, through educational procedures in improving methods 

and techniques meant to increase production efficiency and income, bettering their levels 

of living and lifting the social and education standards of rural life.  According to Mosher 

(1978) the essential objective of an agricultural extension service is to provide farm 

families with new knowledge and skills to strengthen the links of their current interests 

and needs which are closely related to increasing farm production and improving the 

physical levels of living of farm families. Extension is an on-going process of getting 



 

     

useful information by the people and then to assist them to acquire the necessary 

knowledge, skills and attitude to utilize this information or technology to improve their 

quality of life (Swanson and Claar, 1984). Yet an other view that it is an activity that 

works with farmers and their families in order to improve their economic and social 

conditions and to promote such activities as to take responsibilities for their own future 

development (Oakley and Garforth, 1995).  

Extension is a policy instrument, which uses communication to introduce 

voluntary changes in the presumed public or collective utility. The style of 

communication adopted by extension workers and their competence in communication 

skills, have been widely recognized as having a major influence on the ability and 

effectiveness of extension services (Röling, 1988). It involves the conscious use of 

communication to help people form their opinions and make good decisions (Van den 

Ban and Hawkins, 1988). Extension is the science of developing capabilities of people 

for sustainable improvement in their quality of life (Ray, 2003). A look into the view 

points presented by different scientists indicates that the central theme is almost the same. 

Communication seems to be the common thread involving interaction between rural 

people and the professionals. The main objective of their interactions involves attaining 

of better living standard by using the educational approach for motivation of the rural 

people towards change, encouraging them to organize themselves and to make better 

decisions.  

 

1.2 Extension Approach 

Approach is the essence of an agricultural extension system, it is the style of 

action within a system. The approach is the philosophy of the system, it is like the beat of 

a drummer which sets the pace for all the activities of the system. But it is not merely one 

of the components of the system. It is more likely a doctrine for the system which 

informs, stimulates and guides such aspects of the system as its structure, leadership, 

programme, resources and linkages (Axinn, 1988). According to Holfman (2005), the 

extension approach should consider all the relevant elements of the system. Starting with 



 

     

target groups and their problems, the contents of extension (alternatives of solutions, 

recommendations). the organizational setup and staff, the methods and extension aids to 

be used and the objectives of the working programme related to them. A graphical 

illustration about what an extension approach should embody is given as under: 

 

 

 

 Many extension approaches have been implemented from time to time in different 

parts of the world including Pakistan. These approaches have different objectives, but one 

common objective has always been to guide and educate the farmers regarding the 

utilization of improved agricultural technology so that they can raise their agricultural 

productivity and can make it profitable for them. The extension approaches as mentioned 

by Axinn (1988) are: 

 

 

 



 

     

1. General Agricultural Extension Approach 

2. Training and Visit (T&V) Extension Approach 

3. Commodity Specialized Approach 

4. Farming Systems Research/Extension (FSR/E) Approach 

5. Cost Sharing Approach 

6. Participatory Extension Approach 

7. Educational Institution Approach 

8. Project Approach 

 

A brief review of these extension approaches is given as under: 

 

1.3 Agricultural Extension Approaches 

1.3.1 General Agricultural Extension Approach 
 

An independent Department of Agricultural (Extension) came into existence in 

1961 when the old Punjab Agricultural College and Research Institute (PACRI), Lyallpur 

was upgraded to the status of West Pakistan Agricultural University (WPAU), Layllpur. 

Before the establishment of WPAU, the research, teaching and extension were integrated 

and were working under the umbrella of PACRI. Since 1961, extension has been striving 

hard to play its due role in uplifting the living standard of the rural poor through 

increased farm income.  

Until 1978, general extension approach was in operation throughout the country. 

This approach assumes that technology and information are available which are not being 

used by the farmers and if this available technology could be effectively communicated 

to the farmers, farm practices would be improved and the farmers could increase their per 

hectare yield. This approach can be regarded as top-down oriented as the technology is 

being transferred from extension to rural people. In this approach, it is believed that the 

useful, practical and relevant technical information is available with the Ministry of 

Agriculture, and that the appropriate function of agricultural extension is to transfer the 

same to the farmers (Axinn, 1988). 



 

     

This approach follows the linear technology transfer model where the research and 

development (R&D) product is extended to individual farmers. This model suggests that 

research leads to development, which in turn leads to diffusion of innovations (Rogers, 

1983 and Foster et al. 1995). The main goal is to increase the agricultural production of 

subsistence farmer (Ntifo-Siaw and Agunga, 1994). It disseminates objective and 

scientific information and encourages its application by individual farmers and farming 

communities (Bloome, 1993). The decisions are generally made by the people at the top 

and implemented through extension field staff (EFS). The planning is centrally controlled 

and the priorities are determined by the government functionaries; local people are very 

rarely involved in this process (Muhammad, 2001). All the farmers in the community are 

assumed to be approached, however, the EFS tend to limit their contacts to the 

progressive and influential farmers. They use demonstrations as a major technique to 

disseminate the research recommendations among the farmers. In addition the EFS hold 

individual and group meetings with the farmers to encourage them to adopt the 

recommended practices. The success of this approach is measured by the increase in the 

national production of commodities being emphasized in the national extension 

programme.  

The general extension approach had certain inherent weaknesses, which hindered 

its effective functioning. Consequently, it had little impact on production (Govt. of the 

Punjab, 1987). This approach has been criticized world wide for not doing enough, not 

doing it well, and for not being relevant. (Rivera, 1990). The other negative consequences 

attributed to general agricultural extension approach were the concentration of 

agricultural production and distribution under the control of a few large corporations, 

over-capitalization, contamination of surface and groundwater with the excessive use of 

chemicals, and the rapid depletion of non-renewable natural resources (Hightower, 1973; 

Berry, 1977; Lacy and Busch, 1984; Batie and Taylor, 1989). Some more weaknesses 

with this approach were:  

 

 Weak and ineffective linkages between research and extension 



 

     

 Multifarious duties assigned to extension agents 

 Lack of extensive and regular field demonstrations 

 Too vast operational area to give a satisfactory coverage  

 Unorganized and ineffective visits to farmers 

 Preferential treatment to big landowners 

 Lack of effective organizational structure and proper programming  

 Lack of sufficient pre-service and in-service training facilities 

 No specific evaluation of work  

 Unsatisfactory terms and conditions of service (Muhammad, 2001) 

 

1.3.2 Training and Visit Extension Approach  

The T&V extension approach developed by Daniel Benor has its origins in Israel 

and Turkey. This approach was first tried in Turkey in the late 1960s, and was introduced 

in most of the Indian states between 1975 – 85 (Feder et al., 1985). It spread rapidly since 

the mid 1970, through different projects funded by the World Bank in a number of 

countries of the world. This approach was implemented in areas where a number of 

farmers are cultivating small farms using low level technology and traditional methods. It 

also initially concentrated its efforts on major crops and on those aspects of farming, 

which offer the greatest scope for increased income. The assumptions with this approach 

are that the EFS are poorly trained, not up-to-date and friendly, incompetent, less 

frequent visits to the farmers, management and supervision are inadequate and two way 

flow of information between research and extension is weak. 

Realizing the weakness in the general traditional extension approach, the T&V 

approach was first introduced initially in 5 districts of the Punjab and Sindh provinces in 

1978 and 1979 respectively. In the Punjab, the T&V approach was initiated under the 

Department of Agriculture (Extension Wing) Government of the Punjab as a project with 

the financial and technical assistance of International Department Association, World 

Bank (Govt. of the Punjab, 1987). In Punjab province, the project districts included 



 

     

Jhelum, Sargodha, Sheikhupura, Vehari and Rahimyar Khan. The objectives for 

launching this programme were:  

 

 The extension agents should carry out extension functions exclusively  
 

 Extension should be closely linked with the research 

 Training should be a regular and continuous process at all levels 

 Work should be time-bound  

 Field and farmer orientation should be maintained 

 

Initially the project was launched for a period of five years. However, the period 

was extended for another two years till 1985, because being a new project, it was not 

properly executed in the first two years. Major organizational changes were made in 

reframing the extension system of that time, i.e., the general extension approach. 

Consequently, during that time, its progress remained somewhat slow and a part of the 

funds remained unutilized (Khan et al. 1984). In 1987–88, the project was expanded to 

the entire province and it remained in operation throughout the country till August 2001 

with certain working modalities. The T&V system is claimed to have the following 

advantages: 

 

i. This system/approach had provided an effective way for improving 

knowledge and efficiency of the extension staff. The availability of EFS to 

the common farmer had improved and the complaints of the farmers in this 

regard had therefore, been minimized (Jalvi, 1990). 

 

ii. Under this approach the area of jurisdiction was reduced which improved 

the extension coverage and made the contacts of EFS with the farming 

community effective. 

 



 

     

iii. It involved a fixed schedule of visits to farmers, which helped farmers to 

have contact with EFS on the one hand and helped the supervisory staff to 

know the whereabouts of the EFS on the other hand. The contact farmers 

(CFs) were visited and meaningful messages were disseminated at each 

fortnight: thus the efficiency of the extension workers improved a lot. 

 

iv. Regular training of the staff was another feature of this approach which 

helped to develop technical competence and effective delivery techniques 

which could be helpful in effective technology transfer among the farmers. 

 

v. The extension workers were assigned specific job, the motivation and 

education of farmers and this had also made this approach effective. 

 

vi. The approach had also provided logistic support in terms of providing 

mobility etc. which was another plus point and helped in increasing the 

effectiveness of this system. 

 
 

In spite of these good points of T&V approach, it received heavy criticism on a 

number of grounds and it seemed to have created more heat than light over the years than 

most volcanic eruptions (Pickering, 1989). It was a top-down approach allowing the 

information to flow from research organizations to farming community via EFS though 

sufficient specificity to local conditions (Howell, 1993). It was also criticized as too rigid 

in terms of fortnightly visits especially during the slack seasons (FAO, 1990). Its main 

focus was on procedural aspects rather than other essential aspects like the message and 

its dissemination (Horgivard, 1989). It is an expensive approach as it involves high level 

of recurrent expenditure in developing countries like Pakistan (Omotayo et al, 2001). It is 

too labour intensive which a poor country like Pakistan may not be able to afford 

(Muhammad, 2001). T&V approach did not improve extension performance (Robent, 

1989; Ntifo-Siaw and Augunga, 1994). The generous allocation of funds to T&V project 

ensured better salaries, vehicles and other costly infrastructure as a basis for enhancing its 



 

     

performance. However, converting these resources into actual results proved elusive 

(Robert, 1989). This approach did not make effective use of mass media methods of 

communication for technology dissemination among the farmers. The selection of CFs 

was biased as they were not representatives of the resource poor farmers (Purcell & 

Anderson, 1997). In this approach Howell (1984) had similar experience that the farmers 

who were used as demonstrators or model farmers happened to be rich and elites of the 

community. The same bias was also mentioned by Feder and Slade (1984). Service 

conditions, effectiveness of technical methods, ability to involve farmers in decision 

making and management training skills have not improved under T&V approach (Ntifo-

Siaw and Augunga, 1994).  

With all the strengths and weaknesses this approach remained in operation till 

1999 in the Punjab province but later in the same year a few working modalities were 

incorporated such as the concept of CF was eliminated and all the farmers were supposed 

to be approached by the EFS. The front line worker-Field Assistant (FA) was replaced by 

the Agricultural Officer (AO) to make farmer training meetings more fruitful. The 

monitoring and evaluation of the meetings conducted by EFS were assigned to the senior 

officers of research, district management and army. 

 

1.3.3 Commodity Specialized Extension Approach 
 

 In this approach the focus is generally on a single crop or only one aspect of 

farming. The purpose of this approach is generally to increase production of a particular 

commodity by giving more emphasis on it. In some case the specific objective/purpose 

may be to enhance the use of a particular input as in case of Fauji Fertilizer Company 

(FFC), which advocates their fertilizers for its increased use by the farmers (Muhammad 

et al. 2001). This approach is being used in many countries of the world. Rubber 

organization in Malaysia, which deals with all aspects of rubber plantations, Cotton 

Development Board in Nepal which deals exclusively with cotton crop, tobacco 

extension in Bangladesh deals with all aspects of tobacco and block demonstration 



 

     

concept in Sri Lanka, which specially deals with fertilizers are common examples of 

commodity specialized approach (Axinn, 1988).  

 Programme planning with this approach is controlled by the commodity 

organization. The commodity organization plans about all the activities like the research 

priorities, development activities and extension services to be provided to the farmers. 

The implementation of the plans tends to be in the form of instructions given to the 

cultivators/farmers by extension staff of the commodity organization. Mostly individual 

contacts with the farmers or group meetings are used as major means for technology 

disseminations among the farmers. Demonstrations are also used as an effective 

extension strategy in this approach for technology transfer among the farmers. Highly 

trained staff is employed by the commodity organization to conduct extension activities 

in the field and to provide the farmers with technical guidance regarding the particular 

commodity. Measure of success with this approach is usually the total production of the 

particular crop. The merits with this approach are: a) technology tends to “fit” the 

production problems and message given by the extension staff is appropriate, b) message 

tends to be delivered to the producer in time, c) narrow technical concerns, high salary 

incentives, better trained extension staff, close management and supervision, d) more 

dynamic performance e) easy and effective monitoring and evaluation, f) coordination 

with all agencies dealing with a particular commodity.  

 The criticisms with this approach are: a) farmers‟ have less priority than those of 

the community organization b) does not provide advisory services to other aspects of 

farming, c) the commodity organization take care of its own interests sometimes even at 

the cost of national interests and priorities.   

The commodity specialized extension approach has been implemented in Pakistan 

since long and is being implemented for producing special commodities by different 

commodity organizations. The examples of commodity specialized extension approach 

are: extension work being done by the Rafhan Maize Products, insecticide companies 

which are emphasizing for the increased use of their products against insect/pests and 

diseases, fertilizer companies like FFC, NFC, working for the increased use of their 



 

     

products for more production of various crops. Sugar mills are working for increased 

sugarcane cultivation with good production for their consumption. Pakistan Oilseed 

Development Board (PODB) is working for motivating the farmers for the cultivation of 

oilseed crops with best management for more production. In animal sector Idara-e-Kisan 

(Pattoki), is a commodity organization working for the increased production of milk and 

meat. In most of the cases the commodity organizations process the commodities with 

which they are dealing and manufacture the value added products from the raw material. 

For example Rafhan Maize Products produces about 52 products from raw maize. 

Similarly the other commodity organizations are working on the same lines and are 

manufacturing value added products from the raw commodities being produced by the 

growers.  

 

1.3.4 Farming Systems Research/Extension (FSR/E) Approach 

 FSR/E approach was developed to give a considerable attention for improving the 

small farmers‟ condition in developing countries. An important way of helping them was 

through agricultural research, extension and related programmes specific to their needs. 

A better approach for such efforts became necessary because farmers‟ conditions were 

not improving adequately. Research, development programmes and extension activities 

had often been undertaken without knowing much about the small and resource poor 

farmers. In contrast FSR/E starts and ends with farmers and thereby focuses specifically 

on their conditions and aspirations (Shaner, et al. 1982). This approach was evolved 

because of an increased awareness on the part of researchers and development workers 

that the farmers specifically, the small farmers who constitute a major portion of the 

farming community had the right to be involved in the technology development process 

because they stood to gain or lose from the adoption of technology. They could 

productively contribute to the development of appropriate improved technologies. The 

fundamental principle of FSR/E was that the farmers could help in identifying the 

appropriate path to agricultural development. The resource poor farmers can be involved 

in all stages of FSR/E like selection, design, testing and the adoption of appropriate 



 

     

technologies (Norman, et al. 1995). It concentrates mainly on adaptive research, which 

involves helping to adjust technologies to special environmental conditions and also help 

feedback information about further priorities for applied research to experiment stations. 

FSR/E enables, the research personnel working on farmers‟ fields to select appropriate 

technologies which can address their problems in an effective manner. Close linkages 

among planners, researchers, extensionists and development staff and farmers are very 

important with the approach (Anonymous, 1990). The main stages of FSR/E are given in 

Figure 2.  

 

1.3.4.1 Main Features: 

 Whole farm is viewed as a system. 

 Research is conducted with a recognition and emphasis on the choice of 

priorities that reflect the whole farm.  
 

 Bottom up or micro to macro orientation approach. 

 On farm research is conducted. 

 Interdisciplinary/multidisciplinary approach. 

 Active participation of farmers at all stages. 

 Site specific technologies are generated and demonstrated. 

 Team of experts work with the representatives of the farmers 

 Dynamic and interactive approach. 

 Complimentary to station-based research. 

 Problem solving approach. 

 Complements not replaces mainstream commodity and disciplinary agriculture 

(Van Den Ban, 1986). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

     

Fig. 2: Stages of Farming Systems Research Extension Approach  
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 Under this approach, a team of experts from disciplines like crops, animals, 

economics and social sciences identify the target areas. They make collective visit to the 

farmers of the target area and diagnose the problems along with the farmers. After 

problem diagnosis the farmers‟ preferences and priorities are considered and then the 

problems are finalized for their solutions. Keeping in view the conditions, requirements 

and resources of the farmers‟ site specific technologies are evolved or tested at the 

farmers‟ fields by involving them at every stage.  

 The programme planning takes into account a holistic approach to the plants, 

animals, and the people in each particular location. The control of programme is shared 

by the local people, extension staff and the experts of agricultural research. The 

programme planning will be different in different parts of the country, and reporting and 

financial administration, and such matters may be more cumbersome. In each particular 

location, the programme actually “fits” the needs and interests of its clientele and they are 

more likely to participate over time, adopt recommended practices, and support 

continuity of the total agricultural extension systems.  

 Implementation is through the partnership of research and extension personnel 

with each other and with local people/farmers, taking a “systems approach” to the farm, 

and sometimes involving several different scientific disciplines. Activities include 

analysis and field trials in farmers‟ fields.  Extension methods such as meetings, tours and 

demonstrations are especially used for the dissemination of recommended practices 

(Axinn, 1988). 

 In Pakistan FSR/E was started in 1988 as an innovative approach to enhance 

agricultural productivity as well as income of the farmers in collaboration with USAID 

supported project, Management of Agricultural Research and Technology (MART) and 

National Agricultural Research Centre (NARC), Islamabad (Khan, 1990). Its main focus 

was on researchable issues under real life farming conditions, with emphasis on small and 

landless peasants, as well as relevant activities in a given ecological and sociological 

environments. Initially it was started as projects at six places i.e. Mansehara in NWFP, 

Fateh Jang and Faisalabad (Proka and Shorkot) in the Punjab, Tando Muhamad Khan in 



 

     

Sind and NARC at Islamabad. These projects of FSR/E remained in operation till the 

donor agencies continued their financial support and later on these projects were 

terminated. In short it can be said that this approach has not shown significant impact on 

the farming community and the extension service in the country.  

The main strengths with this approach were: serve as basis for future planning, 

make recommendations for mass transfer in to specified recommendation, generate 

acceptable technologies, study the farm as a system and all the problems of farmers are 

taken into considerations for their solution (Hilderbrand and Waugh, 1986). The 

weaknesses attributed with this approach were: too expensive, being very demanding of 

both human and financial resources, problem identification and problem prioritization 

becomes a serious matter, more time consuming, it requires a commitment to 

multidisciplinary activities by scientists from different disciplines, which is not always 

easy to obtain, FSR/E assumes that farmers know best but it is not always true (Plucknett, 

et al. 1987, Swindale, 1987). 

 

1.3.5 Cost Sharing Approach 

 It is also a participatory approach in which the people/farmers are organized into 

associations and community organizations. These community organizations interact with 

the development workers and extension personnel for the identification of their problems. 

The identified problems are prioritized and alternative solutions are formulated with 

mutual consultation by the community groups and development specialists. The most 

appropriate solutions of the problems are implemented and cost involved are shared by 

the community/farmers organization and the development agencies/governments.  

 In Pakistan the Directorate General of Water Management, Government of the 

Punjab (Pakistan) had implemented the cost sharing approach for the improvement of 

water courses through the Water Users‟ Associations (WUAs). For the construction of 

water courses the technical assistance and cost of the material (bricks, cement and sand), 

is provided by the Water Management Directorate, Government of the Punjab and the 

cost of the labour and masons is being paid by the members of the WUAs. In this way the 



 

     

farmers participation is ensured and also the cost of the construction is shared between 

the directorate and the farmers. Besides this, the projects of local government are also 

completed in villages where the material cost is sponsored by the local government and 

the labour cost is taken from the villagers‟ associations. The projects which were 

completed under this approach or in progress are construction of streets, link roads, rural 

water works etc. in the rural areas of the province. 

 The programme is more likely to fit local situations, and personnel are more likely 

to serve the interests of the clientele of the programme if the costs are shared between the 

“outside” sponsors and “inside” target groups for the programme. It is often demonstrated 

that commitment of the farmers to participation will be enhanced if they pay some part of 

the cost (Axinn, 1988). The best known cases of cost sharing in agricultural extension are 

cooperative extension service in USA, Land Grant Extension System, Women‟s Garden 

Group in Senegal, Comilla Small Farmer Cooperation in Bangladesh and Water Users‟ 

Associations in the Directorate General of Water Management in the Punjab, Pakistan. 

 With the cost sharing approach, the purpose is helping farm people learn those 

things they need to know for self improvement and increased productively. The local 

people are willing to pay a part of the cost for this purpose. Making funding of 

agricultural extension affordable and sustainable, both at the central and local levels is 

also a purpose of this approach. Control of progrmame planning is shared at various 

levels by paying the costs. Local people tend to have a strong voice in programme 

planning.   

 The advantages of cost sharing approach include: a) local control of progrmme 

planning, which increases the relevance of the programme contents and methods to the 

needs and interests of clientele, this tends to higher adoption rates b) local people‟s 

influence on the recruitment and selection of extension staff, c) lower cost to central 

governments as the cost is shared by lower levels of governments, and often by the 

farmers/community organizations. 



 

     

The demerits with this approach are: a) it is difficult to control programme 

planning and personnel, b) financial management and other aspects of administration tend 

to be complex and difficult (Axinn, 1988). 

 

1.3.6 Participatory Extension Approach (PEA) 

 Most of the extension approaches (general, T&V and commodity specialized) had 

a tendency towards top down policy formulation, centralized planning and decision 

making, one way communication, authoritarian leadership and undemocratic hierarchical 

organizational structure. Experience has shown that the top down approaches to 

development create an increasing dependence of the people on the development agencies 

and on outside sources and ultimately prevent self reliance (Muhammad, 2001). The 

participatory approach to agricultural extension takes the advantage of the principle 

“when people organize for their own benefits much can be achieved”. The main emphasis 

is on the active participation of farmers in planning and execution of the various 

extension activities.  

 In Pakistan the participatory approaches have been implemented from time to time 

with different names as Agha Khan Rural Support Programme (AKRSP), National Rural 

Support Programme (NRSP), Punjab Rural Support Programme (PRSP), Sarhad Rural 

Support Corporation (SRSC) and Balochistan Rural Support Programme (BRSP). These 

RSPs have been designed keeping in view the tremendous success of the Comilla 

Approach and Orangi Pilot Project (OPP), Karachi led by an eminent development 

specialist Dr. Akhtar Hamid Khan. The success of OPP and AKRSP proved that poverty 

can be alleviated to a significant degree if the community is effectively involved in the 

development process as the major stakeholder (NRSP, 1997). AKRSP was started in 

Northern Areas and is still in operation and is successfully helping the rural poor for their 

development, NRSP is working at national level and its regional offices are in operation 

in all the four provinces including FATA, Islamabad. PRSP is working in the Punjab 

province in various districts and its regional offices are helping the rural poor in getting 

the benefits of development activities. SRSC is actively involved in the activities of 



 

     

poverty alleviation in NWFP. Similarly BRSP is busy in the developmental activities 

focused on rural poor of Balochistan for their progress, organization and poverty 

alleviation. All these RSPs are working on the basic principles of active participation of 

farmers, organization of the farmers in effective groups, learning from the experiences of 

the farmers and helping in improving their skills and creating in them self confidence and 

making the extension activities and extension programmes sustainable and beneficial for 

them. 

 

The basic assumptions with participatory extension are: a) farm people have much 

wisdom regarding production of food from their land, but their levels of living and 

productivity can be improved by learning more of what is outside b) it is an indigenous 

knowledge system and scientific knowledge system, there is much to be gained by 

interaction of the two c) effective extension cannot be achieved without the active 

participation of farmers, d) there is a reinforcing effect in group learning and group 

action, e) when research personnel do not participate with farmers and extension staff, 

there may be a lack of feed back (Axinn, 1988). 

 The purposes of the participatory extension approach include: a) development of 

self confidence in each participant, b) increasing the relevance of extension messages to 

farmers‟ needs, c) enhancing learning through purposeful participation and group 

pressure, d) securing appropriate recommendations from  researchers through 

participatory feedback, e) assisting in adjusting inputs of supplies, credit and marketing to 

farmers‟ needs, and increasing efficiency and effectiveness of agricultural extension 

(Burkey, 1993). 

 Programme planning is controlled locally by farmers‟ associations and community 

organizations. These associations and community organizations serve as vehicles of 

development, which facilitate the process of rural appraisal, needs assessment, 

programme planning and implementation, resource generation and monitoring and 

evaluation. The performance of these organized efforts however, is associated with 

certain factors like mutual trust, regular and close interaction of participants, capacity 



 

     

building, consultation, local initiative and cost sharing. These organizations are supposed 

to be non political and non-religious/sectarian, working solely for socio-economic 

betterment of the community (Muhammad, 2001). 

Implementation with this approach involves meetings with small, large, 

specialized and general community groups. In addition demonstrations are typical 

features with this approach. The farmers‟ associations and community organizations visit 

each others‟ farms, plan tours to distance places to see the recommendations being 

practiced successfully. Extension agents‟ tasks are to stimulate farmers to organize 

groups and help them to work effectively for their own benefit. Resources required tend 

to be less than that needed in other approaches, and a high proportion may be provided 

locally. 

 Success is measured through continuity of local extension organizations and the 

benefits of extension activities to the community. The participation of researchers of 

agriculture, extension field staff and others involved in input supplying agencies in both 

programme planning and execution can be regarded as a success. 

 The good points with participatory extension approach includes: greater extension 

coverage, which is impossible through individual contact methods, cost effective as a 

major portion of the resources required are shared  by the local organizations, offers more 

conducive/reflective learning environment in which the farmers and extension agent, 

listen to , discuss with, and decide things mutually, provide supportive atmosphere in 

which farmers may gain self confidence, brings people together to take mutual decisions 

and collective actions, give voice to the people through which they can exert pressure, 

influence the decisions, taken by development agencies and governments, groups of 

farmers can become important mechanisms in imparting technical knowledge and skills 

to farmers who participate in various group activities and adoption rates may be many 

times greater when decisions are made collectively.  

 The demerits with this approach are: lack of control of the programme, difficult to 

manage central reporting and accounting and local pressure on central units with this 

approach can also be seen as a demerits by some officials.  



 

     

1.3.7 Educational Institution Approach 

 This approach involves the participation of agricultural schools, colleges and 

universities for extension work. Agricultural extension is not their major job rather it is 

an adjunct role which improves the quality and relevance of everything else they do, and 

also support other agricultural organizations for which “extension” is the major job. In 

most of the countries the agricultural extension service is not administered under 

agricultural colleges and universities. It is administered under the Department of 

Agriculture by provincial and district governments as in Indonesia and Pakistan. The 

agricultural universities perform three basic functions of teaching, research and 

extension, which are mutually reinforcing. The instructional programmes are necessarily 

enriched when fresh information from research is fed into the classrooms. Researchers 

are benefited by their associations with extension workers, farmers and other people who 

are familiar with the problems in the field. When such familiarity seeps into the 

classroom, all the teaching is made realistic and practical and hence more useful. And out 

of these interactions, research gathers new ideas and problems to work on. The ultimate 

products are better education and training programmes, more relevant research, and more 

effective transmission of new knowledge and technology to the farmers and other end-

users-all contributing to the enhancement of quality of life in rural areas (Axinn, 1988).  

 Programme planning is controlled by those who determine the curriculum of the 

educational institutions or different statuary bodies of the universities. Implementation is 

through the non-formal instructions in groups, with individuals and other techniques and 

methods. Some universities have also established their own radio stations and have their 

television channels for the effective transmission of the technologies developed by them. 

They publish periodicals in local languages and scientific journals, audio and video tapes 

are prepared on regular basis for the information of ultimate users/farmers. The outreach 

programmes, internship programmes with various research, and extension organizations, 

NGOs and progressive farmers are also the means/ways through which the universities 

are having interaction with all the stakeholders of agriculture.  



 

     

The good features attributed with this approach are:  the university faculty can 

have an opportunity to interact with the farmers in their own working conditions, can 

have an exposure to the farm problems, can find the real research issues on which they 

can work and make certain developments in the field of agriculture. The disadvantages of 

this approach are: the university experts speak too academically their lectures/speeches 

and demonstrations are more theoretical and they are not practical and useful in farmers‟ 

perspective, there is sometimes competition among the scientists, teachers and extension 

workers and this can create management problems (Axinn, 1988). 

 This approach is being used in Pakistan in various agricultural teaching 

institutions like, the University of Agriculture, Faisalabad being the most prominent 

university in public sector regarding agriculture had established various types of its 

programme for conducting extension work and keeping a close and continuous liaison 

with the farmers, researchers and NGOs. The curricula and scheme of studies have been 

revised and had been made more problem oriented, practical and according to the needs 

of the farming communities. The students are made well versed of the farming problems 

and research developments through the internship programme of a full semester duration. 

The study tours to various research institutions, progressive farmers, extension 

organizations, NGOs are also made to appraise them with the field situations, 

development activities and the research achievement in various fields of agriculture. The 

teachers/researchers serve as resource persons in various national and international 

organizations to update their knowledge and skills and to impart training and instructions 

to the researchers, extensionists and farmers. The farmers‟ training sessions farmers‟ 

conventions, plant clinics, university publications and agricultural information centres, 

are also the ways and means through which the university keeps a liaison with all the 

stakeholders contributing for agricultural productivity and agricultural development  

 

1.3.8 Project Approach 

 It assumes that large government funded approaches are not likely to have a 

significant impact upon either agricultural production and rural people,  and that better 



 

     

results can be achieved in a particular location during a specified time period with large 

infusions of outside resources. Not being the part of a national extension system, the 

project approach operates within a specified time frame and therefore its continuity is not 

anticipated (Axinn, 1988). However, sometimes it is assumed that the successful methods 

and techniques, demonstrated inside the project will be replicated in other locations 

throughout the country. Project approach has to rely on special outside funds by the 

donor agencies. The lifetime of a project is relatively shorter and is limited to a specific 

location.  

 The purpose is to demonstrate within the project area, what can be accomplished 

in a relatively short period of time. It is also used to test a variety of alternative extension 

methods/approaches so as to learn which are most appropriate for the particular setting. 

The successful examples of project approach are Comilla Project in East Pakistan (Now 

Bangladesh). Orangi Pilot Project, Karachi and Agha Khan Rural Support Programme 

(AKRSP) in Northern areas of Pakistan.  

 The programme planning is usually outside the project location, with the central 

government, the donor agencies or some combination as may be indicated in the project 

agreement. Implementation with this approach typically includes: project management 

staff, project allowances for field staff with better transportation, facilities, equipment,  

better housing than regular government programmes and as well as foreign advisors for 

local staff. The project staff is exclusively responsible for the execution of the 

programme plans according to a set line of directions by the government and donor 

agencies.  

The major advantages of this approach includes: quick results for foreign donors 

especially in a particular small location where the project is operating, new techniques 

and methods can be tested and experimented within the limits of the project in a short 

duration of time, lessons learned from the project can have lasting value in larger 

agricultural extension systems, good results of the project can be replicated.  

The weak points with this approach are: too expensive, usually of too short 

duration, the flow of information outside the project area is very rare, the project is 



 

     

terminated in most of the cases when the financial and technical assistance from the 

donor agencies is withdrawn.  

In Pakistan some projects regarding various extension approaches were launched 

at different times for providing extension services to the people. The examples of such 

projects are; a) T&V extension system in five districts of Punjab in late 70s, b) FSR/E   

launched its small projects at six places throughout the country, c) the participatory 

agricultural extension approaches started launching their projects at various places in the 

country with different names like AKRSP, NRSP, PRSP, SRSC and BRSP. In some 

cases the results of these projects were encouraging, suitable, feasible and sustainable, 

such results of these projects were replicated throughout the country. The examples of 

such successful projects were training & visit extension system which was replicated all 

over the province in early 80s, the RSPs also produced good results which were useful 

and practicable for the stakeholders, thus these were also replicated. The projects under 

FSR/E have not produced encouraging and sound results therefore these projects got 

terminated as soon as the funds were withdrawn by the Management of Agricultural 

Research & Technology (MART) project and National Agricultural Research Centre 

(NARC), Islamabad.  

 

1.4 Extension Approaches Under Study 

 At present three main approaches are being implemented for conducting extension 

work for the motivation of farmers for the application of new agricultural technologies 

concerning agricultural productivity and improving their living standard. Amongst these 

three approaches, Public Sector Extension Approach (PSEA) is working in government 

sector in the Punjab province, Participatory Extension Approach (PEA) is working under 

the umbrella of NGOs and the Commodity Specialized Extension Approach (CSEA) is 

followed by private sector, specially the extension work being done by the sugar mills. A 

detailed discussion of these three approaches is given as under:  

 

 

 



 

     

1.4.1 Public Sector Extension Approach (PSEA) 
 

The T&V system demonstrated some strength over the general extension approach 

such as built-in training mechanism, fixed schedule of visits to the farmers and unifarious 

jobs of the extension workers with small area under jurisdiction. However, this system 

had many inherent weaknesses too. In this system, extension messages were 

communicated to the farmers on fortnightly basis which resulted in redundancy of 

extension messages and lack of interest on the part of farmers. Lack of flow of locally 

tested agricultural innovations, lack of efficient monitoring and supervision of extension 

workers in the field, limited extension service to only big and privileged influential 

farmers. The extension approach remained top-down, only male farmer oriented, and less 

efficient (Ali & Lodhi, 2002). 

 In 1999 certain modifications in the T&V system were suggested and 

implemented in this system to rectify the existing drawbacks and weaknesses. These 

were: 

 The frontline worker - Field Assistant (FA) was replaced with the Agriculture 

Officer (AO)  

 

 Monitoring and evaluation of the meetings conducted by EFS with the farmers 

were made effective by giving this responsibility to senior officers in research, 

extension and district management 

 

 The concept of contact farmers (CF) was eliminated and EFS of the system 

were supposed to contact all the farmers (Government of the Punjab, 1999). 

 

As a result of the overall globalization process, the government of Pakistan 

implemented its Devolution Plan in August 14, 2001. This has resulted in 

decentralization of agricultural extension in decision making from provincial head quarter 

level to the district level. This decentralization has yet not shown any considerable 

change in the efficiency of the extension service. Ali et al. (2003) reported that extension 



 

     

still remains top-down and autocratic in decision-making. No consideration has yet been 

given to involve local farmers in planning extension activities and contribution of budget 

share at district or sub- district level. The present agricultural extension system run by the  

Department of Agriculture in the Punjab province, involves farmers in extension work 

through Extension Field Staff (EFS). The EFS conduct training sessions with farmers in 

the villages either at the houses or at the farms of the framers. These trainings are mainly 

conducted keeping in view the seasons, areas and crops (Qamar, 2002). It has four main 

components.  

 

1.4.1.1 Production Technology Package Development 

The research and development made at the research institutions in the province is 

tested at adaptive research farms located at various ecological zones of the Punjab. The 

production technology packages of various crops are developed with the collaboration of 

subject matter specialists, researchers and extension field/supervisory staff in joint 

meetings. These packages are written in national language (Urdu).  The scientific staff of 

the research institutes and adaptive research farms prepare the draft of the technology 

package.  A senior officer of research and extension approves the draft. The draft is then 

presented to the Crop Management Group (CMG) by the Director General, Agriculture 

(Extension and Adaptive Research). The production technology package is rejected or 

approved by the CMG meeting chaired by the Secretary Agriculture, Government of the 

Punjab.   

 

1.4.1.2 Training of Trainers 

After getting an approved package of technology, the training of trainers starts. 

Resource persons from Directorate General of Research train master trainers- one master 

trainer from every district. These master trainers train the trainers in their own districts. 

These trainers include Agriculture Officers (AOs), Deputy District Officers (DDOs) and 

the District Officers Agriculture (DOAs).  

 



 

     

1.4.1.3 Training of Farmers 

The extension workers (Agriculture Officers) develop their schedule for the 

training of farmers in their respective areas. This schedule is handed over to the 

supervisory staff, district administration, and research specialists responsible for their 

monitoring. It is also brought to the knowledge of the farmers through local 

announcement. The agricultural officers (AOs) conduct farmers‟ training. Field Assistant 

(FAs) help them arrange the meetings. FAs are sent by AOs to the villages one day 

before the actual training starts. They announce the purpose, procedures, place, and the 

time of training through the public address system available in the mosques. They also 

motivate the farmers to attend the meetings. As the extension messages are not demand 

driven farmers‟ presence in the meetings remain very thin (Ali et al., 2003). The phases 

of training and the portion of technology packages to be covered in every phase are 

decided ahead of time.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

     

 

 

 

 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 3: ORGANOGRAM OF AGRICULTURE  

DEPARTMENT (Extension) AFTER DEVOLUTION 
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1.4.1.4 Monitoring and Evaluation             

Various research specialists, members of district administration and administrative 

staff of the Department of Agriculture (Extension) are assigned the duties to monitor the 

work of trainers. They receive the training schedule as soon as it is developed. In case 

they found that an AO is not present and does not conduct a training session, they give 

feedback to the EDO concerned, the DG (Ext. & AR.), Punjab and the Secretary 

Agriculture, Government of Punjab. The internal monitoring is conducted by the DOAs 

and EDOs, whereas the external monitoring is conducted by the research specialists.  

 Before the devolution plan, the Deputy Director of Agriculture (Extension) 

worked at district level under the supervision of the Director Agriculture but this setup 

has been changed after the implementation of the devolution plan. The designation 

“Deputy Director Agriculture” (DDA) has been changed as District Officer, Agriculture 

(DOA) who is now responsible to the Executive District Officer (EDO), Agriculture. The 

EDO is responsible to the District Coordination Officers (DCO), who is answerable to the 

elected District Nazim (Fig. 2). In this way the effort has been made, theoretically to 

decentralize the administrative setup and decision-making process of the Department of 

Agriculture (Extension Wing) along with other governmental departments (Government 

of Pakistan, 2001). There is still a large administrative hierarchy in the Department of 

Agriculture (Extension Wing). The basic extension service still remains inefficient, top-

down; autocratic, big farmer oriented, ignoring the gender equality and ignoring the 

youth as partners. All the approaches reviewed so far in the previous pages have their 

drawbacks and plus points. But none of them suits all the situations and addresses all the 

problems, rather they are male dominant, top-down oriented except the participatory 

extension approaches followed by NRSP, PRSP, BRSP, SRSC, etc.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

     

1.4.1.5 Services Rendered by Public Sector Extension Approach (PSEA)  
 

 Dissemination of agricultural innovations among the farmers in the form 

of technology packages. 

 Provision of technical assistance to the farmers through visits to their 

farms on regular basis.  

 Holding regular staff training to update their level of information. 

 Organizing crop-wise regular trainings of the farmers arranged in the 

form of farmers‟ field schools (FFS).  

 Regular monitoring of fertilizers and insecticides to ensure the 

availability of quality inputs to the farmers.  

 

 Provision of subsidy to the selective farmers for the conduct of 

demonstration plots for cotton, sugarcane and wheat.  

 Distribution of printed material for the education and guidance of the 

farmers.  

 Providing assistance to the farmers for getting agricultural loan from 

Zari Tarqiati Bank Ltd. (ZTBL). 

  Provision of technical assistance in the layout and management of 

orchards. 

 Holding farmers competition for better crop production.  

 

1.4.2 Participatory Extension Approach (PEA) 

 Community participation for sustainable development has been a major concern of 

the development professionals across the world. During the eighties, organization of 

communities at the grassroots for mobilization of local level resources and for the 

efficient utilization of allocated resources has been shown to work exceedingly well in 

the region by programmes such as AKRSP and the OPP. This approach to development 



 

     

had already been recognized world over. Dr. Akhtar Hamid Khan and Mr. Shoaib Sultan 

Khan have been internationally recognized as the pioneers of the approach (NRSP, 1993). 

After the successful implementation and with encouraging results of these programmes a 

new programme at national level (NRSP) was started in 1991. This programme got a 

social acceptance throughout the country because its working strategies and objectives 

were compatible with the local situations and according to the demands of the people. 

Afterwards the programmes of similar nature and almost with the same objectives and 

working strategies were started in different provinces, like BRSP in Balochistan, SRSC in 

NWFP and PRSP in the Punjab province.    

 The PRSP was initiated in 1998. The basic principles, which have been the basis 

for the initiation of this programme which were developed by the leaders of AKRSP, 

OPP, NRSP were time tested and successful. These principles were: organization to 

harness the potential of the people through sincere and dynamic leaders, enhance the 

savings to generate their own capital, and Human Resource Development by upgrading 

human skills so as to be more productive, managerial, cooperative and skillful (Govt. of 

Pakistan, 2001).  

Now PRSP is working in twelve districts of the province, i.e. Multan, 

Muzzaffargarh, Khanewal, Sahiwal, Leyyah, Jhang, Faisalabad, Lahore, Gujranwala, 

Narowal, Sargodha and Gujrat. Faisalabad is an important district in the central/mixed 

cropping zone of the Punjab province.  

 The PRSP started in Faisalabad in June, 1998 and its four field units are working 

at various places in the district. The details are given in the Table 1.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

     

 

 

Table 1: Field Units of PRSP Faisalabad Region 

S.No. Name of field  

unit 

Total No. 

of COs  

Active 

COs 

Loanees  Members 

 

1 Faisalabad Sadar 299 131 2219 5211 

2 Chak Jhumra 289 191 4110 5544 

3 Satiana 279 173 3773 6183 

4 Khidarwala 102 69 919 1595 

5 Gojra in T.T. 

Singh district.  

316 222 3103 5324 

 

  The PRSP, Faisalabad has undertaken various activities in following 

aspects of development:  

 

1.4.2.1 Social Mobilization 

 It is often forgotten that only the organized poor have the capacity for optimizing 

the use of services and pulling themselves out of the state of disempowerment. It is only, 

when organized, the poor can break out of a state of inactivity. It is only when they are 

sensitized to the advantages that the poor become willing to associate themselves with an 

organization. Without organization, participatory development remains a mere slogan. 

PRSP is following this development philosophy, which gives the highest importance to 

people and their organization. The concept of social mobilization requires individual 

thoughts to be subordinated to and merged into thinking collectively for the individual, 

group and the village. The organized community assumes the responsibility of thinking 

for each of the levels. To achieve this objective, people are provided social guidance and 

those willing to develop a platform and desirous of adhering to a transparent and above-



 

     

board process  for development and empowerment, organize into what we call 

community organizations (COs). There are five units of PRSP in Faisalabad region.  Of 

these four are in district Faisalabad and one in Gojra, district Toba Tek Singh. There are 

total 918 COs out of which 601 are active and there are 21249  members of these COs. 

These COs are social, but non political, and non religious forums, free from any caste–

based conflicts. The members of these COs have learnt the importance of sitting together 

and talking about the issues to solve them in a resolute manner. They are now living 

amicably and harmony prevails here with no sectarian or caste hostility. 

 

1.4.2.2  Capital Formation 

 Capital formation is another activity, which is being undertaken by the PRSP staff 

because they understand that an access to financial resources has always been a major 

problem for the poor. Presently, the poor people of the rural area are very in the debt trap 

of the local moneylenders, where the terms are highly exploitative with little hope of ever 

emerging from the trap.  Believing that, capital is the main engine for empowerment, for 

the poor the PRSP has a special component of capital formation with the following 

objectives:  

 Initiate and encourage the process of collective capital generation by the 

organization. 

 Promote self–reliance in the organization and improve the management and 

leadership skills of its leaders.  

 Provide access to credit to the members of the organization.  

 Accelerate the process of economic development by promoting local 

investment and employment opportunities and strengthen the organization.  

 

1.4.2.3 Community Service 

 Every CO meets twice a month and at each meeting the members contribute some 

amount to the collective saving according to his/her own capacity. The philosophy behind 



 

     

this approach is that every member must learn to think of ways to regularly save some 

amount. This helps to develop in them the habit of savings that PRSP has inculcated in 

the rural community. Now they have built their own capital for the unforeseen 

contingencies and for economic activity. PRSP encourages its members to use their 

savings for productive purposes. The community savings have reached up to Rs.13.7 

million in Faisalabad by this year (PRSP, 2005). 

 

1.4.2.4  Internal Lending 

 As COs mature, the culture of savings and participation in meetings also 

strengthens. PRSP emphasizes reposing trust in CO members. PRSP supports lending 

from the savings to any CO member as the need arises. This is in contrast to the 

traditional approach that often blocks member‟s right to withdraw funds from the 

accumulated savings.  Experience shows that much greater care is required in internal 

lending so that no in-genuine use creates problems for COs and other members.  

 

1.4.2.5  Credit Outreach 

 PRSP credit interventions continue to be a popular window with COs. Experience 

shows that the credit programme is a key element in the holistic approach to 

development. It can be vital to income generation hence poverty alleviation. Credit is 

disbursed to members when the CO is satisfied with the appropriateness of the purpose. 

The PRSP has disbursed Rs.20.86 million in Faisalabad up to December, 2004 (Govt. of 

Pakistan, 2005). 

 

1.4.2.6 Credit Package Services 

PRSP provides a package that includes services in agriculture, livestock 

management, micro – enterprises and small infrastructure as an individual enterprise 

(SIIE) as the credit support. The PRSP Faisalabad has provided credit facilities to the 

members and they were requested to note that:   



 

     

 The repayment behaviour of the CO member is desirable.  

  The proper use of credit for the specific purpose for which it is received is 

central to success of a micro – credit programme. 

 Instead of large loans for long durations, loans of smaller amount and for short 

duration should be preferred.  

 Increased focus is given to the CO member from the same community/ group, 

and preferably from the same geographic location. 

 The credit opportunity is not promised during the contact at the programme 

introduction and the philosophy of self-help is highlighted.  Thus CO formed is 

likely to be more self – reliant in development programme.  

 

1.4.2.7   Human Resource Development 

 Human resource development (HRD) is an important component of PRSP. It leads 

to upgrading the capacity and skills in the communities, such as managerial, technical 

and vocational skills. The general objectives of (HRD) with PRSP to enhance human 

productivity are:  

 Improve utilization of local resources. 

 Strengthen village-based skills to achieve sustainable development.  

 Assist the rural community in harnessing their potential and abilities in 

bringing about a positive change in their lives.  

 

1.4.2.8 Capacity Building 

 The capacity building initiatives of PRSP focus on building up leadership and 

management skills within the community for poverty reduction, empowerment and 

income enhancement. Individual empowerment is believed to be the starting point of 

community action. At PRSP, capacity building initiatives are constantly reviewed in the 

light of needs assessment and training evaluations to improve delivery methodologies.  



 

     

1.4.2.9  Nurturing Community Leadership 

Through trainings, PRSP provides the opportunities to enhance the potentials and 

skills of CO members. These trainings also enable the activists to improve the 

organization of their community in terms of empowerment and sustainable development.  

They are also trained in community management skills, conducting CO meetings, 

ensuring participation, enhancing CO savings and to keep the financial and administrative 

record.  

 

1.4.2.10 Staff Training 

 It is another activity of PRSP under HRD in which regular staff training courses 

are held throughout the year to train the staff so that they can effectively discharge their 

duties and functions.  

 

1.4.2.11 Natural Resource Management (NRM) 

 The NRM at PRSP strives to: increase land productivity, prevent harvest losses,  

transfer new and improved technologies, and Link COs with the line objectives of PRSP 

improved seed, fertilizer bags, conducted demonstration plots for guidance, animals 

vaccination of poultry and units of agricultural machinery supplied such as zero tillage 

machinery, laser land leveling, seed grader, sugar cane planter, were introduced among 

the CO members.  In addition, model union councils were also established with following 

objectives.  

 

 Creating awareness in the farming community.  

 Imparting need-based training to farmers.  

 Technical guidance and assistance to farmers at their door step and  

 Provision of timely inputs and farm machinery. 

 

 

 



 

     

14.2.12. Services Rendered by Participatory Extension Approach (PEA) 
 

 Organization of rural people into community organizations (COs) for 

their empowerment and encouragement to participate in different 

development activities.  

 Disbursement of small loans to the resource poor farmers on 

personal/COs security basis for small income generating schemes.  

 Provision of basic health facilities to the rural poor.  

 Training of the females with regard to family planning and minor 

ailments.  

 Imparting training to different vulnerable groups (both males and 

females) so that they can start various income generating activities to 

raise their living standard.  

 Provision of educational facilities to the rural people, through setting up 

schools for their kids and adult education centers. 

 Introduction of small saving schemes among the rural people. 

 Human resource development through short trainings regarding 

different skills, such as livestock management, gardening, beekeeping 

etc.  

 Vaccination of livestock and poultry birds in the project area.  

 Distribution of inputs, such as seeds, fertilizers and insecticides to the 

resource poor farmers.  

 
 

1.4.3 Commodity Specialized Extension Approach 

The commodity specialized extension approach mainly deals with a single crop 

with all its emphasis on the quality production of the crop in a desired quantity.  The 

commodity organization makes every effort to motivate and educate the farmers for the 

best production of the commodity.  The inputs like seed, fertilizers, insecticides are also 

provided to the farmers. The procurement of the produce is also ensured by the 



 

     

commodity organization.  In some cases the farmers are bound to sell their produce to the 

commodity organization that has provided them the inputs.  The technical guidance by 

the extension field staff (EFS) engaged by the commodity organization is also provided 

to the farmers so that they may increase the production of the commodity by adopting the 

latest technology.  The main objective of this approach is to motivate and educate the 

farmers for the production of a desired commodity of good quality and in abundant 

quantity. The experts/EFS of the commodity organization advocate the commodity they 

deal with and provide all possible technical assistance to the growers whereas the other 

aspects of farming are ignored or given a very low priority. 

In Pakistan commodity specialized extension approache has been launched for 

boosting the production of various commodities like sugarcane, cotton, maize, oil seed 

crops, milk and meat production. All these commodity organizations have their own 

objectives, which they have to be taken care of.  Besides these objectives they have to 

motivate and educate the farmers so that they can increase their per acre yield of the 

specified crop.   

Sugarcane is one of the most important cash crops being cultivated all over the 

country and there are so many organizations (sugar mills) dealing with this important 

cash commodity.  Sugarcane is grown on 1086000 hectares of land in Pakistan with its 

production 52049000 tones. The average yield of sugarcane is 47927 kg/hectare whereas 

the potential yield is 183300 kg/hectare (Govt. of Pak., 2003). The gap between the 

average and potential yield indicates that there is a need to work on increasing the 

production of this crop so that this big gap can be minimized and the farmers be 

motivated and educated to increase their sugarcane production.   

The mix-cropping zone of the Punjab is well known for sugarcane production and 

among the districts of this zone, Faisalabad is a prominent one for sugarcane production.  

The area under sugarcane in district Faisalabad is 111863 hectares and sugarcane 

production is 2429960 tones (Govt. of Pak., 2003).  The sugar mills mainly utilize the 

sugarcane production whereas a small portion is used for making brown sugar (crude 



 

     

sugar) and very small portion of its production is used as a fodder for animals.  The sugar 

mills utilize the cane for making sugar, liquid glucose and some other by products.   

 

1.4.3.1 History of Sugarcane Industry in Pakistan 

Before the partition in 1947 there were only two sugar mills namely Rahwali 

Sugar Mills in Gujranwala and Takhtbi Sugar Mills in NWFP.  Late in 1950s two other 

sugar mills were established in Mardan and Charsada in NWFP.  In mid 1950s and early 

1960s six sugar mills started cane crushing in the Punjab which were: 

 Layyah Sugar Mills, Layyah 

 Kohinoor Sugar Mills, Joharabad 

 Noon Sugar Mills, Sargodha 

 Shah Taj Sugar Mills, Gujrat (now District Mandi Baha-uddin) 

 Hussain Sugar Mills, Jaranwala 

 Crescent Sugar Mills, Faisalabad 

 

Till early 1980s there was no trend of establishing sugar industry in the country.  

After the mid 1980s the establishment of sugar industry took a jump and a number of the 

sugar mills were installed in the Punjab province. These sugar mills were mainly 

established by the political figures of the country and now there are 39 sugar mills in the 

Punjab province.  As the district Faisalabad is one of the major sugarcane producing 

district of the Punjab and there are 10 sugar mills where the growers of the sugarcane can 

supply their cane.  These mills are as under: 

 Crescent Sugar Mills, Faisalabad 

 Hussain Sugar Mills, Jaranwala 

 Hunza Sugar Mills, Chak Jhumra 

 Chanar Sugar Mills  

 Tandlianwala Sugar Mills, Tandlianwala 

 Gojra Samundri Sugar Mills, Gojra 

 Fauji Sugar Mills, Sangla Hill 



 

     

 Chaudhry Sugar Mills, Pansara 

 Ramzan Sugar Mills, Chiniot 

 Haseeb Waqas Sugar Mills, Nankana Sahib  

 

District Faisalabad comprises 5 tehsils and out of these 5 tehsils, Chak Jhumra (the 

study area) is well known for sugarcane cultivation and production and there are mainly 

three sugar mills where the farmers can dispose off/sell their cane crop.  These mills are:  

 Fauji Sugar Mills, Sangla Hills 

 Crescent Sugar Mills, Faisalabad 

 Hunza Sugar Mills, Chak Jhumra, Faisalabad 

 

1.4.3.2 Working of the Sugar Mills 

The working of sugar mills can be divided into two components  

 Cane development component 

 Cane procurement 

 

1.4.3.3 Cane Development 

Under this component there are many activities, which are being undertaken by 

the sugar mills to develop good cane varieties and their introduction among the farmers 

so that they can increase their cane production and the commodity organization (sugar 

mills) can have good quality cane with more turnover and in abundant quantity.   

 

1.4.3.4 Research on Sugarcane 

Most of the sugar mills have established their research centers and research farms 

where the scientists and subject specialists have been appointed for conducting research 

on different aspects of cane production.  Some of the sugar mills have also evolved their 

own varieties, which are high yielding, promising and with high rate of sugar recovery 

and these varieties are being introduced among the farmers.   

 



 

     

1.4.3.5 Pakistan Society of Sugar Technologists 

The experts of sugar industry all over the country have established a society 

namely Pakistan Society of Sugar Technologists.  Annual seminars and conferences are 

conducted from the platform of the society at national and international levels to share the 

knowledge and experiences of the specialists and researchers.  This society also deals 

with the other problems and issues and also provides a plate form for sharing the views 

and presenting their demands to the government.  This society also publishes research 

articles on sugarcane, which are useful for cane development.  A journal “ Pakistan Sugar 

Journal” is also being published under the umbrella of this society, which provides an 

opportunity for the researchers and experts on sugarcane to publish the results of their 

research.  It also provides them the opportunity to get benefit from the research findings 

of the other scientists dealing with sugarcane production technology.   

 

1.4.3.6 Inputs Supply 

The mills had also started the system of distribution of inputs among the registered 

growers who supply sugarcane to the mills.  These inputs include seed of good and 

promising cane varieties, fertilizers, insecticides, and weedicides of good quality.  This 

system was very efficient and affective when there was sugarcane zoning prevailing in 

the area.  It means that each sugar mills had its specified area from where the mills can 

procure the cane from the growers.  This system of providing inputs to the growers was 

suspended or made less active/efficient when the sugarcane zoning was abolished in late 

1980s.   

 

1.4.3.7 Extension Services 

The sugar mills provide technical assistance to the farmers for increasing their 

sugarcane production and meeting the challenges of sugarcane cultivation.  The mills 

have appointed many agricultural graduates who have been provided with transport 

facilities so that they can easily have an access to the farmers living in far flange areas.  

These agricultural graduates are supposed to interact with the farmers and to provide 



 

     

them the needed recommended sugarcane production technology.  The organogram of the 

technical staff relating to agriculture is shown in Figure 3. 

 

FIGURE 4: ORGANIZATIONAL SETUP OF SUGAR MILLS 

   

Cane Advisor (At the level of sugar mills) 

 

Cane Manager (At mills zone level) 

     

Cane Development Officer (At circle 

level) 

 

Field Officers ( At 10 to 20 villages) 

 

Field Assistant (At Union Council level) 

 

The EFS of the commodity organization undertakes several activities to guide and 

motivate the farmers regarding the improved sugarcane production practices so that they 

can increase their production of sugarcane crop.  These activities are as under: 

 

1.4.3.8 Survey for Crop Reporting 

The mills EFS conduct surveys to have an estimation of the total cultivated area 

under sugarcane crop and the list of the major cane growers in the area is also prepared.  

This is done to plan the crushing and production schedule of the mills and to assess and 

diagnose the general problems with which the cane growers are confronted and to suggest 

the solutions thereof. 
 

1.4.3.9  Farm and Home Visits 

The mills staff conduct farm visits to the large farmers in particular and the 

medium farmers in general and the small farmer rarely to assess and diagnose the 



 

     

problems relating to sugarcane cultivation and to suggest their solutions at the spot.  This 

practice of farm visits also facilitates the cane procurement from the sugarcane growers. 

 

1.4.3.10 Model Farms  

Most of the sugar mills have also established their own model farms where the 

sugarcane is cultivated according to the recommendations so that the farmers can observe 

the results of the application of recommended cane production technologies and can be 

motivated to do the same in their own fields.  The farmers are also provided with the seed 

of good varieties from the same model farms.   

 

1.4.3.11 Demonstration Plots 

Some sugar mills, which do not have their own model farms, conduct 

demonstration plots on the farmers‟ fields by providing them with the needed inputs and 

technical assistance.  These demonstration plots are also observed by the surrounding 

farmers to see the results of the recommended sugarcane production practices applied in 

these fields.  The farmers get inspiration for the adoption of improved sugarcane 

production technology by seeing these plots. 

1.4.3.12 Field Days 

Once or twice a year the field days are also arranged by the EFS of the mills where 

the farmers are provided with the technical assistance and they are also shown some new 

developments in sugarcane cultivation.   

 

1.4.3.13 Printed Material 

The leaflets, brochures and small booklets are also prepared by the research staff 

of the mills and the same are distributed among the farmers for their education and 

guidance regarding various aspects of sugarcane production. 

 

1.4.3.14 Lecture Meetings/Discussion Meetings 

Lecture meetings and discussion meetings are also conducted with the farmers by 

the EFS of mills on regular basis.  In these meetings the training regarding various 



 

     

aspects of sugarcane cultivation is imparted to the farmers.  The farmers are also 

provided with the opportunities to express their views and share their experiences with 

EFS of the mills.  Sometimes the complaints and weaknesses of the system are also 

discussed in these meetings.  The proposals for the rectification of the weaknesses and 

solution of the problems are also discussed and finalized. 

 

1.4.3.15 Audio and Video Cassettes 

Sometimes the EFS of mills also prepare the audio and video cassettes containing 

expert talks and demonstrations on important aspects of sugarcane.  These cassettes are 

distributed among the farmers for their education and guidance.  The video cassettes are 

shown to the farmers to demonstrate them visually that how the various operations of 

cane production are performed.  These video shows or arranged very rarely at the 

meetings with the large farmers or at the mills farms or on mills premises. 

 

1.4.3.16 Exhibition and Campaigns 

The exhibitions about sugarcane crop are also arranged at some important 

and prominent place where the farmers are shown good quality cane, promising/high 

yielding varieties, spraying machinery for sugarcane so that they can be made aware of 

new developments in this sector and can be motivated/educated regarding the improved 

cane production technologies.  When there is a serious problem with sugarcane crop 

special campaigns are also launched in problem areas.  In these campaigns intensive 

efforts are made to guide the farmers regarding the identification of problems and their 

solutions.  

 

1.4.3.17 Cane Procurement 

The cane procurement is another important component that deals with the farmers.  

This component deals with and facilitates the farmers for the sale of their cane crop and 

also procure quality cane with good recovery (sugar percentage), in abundant quantity.  

Every mill has established its cane procurement centers along the roadsides within the 



 

     

approach of farmers.  Before abolishing the zoning system these procurement centers 

were established in mills zones area from where the farmers could sell their sugarcane.  

But presently when there is no zoning, these centers have been established by the mills in 

the areas where there is a potential for sugarcane production and the farmers have no 

restrictions to sell their cane crop at the centers of their own choice. 

 

1.4.3.18 Passbooks 

For the procurement of sugarcane from the farmers the passbooks are prepared 

after completing the survey of crop by the EFS of mills.  These passbooks are distributed 

among the farmers. They have to sell their crop on the same passbook.  These passbooks 

contain the instructions about the cane crop, post harvest practices of cane are also given 

so that the farmers can read the instructions and adopt them to fetch proper price by the 

commodity organization. 

 

1.4.3.19 Working of a Procurement Center 

At every procurement center there is an electric weighing machine with which the 

cane carrying vehicles along with cane load are weighed and the farmers are given with a 

cane procurement receipt (CPR).  This CPR is shown at the time of payment either in the 

bank or at the procurement centers.  The support price of the cane is fixed by the 

government at every year and the commodity organizations (Sugar Mills) are bound to 

pay farmers the same price. The procurement of the cane is made directly from the 

farmers and payments are made to the farmers who have passbooks with them and these 

passbooks are in their names. 

 

1.4.3.20 Procurement Through Middlemen 

In some cases where the sugar mills are located near the cities or in the areas 

where the sugarcane is not cultivated on a large scale the cane is supplied to the mills 

through the middlemen.  These middlemen purchase the sugarcane from the farmers on 

lesser price and they sell the same sugarcane on the fixed price to the mills and earn 



 

     

undue profit from the sale of the cane crop. In some sugar mills there are complaints of 

delayed payments to the farmers and it has become a routine matter.  To avoid the 

situation the farmers are bound to sell their cane to these contractors (Middlemen) who 

pay them 2 to 3 rupees per 40 Kg less than the normal cane price.  They make the 

payments direct to the farmers in cash.  These contractors have connivance with the mills 

staff so they have no difficulty in disposing of the cane crop on fixed price which they 

have purchased form the growers on less price than the fixed one.  In this way these 

contractors exploit the farmers. On some of these procurement centers there are 

complaints of less weighing of the cane crop.  

 

1.4.3.21 Zoning of Sugar Mills 

Initially the sugar mills have their special zones for sugarcane procurement and 

none of the farmers was allowed to sell his cane crop out of the mills zone area.  Farmers 

were bound to sell their crop to a particular mill.  Due to this restriction sometimes the 

mill staff exploit the farmers and they use different ways and means to prolong their 

crushing season.  The mills staff struggle intensively to guide and educate the farmers 

regarding the adoption of improved sugarcane technology for an increase in their per 

hectare yield. They distribute inputs like seed, fertilizers, insecticides and weedicides 

among the farmers.  They also provide credit facilities to the registered growers and in 

lieu of that the farmers are bound to sell their produce to the same commodity 

organization from whom they have received these facilities. 

 

1.4.3.22 Abrogation of the Zoning System 

With the increasing trend of establishing sugar industries in the late 1980s and 

early 1990s by the political figures, the zoning system was abolished and both the 

farmers and the sugar mills are free to sell/purchase the cane crop from anywhere in the 

province.  With the abrogation of this zoning system the sugar mills suspended or 

lessened the frequency of providing inputs, credit facilities and technical assistance to the 



 

     

growers, because the farmers were made free to sell their crop anywhere in the area 

according to their own choice and feasibility.   

 

1.4.3.23 Services Rendered by Commodity Specialized Extension  

Approach (CSEA) 
 

 Since the installation of sugar mills in the Punjab (Pakistan) each mill had got its 

own zoning and the sugarcane growers located in that particular zone were supposed to 

supply their cane crop to the mill located in their respective zone. Each sugarcane 

growers was issued a book indicating different terms and conditions along with the 

record of payment. However, the mills zoning system was abrogated in 1986. As a result, 

there was a great trend among the industrialists to install different sugar mills of huge 

capacity in different areas without considering the ecological zones. Till 1986, the 

following services were rendered by CSEA (followed by sugar mills):  

 Disbursement of loans without interest among the registered growers on 

personal security basis. 

 Maintenance of demonstration plots on the farmers‟ fields for their education.  

 Establishment of research farms for conducting research on sugarcane. 

 Provision of seed, fertilizer (at the time of sowing), weedicides, spray 

machines and farm implements (ridgers etc.) on 50 percent subsidy basis. 

 Distribution of printed material among the growers for the dissemination of 

improved cane production technologies.  

 Holding regular and frequent meetings with the growers.  

 Broadcasting casual radio programmes on cane production for the information 

and education of the farmers.  

 Establishment of signboards to make sugarcane growers aware of cane 

production technology.   



 

     

After the abrogation of zoning of the mills in 1986, the farmers were free to sell 

their cane crop to any mill. This practice has relieved the sugar mills of their 

responsibilities for providing better facilities and services to their growers because the 

growers were not bound to sell their crop to the mills located in their zones. Therefore, 

the mills have reduced the services package to their growers. Presently only the following 

services are being provided to their registered growers:  

 Only a few mills in the area are disbursing loans to the farmers of their own 

confidence that they will supply their cane crop to them.  

 Extension services are being offered to the cane growers on less frequent basis.  

 Only a few mills such as Shakar Gunj Sugar Mills are providing subsidy to the 

selective farmers for the purchase of inputs and farm implements.  

 Some mills have also established their research farms for undertaking research 

to increase their sugarcane production.   

 Instead of regular meetings, farmers‟ meeting are conducted on special 

occasions only when some important aspects are to be discussed.  

 The printed material is distributed off and on among the farmers.  

 

 

1.5  Problem Statement  

 
In Pakistan, average per hectare yield of various crops is very low when compared with 

those of the developed countries of the world (Govt. of Pakistan, 2003).  The country is not self 

sufficient in food items, some of these have to be imported from abroad.  There is a great 

potential of production in various crops, to exploit that potential the research institutes need to 

make concerted efforts.  Inspite of the great potential in various crops, the farmers are getting 

much lower yield. This low yield can be attributed to several factors like illiteracy of 

farmers, small and fragmented land holdings, non-adoption of modern technology, 

shortage of irrigation water and high prices of agricultural inputs. Amongst these factors, 



 

     

lack of technology dissemination and its ineffective utilization seems to be very 

important ones (Chaudhry et al. 2000., Muhammad et al. 2001, Muhammad et al. 2002, 

Abbas et al. 2003, Kamran, 2004, Zafar, 2005). The technology transfer along with the 

motivation and education of the farmers is the main responsibility of the Department of 

Agriculture.  The government has implemented various approaches from time to time and 

recently in 2001, the present government has decentralized the extension system under 

the devolution plan.  It is still hierarchal in character, top-down, bureaucratic and weak in 

nature.  It still uses traditional methods and lacks the various important aspects and 

methodologies.  

 

1.6 Need for the Project 

There is no doubt that effective extension work can and does speed up the rate of 

development (Bradfield, 1966). Perhaps that is why agricultural extension in developing 

world has, in recent years, increasingly become a subject of great importance for 

development agencies in the overall development model. It has emerged over the past 

century as a central mechanism in the development process (FAO, 1990). The trained 

extension agents have played an important role in helping agriculture systems overcome 

many problems (Chizari et al., 1999).   

However, agricultural production in the developing countries continues to be low 

and it is generally believed that in many countries wide adoption of research results by 

majority of farmers remains quite low (Pickering, 1989).  In addition, there are many 

problems and issues which require attention of the experts in the field of agricultural 

extension, if extension is to perform its function adequately and effectively. There is a 

need for such an extension strategy in which the concepts of shared vision, knowledge 

about sustainability, teamwork, gross root involvement, and systems thinking in research 

and problem solving, can be introduced (Minarovic and Mueller, 2000).  

In Pakistan, until 1978 general approach to agricultural extension was in 

operation. However this approach had certain inherent weaknesses like lack of adequate 

and well trained extension workers; lack of participation by the small farmers in 



 

     

extension decision making; poor extension/research linkages; lack of adequate 

infrastructure and other support facilities, and above all poor management (Ntifo-Siaw 

and Agunga, 1994). These weaknesses stood in the way of its effective functioning. The 

T&V system of extension was introduced to overcome the difficulties/weaknesses of the 

traditional agricultural extension approach in 1978. The T&V extension approach was 

heavily funded by the World Bank and remained in operation in the country without any 

change till 1999.  

 

With new regime in the country in 1999, when there were talks of good governess, 

power devolution and poverty alleviation, a new system of district government was 

implemented in August, 2001. Under this system the same plan was implemented in the 

Department of Agriculture (Manning et al., 2003). Besides this, many other extension 

approaches are also being followed in the country like commodity specialized approach 

(private sector), and participatory extension approach (NGOs sector) which have their 

own objectives for the education and guidance of the farmers. But still the small farmers 

of the country are not getting the true benefits of the improved agricultural technologies. 

There is a big gap between the potential yield and average yield of various crops which is 

given in Table 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

     

 

Table  2 : Gap between potential and average yield of major crops 

Crops Potential yield Average yield  

(2003) 

 

Yield gap (%) 

Wheat 6415 2390 72 

Rice (Paddy) 9849 2013 80 

Sugarcane 183300 47337 74 

Cotton (Lint) 1400 622 56 

Maize 6944 1856 73 

Pulses 2875 390 86 

Edible oils seeds 3235 743 77 

Source: Economic Survey of Pakistan 2002-2003 

 

Besides this the small farmers are facing many problems like exploitation by the 

middle man, non availability of site specific technology, lack of farmers‟ participation in 

decision-making and technology development, less frequent contacts of experts with 

farmers and lack of proper guidance and education. This situation demands the 

researchers and experts in the field of agricultural extension to identify the most 

appropriate extension strategies/approaches which could transfer agricultural 

technologies to a large number of small farmers efficiently and effectively for sustainable 

agricultural development.  

Keeping in view the above facts, the present study is designed to analyse different 

extension approaches in depth and to identify the strengths and weaknesses as perceived 

by the farmers. It is hoped that the results of the study would serve as a valuable source 

for improving the existing extension approaches on one hand and recommend the most 

appropriate one on the other. 



 

     

 

1.7 Objectives 

 

General Objective  

The main objective of the study is to analyze alternative extension approaches to 

technology dissemination and its utilization for sustainable agricultural development in 

the Punjab. 

 

Specific Objectives  

 To review various extension approaches identified so far. 

 To analyse the selected extension approaches in the context of technology 

dissemination and its utilization by farmers.  

 To make a comparison of the selected extension approaches against the 

selected parameters. 

 To identify the strengths and weaknesses of the selected extension approaches 

as perceived by the clients.  

 To provide a scientific basis for suggesting improvement in the existing 

extension approaches. 

 To recommend the most appropriate extension approach for sustainable 

agricultural development.  

 

1.8  Limitations  
 

Every research project has certain limitations. This study has the following 

limitations: 

 The importance of the study demands that it should had been undertaken 

throughout the province. The researcher is a part time Ph.D. student and 

working as a Lecturer in the Department of Agri. Extension, U. A. Faisalabad. 

He spent almost three years in completing heavy doctoral course work along 



 

     

with his teaching responsibilities. Therefore, due to the limitation of time, the 

researcher was not in a position to conduct the study to cover the whole 

province. 

 Due to the shortage of funds, lack of transportation and visits in the remote 

areas for data collection, the study was limited to one tehsil, which was 

considered as representative of the Punjab province.  

 The study was further limited to the quantitative data provided by the farmers, 

registered growers and community members of the three selected approaches. 

 The study should have included the perceptions of various stakeholders but due 

to the limitations of time and resources at the disposal of the researcher, it was 

further limited to the perceptions of the farmers only. 

 The reliability of the study was limited to the extent that the respondents 

provided accurate information.  

 

 

1.9 Assumptions 

 It was assumed that the result of this study would be helpful in suggesting the 

most appropriate extension approach for effective technology dissemination 

and its utilization for sustainable agricultural development in the Punjab, 

Pakistan. 

 Interview technique would be the most suitable and reliable one for data 

collection. 

 The respondents of all the three approaches will be willing to provide needed 

information. 

 The responses of the respondents will be normally distributed. 

 

 The involvement of the farmers in extension work will gear up the process of 

agricultural and rural development. 



 

     

 

 The results of the study conducted in Chak Jhumra tehsil, being a 

representative one may be applicable to all the areas in the Punjab, Pakistan. 

 

 It was assumed that the respondents of all the three approaches were almost 

similar in all respects.  

 

 

1.10  Operationalization of Keywords 
 

Account Assistant: Keep record of credit and recovery at field unit level  

Age: The number of years, which an individual has spent in the world. 

AO: Agricultural Officer working at markaz level comprising 4-5 union councils. 

Approach: The essence of an agricultural extension system. It is an extension system 

with its specific characteristics, working for the education, motivation and dissemination 

of information to the farmers. 

Big Farmer: The individual having more than 25 acres of land. 

Cane Advisor: An officer in the sugar mills heading all the activities regarding  

agriculture, which includes: liaison with the farmers, cane procurement and guidance  

of the farmers and conduct of extension services in the area. 

Cane Development Officer: An Officer working at the level of 3-4 circles  

for the guidance of  farmers and cane procurement. 

Cane Manager: An officer working at mills zone level for the conduct  

of extension  services and cane procurement. 

 

CEO: Chief Executive Officer: Head of all the regions of PRSP in the Punjab. 

Chief F&A: Chief Finance and Accounts: head finance and credit of all PRSP regions.  

 

 

 



 

     

Chief PMER: Chief Planning and Monitoring Evaluation and Research: heads all the 

planning, monitoring and development strategies of PRSP.   

CF: Contact farmer, the individual to whom the EFS of training and visit extension 

system have to approach/contact. 

Community Member: Any individual (male or female) registered with the participatory 

extension approach (PRSP) for getting loan. 

Community Organization: It is a group of people who are in agreement with the 

philosophy, objectives and working of the participatory extension approach (PRSP). 

CSEA: Commodity specialized extension approach working under the  

private sector with sugar mills in the Punjab province. 

D.G. Extension: Director General of Agriculture, (Ext. & Adaptive Research) an officer  

who is working as head of the Extension Wing, Department of Agriculture, Government  

of the Punjab. 

DCO: District Coordinating Officer, an Officer working at district level  

with the District Nazim for developing liaison with various departments in the  

district government set up. 

DDOA: Deputy District Officer Agriculture working at tehsil level. 

District Nazim: A public representative heading the district government. 

DOA: District Officer Agriculture working at district level. 

EDO Agri: Executive District Officer Agriculture, an officer working at district level 

and coordinating the departments relating to agriculture i.e. Agriculture, Livestock, Water 

Management, Forestry, Fisheries etc. 

Education: Years of schooling completed by an individual. 

FA: Field Assistant, an employee of the public extension system approach working at 

union council level for the education of farmers. 

Farmer: An individual cultivating a piece of land and getting needed information from 

the EFS of public extension approach. 

 

 



 

     

F&CCO: Finance & Credit Officer: At regional level heads all activities relating 

to credit and recovery. 

FC: Field Coordinator: Works in field 

Field Assistants: at union council level 

Field Officer: An officer works in 10-20 villages under CSEA.  

FUI: Field Unit Incharge: An Officer heads field unit, forms COs, runs CPI scheme and 

organizes trainings. 

Income: The earning of an individual in a specific time period like monthly, bi monthly 

or annually. 

ISO: Intern Social Organizer: Works in field. 

SO: Social Organizer: Works in field. 

Kharif:  It is the crop season, which starts from May and ends in November. 

Landless Farmers: A farmer not owning any piece of land and cultivating a rented land. 

Loanee: An individual either male or female who had borrowed a fixed or specified 

amount of money from the PRSP. 

Medium Farmer: The individual owning more than 12.5 acres of land and less then 25 

acres. 

Owner Cultivator: The person who owns a piece of land. 

Owner-cum-Tenant: A person who not only farm his own land, but also rent some land 

from other people.  

PEA: Participatory extension approach working under the NGOs sector in the Punjab 

province. 

PM CPI: Programme Manager Community Infrastructure Development: plan, monitor, 

evaluation and develop strategies related to community infrastructure development of all 

PRSP regions.  

 

 

 



 

     

PO HRD: Programme Officer Human Resource Development: Head of all the activities 

related to training at regional level. 

PO PMER:  Programme Officer planning,  monitoring, evaluation and research: Heads 

all the activities relating to planning, monitoring, evaluation and development of 

strategies relating to PRSP programme at regional level. . 

PRSP: Punjab Rural Support Programme, a programme being implemented in Punjab for 

the organization of rural poor for enhancing their living standard. 

PSEA: Public sector extension approach working under the Department of Agriculture 

(Extension) Government of the Punjab. 

Rabi: It is the crop season, which starts from November and ends in April. 

Registered grower: A farmer who is registered with a commodity organization.  

RE: Regional Engineer: Runs all community infrastructure schemes such as lining of 

water courses, soling, building boundary wall of schools etc.  

RGM: Regional General Manager: Head of region of PRSP at regional level. 

Small Farmer: The individual having less than 12.5 acres of land. 

SO: Social Organizer: Forms COs, disburses credit and makes recovery, organizes 

training in field. 

Social Organizer: It is an individual who is at the minimum a graduate and is 

responsible for the organization, motivation, education and loaning to the community 

members. 

Social Status: Place of an individual in a social system. 

Sustainable Agriculture: Farming systems in which the use of purchased chemical-

based inputs such as fertilizer and herbicides is significantly decreased in comparison 

with the conventional agriculture. Its goal is to maintain production level necessary to 

meet the increasing aspiration of an extending population. 

 

 

 



 

     

Technology: It is the new developments, advancements, recommendations regarding 

improved crop production leading to higher yield. 

Tehsil: Subdivision of a district. 

Tenant: A person who does not have his/her own land but rent some land and cultivate 

it. 

Tenureship: It is the status of a farmer with regard to cultivation of land. 

Territorial Unit/Field Unit: It is the unit of the participatory extension approach 

working in aspecified area like tehsil. 

Union Council: It is an administrative unit consisting of 4-5 villages. 

Village: A rural residential area with a population less than 5000 and made up mainly of 

farming community. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

     

CHAPTER II 
 

Review of Literature 
 

2.1 Importance of Review of Literature 

 The review of literature is an important part of the scientific approach and is 

carried out in all areas of scientific research. It provides the means of getting knowledge 

to the frontier in particular field of knowledge. It involves locating, reading, and 

evaluating reports of research, casual observations and opinions that are related to 

individual‟s planned research project. It gives answers to the questions like what others 

have done and what remains still to be done in the area of study. Thus, the review of 

literature in any field, forms the foundation upon which all future work must be built 

(Borg and Gall, 1989). 

 The general purpose of the review is to help the researchers develop a thorough 

understanding and insight into previous work and the trends that have emerged. It also 

helps in avoiding unnecessary duplication of efforts in conducting the research. The 

review of previous studies can help in both limiting and more clearly defining research 

problem, and providing the research possibilities that have been overlooked, the 

methodologies used by different researchers in their studies. Some of the relevant 

literature relating to study parameters is reviewed as under: 

  

2.2 Sustainable Agriculture and Extension Approaches 

FAO (1991) predicted that by 2025, the world would have to feed an additional 

3.2 billion people from natural resource base, which is already seriously threatened by 

unsustainable farming practices and environment pressure arising from other human 

activities. 

Smith (1992) observed that the issues with agriculture are no longer just 

production efficiency, rather there is an increasingly complex matrix including 

expectations that it will be environmentally sound, humanly safe, bureaucratically 



 

     

regulated, politically controlled (export quotas) and strongly influenced by world 

markets. 

Doll and Francis (1992) suggested that the extension professionals‟ knowledge 

about the concept of sustainability is necessary in order to move the programme forward. 

Professionals must remain current on agricultural information and technologies. As an 

educational organization, extension must understand the needs and problems of its 

clientele so that it can select the appropriate information to help farmers understand their 

short and long term goals. Today‟s agriculture is complex and agricultural research and 

extension must consider environmental implications (such as water and soil quality, 

impact of production on wildlife), social issues (e.g. national food security, preservation 

of rural communities and farmland, and food and farmer safety), and profitability. Teams 

of interdisciplinary experts can address complex problems and provide comprehensive 

information on agriculture. 

Gamon et al. (1994) studied the effect of attendance at two central Iowa Extension 

Sustainable Agriculture Conferences. There was an overall trend toward increased level 

of information and adoption of sustainable agriculture practices, but there were no 

significant differences between the farmers who attended and those who did not. The 

findings suggested that it is time for extension educators to change their emphasis from 

meeting and conferences as methods for reaching clientele. New delivery methods and 

educational approaches are vital. Extension needs to target chemical dealers for increased 

programming efforts related to sustainable agriculture. They are top sources of 

information for attendees and non-attendees. All agribusiness should be as important 

partners in agricultural process. Also extension needs to continue and increase providing 

unbiased, research-based, information to farm magazines and such other publications. 

They should consider increasing field demonstration days to assist farmers who are at the 

trial stage of adoption of sustainable practices. 

Baier (1994) discussed the concept of sustainable development as the management 

and conservation of natural resource base and orientation of technological and 

institutional changes in such a manner as to ensure the attainment and continued 



 

     

satisfaction of human needs for present and future generations. Such sustainable 

development in agriculture (crops, livestock fisheries and forestry) must be 

environmentally non-degrading technically appropriate, economically viable, and socially 

acceptable for achieving food security and improved quality of life. 

Alonge and Martin (1995) reported that sustainable agricultural systems have been 

defined in different forms ranging from alternative, low-input, biodynamic to organic 

farming. Sustainable agriculture is also represented by a farming system in which the use 

of purchased chemical-based inputs such as fertilizers and herbicides are significantly 

decreased in comparison with the conventional agricultural systems. There is, however, 

increasing concern that many more farmers now seem to have a better awareness of the 

negative environmental and social consequences of conventional agricultural systems, 

however, this has not translated into a major shift towards the adoption of sustainable 

practices. They further indicated that the majority of the respondents has very positive 

perceptions about sustainable agriculture in terms of profitability and compatibility.  

Drost et al (1996) concluded that many farmers adopt sustainable practices 

because they want to be good stewards of the soil, to reduce ground and surface water 

pollution, to produce quality products with reduced amounts of chemicals, and to reduce 

health risks to farm families and livestock. However, regardless of perceived benefits, 

transition problems often limit the sustainable farming problems as do marketing options 

and a lack of useful up-to-date information. When farmers and researchers were asked to 

rank the barriers commonly believed to limit their adoption of sustainable practices, most 

farmers perceived these practices to be too costly. Several farmers held the view that 

sustainable agriculture must sustain the farmer and must be voluntary. Economic 

considerations and incentives are needed to encourage change to a different system. 

Garforth and Laurence (1997) stated that an enterprise focus on the whole farm 

and its natural and human resources are more likely to contribute to sustainable 

livelihood and production systems than one which can concentrate on single commodity 

or which deals with crops but leaves livestock, fisheries and forestry extension to 

different organizations. A targeting of extension resources on clientele whose current 



 

     

land use practices pose most threat to sustainability or whose livelihoods are most 

threatened by environment degradation, may be called for. This might-typically include 

those farming on rainfed uplands, female headed households, and the resource poor 

generally. Sustainable farming and natural resource management is relatively knowledge 

intensive requiring the application of general ecological principles to a specific situation. 

Extension objectives can range from the effective transfer of technology to the building 

up of strong rural organizations which can exert influence over future research and policy 

agenda, and also take and enforce collective decisions over natural resource management.  

They further narrated that although subsidies help keep the cost of production and 

food prices low but encourage levels of input use which may be economically and 

environmentally unsustainable. Extension workers and farmers in India, Pakistan, 

Philippines and Bangladesh agree that most pressing environmental problems are climate 

change and uncertainty, decreasing water supplies and deforestation. Farmers are most 

concerned about things, which impinge on them more immediately such as water 

shortage, excessive weed growth and adulterated pesticides. Most see the use of inorganic 

fertilizers as an essential requirement to increase or maintain productivity. At the same 

time, there is a widespread awareness of the importance of organic matter that chemical 

fertilizers can damage the soil. 

Purcell and Anderson (1997) reported that recurrent cost funding and 

sustainability concerns like lack of appropriate technology, deficiencies in staff quality 

and poor development of responsive attitude among staff should be anticipated in most 

nation-wide staff intensive extension programmes in developing countries, regardless of 

management systems used. The hierarchical structure and “message centered” delivery in 

T&V has done little to change the traditional top-down approach to formulate 

recommendations based on farmers‟ feedback. 

William and Dollisso (1998) suggested that the discipline of agricultural education 

should become an active partner in achieving the goals of a sustainable agricultural 

industry. They believed that sustainable agriculture should be integrated into the 

curriculum. Integrating the technical and scientific elements of sustainable agriculture 



 

     

would help upgrade the high school agricultural education curriculum to meet the needs 

of students preparing to enter the work force of the 21
st
 century food and fiber system as 

recommended by National Council for Agriculture Education (1995). 

Qamar (1999) narrated that ever since the Earth Summit held in Brazil during the 

year 1992, there has been a global campaign for environmental protection, natural 

resources management and sustainable development. Almost all international 

development agencies, donors, national governments, the private sector and NGO‟s have 

taken serious initiatives in the desired direction. Farmers in France, in collaboration with 

professional agricultural organizations, are voluntarily managing practices because the 

excessive application of nitrogen fertilizer has damaged water quality through nitrate 

infiltration. In certain European countries and in the United States, there is growing 

interest in organic agriculture among farmers. Agriculture extension services are being 

looked at more seriously for their potential role in educating the rural masses in 

management of natural resources and protection of the environment. 

Van den Ban (1999) suggested that to promote more sustainable farming systems, 

much attention should be given to collective decision making. These collective decisions 

are also important in increasing the influence that farmers have in the market chain and 

the access that poor population groups have to resources. 

Chizari et al. (1999) stated that education has a role in helping extension agents, 

policy makers and others in developing methods to solve problems associated with 

natural resource management and profitable farming system. The policy processes must 

be participatory in character, creating the conditions for sustainable development based 

more on locally available resources, local skills and knowledge. 

Guy and Roger (1999) explained that sustainability is a term increasingly used in 

cooperative extension work. According to the United Nations World Commission on 

Environment and Development (1987), sustainability has been defined as development 

that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations 

to meet their own needs. They further explained that social sustainability involves issues 

that relate to residents‟ quality of life. It includes population density, adequate housing, 



 

     

education, archeological and historical signs, recreations, culture, public safety, welfare 

and a myriad of other special conditions. Economic development can‟t be sustainable 

when community‟s social environment fails to meet quality of life expectation. 

Williams (2000) concluded that economically sound, environmentally protective 

and socially acceptable are the three widely advocated components of sustainable 

agriculture. The public expects farming to be socially and environmentally responsible, 

and farmers desire to farm within more responsible boundaries. Researchers are making 

efforts to identify agricultural practices that address all three components of sustainable 

agriculture and educational programmes are being developed to disseminate the new 

knowledge. He further reported that the respondents rated themselves as having limited 

knowledge of sustainable agriculture were high. Expected impacts were especially high 

for environmental and social dimensions, but less so for economic aspects. 

Minarovic and Mueller (2000) stated that extension professionals‟ attitudes toward 

the concept of sustainability and their vision for agriculture are fundamental in building a 

strong sustainable agriculture programme. They identified five concepts that seemed to 

support sustainability within an organization. They are shared vision, knowledge, 

teamwork, grassroots involvement, and systems thinking in research and problem solving 

on the farm.  

Banach and Gregory (2001) stated that movement towards sustainability demands 

appropriate decisions be made at each stage of programme development. This is a 

journey for stakeholders, participants, cooperative extension staff and programme staff 

alike. These decisions require collaborative efforts on the part of each component of 

programme. Teamwork, particularly between administrators and evaluators, is required in 

order to supply staff with crucial information and to move the programme forward in a 

meaningful way for at risk audience. 

Buck et al. (2001) described that the outcomes of organic farming and a lesser 

extent Integrated Arable Farming Systems (IAFS), depend on the skills of the farmers to 

anticipate biological processes based on observation and ability to infer from what has 

been observed. Farmers might feel uncertain about their ability to develop such skills and 



 

     

prefer instead to continue to rely on practices that depend on chemicals to prevent and 

cure unwanted biological processes. In organic farming, yields are lower and costs are 

higher both at a high variability. Higher prices of organic products make these negative 

outcomes acceptable to organic farmers. These outcomes are not acceptable to IAFS 

farmers, at the time this study was done IAFS products did not result in high prices. 

Omotayo et al. (2001) suggested that there were some weak areas that require 

special attention of the extension services to remain functional and relevant to the needs 

of a majority of farmers. These areas included the input supply system, the need for the 

special focus on issues of natural resources management for sustainable land use and the 

environment. Others were the need for democratization and empowerment of local 

communities and farmers association and harnessing NGOs efforts for a wider coverage 

and sustainability of the extension services. It was suggested that the key challenge in 

next about two decades would be in the areas of securing government commitment and 

mobilizing local funds for sustaining the services. 

Leeuwis (2002) stated that at local level the creation of sustainable farming 

practices demands creative cooperation between applied researchers, extension agents 

and groups of farmers. The proactiveness and efficiency of research and extension could 

be endangered by financial barriers, bureaucratization, insufficient cooperation, and ever 

rising costs of knowledge acquisition for farmers who wish to use sustainable production 

practices. 

Harrison (2002) suggested that extension can have a role in guiding agricultural 

production toward sustainable and restorative commerce through assisting producers in 

developing and implementing an Agriculture Environmental Management System 

(AEMS). 

 

2.3 Farmers’ Participation 

Farrington and Martin (1988) were of the view that farmers‟ strong participation is 

essential if farmers‟ goals and problems are to be identified properly. A very important purpose 

of participatory approaches is the empowerment of the farmers and other resource-poor. 



 

     

Farmers‟ participation in technology development increases adoption. Evidence from Philippines 

indicate that farmers were involved in breeding high yielding variety of rice and as a result of 

such collaboration between farmers and researchers, farmers developed their own high yielding 

variety and thus enhanced the farmers‟ experimental knowledge and skills. 

Adelaine and Foster (1990) stated that it became apparent that the role of the 

clientele groups identified by the state director didn't totally agree with the principles of 

adult education that provide for clientele input and participation in the programme 

planning process. For the most part, the identified Nebraska clientele groups weren't 

having an impact on extension. Only Nebraska‟s Institute of Agricultural and Natural 

Resources (ISNAR) faculty and perhaps the Extension agent population provided 

direction on policy and programming. If this is so, the Nebraska Extension Service faces 

the real challenge of broadening the sources of influence on programme direction and 

planning to gain more comprehensive input from all clientele groups statewide.  

Anderson (1992) observed that people working together often deal with change 

more successfully than when working alone. By taking on tasks and learning together, 

individuals gain more integrated and balanced views of themselves and their work. 

Norland (1992) suggested that extension programmes should be designed to 

incorporate social involvement in educational experiences. Learning experiences should 

also be structured to stimulate self-improvement beyond learning new information and 

skills related to the specific topic. When making arrangements for educational 

programmes, convenience should be considered and clearly marketed to potential 

clientele. People make choices about participation based on the information where they 

are given and anticipated convenience.  

Stevenson and Kelmme (1992) were of the view that grassroots involvement 

empowers people to solve local problems. All stakeholder groups such as farm 

communities, agribusiness, environmental and nonprofit organizations, and consumers 

are encouraged to actively participate in the development of research or education 

programmes that address local issues. When researchers, extension workers and farmers 

work as peers, in the traditional „top – down‟ approach to research and education 



 

     

becomes a horizontal structure. Substantive farmers‟ participation in research and 

extension gives farmers the opportunity to participate in generating knowledge that can 

affect their livelihood. Forming linkages with farmers, exercises shared responsibilities in 

research and extension, giving programme credibility in the eyes of the farmers. The 

most important challenge was creating an agriculture that was profitable. The participants 

stressed the importance of an economically sustainable agriculture. There was doubt that 

their sustainable agriculture could be profitable. Some participants commented that 

economic sustainability could not be achieved using environmentally sustainable 

practices. The attitude of farmers about sustainable agricultural practices and 

technologies reflected that they understand that agricultural sustainability involved more 

than the development of new technologies, but their mixed responses indicated 

indecisiveness about some sustainable concepts.  

Curtis (1995) suggested that the first principle in the management of change is full 

participation. Those who affect change must be involved in designing and implementing 

that change. Therefore, youth, adults, the agricultural industry, farmers, teachers, and 

politicians must be involved in intensive dialogue about the mission and the nature of 

proposed programme for the years ahead. 

Foster et al. (1995) observed that the farmer-first model contrasted strongly with 

the technology transfer model. The farmer-first approach acknowledges that farmers 

often have sound local knowledge and good reasons for their behaviour, which may not 

be understood by scientists. Farmers are involved with experimentation/evaluation, and 

scientists learn from and with them. The main objective of this approach is to empower 

farmers to learn and create better situations for themselves rather than being passive 

recipients of new technology. Research experiments are conducted on farmers‟ fields 

where possible, to keep the relevance of research results.  

Carney (1996) reported that there is certainly a good deal of scope for farmers‟ 

organizations become involved in farmer-to-farmer extension activities.  Preparing the 

research results to make them more accessible to members may be feasible for large 

organizations but requires significant efforts to be put in capacity building. The potential 



 

     

of such capacity building seems, however, to be strong. He further suggested the need to 

modify the current top-down research approach to encourage more active participation by 

farmers and extension staff. This means that the research station may have to establish 

policies that cultivate a work ethos that places more emphasis on the practical value of 

research related to farmers‟ real needs rather one that emphasizes mere research 

publications. 

Drost et al. (1996) opined that increasing farmers‟ participation in selecting and 

conducting appropriate research facilitates adoption of new and sustainable practices. 

Alternative farming practices usually require more skill, time, information and 

management. Extension must explain the benefits of sustainable practices and tailor 

studies toward the interest of farmers. Without growers‟ participation in the design and 

implementation process, the growers will be reluctant to adopt sustainable practices.  

Chambers (1997) argued that to be effective, scientific-technical institutions must 

value and elicit authentic participation of farmers and rural people in programmes of 

sustainable agricultural development. Sustainable agriculture programmes that are 

cooperatively defined by farmers and scientists mobilize local knowledge and are 

anticipated to change more effectively than technology transfer programmes of the past. 

Cobourn and Donaldson (1997) stated that it could be difficult to get people to 

participate in new, voluntary educational programmes without immediate personal or 

financial benefit. The job is to create an array of approaches to induce "buy in." By 

creating a flexible programme with a many- pronged approach, including a variety of 

teaching techniques, it is possible to accommodate the diversity of most new audiences. 

Creative application of needs-assessment, curriculum development, programme delivery, 

and evaluation principles can lead to rewarding outcomes, including broader ties to the 

community.  

Purcell and Anderson (1997) suggested that the demand driven research and 

extension should involve all the beneficiaries (farmers and other stakeholders) in 

designing and evaluating the programmes. The expansion of on-farm adaptative research 

encourages beneficiary involvement, but this has not always occurred in World Bank 



 

     

funded projects. Researchers must be made aware of the circumstances of the farmers 

through direct interaction with the farming community and their representatives. The 

frequent interaction between the extension agents and farmers should be an integral part 

of each extension approach.  

Farrington (1998) reported that the socio-economic conditions of farmers 

(especially low income) are complex, diverse and risk-prone, and those conventional 

approaches, based on research station followed by unidirectional technology transfer are 

unlikely to be fruitful. Close engagement with farmers through the cycle of diagnosis, 

experimentation and dissemination increases understanding of these conditions, of the 

opportunities and constraints farmers face. 

Simpson (1998) stated that service learning is a teaching/learning method 

connecting meaningful community service with academic learning, personal growth, and 

civic responsibility. As a method of educational and informational delivery, the service 

learning model emphasizes that clients and students learn and develop through active 

participation in thoughtfully organized experiences that meet actual community needs 

and that are coordinated in on-going collaboration with the school or institution and the 

community. 

Chizari et al. (1999) noted that an active and continuous participation of 

volunteers in extension programmes is necessary for extension to be successful. In order 

to encourage active participation of volunteers, the extension service in Iran needs to 

know what factors and parameters affect volunteer participation. All of the rated factors 

affecting volunteerism in Talesh Township, Iran were important when considered 

Extension volunteer participation. Males were more likely to be volunteers than females. 

Extension is most effective when it ensures equal access to and participation in extension 

education and training programmes by minorities and diverse groups including 

volunteerism programmes. They further noted that volunteers were more likely to 

participate in tasks that provided immediate benefits toward farming operations: 

encouraging farmers to attend and participate in extension education programmes and 

activities, and determining production problems and delivering them to extension agents. 



 

     

Volunteers were less likely to participate in compulsory organizational and administrative 

type meetings such as attending weekly and monthly meeting of specialists and agents 

and attending meetings of key volunteers. To increase volunteerism in Talesh Township, 

extension should emphasize volunteer tasks that have a direct benefit to farming 

operations and establish alternatives to compulsory organizational and administrative 

type meetings. The results indicated significant correlation between volunteer 

participation in extension programmes and training, feeling responsible, monetary and 

spiritual motivation, visits with extension agents, accessing extension publications, and 

years of volunteerism experience. 

Dollisso and Martin (1999) stated that client involvement in programme planning 

would increase participation. Motivation to learn is driven by multiple factors, both 

internal and external. The preferred method of learning by farmers was through hands-on 

activities using a variety of approaches. The following factors motivated the farmers to 

participate in educational programmes: desire to increase profitability, desire to learn the 

latest technology, relevant material and accessibility of the educational programmes.  

They further stated that humans are intrinsically motivated to achieve their desired goals, 

whereas rewards could motivate a person to engage in activities in which he or she 

otherwise might not actively participate. 

King and Rollins (1999) suggested that farmers‟ involvement in technology 

development could promote an innovation's adoption, especially when dealing with the 

needs of resource-poor producers. To do this, the researchers may want to consider 

forming partnerships with farmers and change agents when developing and introducing 

an innovation. This could be done through many methods such as the use of advisory 

committees and one-on-one meetings with respective partners. When appropriate, these 

meetings and interactions could take place on farms or at sites where an innovation is to 

be considered for adoption. Consequently, the adoption of the innovation would likely be 

enhanced due to an increased understanding of farmers' needs and circumstances. 

Schuck (2001) stated that participation of prospective farmers/learners in early 

stages of programme planning is advocated for adult education programmes that address 



 

     

complex scientific issues with unmistakable social and economic components, as 

apparent in environmental education. Nonetheless, meaningful participation of farmers/ 

stakeholders is described in the literature as rare and difficult to accomplish. One of the 

study's basic but noteworthy findings is that farmers successfully influenced programme 

design, affirming theoretical claims that substantive involvement of key stakeholders is 

feasible.  

Israel and Hague (2002) stated that participation in extension programmes is 

voluntary and the decision to participate represents a behaviour change in a manner 

similar to decision on adopting Best Management Practices (BMPs). The household 

characteristics, landscape attributes, and neighbourhood norms are situational factors 

which can constrain or facilitate programme participation and subsequent use of BMPs.  

Gillespie et al. (2003) stated that the community workshops were particularly 

important in establishing trust. One of the major outcomes was the sharing of experiences 

among recipients and the focused opportunity for recipients to voice their concerns to an 

interested and caring audience. These workshops established relationships between the 

facilitators and the recipients of services, which proved indispensable in the formulation 

of common goals and the implementation of joint activities. It is important that everyone 

recognizes the expertise that all partners bring to the process and negotiate ways to ensure 

that this expertise is recognized by everyone in the group. One strategy is to practice 

"power with" rather than "power over". This is particularly true when working with 

partners who may have less formal education and experience with formal partnerships. 

 

2.4 Women Participation 

Livingston and Holt (1987) stated that there may be disagreement about the roles 

that women play, but there's no question of the growing awareness of the importance of 

women in contributing to rural development in nations around the world. Some poorer 

areas of the world are responding incredibly slowly to the need for improvement in food 

production at a point in history where maintaining the status quo will endanger the lives 

of a considerable portion of the world's population. Providing better access for women to 



 

     

the tools of agricultural development may be the deciding factor.  They further narrated 

that one of the enduring strengths of extension in the United States has been its ability to 

structure complementary educational experiences not only for farmers, but also for every 

member of farm and rural families, including women. Programmes designed to enable 

each family member to apply decision-making, management, leadership, and other life 

skills toward the mutual benefit of family and community account for extension's broad-

based popularity in rural America. 

Goering (1990) stated that women managers and administrators are becoming 

more common throughout the Cooperative Extension System. A survey of the States and 

territories conducted in 1989 revealed 879 women working as managers or administrators 

at the county, district, and state levels. This represents about 25% of the managers and 

administrators throughout the Cooperative Extension System. The most dramatic changes 

in women's roles in administering Cooperative Extension came during the decade of the 

`70s when States and territories began hiring women in all levels of management 

positions. Change has occurred in Cooperative Extension. The future holds opportunity 

for extension faculty, men or women, interested in administrative or management 

positions at all levels of the organization.   

Rivera and Corning (1990) argued that extension is an important vehicle for 

integrating women into official development efforts throughout the world and for 

empowering them as human beings. Our thesis is that to be effective, efficient, and 

sustainable, development goals require that extension services recruit and train women 

professionals, develop programmes for women farmers, specifically target women to 

provide access to extension services, establish linkages with rural women's groups, and 

encourage women farmers to participate in extension programmes/activities.  While 

recognizing that national policy and strategy must precede organization of extension 

services and implementation of extension programmes in favour of women, we begin 

with institutional actions that we consider the basis for extension policy and strategies as 

these refer to women farmers and women in extension services.  



 

     

Smith et al. (1990) stated significant differences (p< 01) between men and women 

on occupational status. Women were significantly less likely than men to be employed in 

management positions and were significantly more likely to hold clerical positions. Men 

had 64% of all managerial positions, which made up 13% of the work force. Women 

accounted for 92% of clerical workers, which made up six percent of the work force. 

Women were also less likely to be unskilled labourers (p< 01), which made up nearly 

two-thirds of the work force. No differences existed between men and women employed 

as skilled labourers - about 17% of the work force.  They further stated that women are an 

important segment of the ornamental horticulture industry whose opportunities for 

advancement and skill development could be improved through targeted extension 

programming. Opportunities for enhancing women's job status may be greatest in larger 

nurseries, where women are underrepresented as managers.  Extension programmes may 

be able to help employers move women into management positions by training women in 

technical aspects of production, employee relations, and labor laws.  

Saito and Spurling (1992) suggested that to improve on woman farmers‟ access to 

extension and reduce the gap between women and men farmers, more females should be 

recruited and trained as agricultural extension workers to work with women farmers. This 

would help eliminate/reduce bottlenecks between male agents and women farmers  

largely due to traditional religious practices such as “Purdah” and women‟s lack of self-

confidence. They argued that women farmers find it easier to interact with female agents, 

who may be more understanding of their circumstances and problems. 

FAO (1993) based on the study of twenty-four extension programmes in Africa, 

Asia and Latin America revealed that the presence of female extension agents was an 

important factor for the participation of women farmers in extension activities. Women 

farmers‟ participation in extension ranged from moderate to high in programmes with 

high female staff number. 

Ismail (1993) stated that in many developing countries where small- holding and 

subsistence farming are predominant, women work on farms either as owner-operators 

(family labour), wageworkers, or agricultural labourers. In many cases, women have the 



 

     

role of family providers because rural families can't depend solely on husbands' income 

for their livelihoods.  Many rural women head households and are compelled to work on 

farms due to separation, divorce, or death of husband or temporary migration of the 

husband to urban centers for employment.  It has also been indicated that land 

development programmes have created many job opportunities for both rural men and 

women. The creation of programmes related to oil palm production, farm youth 

programmes concentrated on various short-term commercial crops, and tiger prawn 

projects (land development in swampy areas) have attracted many women workers. This 

has, to a certain extent, raised the total family income of the households involved. 

Women have always been identified as an important source of seasonal labour in the rural 

areas. 

Baier (1994) reported that the rural women in most developing countries fully 

participate in various types of agricultural work. Besides their integral part in the family 

labour force they also function as farmers in their own right. It is, therefore, important 

that they should get access to appropriate extension, education and training programmes, 

including population education and environmental themes. Agricultural education, 

extension and training tasks can be facilitated and are more likely to succeed if more 

gender-sensitive technologies and training activities are provided. 

Purcell and Anderson (1997) were of the view that the women head a substantial 

proportion of farm households in many regions, and are important elements in most 

farming systems. The emphasis on institutionalizing a farming system perspective 

implies that gender is considered when analyzing and responding to household needs and 

opportunities, but this has not resulted in the required recognition of the gender issue. 

Gender considerations are important for effective farming systems diagnosis, research 

planning and evaluation, technology adoption in the small holder farming communities.  

 Lahai et al. (2000) stated that women farmers, who are supervised by female 

agents have more access to extension services than women farmers who work with male 

agents. Specifically, women farmers, who worked with female extension agents, had 

relatively higher levels of awareness and participation of the extension activities 



 

     

organised, adoption of and technical knowledge and adoption of recommended 

technologies/practices and satisfaction with the quality of agents‟ services and credibility. 

Extension organisations must encourage and recruit more females for extension work 

done and at the same time evolve strategies that will help male agents to work better with 

female farmers.  They further observed that farmers participated more in extension 

activities when supervised by extension agents of the same gender. For example, the 

portion of women farmers who participated in extension activities organized by female 

agents was double than those organized by male agents. 

 Percy (2000) reported that Ethiopia in its struggle to attain food security is 

working to increase agricultural productivity nation wide. One way to achieve 

agricultural productivity was to ensure that women as well as men involved in 

agriculture, gain relevant and timely farming advice and support. The Ministry of 

Agriculture designed a client oriented extension training project with two objectives: a) to 

improve the capability of extension staff to design and implement extension training, 

focusing on gender issues, participatory approaches, and b) to develop a gender sensitive 

analytical framework in the planning and implementation of agricultural programmes. 

She also pointed out that the last and biggest challenge is the need to increase gender 

awareness amongst the rural communities and to address women‟s strategic gender 

needs. Extension services are to be designed not only that strategic needs are met but help 

them become more efficient and productive farmers. Yet even within the confines of the 

efficiency mode there are problems. If women have no control over agricultural inputs, 

there seems little incentive to be more productive unless decision making power over 

outputs are delegated to farming women.  

 

2.5 Linkages Development 
 

 Alemneh (1989) stated that the three key elements of training and visit (T&V) 

approach were: promoting effective communication with farmers, strengthening linkage 

between research and extension and improving the performance of extension based on 



 

     

T&V. Under Ethiopian context, the T&V system narrowed the communication gap 

between the farmer and the extension agent, but the linkage between research and 

extension remained unchanged. The system was not supported by effective and strong 

technology generating network. 

Ritter (1991) reported that the increasing complexity of societal problems makes it 

clear that extension commitment to develop appropriate programmes will require new 

partnerships and collaboration with the private sector. But closer relationship with the 

private sector might involve conflicts of interest that could undermine extensions 

credibility and effectiveness.  

Munday (1992) stated that the idea that agricultural extension must have closer 

ties with formal research is relatively new. Much earlier extension work was based on the 

idea that there was already a large body of existing technology, both locally and abroad, 

that could be used to improve production, without having to ensure that the latest 

research findings reached the extension personnel. Colonialism meant that research 

activities be focused on export crops and on a few expatriate and elite indigenous 

farmers. He further stated that more recently, extension began to be a bridge between 

research and the farmer. This bridge is to bear a one - way procession of newly developed 

agricultural technologies and policy directives for ultimate use by the farmers. The task 

of extension personnel is to translate these technologies into terms that farmers could 

understand and then to persuade as many farmers as possible to employ them.  

Kelly (1993) pointed out that we will need to maintain the research and extension 

links more than ever in the future. If we are meeting the people‟s information needs, they 

will respond to the legislators for the financial support to maintain the system. Extension 

and field agents must develop programmes that meet the needs of the people with 

relevant supporting research. 

Rivera (1993) reported about the consequences of privatization of extension 

systems in the Netherlands and New Zealand. These included: the tendency to reduce 

linkages and exchange of information between organizations and farmers, the trend 

toward enhancing large scale farming having a detrimental effect on small scale farming, 



 

     

diminishing the concept of agricultural information as a public good, while promoting 

knowledge as a salable commodity. 

Lafontaine (1995) reported that during this period of change, some extension staff 

should have looked outside the land grant system for help. They have often found people, 

resources and facilities readily available. In this age of collaborations, cooperation and 

working relationships, some non-land grant academic institutions have become partners 

who have greatly enhanced the ability of extension to fully achieve its goals. 

Laughlin and Schmidt (1995) were of the view that collaborative learning and/or 

forming strategic alliances with others have become imperative. Many grant giving 

agencies or foundations require that grant recipients work collaboratively with other 

agencies to become a recipient of the grant. Working together may be the wisest use of 

limited resources. 

Purcell and Anderson (1997) reported in a World Bank review that research-

extension links were generally weak, neither research nor extension was sufficiently 

conscious of the farmers‟ needs to understand the constraints and potential of different 

farming systems as a basis for determining relevant technology and technology 

development requirements. These inadequate research-extension links lead to undesirable 

outcomes in a large proportion of the World Bank funded projects.  

Farrington (1998) observed that different types of organizations have different 

strengths and weaknesses. NGO‟s strengths in diagnosis and group formation could be 

complemented by the technical skills of public sector research and extension services. 

Exploitation of these complementarities would not only make farmer participatory 

research more effective, but would also help in spreading the approach to different areas. 

Moreover, there are many complementarities among government departments dealing 

with agriculture, horticulture, livestock, water resources and trees which would bring 

substantial benefit to low income farmers if more fully exploited. He further stated that 

varied approaches to participation need to be according to the biophysical setting: where 

the intention is to increase crop yields, approaches can be largely individualistic. 

However, in many semi-arid areas, the scope for agricultural improvement will be limited 



 

     

unless water can be stored on or below the surface and made available when needed. Soil 

and water conservation measures designed to reduce run off and increase percolation 

almost invariably require joint action, often on common land, but public sector research 

and extension services rarely have the necessary skills in forming groups, developing 

leadership skills, setting up conflict resolution mechanisms. Given adequate resources, 

they can be trained in the necessary skills, but to develop local capacity for joint action 

sensitively and persuasively requires ethos, rarely found in the public sector extension. 

Warner et al. (1998) tested a new approach where extension agents were brought 

in as full partners, co-authors in the research process. This new approach brought new 

challenges to research design and methodology, to extension practice, and to 

organizational style and culture, which must be addressed to successfully promote more 

participatory research collaborations in the future. Mutual respect, confidence and trust 

must be built between extension and research colleagues in order for extension/research 

collaborations to be effective. Extension colleagues are co-equals with different areas of 

expertise; their time and voice must be honoured. Both research and extension stand to 

gain from new insights.  

Jackson and Smith (1999) reported that the Ohio State University extension uses a 

statewide systems approach with legislators. This system complements efforts to keep 

legislators informed about local programmes and their impacts. Legislators are invited to 

and involved in programmes in the counties as featured speakers and guests. Recognition 

of these programmes provided excellent opportunities for legislators to see and hear what 

extension is doing in their constituencies.  

ISNAR (2003) adopted an approach where the extension policies and services of 

different departments such as livestock, fisheries and forestry, were integrated through a 

system of coordination committees from national to district level and through integrated 

pilot programmes in 12 districts of Bangladesh. The Department of Agriculture 

(Extension) has managed a great degree of partnership with other organizations, 

especially NGOs. The extension efforts of many NGOs are crucial in serving the needs of 



 

     

smaller or even landless farmers through their use of participatory methods. Partnership 

is evident in DAE‟s with farmer groups. 

Gillespie et al. (2003) stated that productive and effective partnerships, 

particularly between university faculty and community leaders are well recognized as an 

important element in achieving the mission by cooperative extension and land grant 

universities. 

 

2.6 Knowledge Gain Regarding Crop Production and Protection Practices 

Iqbal (1989) studied the creditability developed by the EFS among the farming 

community of Loralai district.  Results reported that majority of the farmer respondents 

had acquaintance with EFS working in government extension department. The familiarity 

of the Field Assistants (FAs) with the farmers both by name and face was reported by 

76.67% of the farmer respondents.  Agriculture Officers  (AOs) were known to only 

30.67% of the respondents by face and name.  It means that farmers had less 

acquaintance with AOs.  He reported that the role of FAs was much more effective than 

AOs.  He also reported that farmers considered demonstrations more useful and 

interesting as compared to other methods used by the Department of Agriculture  

(Extension).  He further concluded that majority (64%) of the respondents was visited by 

respective FAs in T&V approach.  However, a majority (72%) of them reported that AOs 

never visited them.  Therefore they had more acquaintance with FAs and AOs.  

Bloome (1993) stated that public extension disseminates scientific information and 

encourages its application by individual families, farms, businesses, and communities. 

The purpose is not private profit maximization. Rather, the public supports this work to 

capture the larger benefits it brings to society. Innovative farmers, and others, may reap a 

windfall is part of the process, but it is not its justification. Efforts to divide the benefits 

of extension programmes into private and public categories, are not helpful in pursuing 

the interests of either the public or agriculture.  Extension must be competitive in 

acquiring the resources necessary to fulfill its unique mission and in hiring and rewarding 

staff. But in its educational role, Extension can only cooperate to support the 



 

     

development of a dynamic, innovative, and competitive private sector for the public 

benefits that a well-functioning private sector yields. 

Peterson (1997) reported that the technology utilization component encompasses 

the users of the agricultural technology mainly the farmers.  User awareness, adaptation 

and adoption of improved technology from various sources affect farm level productivity 

and, ultimately economic growth at national level.  Interaction and feedback between 

users and research organizations improve cooperation and relevance of technology. 

Davidson (2002) reported that Ciba‟s control measures for cotton pests were 

perceived to be more effective than those of the Department of Agriculture, however, the 

private sector concentrates its efforts on selling its products to the farmers through its 

extension service. Thus, it is not surprising that it focuses activities on farmers‟ with 

large-scale operations, those who have the ability to purchase its inputs. And, of course, 

delivering these inputs at the farm gate enhances its perceived effectiveness in giving 

better protection cover to cotton crop.  

Harrison (2002) stated that extension has developed the theories, methods and 

tools to assist agricultural procedures to meet the challenges of sustainable development. 

Extension has assisted many farms and ranches in adopting management system 

frameworks such as dairy herd improvement programme, irrigation, water management, 

feed management and integrated pest management. These existing frameworks have 

similar elements that are also needed in an agricultural environmental management 

system (AEMS). Thus, much of what is required to implement an AEMS may already be 

in place. Integrating environmental management with these existing elements can 

improve an operation‟s economy and performance.  

 

2.7 Technology Utilization 

 Hassan (1991) conducted a study into the adoption of plant protection measures 

among the mango growers of Tehsil Muzzafargarh and concluded that major difficulties 

faced in the way of adoption of recommended plant protection measures of mango as 

perceived by the respondents were: high cost of chemicals and spraying machinery, 



 

     

adulteration in chemicals, non-availability of spraying machinery on rent basis, non-

cooperation of agricultural extension field staff, lack of manual labour, lack of finance 

and carelessness.  

 Khan (1992) in his studies conducted on assessment of difficulties faced by the 

respondents in the way of proper adoption of plant protection measures stated that the 

difficulties faced by the respondents in the way of adoption of proper plant protection 

measures were: higher costs of chemicals, lack of technical knowledge, shortage of 

irrigation water as reported by more than half of the respondents. Whereas the difficulties 

such as lack of awareness, carelessness and lack of manual labour were felt by less than 

18% of the respondents. 

 Gamon et al. (1994) studied the effect of attendance of two conferences on 

sustainable agriculture at Central Iowa and reported that there was an overall trend 

towards increased level of information and adoption of sustainable agricultural practices, 

but there were no significant differences between the farmers who attended and those 

who did not. Also, there were no significant differences for level of information and 

adoption of practices before and after the conferences. The findings suggested that it is 

time for extension educators to change their emphasis from meeting and conferees as 

methods for reaching clientele. New delivery methods and educational approaches are 

vital extension needs to target chemical dealers for increased programming efforts related 

to sustainable agriculture education process. Extension also needs to continue and 

increase providing unbiased, research-based information to farm magazines and the other 

publications. They should consider increasing field demonstration days to assist farmers 

who are at the trial stage of adoption of practices. 

Sharma (1994) conducted a study on 180 randomly selected farmers drawn from 8 

villages in the vicinity of  intensive cattle development project, Gurgaon district Haryana, 

India.  Almost two third of the farmers  were found to be a low range – and one third of 

them in the medium range of adoption of marketing practices. The study established that 

three traits, viz., communication behaviour, socio-economic status and attitude towards 

dairy farming had positive and highly significant correlation with the adoption of 



 

     

marketing practices. The constraints perceived by the farmers in the adoption of 

marketing practices included purchase of milk by cooperative societies on a fat 

percentage basis with no consideration SNF, non-existence of milk cooperative socities in 

villages and problems of transport of milk to societies located at a distance. Relational 

analysis established that communication behaviour played a substantial role in mitigating 

the influence of constraints in the marketing programme.  

Sharma (1998) stated that the responses from 200 farmers in three selected 

districts of Indian Punjab State revealed that the adoption of recommended technology 

for weed control in mango orchards was very poor. The use of weeds as fodder, high cost 

of herbicides, lack of technical guidance and lack of time were identified as major 

constraints in the adoption of recommended practices for control of weeds and fruit drop 

in mango orchards. He further stated that weed control in mango orchards in Indian 

Punjab State farmer respondents faced major constraints in the adoption of weedecides 

were: lack of technical guidance and lack of time. It was suggested that the extension 

scientist should promote awareness through organization of short term training 

programmes, distribution of literature and maintenance of regular contacts with mango 

growers.  

 Nowshad and Keatinge. (2000) conducted a survey in Swat Valley of North 

Western Frontier Province Pakistan on 104 farmers to determine the level of awareness, 

understanding and adoption of improved agricultural technologies and to assess the 

reasons for non-adopting recommended farming practices. According to them there were 

significant differences among the farmers in their levels of education and land holding 

resulting in classification of farmers into three principal groups termed progressive 

tradition and small scale. Awareness and adoption were assessed with regard to use of an 

improved variety, fertilizers and plant protection measures. At recommended rates for the 

principal subsistence and cash crops, rice and apple, the farmers showed awareness about 

the recommended and improved agricultural technologies. They had readily adopted 

improved varieties of rice and apple where these were available but less than 50.00% of 

farmers had adopted the associated fertilizers and pesticide application components of the 



 

     

improved technologies. Besides major resource availability issues, 25-50% of the farmers 

feel a lack of confidence in the technological recommendations of the extension services. 

Moreover the majority of the disadvantaged farmers claimed to be poorly served by the 

existing extension service and the department staff discriminate against them in favoaur 

of more progressive farmers.  

Prasad et al. (2000) conducted a survey  in 12 villages of Ranga Ready district in 

Andraperdesh, India to study the extent of adoption of dryland agricultural technologies 

by the farmers. The study result showed that majority (78.0%) of the respondents had 

adopted off season tillage for soil and water conservation and water conservation and 

alternate land use technology. Recommended seed rate and plant protection, both were 

sorghum and castor as well the recommended time of sowing for the former and variety 

for the later were adopted by majority of the respondents.  

Omotayo et el. (2001) stated that most of the studies indicate positive impact in 

terms of growth in the output of major fruit crops and the adoption of innovations by the 

farmers. The results of a survey and adoption of technologies of selected fruit crops show 

that about 60.0% adoption rates were recorded on improved varieties of cassava, 75.0% 

adopted fertilizer technology in sorghum and 50.0% maize variety respectively. 

Technologies related to pesticide use were least adopted. Reasons for not adopting some 

of the technologies included unavailability and cost of inputs. Input procurement and 

distribution had particularly been very problematic under the World Bank assisted 

extension programme. Indeed this had been one of the major problems associated with 

the failure of previous extension approaches in Nigeria. Under the T&V system, 

extension agents could only identify sources of inputs and link farmers up with them. The 

arrangement had not been quite effective because inputs were either too costly or were 

not available to the farmers at the right time.  

Radhakrishna (2002) stated that extension customers were very satisfied with the 

information they received from Clemson Extension offices in the counties. They 

indicated that the information was accurate, up-to-date, and relevant to their situations. In 

addition, customers indicated that they made use of the information to solve the problem 



 

     

or answer a question regarding an issue or a concern. This positive use of information can 

be linked to not only knowledge and skills acquisition, but also inclination toward 

adopting a recommended practice. 

Butt (2004) concluded in his study on commodity specialized extension approach 

being followed by the sugar mills that a large majority (85.0-88.3) of respondents planted 

sugarcane during the autumn season and in Spring according to the recommended sowing 

time respectively. As regards the land preparation practices 40.0% were aware of and 

only 16.6% of the respondents had adopted these practices. An overwhelming majority 

(95-100%) of the respondents were aware of whitefly, termites and rodents as 

insects/pests of sugarcane whereas large majority 73.3% and 81.0% of the respondents 

were aware of top borer and gurdaspur borer. All the respondents were aware of and had 

adopted crop rotation as a control measure against insects pests whereas a meager 

percentage of the respondents has adopted other control measures against insect pests like 

application of insecticides. 

 

2.8 Contribution Regarding Various Fields of Agriculture 

Barrow (1984) stated that extension should be involved in education on public 

policy issues. We are morally obliged to help grapple with the policy issues of the 

society. Extension is publicly funded for the specific purpose of applying the knowledge 

of the land-grant university to improve the quality of life of the people. Extension's 

mission is not narrow, as evidenced by the 1915 statement of Chairman Butterfield on 

extension: "It will give farmers light upon taxation as well as upon tree pruning. The rural 

school will have as much attention as corn breeding...." We have no right to retreat into 

ivory-tower isolation for lack of courage to deal with the controversy that's inherent in 

the democratic process. 

Carpenter (1993) stated that I believe we must step to the forefront in such areas as 

food safety, pesticide safety, water quality, environmental quality, hazardous waste 

management, nutrition education, and drug abuse among youth if we're to broaden our 

image as an organization concerned with the quality of life of people. We have an 



 

     

obligation to provide the public and our stakeholders the best possible information to 

enhance decision-making. Citizens must base their decisions on available information, 

and unless Cooperative Extension contributes to that information pool, then we are 

shirking our duties and responsibilities.  

Garforth and Lawrence (1997) reported that environmental issues have a higher 

profile among extension workers and farmers in India and Philippines than in 

Bangladesh, where land is scarce, farms are small and food security is a major concern. 

However, extension workers and farmers in all three countries agree that the most 

pressing environmental problems are climate change and uncertainty, decreasing water 

supplies and deforestation. Farmers are also concerned about things which impinge on 

them more immediately, such as excessive weed growth. 

Omotayo et al. (2001) suggested that there are some weak areas that require 

special attention for the extension services to remain functional and relevant to the needs 

of majority of farmers. These areas include the input supply system, the need for the 

special efforts on issues of natural resources management for sustainable land use and the 

environment. Others are the need for democratization and empowerment of local 

communities and farmers association and harness NGO efforts for a wider coverage and 

sustainability of the extension services. It was suggested that the key challenges in next 

about two decades would be in the areas of securing government commitment and 

mobilizing local funds for sustaining the service. 

Douangtavilay  (2003) reported that the extension service in the country has four 

sections and their focus is on agriculture i.e. rice production, seed technology, vegetables, 

fruit and industrial crops, preparation and production of harvesting equipment, food 

reliability and assurance. In livestock extension their main focus is on livestock 

husbandry with domesticated animals such as buffalo, cow, pig, goat, fish and poultry. In 

forestry extension they emphasize on seedling production and reforestation in order to 

slash and burn agriculture, conserve undergrade forest area, ensure the safety of aquatic 

and wild animals and provide a fixed livelihood for farmers and their families. Whereas 

in irrigation extension they educate the farmers regarding the installation and 



 

     

maintenance of water pumps and irrigation systems to meet the farmer‟s water demands, 

and organization of village cooperatives for irrigation maintenance. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

2.9 Competence of EFS as Communicators of Technologies 

Randavay and Waughn (1991) found that the professional competency area in 

which the most workers had the greatest training need was in the area of teaching and 

communication. The competencies in which the workers needed training were: obtaining 

funds for extension programmes, use of the principles of motivation, and learning, use of 

television teaching, use of principles of teaching adults, use of radio in teachings, 

preparation of teaching materials, effective use of method demonstrations and result 

demonstrations. 

Broshar (1992) stated that education is an excellent strategy for empowering 

people. Through the educational process, individuals developed the power to act with 

others to bring about change. Education is empowering when it starts with problems 

identified by the individuals. Through dialogue, extension staff and clients participated as 

equals in co- discovering what was significant in the learning process. Solutions to 

problems are found by the families themselves as a result of interactive education and not 

of a directive educational process based on specialization. Listening is the most important 

skill an educator can develop and use. The most empowering role of an educator is that of 

facilitator. Extension educators need to develop a new paradigm of education to empower 

people to take action. The results of these programmes offer convincing evidence that 

extension can and should offer more than information transfer. Extension educators must 

move beyond providing research-based solutions to people's problems to become co-

learners in a discovery process.  

Muhammad et al. (1995) evaluated competency of extension field staff against 12 

basic essentials for both farm and home visits, and result demonstrations.  They found 

that the effectiveness of communication depended upon how wisely a communicator used 

different channels. It was concluded that the competence of EFS in using various 



 

     

communication channels was found very poor.  Lack of knowledge about basic essentials 

hindered the successful use of communication channels. 

Rennekamp et al. (2001) stated that comments recorded during the small group 

discussions suggested that extension staff was friendly and courteous. Participants truly 

valued the dedication and commitment of their local extension agents. They felt that 

extension agents "go the extra mile" to serve customers. Although customer service was 

an area where extension excelled, participants in the meetings did have some suggestions 

for improvement. For instance, they suggested that extension should take a serious look 

at office hours and adjust them to meet the needs of working customers. Other 

suggestions included using the internet to disseminate information to customers. 

However, participants were not willing to give up the personalized service and access to 

agents afforded by having an extension office in each county.  

Ali et al. (2002) found that professional and technical areas of competence of AOs 

needed training included: computer skills and their applications in agricultural extension, 

use of modern audio visual aids, participatory extension methodologies, application of 

plant protection measures, use of farm machinery and growing of fruit and vegetables. 

Khan (2003) reported that all the competencies included in the questionnaire were 

perceived by AOs of the public extension approach as important or very important for 

their job performance (mean range 3.54-4.56 on 1-5 point scale). The rank orders on 

importance scale of the main professional competency were: i. supervision and 

administration; ii. programme planning; iii. extension teaching methods; iv. human 

behaviour/public relations; v. professionalism; vi. use of audio visual aids; vii. 

participatory extension methodology;  and viii. computer skills.  The rank orders on 

importance scale of main technical competency were:  i) organic practices; ii) plant 

protection; iii)  horticultural crops;  and iv) farm machinery. 

Lodhi (2003) identified that the organizational staff of the Department of 

Agriculture (Extension), Govt. of the Punjab, Pakistan lacked knowledge and skills 

regarding extension functions.  The extension system was week and extension workers 

were considered not fully competent to perform their job. 



 

     

Iqbal, M.A. 2004. Conducted a study on the assessment of competency level 

possessed by the extension personnel of the Department of Agriculture and reported that 

majority of the respondents working in the public sector extension approach (Department 

of Agriculture, Government of the Punjab) were experienced. Hence all of them were 

aware of and competent in using demonstration techniques for introducing new 

agricultural technology among the farming community.  

 

2.10 Effectiveness of Extension Messages 

Downswell (1993) stated that if the technology is profitable, appropriate and site 

specific farmers will adopt it even without much efforts. All the staff should have an 

access to regular training in developing new extension messages. Communication of 

effective extension messages to a maximum number of farmers will help in increasing the 

technology utilization and it will ultimately increase agricultural productivity.  

Subedi and Garforth (1996) conducted a study to explore communication patterns 

of male and female farmers in hills of Nepal using a roster of names of respondents, a 

socio-metric survey was conducted to collect data on communication relations and 

information exposure from 243 females and 179 males. The study showed that males 

have horizontal communication among themselves while females are active seekers of 

information and have both horizontal as well as heterogeneous communication patterns. 

These differential communication patterns are significant for extension interventions as 

extension workers would be able to facilitate rapid flow of information through 

appropriate members of the networks at local channels in the community. Extension 

organizations would also be able to redesign extension strategies, extension messages and 

methods to reach women farmers.  

Gerhardt and Schmidt-Kallert (1998) reported that extension agents are not far 

more than just vehicles to transfer prepared extension messages rather they are involved 

from start to finish in preparing and planning their own work, selecting and formulating 

extension messages and scheduling activities. The well prepared extension messages 



 

     

which are compatible to the farming situation and according to the interests and needs of 

the farmers, are more likely to be adopted by them. 

Carey (1999) noted that the effectiveness of extension service depends on the 

knowledge, effective extension messages and communication skills of the field staff. The 

front-line staff lead discussions with the farmers in order to help them identify their own 

problems, and ultimately to train them in the available solutions through the effective 

extension messages (appropriate technologies). An innovative technology that is clearly 

explained and introduced would have a greater opportunity of being adopted. 

Communication in extension plays an important role in technology transfer, whereas 

many field extension workers are poorly trained in this particular area as well as in the 

development of effective extension messages.  

Howard et al. (1999) narrated that substantial productivity increases could be 

achieved when farmers were given appropriate extension messages and agricultural 

inputs on time at reasonable prices. He further stated that the effectively prepared 

extension messages could be an indicator of successful and efficient extension field staff. 

Such messages are easy to adopt by the clients and in this way they can increase their 

agricultural production on their farms.    

Al-Sakran (2001) conducted a study on the adoption of tissue culture technology 

among the date-palm growers in Central Region of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia and 

observed that the level of adoption of tissue culture was low (16.5%). The main reasons 

for non-adopting tissue culture as a means for date palm propagation were: the absence of 

felt needs of the farmers for this technology, incompatibility, uncertainty about the results 

and wide spread of seedless fruits in certain date palm varieties when propagated through 

tissue culture. He further stated that such a technology which is not appropriate and 

according to the interests of the clients and is not beneficial (better than the previous) 

cannot be easily adopted by the farmers.  

Patil (2003) reported that effective dissemination of research results through 

extension is evident from the food sufficiency achieved as a result of increased 

agricultural production in the country. India has tripled its food production over the last 4 



 

     

decades, to reach the present level of 195 million tons per year due to its extension efforts 

and contribution of scientists in green revolution.  

 

2.11 Effective Use of Extension Methods/Media 

Astroth (1990) stated that the use of advance technology to communicate 

information and tying into other networks could help identify the extension office as a 

source of practical information. As a long-time, unbiased source of useful information, 

the next decade for extension could be one of its best. By becoming more advanced in 

information communications, we can be an educational force in the 21st century.  

Nagel (1997) reported that person-to-person communication had traditionally been 

the most important form of information transfer.  Print media as well as radio and 

television were of a supplementary nature because they frequently address the special 

target groups especially the illiterate people. Revolutionary changes in communication 

technology have dramatically increased the speed and quality of information transfer and 

changed the role of extension workers in industrialized countries. Electronic 

communication systems may in part replace personal visit and one of the major tasks of 

any agent will be linked to his clients with other suppliers of information. 

Purcell and Anderson (1997) recommended in a World Bank Operations 

Evaluation Study that the project design besides other things should prioritize target 

groups, take account of public and private services, incorporate traditional mass media 

and modern information technology, face to face interaction in particular areas according 

to the needs and resources, consider the needs of all the socio-economic groups including 

women in farm households and develop a needs based staff training programme that 

focuses not only on the technology but also on the methods of interacting with farmers to 

maximize their participation in problem identification, prioritization and solutions in an 

extension approach.   

Sharma et al. (1999) maintained that access to information and improved 

communication is a crucial requirement for sustainable agricultural development. Modern 

communication technologies when applied to conditions in rural areas can help improve 



 

     

communication, increase participation, disseminate information and share knowledge and 

skills. It is being said that "Cyber Extension" would be the major form of technology 

dissemination in the near future. However it was observed that the rural population still 

have difficulty in accessing crucial information in order to make timely decisions. It is 

essential that information availability is demand driven rather than supply driven. The 

challenge is not only to improve the accessibility of communication technology to the 

rural population but also to improve its relevance to local development. 

Qamar (1999) reported that the key trends and developments in agricultural 

extension observed in this new millennium reflect current global socio-economic change. 

Certain concepts, such as participation, client-orientation and decentralization, are 

interrelated and overlap with one another. Some developments, such as those related to 

modern IT, are highly attractive, which brings the risk of ignoring the human factor in 

favour of the sale and installation of IT equipment, no matter what common sense 

dictates. The distance extension modality could be a useful tool with which to apply the 

new IT judiciously. There has never been one single agricultural extension model or 

methodology that could be applied universally. The real challenge, therefore, is to find 

normative frameworks and guidelines that may be used by developing countries to 

prepare extension methodologies that suit their respective conditions technically, 

culturally and financially. 

Du et al. (2000) stated that leaflets and TV are the media preferred by farmers for 

technical information. Farmers can keep printed materials (especially leaflets with good, 

clear pictures) as a reference and use them for a long time. TV is another favoured 

medium because it presents "hot news" and is easy to understand. In some areas, TV is 

less popular because of poor programmes or reception difficulties, especially in 

mountainous areas. Radio does not seem to play an important role in extension. Field 

visits and meetings with extension staff are popular, but their number is limited by 

financial constraints 

Douangtavilay (2003) reported that a major concern for the extension services of 

Lao is the lack of concrete methodologies.  While we do believe strongly in fieldwork, 



 

     

the organization of farming support groups, and the creation of publications, these 

methodologies are severely lacking in their manner of implementation.   

Fami (2003) reported that the extension system in Iran has been using four main 

channels to convey information to farmers. Those channels are radio, TV, printed 

materials and interpersonal communication. Radio and TV stations located in the 

province‟s centers allocate time to extension offices to make agricultural programmes 

and broadcast them to the farmers. The programmes are made in extension office by the 

extension staff. These programmes try to reach rural audience through the messages 

specifically tailored in an attractive and cost efficient format. Extension officers also 

prepare publications on the related agricultural topics and present them to the farmers. In 

addition, many extension organizations in different provinces produce periodic bulletins 

with news and reviews (in Persian language), which primarily aim at extension services. 

Extension agents also teach the farmers through interpersonal communication channels.  

Khan (2003) reported that the provincial agriculture departments have established 

bureau of agricultural information manned with qualified staff who manage to produce 

agricultural information materials such as leaflets, booklets, brochures, video tapes and 

radio programmes for effective dissemination of the technology generated by various 

research stations/institutions.  However, there is shortage of printed material, and the 

radio programmes are not properly planned in terms of relevance to topics as well as the 

communication capability of the resource person. 

Patil (2003) reported that the demonstrations have bearing on wider applications 

of technologies by the farmers. On-farm trials on farmers‟ fields prove efficiency of the 

package of practices developed at the research stations to suit local situations. The other 

dissemination tools used were leaflets, audio-visuals, mass media, television, radio, 

conferencing, internet etc.                       

Qamar (2003) reported that the advanced information technology is already 

making headways in the areas of rural and agricultural development.  A number of 

developing countries such as Laos, Vietnam and Mali, are experimenting with 

telecentres, which have already exhibited their benefits in several Western European 



 

     

countries.  Virtual linkages are being established for bringing research and extension 

together, and one example is virtual extension, research and communication network 

(VERCOM) tool, which FAO has introduced in Egypt, and countries like Bhutan have 

requested assistance in installing this innovative tool.  Under an FAO project in 

Philippines the internet and interactive email facilities have been established at 

municipality level for supporting decentralized extension staff.  Then the expert systems 

are being developed to compensate to some extent for rare visits of subject matter 

specialists to farmers‟ fields.  The use of cellular phones is by now a routine practice and 

the equipment is being used for rural development projects in Bangladesh.  Over 30% of 

extension staff in Estonia use the internet.  One can find programmes like “virtual 

gardens” and “virtual farms” on world-wide-web. 

He further narrated that the revolution of information technology must benefit 

extension.  Interactive electronic linkages may be established between extension and 

relevant institutions.  Extension database may be created, containing information on last 

few years‟ prices of various commodities and projections for the near future, record of 

climate for the last few years and any expected unusual weather pattern in the near future, 

proven main agricultural technologies, contact mailing and email addresses, and 

telephone numbers of experts and agricultural produce buyers. A variety of extension and 

training materials may be prepared with the help of computer, using creative technologies 

and telecentres may be established in the areas, which are not normally covered by the 

extension field staff. 

Sharma (2003) reported that agricultural extension systems always attempt to 

educate farmers and other stakeholders by communicating the skills. These skills are 

imparted by means of different techniques of extension education methods categorized 

into individual, group, and mass contact methods. These methods are being used for 

charging knowledge, skills and attitudes of farmers in a positive manner, so that farmers 

ultimately show their changed behaviour by adopting innovations.  He further reported 

that Farmer‟s Field schools were established for developing field-training with regard to 

Integrated Pest Management (IPM). Field schools have been proved to be effective 



 

     

means of reaching farmers and helping them to have an access to the knowledge and 

skills required for crop production and pest management.  

Sulaiman (2003) reported that farmers‟ organizations and producers‟ cooperatives 

provide a wide range of extension support to farmers, but their presence is restricted to 

very few crops/commodities and specific regions. Notable among them is the 

Maharashtra Grape Growers Association. Extension services provided by dairy 

cooperatives also have been exemplary. Newspapers (especially local language dailies), 

farm magazines and electronic media are important sources of information for farmers. 

Input companies especially fertilizer firms providing agricultural consultancy to farmers 

is on increase. Private extension initiatives by agri-business companies have been 

expanding in India, such as Mahindra, Rallis and ITC. Mahindra and Rallis model 

provide an integrated service ranging from information field visits, quality inputs, reliable 

access to output markets and non – exploitative and timely credit. It also showed the 

increasing willingness of farmers to pay for quality services in agriculture. 

Cheema (2004) reported that majority of the respondents rated effectiveness of 

farm and home visits as medium whereas discussion meetings and sign boards/burgees 

were rated very low by more than half of the respondents. Similarly almost half of the 

respondents rated radio, television and result demonstrations as low. An overwhelming 

majority (83.0 to 97.5%) of the respondents gave no response about personal letters, 

telephone calls, office calls, lecture meetings, method demonstration meetings, farmers‟ 

days, field trips, video cassettes, audio cassettes, agricultural exhibitions and agricultural 

campaigns 

 
 

 

2.12 Responsiveness to Various Categories of Rural People 
 

Patton (1985) stated that extension must focus on important problems and 

questions. While the manifestation of concrete problems will vary by program area and 

community, some basic macro problems exist that cut across programme areas and states. 



 

     

The core values of extension remain highly relevant to these emergent problems, even 

though these generic shifts in problem focus have serious implications for what we do 

and how we do it.  

Rohs (1988) suggested that extension programming for communities must be 

knowledge based and designed to help cope with issues related to ever – changing socio – 

economic environment as well as to develop the necessary skills for dealing with these 

issues. Extension cannot afford to be shy. As one participant commented, I have helped 

build a better life for myself and my community and the extension service helped me to 

do it. 

Brown (1989) reported that extension came into being as a creative attempt to help 

people solve problems. It did this well for many decades by extending the knowledge 

resources of the university and building the capacity of families, communities and local 

organizations and institutions to use that knowledge. However, recently many formerly 

supportive clientele have been criticizing extension for becoming unresponsive and even 

irrelevant – failing to change and adapt to a rapidly changing world. 

Meier (1989) stated that it will be increasingly important to establish a target 

market approach for developing and delivering educational programmes to highly diverse 

clientele groups. It will be essential to prioritize the needs of clientele groups and focus 

resources on meeting those needs. 

Thompson and Gwynn (1989) stated that although the Deans of Agriculture had 

many suggestions they believed would improve Cooperative Extension, overall they 

spoke very highly of extension's role in helping farmers deal with the problems brought 

on by the farm crisis. The following comment was representative of the attitudes of most 

respondents. "Cooperative Extension has been very responsive. On short notice, they 

have been willing to help farmers in management and record keeping. There is immediate 

need for help now in marketing and stress programmes. 

Webb (1990) becomes worried that extension would not cease to exist but rather 

simply become „inconsequential‟. If extension system does not change to meet emerging 

needs then society will look elsewhere to get those needs met. The needs of society are 



 

     

not bound by tradition; therefore, the Cooperative Extension cannot be bound by 

tradition. 

Williams (1992) stated that if extension is to truly address the needs of both 

traditional and diverse audience, this commitment must be communicated at all levels 

and made a part of each job description and plan of work regardless of the discipline, 

initiative, or programme area. It's not only wise for extension to pay more attention to the 

needs of diverse audiences because it's the right thing to do, but because of the impact it 

will have on continued financial support for our programmes. The diverse talents and 

resources within our land grant system must be fully used to meet the needs of an 

increasingly diverse clientele 

Warner (1993) stated that the extension system is in the business of responding to 

the needs of a changing society. But it's not enough to merely respond to a changing 

world in the same old ways. In a world of 'permanent white water,' where nothing is solid 

and everything is changing, it is tempting to follow familiar paths and to use the same old 

solutions, regardless of how much the problems have changed.  The extension 

organization itself must change. We must employ new approaches, new tools to improve 

our effectiveness. To be able to affect change requires a better understanding of how 

organizations work. He further suggested that the extension organizations should 

establish a long term, continuous strategy that communicates a positive image of 

extension‟s responsiveness on emerging issues. 

Chappell (1994) stated that successful marketing of extension's programmes 

requires a complete understanding of extension's clients - their needs, attitudes, and 

buying behaviour. For instance, extension specialists who design programmes for the 

elderly in rural communities must know exactly what the needs of the elderly are and 

must develop programmes which meet these needs.  Cooperative Extension System is to 

determine the needs and wants of target clientele groups and to satisfy them through the 

design, communication, pricing, and delivery of appropriate and competitively viable 

programmes and services.  Extension must take steps to become more responsive to its 

clients, such as conducting studies of client satisfaction and of clients' needs and 



 

     

preferences, as well as developing appropriate ways to respond to complaints and 

suggestions. In short, coordination requires that everyone in extension understands 

clients' needs and then be willing and able to work together to satisfy these needs. As one 

management expert put it, the "aim of marketing is to know and understand the client so 

well that the programme or service fits the client and sells itself.   

Garforth and Lawrence (1997) reported that extension programmes should 

encourage local development or adaptation of technologies; address the needs of specific 

categories of clients; support farmers' organisations and farmer-to-farmer extension; and 

influence collective as well as individual behaviour. 

Purcell and Anderson (1997) stated that no single extension model is superior to 

justify its uniform adoption in all small holder farming circumstances. Rather, several key 

principles determine the effectiveness of extension services. Chief among these is the 

principle that extension recommendations are relevant to the conditions of the clients. 

This, in turn, requires common projects to understand the characteristics of the targeted 

farming systems and the factors that impinge on the systems and be underpinned by an 

effective capacity to generate and adapt technology.  

Lahai et al. (2000) stated that lack of technology suitable for women, male agents‟ 

lack of training in extension methods and communication skills for women farmers, 

insufficient and ineffective extension services for women farmers and male agents, lack 

of training on gender specific tasks such as post-harvest have contributed to this tendency 

that the extension service is not responsive to diversified groups clientele.  

Percy (2000) concluded that if extension staff were trained in gender and gender 

analysis together with participatory rural appraisal (PRA), they would be able to learn 

how female as well as male farmers contribute to agricultural production and appreciate 

the particular constraints faced by female farmers. This information could guide 

extension planning and implementation the benefit of all client groups including women. 

In this way the extension services would become more responsive to the needs of specific 

client groups (women, men, the elderly, youth) and thereby become „client-oriented‟.   



 

     

Rupured et al. (2002) reported that reaching the working poor is a daunting 

challenge and will require a multifaceted approach. Although the burden of the move to 

financial self-sufficiency falls primarily upon the shoulders of the working poor, 

employers, individual, communities, extension educators, and public policy makers bear 

some responsibility as well. Developing and implementing creative ways of improving 

the economic situation of the working poor is a responsibility and challenge that will 

ultimately benefit society as a whole. 

 

2.13 Organization of the Target Groups 

Richardson and Ladewig (1989) stated that the value of grassroots involvement in 

priority setting has been increasingly challenged in recent years. Some authorities have 

questioned whether local citizens can objectively develop educational programmes - 

whether they can identify issues and perceive the problems that affect them. Evidence 

from Taxes Agricultural Extension Services (TAES) long-range planning process 

confirms Hutchison's philosophy that "properly supported" grassroots involvement in 

priority setting does work, especially when extension provides a meaningful framework 

for involvement. The grassroots approach involving leading citizens in the identification 

of critical county issues makes citizens aware of local conditions and potential solutions. 

It also provides the foundation through which the National Initiatives and county issues 

can come together.  

Balliette and Smith (1990) stated that involvement of leaders in the peer review 

process proved to be the key in gaining support and involvement. By the time the 

"Welcome to 4-H" publication was completed, volunteers had learned to work together 

toward a common goal. Future programmes proved easier to do because volunteers had 

learned to identify issues and work together to solve problems. Volunteers gained a better 

understanding of the role extension plays in youth education and started looking at 

programmes beyond their particular subject of interest.  



 

     

 Mortaamidjaja (1996) conducted a study in Indonesia and reported that as a result 

of the large number of farm families (27 million) and limited number of extension 

workers, it is impossible to approach farmers on an individual basis. A group approach is 

therefore, used as a basic extension strategy. A group approach is effective because of the 

limited resources of individual farmer and also because Indonesian community is very 

group oriented in many aspects. Community actions are very much determined by group 

decisions. Extension agents help farmer groups to develop group actions, set objectives, 

plan programmes and provide information for decision making. 

Culp (1997) noted that learning how to increase volunteer participation and 

improve motivational techniques would enable extension educators and volunteer 

coordinators to devote more time to programme management. Identifying potential 

volunteers and recognizing what motivates and satisfies them are necessary to understand 

the volunteer experience. 

Simeral (2001) stated that extension has a history of being not only a deliverer of 

information but also a conduit for learning social and interaction skills. Since extension 

was founded, we have helped people develop tolerance, understand diversity, build 

community, learn hospitality, and enjoy stronger family units. We do not have to lose 

these values in our electronic world (e-world). 

Bowling and Brahm (2002) stated that communities are shaped through relational 

actions that can be and are influenced in a number of crucial ways by the knowledge 

created in extension programmes. There is an opportunity for extension community 

development professionals to extend and accelerate the change process. Bringing people 

together by getting them to reflect on their positive experiences of living in community 

can be a powerful tool for understanding and then building healthy communities. 

Methodologies like appreciative inquiry and tools like the Porch Cookie Project are 

constructive ways to help communities create new knowledge that aligns with their 

ultimate concerns. 

 

 

 



 

     

2.14 Responsiveness to National Policies and Goals 

Barrows (1984) stated that most extension county agents and state specialists have 

become de facto public policy educators. A few years ago, most extension activities 

might have been viewed as "giving technical advice." Today many of these same 

activities are viewed as "taking a stand." For example, an agricultural agent 

recommending a pesticide to a potato farmer must be aware of the debate about pesticides 

and environmental protection. The agent's "technical" advice, especially if he/she engages 

in a public defense of farm chemicals, will be viewed by many as taking a stand against 

environmental protection. Almost all extension agents and specialists are involved in 

policy, even if we don't realize it, and regardless of whether we like it or not.  

Rivera (1990) cautioned that it is time to stop ignoring our organizational 

experience. There should be no doubt that extension system must be flexible and change 

as policies, technologies, and the needs of farmers change. Several turning points in the 

history of cooperative extension have clearly indicated to respond to new policy and 

public demands. The essence and experience of all extension work is “development and 

change”. 

Hutchins (1992) stated that using extension education to affect public issues is a bit 

like using fluoride to fight tooth decay. Fluoride can be used by individuals through 

toothpaste or through visits to the dentist's office. It can also be used by an entire 

community when it is added to the public water system. If we rely only on toothpaste and 

the dentist, some people will never benefit from fluoride. Extension must give more 

attention to public policies and systems. We must shift our priorities from serving 

individual needs to solving collective problems. 

Baier (1994) concluded that the successful implementation of farmer-centered 

education and training requires a planned and institutionalized approach to agricultural 

education and extension. Policy commitment and support are pre-requisites for the 

institutionalization of agricultural education and extension with a sound legal framework, 

clear scope of responsibilities and adequate operational resources. 



 

     

Cary and Wilkinson (1995) reported that proposed institutional changes in 

extension service delivery in Australia included service reduction, commercialization by 

charging fees for services, contract delivery by private agents, and sale of service units to 

the private sector. Changes that have occurred or that are proposed in Australia include 

both changes in sources of funding and changes in means of delivery. Farmers in this 

country do not appear to have a strong demand for marketing and management 

information form public extension agencies. Probably farmers do not perceive 

government agencies to be highly competent in this area. The dairy industry in Australia 

is approaching a situation where its advisory and extension services can be delivered by 

commercially employed providers, or as already occurs, by the employment of some 

government extension agents whose salaries are paid by dairy industry farmer levies. 

However, they are persuasive against sole reliance on commercial information provision 

in some farm industries. Elimination of all public delivery of extension presents some 

dangers, not the best being the extreme fluctuations of income in some rural industries. 

Long periods of low farm incomes in such industries can lead to the demise of 

commercial advisory and consulting services. Commercialization of government 

extension delivery has not met with great success in Australia. The challenge of 

rethinking publically funded extension delivery with fewer resources presents 

opportunities for extension service to identify their strengths as seen by farmers, to 

identify the roles public agencies should have in contrast to the roles of commercial 

extension and to facilitate technology transfer through wider networks which may include 

commercial extension agencies. 

Purcell and Anderson (1997) narrated that the rapidly changing economic, trait and 

sectoral conditions will affect the type of extension services needed. The respective roles 

of private and public extension services providing technical assistance will have to adjust 

to the changing demands both at national and international levels. The extension 

approach should encourage the technological improvement which would be responsive to 

changing circumstances. The EFS should be trained to meet the requirements of a more 

responsive extension services (Private & Public).  



 

     

 

2.15 Overall Perceptions of Farmers Regarding Extension Approaches 

Ali (1983) in his study about “attitude of rural community towards rural 

development by local self government” observed that 79% of the respondents had most 

favorable attitude towards the function of union council while 62% had most favourable 

attitude towards the role of the local leaders in planning and execution of development 

programmes. It had also been found that majority of the respondents participated in the 

development programmes and were also satisfied with the rate of development in the 

area.  

Naz (1987) reported that most of the farmers of the study were aware of the 

agricultural extension services in the Punjab but were not satisfied with these services 

due to high cost of recommended agricultural inputs, non-availability of fertilizer and 

seed in time, irregular and selective staff visits and their poor knowledge. 

Chaudhry et al. (1993) in his study on the impact of extension education methods, 

found that out of various extension methods a small percentage of the veterinary staff 

often used farm/home visits, demonstrations and radio programmes. Some of them, some 

times used demonstrations, discussions, meetings, posters, pamphlets and animal shows. 

The rest of the staff never made use of other methods except farm/home visits. It was 

concluded that as a result of not using various methods effectively, there was vast gap 

between the awareness and adoption of improved livestock farming techniques. 

Rees et al. (2000) reported that major sources of knowledge for small holders were  

neighbours, family, markets and community based organizations between 40 and 70 

percent of the respondents reported government extension (public extension) as an 

important source of information, though both the farmers and extension personnel 

themselves expressed dissatisfaction with the quality and frequency of their most 

pressing information requirement which was not being adequately addressed was 

information on technical details of farming (e.g. chemical application rates, how to 

manage late blight in potatoes, where to get certified seed, the most appropriate varieties 

for given localities, housing and management of livestock etc.) 



 

     

Rennekamp et al. (2001) stated that comments recorded in the small group 

sessions also affirmed extension's worth to the community. Participants liked the fact that 

extension services were free and available to all people. However, comments by 

participants suggested that for extension to be most effective it must not only deliver 

information, but help people use the information to make decisions. They liked having a 

local extension agent help them interpret and apply information in their particular setting.  

Davidson (2003) reported that the contact farmers consistently rated by Ciba‟s 

performance (3.3) higher than the Department of Agriculture (3.1).  Overall these farmers 

rated the effectiveness of the Department of Agriculture‟s Extension advice as average; 

while they rated Ciba‟s as average to excellent.  Performance of Ciba is probably 

reinforced because its extension personnel not only import technical information but also 

provide for the delivery of agro chemicals (for example pesticides, fertilizers) to the 

farmers. 

 

2.16 Synthesis of Review of Literature 

Such an extension approach was advocated by most of the researchers which 

would be suitable for sustainable agricultural development. The farmer‟s participation in 

extension programmes and activities is an important aspect of a successful extension 

approach. The women participation in extension activities is an integral part of extension 

system as commented by most of the researchers. Besides this the linkages development 

with research institutions, teaching institutions, legislators and farmers were also 

considered necessary for the success of an extension system. Technology dissemination 

and its utilization were also reported as the key elements of the approach which would be 

suitable for farming community. 

The contribution of the extension systems to various fields of agriculture was 

reviewed by the researchers and was commented that the farmers not only need the 

information on a single aspect of farming rather they need comprehensive information on 

all the aspects of farming which they are practicing at their farms. The competence of 

EFS as communicators of technologies was also reviewed and reported that the EFS 



 

     

should possess effective communication skills, training in the subject matter, dedication 

and sense of responsibility to discharge the extension functions. The factors which can 

affect their competence and hinder effective discharge of duties were political pressure 

for departmental promotions, excessive political pressure, illegal assigned duties, lack of 

transport, transfers of EFS based on personal liking and disliking, and delayed provision 

of facilities. The effective use of extension methods by the EFS of an extension approach 

is also an important factor which was reviewed and it was reported that the wise selection 

and successful use of the extension methods/media is an important quality of an 

extension worker to make him successful in the field. The common and successfully used 

extension methods were farm and home visits, result demonstrations, field days, whereas 

print media, radio, T.V. and pamphlets were less effective as used by the EFS. The other 

important aspect of an approach is its responsiveness to various categories of people 

working in rural areas. The literature indicated that the successful approach the one which 

caters the needs of all the categories of people who are living in rural areas and are 

directly or indirectly involved in agriculture. Its programmes/activities should be 

designed in such a manner that they become compatible to needs and aspirations of  

people. The packages formulated should encourage local development and adaptation of  

technologies; address the needs of specific categories of clients; support farmers‟ 

organizations and influence collective as well as individual behaviour. Organization of 

target groups is another aspect which had been advocated in the literature. The rural 

people should be organized into groups so that they can work collectively and can 

develop themselves. The opportunities be provided by the extension system for 

community development and facilitate the change process. Bringing people together by 

getting them to reflect their positive experiences while living in a community can be a 

powerful tool for understanding and then building healthy communities. A few studies  

 

 

 

 



 

     

have discussed the responsiveness of an extension approach to the national policies and  

goals and concluded that extension system must be flexible and change as policies, 

technologies and needs of farmers‟ change.  The essence and experience of all extension 

work is development and change and it must serve the individual needs to solve the 

collective problems. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

     

CHAPTER III 

Methodology 

 

3.1 Pakistan -- An Overview 

Pakistan came into existence on August 14, 1947 when the Indian sub-continent 

was partitioned after getting freedom from the British. It is situated in the western part of 

India, with Afghanistan and Iran somewhat in the west, India on the east and Arabian Sea 

in the south.  The northern and western highlands of Pakistan contain the towering 

Karakorm and a long range of high mountains.  Pakistan comprises four provinces i.e. 

Punjab, Sindh, Balochistan and North Western Frontier Province (NWFP).  Besides it 

includes Federally administered tribal areas (FATA) and a State of Azad Jammu and 

Kashmir. Long stretches of alluvial plains of the Punjab and Thar desert of Sindh lie to 

the east. The province of Sindh lies in the south, NWFP in the northwest, the Punjab is 

located in between the two and the Balochistan plateau lies in the west (Fig. 4). 

The 1609 km long Indus river and its tributaries flow through the country from 

Kashmir region to the Arabian Sea.  The total area of the country is 796095 sq km with 

an exploding population of 14.6 million. Annual growth rate of human population is 

1.9%, and density per sq km is 166 on average per capita income is Rs.28933 and overall 

inflation rate is 3.7% (Govt. of Pak. 2002-2003).  The climate is continental and is 

characterized by extreme variations of temperature. December-January (winter) 

temperature ranges from 57
 0 

F (14
0
C) in the Indus plain to 68

0
F (20

0
C) along the coast 

and to 95
0
F (35

0
C) in the southeastern deserts.  The southwest monsoon (July-October) 

provides about 150-200 mm rainfall on the coast, 380 mm in the river valleys and 1000 

mm or more in the mountainous northern areas.  Rainfall varies from year to year, and 

successive periods of flooding and drought are not uncommon (Anonymous, 2002). 

Pakistan‟s population is a complex mixture of indigenous people.  The 

population‟s racial characteristics have been affected by successive waves of Aryans, 

Persians, Greeks, Pushtoons and Mughals coming from the northwest.  Arabs have also  



 

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

     

left their mark on the population of this region.  There are many regional languages, 

which are commonly used in the country, such as Punjabi, Sindhi, Balochi, Pashto, 

Saraiki, Potohari and Hindku.  The National language of the country, however, is Urdu, 

which is widely spoken and written in almost all parts of the country.   

Pakistan has a developing mixed economy based largely on agriculture, light 

industries and services. Agriculture accounts for 24% of GNP and employees 48.4% of 

the work force. (Govt. of Pak. 2005). Agricultural output has been low by the prevalence 

of sharecroppers who have little incentive to increase production; land reforms and 

progressive taxes have been introduced as an attempt to reduce the number of 

sharecroppers.  The wheat is the chief staple grown throughout the country as a major 

Rabi crop.  The sugarcane is a major cash crop grown widely in the country.  Cotton and 

Rice are two major crops, which are grown in many areas of the country as export crops, 

whereas Maize (corn) is also grown in various parts of the country.  The other minor-

crops grown are pulses, barley, millets and traditional and non-traditional oilseed crops.  

As far as the vegetables and fruits are concerned, they are also grown in almost all parts 

of the country according to the climatic conditions, topography and soil type.   

 

3.2 Punjab Province 

Among the four provinces, the Punjab is the most densely populated area having a 

population of about 74 million with an area of 205344 sq km and density per sq km of 

350.  The Punjab literally means the land of five-rivers (Jehlum, Chenab, Ravi, Sutlej and 

Bias) and these rivers irrigate the soil to grow various crops in its different regions.  This 

province has an area of 20.63 million hectares.  Of these, 11.64 million hectares are 

cultivated and about 2 million hectares are cultivable waste.  The total cropped area is 

13.43 million hectares of which irrigated area is 11.14 million hectares including 3 

million hectares irrigated by tube wells, whereas rest of the area is rain fed.   The 

province offers a variety of soil types and climatic-conditions with the result that a wide 

range of agricultural crops are grown here.  Punjab‟s progress has been remarkable in 

cotton, rice and wheat but agriculture as a whole is still at relatively low level of 



 

     

productivity (Govt. of the Punjab, 2004).  There is a significant potential for increasing 

the crop yields, particularly of sugarcane, pulses, oilseeds and horticultural crops.  

Likewise, production of livestock and inland fisheries can be increased considerably.  

Shortage of irrigation water has been identified as a major constraint concerning crop 

yields.  It even restricts the use of fertilizers since high doses of fertilizers without 

adequate irrigation could in fact produce negative results. The yields of various crops are 

still low as compared to their attainable potential. The yields of various crops can be 

increased through effective technology dissemination to the farmers according to the 

ecological requirements of the area, provision of suitable and timely input supply, 

education of the farmers and proper management of the crops. If we look into various 

parts of the Punjab province, it can be divided into three major ecological zones (Fig. 5) 

i.e. northern zone (comprising rainfed areas), central zone (includes mainly the irrigated 

areas) and southern zone which is mainly irrigated (cotton zone). A brief description of 

these zones is as under:  

 

3.2.1 Northern Zone: The areas included in northern zone are mainly the districts of 

Rawalpindi, Chakwal, Jehlum, Attock, Khoshab and some part of Gujrat. The major 

source of irrigation for crops is the rains and the crops are cultivated keeping in view the 

possibilities of rains. The cultural practices have to be undertaken in such a manner that 

the moisture of the soil can be preserved and can be used effectively for crop growth. The 

soil is sub-mountainous; mostly the farmers are small holders with marginal resources 

from the land. The major crops grown in “Kharif”  season are pulses, millets, maize, 

groundnuts and traditional oilseed crops. Wheat is the only major crop that can be grown 

in this area as “Rabi” crop. Vegetables are also cultivated in such areas where there is 

plenty of water either from wells or springs. Fruits like apples, locat, citrus, pears, 

pomegranates, almonds are also found in some areas of districts of Chakwal, Khoshab, 

Rawalpindi and Jehlum.  

 

 



 

     

 

 



 

     

3.2.2 Central Zone:  It is also called mixed crop zone where the temperature is 

moderately high in summer and cold in winter. The area is mainly canal irrigated, and 

tube-wells are also used as a source of irrigation where the groundwater is fit for crop 

production. The districts included in this zone are Gujrat, Sialkot, Gujranwala, Hafizabad, 

Lahore, Sheikhupura, Faisalabad, Jhang, Sargodha and Mandi Baha-uddin. Rice is the 

main “Kharif” crop, which is successfully grown in the district of Gujranwala, Hafizabad, 

Sheikupura, Sialkot and some parts of Gujrat, Lahore and Faisalabad. The rice produced 

in these districts is liked by the consumers for its aroma (a specific flavour of basmati 

rice). Apart from rice, sugarcane is a major “Kharif” crop, grown in a large part of this 

area. Besides sugarcane and rice, other crops such as sunflower, pulses, traditional 

oilseed crops and vegetables are also cultivated on small scale in this zone. As far as the 

fruit production is concerned, citrus grown in districts of Sargodha, Mandi Baha-uddin 

and some parts of Gujrat is of excellent quality and is liked throughout the world. Guava, 

leetchi and falsa are also grown in various areas of this zone. Fodders like berseem, 

lucerne, maize (corn) and bajra are cultivated throughout the zone to feed the animals.  

Keeping in view the climatic conditions and mixed cropping nature of the area, 

Faisalabad district occupies a conspicuous place in the farming belt of the province where 

the farmers successfully grow almost all the crops of both Rabi and Kharif seasons. 

 

3.2.3 Southern Zone: Southern Zone comprises the districts of Multan, Vehari, 

Khanewal, Lodhran, Muzzafarghar, Bhawalpur, Rahim Yar Khan, Rajanpur and D.G 

Khan. The areas of this zone are canal irrigated except the desert of Cholistan where there 

is scarcity of water and presently its availability to meet the needs of crops is not more 

than a dream. Of course, the government is trying hard to supply water to this area.  

Cotton is the major “Kharif” crop, which has been cultivated in these districts since long. 

Besides cotton, maize, sugarcane, sunflower and certain other crops are also cultivated 

here. This zone is famous for cotton and is said to be the cotton belt. Wheat is the major 

“Rabi” crop being sown throughout the area. Vegetables like okra, melons are grown in 

summer seasons and turnips, radish, carrots, etc. are winter vegetables. Mango, locally 



 

     

considered as the king of fruits, is abundantly grown because of its flavour and taste. It 

fetches high price in national and international markets and earns a reasonable amount of 

foreign exchange. Other fruits of this zone are citrus, guava, date palm and pomegranate.  

 

3.3 Faisalabad - The Study District   

A vast desert tract lying between Chenab and Ravi rivers was brought under 

plough in 19
th

 century. When the Lower Chenab canal was in operation, it became 

possible to irrigate this waterless waste. Colonization operations were started in 1892 and 

completed in 1904. This vast area was then administered from Jhang. In 1904, a new 

district named Lyallpur (now Faisalabad) was created with the headquarters at Lyallpur a 

town named after Sir James Lyall, the then Lt. Governor of Punjab. The then district had 

four tehsils i.e., Lyallpur, Jaranwala, Sumandri and Toba Tek Singh. Henceforth Lyallpur 

(Faisalabad) functioned as an independent administrative unit. It was then a part of 

Multan division. In 1960, a new civil division was created with its headquarter at 

Sargodha. District Lyallpur (Faisalabad) was then transferred to this new division, which 

included Sargodha, Mianwali and Jhung.  In 1977 the District Lyallpur was renamed as 

Faisalabad after the name of late King Faisal of Saudi Arabia in recognition of his 

outstanding services to Islam and Muslim Umma (Govt. of Pak. 2000). 

In order to provide equal opportunities of economic growth to farflung areas of the 

province, the Punjab Govt. undertook a few steps to re-organize the administrative units. 

Accordingly six new districts and three new divisions were created with effect from 1-7-

1982.  In the first place, Toba Tek Singh subdivision was separated from Faisalabad 

district and was given the status of an independent district. In the second place Faisalabad 

itself was raised to the status of divisional headquarter. The new civil division, which 

started functioning with effect from 01-07-1982, is called Faisalabad division comprising 

districts of Faisalabad, Jhang and Toba Tek Singh (ibid). 

The district lies from 30
0
-42

 
to 31

0
-47

 
north latitudes and 72

0
-40

 
to 73

0
-40


 east 

longitudes. Faisalabad district is bordered by Jhang, Hafizabad and Sheikhupura districts, 

on the east, by Okara and Sahiwal districts, on the south, by Sahiwal and T.T. Singh 



 

     

districts on the west and by T.T. Singh as well as Jhang districts, on the north. (Fig. 6). 

The district has an area of 5,856 sq km and a total population of as of March 1998 5.43 

million. The average annual growth rate was 2.5% during the last two decades ending in 

2001. The urban population is nearly 42.7% of the total population of the district.  There 

is one municipal corporation representing the city of Faisalabad.  In addition, there are 

three municipal committees and four town committees in the district (ibid). 

The district on the whole is a flat alluvial plains formed by Chenab and Ravi 

rivers. The river Ravi flows along the Southeastern boundary of the district. The land 

close to the river is relatively lower than that away from the river towards the west. This 

area is exceptionally favourable for irrigation. There is no interruption in the monotony of 

the plain and there is only a fall of some 38 meters from northeast to the southwest of the 

district. The general elevation of the land is about 150 m above the sea level. 

 

3.3.1 Climate:  The climate of the district is of extreme type. The maximum 

temperature in summer reaches well above 40
0
C, while in winter it goes down to 1

0
C. 

The summer season starts from April and continues till mid October. May, June and July 

are the hottest months. The winter season on the other hand is comparatively shorter 

(November-February) December and January are the coldest months. The rainy season on 

average is spread over three months (July through September).  July and August usually 

receive more rain than any other month.  Most of the winter rains are received in the 

months of January and February. 

In summer dust storms are frequent and strong winds blow all over. Some of these 

dust storms are of such speed and intensity that many trees are uprooted and thatched 

roofs of houses are blown away. The extension of irrigation facility to the area has 

salutary effect on the climate of the district. It has lessened the frequency of the dust 

storms and severity of heat, which used to be the characteristic feature of the district. 

 

 

 



 

     

 

 



 

     

3.3.2 Occupations:  Agriculture and small-scale industry are the main pursuits of the 

population. There are a large number of industrial units in Faisalabad district. The  

workers are mainly involved in textile, manufacture of agricultural machinery, sugar, 

cooking oil and hosiery industry.  Agricultural work force constitutes a major part of 

labour and is involved in the production of crops, vegetables and livestock including 

dairy animals, sheep, goats and poultry.  A small part of population comprises doctors, 

hakims, teachers, lawyers, engineers and government officials.  Women are an important 

segment of the society.  In addition to being involved in a large number of white collar 

jobs, they are dynamic partners in many agricultural operations and production and 

management of dairy animals (buffaloes, cows and goats), poultry and many other house-

hold chores. 

 

3.3.3 Educational Institutions: The city of Faisalabad has ample education facilities. 

There are 13 degree colleges for men, 11 for women, 31 intermediate colleges, 161 high 

schools, 154 middle schools, and 495 primary schools in the city. There are also two 

vocational schools, one each for male and female. Besides, there is a Co-operative 

Training College, Govt. Commercial Training Institute/Govt. Elementary Teachers 

Training College and Punjab Medical College, which impart technical and professional 

training.  There is the famous University of Agriculture in Faisalabad city, which is 

playing a leading role in the development and research of agriculture activities in 

Pakistan. It was founded in 1961 by upgrading the status of the famous Punjab 

Agricultural College and Research Institute, Lyallpur.  There are three other universities 

in the city, namely National University of Textile Engineering, The Government College 

University and The University of Faisalabad (in private sector). 

 

3.3.4 Agriculture and Related Aspects 

Faisalabad district has been endowed by nature with a rich soil. Aided by an 

efficient irrigation system, it has earned a name for agricultural productivity. The area 

under cultivation in all the five subdivisions is 517347 hectares of which 497203 are 



 

     

canal irrigated through canals; 19940 hectares are irrigated through wells and 203 

hectares are barani. The important crops grown in this district are wheat, sugarcane, 

maize, cotton, rice, gram and vegetables.  

Faisalabad district is known as the heart of agricultural activity because of the 

existence of premier agricultural education and research institutions. The University of 

Agriculture, Faisalabad (UAF) has the major objective of imparting education to produce 

technically and professionally trained manpower in the field of agriculture. Its faculty 

also conduct research on almost all the aspects of agriculture at the university farms 

especially the Postgraduate Agricultural Research Station (PARS) situated on Jhang road. 

The Ayub Agricultural Research Institute (AARI), Faisalabad has a mandate to carry out 

research relating to the problems of agricultural production; The Nuclear Institute for 

Agriculture and Biology (NIAB) and the National Institute of Biotechnology and Genetic 

Engineering (NIBGE) located in Faisalabad also work on the agricultural problems using 

radiation technology, biotechnology and genetic engineering. 

Almost all the important crops are successfully grown in the district. The “Kharif” 

crops are maize, rice, cotton and sugarcane. The “Rabi” crops are wheat, gram and lentil. 

In addition, there are also “zaid Kharif” and “zaid Rabi” crops. “Zaid Kharif” crops are 

toria, raya and sarson while “zaid Rabi” crop is tobacco. The mechanization has almost 

replaced the conventional methods of cultivation. The development of high yielding 

varieties/cultivars and modern innovations are gradually increasing crop yield/unit area. 

Faislabad district is also famous for fruit production. The important fruits are kino, malta, 

fruitral, mango and guava. The total area under fruit orchard is 12886 hectares. The area 

and production of major crops during 2003-2004 are given below (Govt. of Punjab, 

2004). 

 

 

 

 

 



 

     

Table 3: Area and Production of Major Crops in Faisalabad during 2003-2004 

 

CROP AREA  

(in 000 hectares) 

PRODUCTION 

(in 000 tonnes) 

YIELD 

Kg/hectare 

Wheat 285.06 789.17 2997 

Gram 0.6 0.4 705 

Maize 64.2 54.5 2382 

Rice  25.09 32.56 1298 

Cotton  36.02 73.24 1038 

Sugarcane 116.1 5752.40 4952.8 

Source: Punjab Development Statistics, 2003-2004.  

 

3.5 Industries, Trade and Trade Centers 

3.5.1 Large Scale Industries:  Faisalabad district has made rapid strides in the field 

of industry after independence. It is now called the “Manchester” of Pakistan for its 

intensive development of textile industry. This development has been made possible by 

the continued efforts of pioneering entrepreneurs as well as workers over a period of five 

decades. Before independence, there were only five industrial units in Faisalabad city (the 

then Lyallpur). Now there are dozens of textile mills with other subsidiary units. 

Roughly, there are 768 large industrial units of which are 31 textile spinning units, 150 

textile processing, 27 flour mills, 6 sugar mills, 13 vegetable ghee / cooking oil units, 185 

engineering units, 122 hosiery units, 9 cotton ginning factories, 193 soap and silicate, 26 

dall mills, 1 chipboard, 2 plywood units, 1 watches and clock manufacturing unit, 1 jute 

mill, 1 caustic soda.  Other industries include printing and publishing concerns and 

pharmaceutical products, etc. (Govt. of Pak. 2000). 

 

3.4.2 Small Scale Industries: There are also about 20,000 cottage industries which 

include 120000 power looms, bakeries, carpet and rug factories, paints and varnishes, 

beverage factories and maize processing units. 

 



 

     

3.4.3. Trade and Trade Centers:  The district that had hitherto been famous for its 

grain markets has now become a great commercial center. Trade has expanded 

considerably by setting up of new markets. The Govt. has established a trading 

corporation for purchase and export of coarse as well as fine cloth. The cotton market has 

assumed the posture of an international market. Faisalabad, Chak Jhumra, Jaranwala, 

Samundri, Tandlianwala, Mamunkanjan are the important food grain markets and trading 

centers in the district. Important items of trade in these centers are wheat, rice, cotton, gur 

(brown sugar), gram, maize and chilies.  

 

3.5 Chack Jhumra – The Study Tehsil : Tehsil Sadar Faisalabad was divided into 

two parts with the implementation of devolution plan in August, 2001 and Chack Jhumra 

was announced as a new tehsil.  It is situated in the north east of Faisalabad at a distance 

of 25 km.  The area of this tehsil is 654 sq km (88276 hectares).  It comprises 67 villages 

along with two town committees (Chack Jhumra and Salarwala) having population over 

0.25 million. The annual growth rate is 1.35% with a population density 388.1 per sq km.  

The average household size is 7.2 and urban proportion is 12.7%.  The literacy rate in this 

tehsil is  33.91% (Govt. of Pak., 2000). It is connected with Faisalabad by a carpeted road 

and railway track (Fig. 7).   

The major crops in this area are wheat, sugarcane, fodder and vegetables.  Fruits 

like mango, citrus and guava are grown on a very small area of land in this tehsil.  Most 

of the farmers have small landholdings with the exception of a few.  The land is canal 

irrigated. Since canal water is insufficient to meet the requirements of the crops, therefore 

the farmers have to supplement canal water with tube wells water, in spite of the fact that 

the groundwater is not fit for irrigation because of being brackish.  The shortage of canal 

water for irrigational purposes is a serious problems in this area like other areas of the 

country.  The yields of the major crops are low as compared with their potential yields. 

This yield gap can be minimized with the effective technology dissemination, guidance 

and education of the farmers, proper management of crops and provision of inputs on 

proper time and in a desired quantity.  Efforts are being made to overcome the difficulties  



 

     

 



 

     

so that the farmers may increase their per hectare yield of the major crops.  Among the 

efforts being made are the implementation of various extension approaches under public, 

private and NGO sector.  For the effective dissemination of technology among the 

farmers, three extension approaches are being implemented in this area.  These 

approaches are public extension approach, working under the umbrella of the Department 

of Agriculture (Extension) Govt. of the Punjab, the commodity specialized extension 

approach (the extension work being done by the sugar mills for the increased production 

of sugarcane crop), the participatory extension approach followed by i.e. Punjab Rural 

Support Programme (PRSP) being taken up by the NGO sector.   

The PSEA is mandatory to contact and educate all the farmers of the area 

regarding the improved agricultural technology relevant to various crops. The mode of 

contact of EFS with the farmers is to conduct meetings (training sessions) 

demonstrations, office calls and printed material.  The farmers also come to the EFS for 

guidance and getting the solutions of their day-to-day problems when needed.  The 

farmers can frequently visit Field Assistants (FAs) informally for seeking guidance and 

help as and when needed since they work in close association with farmers at the union 

council level.   

 The EFS of commodity specialized extension approach (extension work being 

done by sugar mills) help and guide the farmers regarding the improved recommended 

practices of sugarcane production, so that they can increase per hectare yield and can sell 

it to the commodity organizations (Fauji Sugar Mills, Sangla Hills and Cresent Sugar 

Mills, Faisalabad).  They contact the farmers in person for the dissemination of sugarcane 

production technologies apart from conducting demonstrations and holding meetings and 

distributing printed materials to the farmers.  

As far as the PEA followed by PRSP is concerned, it is operating in the area for 

organizing the farmers into groups/community organizations.  The field staff of PRSP 

helps the farmers in capacity building by organizing various types of training 

programmes for both male and female farmers.  Loan granting for income generating 

schemes to the resource poor farmers is the main feature of this approach.  The mode of 



 

     

contact of the staff with the farmers is through discussion meetings, demonstrations and 

printed materials. The women participation is another important feature of this approach 

wherever they have recruited female staff.  Women respondents are being provided with 

an opportunity to come up and participate in development activities being undertaken 

under this approach.   

 

3.6 Target Population: On studying different aspects of various extension 

approaches, the researcher critically reviewed the extension approaches implemented 

from time to time for the education and motivation of the farmers regarding the effective 

dissemination and utilization of agricultural technology by them. The author developed 

the feeling that if the extension approaches being implemented in the Punjab (Pakistan) 

can be analyzed on the basis of certain parameters given in the review of literature and 

some other aspects  related to localized situation, it will definitely help in effective 

dissemination and utilization of agricultural technology by the farmers and they will be 

facilitated to increase their agricultural productivity. For choosing the methodology for 

having a comparison and analysis of the extension approaches, the researcher thought 

that being the ultimate beneficiaries/ users of the agricultural technologies, the farmers 

could be the best judge of the benefits and services of the extension approaches. 

For determining the target population for the study, the researcher had a series of 

meetings with EFS of PSEA both at Faisalabad and Chack Jhumra.  They readily 

promised to help the researcher in providing the relevant information and the list of 

farmers who frequently attend their meetings or whom they contact at their farms or 

villages.  It was a laborious and time-consuming job both for the EFS and the researcher.  

With persistent efforts and discussions, the researcher succeeded in winning their 

confidence and ultimately they provided the required information and list of farmers 

needed for the study.  On critically reviewing the lists of farmers, it was found that in 

each village there were about hundred farmers who were in contact with the EFS.  Thus, 

the total number of farmers in the area was about 6,700. 

 



 

     

While approaching the EFS of CSEA (sugar mills), it was found that the sugar 

mills had their registered growers in 55 villages and the number of such growers was 

4336.  For getting the lists of the farmers/registered growers the researcher had to contact 

the EFS of sugar mills for so many times. A lot of efforts had to be made to convince 

them and to make them understand that these lists are being obtained only for research 

purpose and will not be misused in any case. After having been fully satisfied, they 

agreed to help the researcher and to provide the lists to be used for this study.   

 The researcher also tried his level best to acquire the list of loanees of PRSP from 

their field staff. Undoubtedly, it was rather a difficult task because of being a confidential 

matter.  For getting the required information the researcher had a planned meeting with 

the Regional General Manager, PRSP at Faisalabad.  He was apprised about the study 

plan and objectives to be achieved from this study.  He was convinced that the results of 

this study will be useful for effective technology transfer and its utilization by the 

farmers. He suggested that the researcher could be provided with the relevant information 

if he presented a letter from his department indicating the need for providing the list of 

loanees and an assurance that this information will not be used for any other purpose than 

this study.  The researcher presented the required letter to the Regional General Manager, 

PRSP, who then arranged the list of farmers for the researcher.  On a critical review of 

the list it was found that there were four field units of PRSP working in Faisalabad 

district.  These units are: Faisalabad Sadar, Chack Jhumra, Satiana and Khidarwala. Of 

these four units, Chak Jhumra field unit had 299 community organizations with a total 

number of 5544 respondents/ loanees in 40 villages.  The researcher then concentrated on 

getting more detailed information about respondents of these villages.   

 After getting the lists of registered growers from the sugar mills EFS, the list of 

loanees from the field staff of PRSP and a list of farmers from the EFS of public 

extension approach, the researcher made a comparative statement of the respondents 

along with their addresses.  While reviewing this statement it was found that there were 

31 villages where all these three approaches were working for technology dissemination, 



 

     

guidance, education and motivation of the farmers so that they could increase agricultural 

productivity of various crops.  

It was assumed that the farmers in the target population were aware of all the three 

extension approaches (PSEA, PEA and CSEA) as they used to discuss with each other 

the working and the benefits obtained from the extension approaches. The respondents of 

each approach were asked about all the three extension approaches with the supposition 

that being located in the area where the approaches under study were being implemented 

they might be in a position to respond to the questions included in the research 

instrument.  

 

3.7 Sample Size:  It was decided to take 10 villages at random out of these 31 

villages.  From each of the ten selected villages, 12 farmers were taken randomly for each 

approach (public sector extension approach, commodity specialized extension approach 

and the participatory extension approach), thereby making a sample size of 120 for each 

approach.  Thus the total sample size was 360 farmers for all the three approaches. 

 

3.8 Research Design: Descriptive survey research design was used in this study. A 

cross-sectional survey research was deemed useful in this situation because the researcher 

had no control over the respondents and because all the data were to be collected at one 

point in time.  Nachmias, and Nachmias, (1992) described cross-sectional design as “it is 

often identified with a survey research, a method of data collection common in many 

social science fields and based at-a-single-point-time.” 

According to Borg and Gall (1989) the basic feature of the cross-sectional survey 

is that the information is collected at one-point-in time (although the actual time required 

to complete the survey may be one day to a month or more). 

Survey research is best suited to determine the behaviours, expectations, 

perceptions, and interest of respondents. It is that branch of social scientific investigation 

that strikes large and small universe or population by selecting and studying samples 



 

     

from a chosen population to discover the relative incidence distribution, and interrelations 

of sociological and psychological variables (Kerlinger, 1964). 

 

 

3.9 Parameters of Study 
 

Following are the parameters of this study: 
 

 Sustainable agriculture and extension approaches 

 Farmers‟ participation 

 Women participation 

 Linkage development 

 Diversification 

 Knowledge gain regarding crop production & protection practices  

 Technology utilization 

 Facilitation in technology utilization 

 Contribution regarding various fields of agriculture 

 Competence of EFS as communicators of technologies 

 Effectiveness of extension messages 

 Effective use of extension methods/media 

 Responsiveness to various categories of rural people 

 Organization of the target groups 

 Responsiveness to national policies and goals 

 Overall perceptions of farmers regarding these approaches 

 

3.10 Development of Research Instrument:   

Keeping in view the importance of the farmers as the real stakeholders, it was 

planned to conduct face to face interviews to record their opinions regarding different 

parameters of the study. Many tools of data collection, like mail questionnaires, 

observations, could have been used but the researcher deemed it appropriate to use the 

interview schedule for collecting information from the respondents as all the respondents 



 

     

were not literate. Even the literate farmers were not in a position to provide the real data 

through mail questionnaire. Thus the personal interviews for collecting data helped the 

researcher to dig out the true information from the respondents.  

Keeping in view the objectives of the study an interview schedule was prepared 

for the collection of data. The researcher on the basis of the review carried out for this 

study designed the instrument. The research instrument comprised two parts. Part one 

addressed the biographical information such as age, years of schooling, annual income, 

tenureship, farm size, farming experience, and occupation. Part two addressed the 

questions like awareness of the extension approaches, farmers‟ perceptions about the 

extension approaches towards sustainable agricultural development, farmers‟ 

participation at various stages of extension programme development, women‟s 

participation at various stages of extension programme development, linkages 

development contribution to various fields of agriculture, knowledge gained regarding 

crop production and protection practices, competence of EFS  as communicators of 

messages, effective use of various extension methods/media, responsiveness to various 

categories of rural people, organization of target group, responsiveness to national 

policies and goals, and overall perceptions of farmers. A five point Likert scale (1= poor, 

2=fair, 3=satisfactory, 4= good, and 5= excellent) was used. 

 

3.10.1 Validity of the Research Instrument:  After constructing the instrument, the 

researcher measured the validity, using face and content validity (Rehman and Younis, 

2002) and reviewed each statement to assess the extent to which it was related to the 

main area it was going to measure. A panel of 8 experts in the discipline of Agricultural 

Extension tested the instrument for its face validity. Some changes were suggested by the 

experts, which were incorporated. 

After testing this instrument for face validity by experts, it was ready for testing its 

content validity. Content validity is the degree to which the items on the instrument 

represent the contents that the instrument is deigned to measure (Rusion, 1989). The 

instrument was tested for its content validity by the same panel of experts. After a lengthy 



 

     

discussion, judgment was given using criteria of clarity of questions, specifically the 

questions pertaining to the objectives of the study. Items on which 80 to 90 percent of 

judges were in agreement were retained in the final instrument. They also agreed that the 

instrument covered a representative sample of items under different subheadings or 

contents of the instrument. 

 

3.10.2  Reliability:  Reliability is the level of internal consistency of the instrument. It 

can be determined from a single administration of the instrument (Borg and Gall, 1989). 

In order to test the reliability, it was administered to 36 farmers (10% of the sample) from 

a village that was not included in the sample. The Cronbach‟s Coefficient Alpha was 

used to find out the reliability of the instrument. This procedure produced a reliability 

coefficient of 0.8795 for the overall instrument. The subscale reliabilities for various 

questions of the instrument were given in Table 4: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

     

 

 

Table 4: Reliability of the research instrument (Cronbachs coefficient alpha) 

 

Question Public sector 

extension 

approach 

Participatory 

extension 

approach 

Commodity 

specialized 

extension 

approach 

Overall 

1 0.7123 0.7233 0.7389 0.7248 

2 0.9030 0.9470 0.8337 0.8946 

3 0.9691 0.9680 0.9700 0.9690 

4 - 0.9592 - 0.9592 

5 0.7060 0.7639 0.8114 0.7604 

6 0.7495 0.8540 0.7145 0.7727 

7 0.8863 0.9603 0.9702 0.9389 

8 0.8956 0.9467 0.9484 0.9302 

9 0.7749 0.9094 0.8965 0.8603 

10 0.8567 0.9122 0.8704 0.8798 

11 0.9367 0.9500 0.9533 0.9473 

12 0.8687 0.9162 0.9338 0.9062 

13 0.9032 0.9080 0.9104 0.9072 

14 0.7008 0.7111 0.7050 0.7056 

15 0.9609 0.9558 0.9686 0.9618 

16 0.9718 0.8540 0.9830 0.9363 

17 0.8827 0.8920 0.8339 0.8695 

18 0.8985 0.9109 0.9051 0.9048 

Overall 0.8627 0.8915 0.8842 0.8795 

 

 

 



 

     

 

3.11 Data Collection:  Before proceeding for data collection, the researcher translated 

the research instrument into Urdu language so that it is easily understood by the intended 

farmers. The researcher trained a team of three postgraduate students from the 

Department of Agricultural Extension, University of Agriculture, Faisalabad and a female 

social scientist (researcher‟s wife) having seven years experience of conducting various 

surveys of World Bank projects through Population Council of Pakistan and Federal 

Bureau of Statistics. The researcher started the process of data collection in the month of 

May, 2004. The data collection team had to cover long distance in hot summer to reach 

the remote villages in countryside. The researcher along with the male members of the 

data collection team interviewed all the male respondents included in the sample.  The 

female respondents of the participatory extension approach (PRSP) were interviewed by 

the researcher and his wife personally to get the first hand information. 

The researcher and his team conducted daily almost 16 interviews with 

respondents and each interview required 45-60 minutes.  Some respondents were not 

available on the first visit; they were revisited to have their interviews. The face to face 

interaction with the respondents during the interview not only provided an opportunity to 

establish a good rapport but also helped to have a high rate of response, which was 

hundred percent. Besides asking the questions given in the interview schedule, the 

respondents‟ opinions, suggestions and experiences were also recorded. 

 

3.12 Problems Encountered: The problems encountered throughout the 

interviewing process are as under: 

 Hot weather created problems during survey work.  The researcher could hardly 

avoid sunstroke.  

 Long distances had to be covered to reach the remote villages in the countryside.  

The researchers had to face a lot of difficulty because of non-availability of some 



 

     

of the respondents at first visit. Subsequent visits had to be made to collect the 

data.  

 Low literacy level of the respondents made them suspicious of the long list of 

questions.  Most of them got afraid that the information being given by them may 

be used against them to impose new taxes. However, ultimately they were 

convinced to extend cooperation in giving the needed information. This was done 

because the researcher and data collection team created rapport and tried their 

level best to win the confidence of the respondents by interacting with them and 

discussing the issues of mutual interests. 

 

 Inspite of these problems, the researchers succeeded to obtain the real data. 

Overall, the respondents cooperated with the data collection team when their 

suspicions were removed and their confidence was restored. They entertained the 

team and provided the information with enthusiasm and with the hope that these 

interviews will be helpful in solving their farming problems. The interviews were 

completed in about two months time. 

 

3.13 Data Analysis:  The data collected for this study were subjected to the coding of 

the questions in a codebook especially formulated for this purpose. The data recorded in 

the interview schedules were entered in the computer. For the analysis, Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) was applied. The frequencies were multiplied with 

the corresponding value of the scale (1,2,3,4,5) to calculate the scores. These scores were 

added to compute the weighted scores. The weighted scores were ranked from higher to 

lower. The means and standard deviations were calculated for the three extension 

approaches from the responses of the respondents and were analyzed using one way  

analysis of variance and significant differences were obtained while using least 

significant difference (LSD) test.  

 



 

     

3.13.1  Tabulation of data:  The data analyzed through SPSS from the computer 

output were arranged in tables in a logical order for discussion. 

 

3.13.2   Interpretation of Data:  The data presented in the tables were discussed and 

interpreted by the researcher under the supervision and guidance of his supervisory 

committee. Logical conclusions were drawn, suggestions were made and 

recommendations formulated. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

     

CHAPTER IV 
 

Results and Discussions 
 

 This chapter highlights the description of data regarding socio-economic 

characteristics of the respondents, towards sustainable agriculture, their awareness 

regarding various extension approaches, introduction of sustainable agricultural practices, 

participation of farmers at various stages of extension programme development, women 

participation at various stages of extension programme development, linkages 

development, knowledge gain regarding crop production and protection practices, 

technology utilization, diversification, use of extension methods/media by EFS, 

effectiveness of various extension methods, facilitations for technology utilization, 

responsiveness to various categories of farmers, national policies and goals and overall 

perceptions of the farmers.  

4.1 Socio-economic Characteristics 

 Socioeconomic characteristics like age, education, income, farm size, tenureship 

status and farming experience play an important role in the awareness and adoption of 

improved agricultural technologies by the respondents of any extension approach. These 

characteristics also affect the respondents‟ behaviour towards various aspects of 

extension systems with regard to sustainable agriculture. The detail of these 

characteristics is given as under: 

4.1.1 Age 

 Age of the respondents is an important demographic characteristic which can 

influence their attitude towards various aspects of agriculture and can also affect their 

perceptions. Therefore, it was deemed desirable to collect data regarding age of the 

respondents.  The age range was 20-80 years. The respondents were divided into three 

categories i.e. young (up to 35 years), middle (35 to 50 years) and old (above 50 years). 

The data regarding the age of the respondents are given in Table 5.  

 



 

     

Table 5: Frequency distribution of respondents according to their age 

 

Age Categories 

 

 

Extension approaches 

Total 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

Young 26 

21.67 

52 

43.33 

23 

19.17 

101 

28.10 

Middle  56 

46.67 

52 

43.33 

60 

50.00 

168 

46.67 

Old 38 

31.67 

16 

13.34 

37 

30.83 

91 

25.23 

Total 
120 

100.00 

120 

100.00 

120 

100.00 

360 

100.00 

 

 The data given in Table 5 depict that in PSEA and CSEA almost an equal number 

of respondents (21.67 and 19.17%) fell under young category, whereas in PEA almost 

double (43.34%) of the respondents were young. Half of the respondents under CSEA 

belonged to middle age category. In other two approaches almost equal number (46.67 

and 43.33%) of the respondents fell under middle age category. The old-aged respondents 

were almost equal  in PSEA and CSEA (31.67 and 30.83% respectively). Only 13.34% of 

the respondents were old in PEA. An over view of the Table reveals that most of the 

respondents (46.67%) belonged to middle age group, whereas almost an equal number of 

respondents (28.10 and 25.23%) belonged to young and old categories under all the three 

selected approaches.  These results are in contrast to those of Butt (2004) who reported 

that most (40.0%) of the respondents belonged to old age category (above 50 years) while 

34.2 and 25.8% of the respondents were in young (up to 35 years) and middle age (> 35 

to 50) categories respectively. 

 

 

4.1.2 Education 

  Education is another important factor, which affects the attitude of the 

farmers towards the knowledge gain, technology utilization and other related aspects of 

agricultural development. Education of the illiterate farmers is a potential source of 



 

     

growth and can help them in their knowledge regarding agricultural technologies and its 

utilization (Singh and Singh, 2000).  The respondents were categorized into four groups 

in respect of their educational levels. The data regarding the educational level of the 

respondents are recorded in Table 6.  

Table 6: Frequency distribution of respondents according to their education 

Education 
Extension approaches 

Total 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

Illiterate 20 

16.67 

34 

28.33 

25 

20.83 

79 

21.94 

Up to Primary 13 

10.83 

28 

23.33 

16 

13.33 

57 

15.83 

Primary to Matric 55 

45.83 

48 

40.00 

53 

44.17 

156 

43.33 

Above Matric 32 

26.67 

10 

18.34 

26 

21.67 

68 

18.89 

Total 
120 

100.00 

120 

100.0 

120 

100.00 

360 

100.00 

 

 The data depicted in Table 6 reveal that the illiterate respondents were 16.67, 

28.43 and 28.83% in PSEA, PEA and CSEA respectively whereas in all the three 

extension approaches the total illiterate respondents were 21.94%. The respondents 

having education up to primary (five years of schooling) were 10.83, 23.33 and 13.33% 

in PSEA, PEA and CSEA respectively. The percentage of respondents having up to 

Primary level education were almost equal (10.83 and 13.33%) in PSEA and CSEA, 

whereas overall percentage of the respondents falling in Primary category was 15.83% of 

the total respondents in all the three extension approaches. Almost an equal percentage 

(45.83, 40.00 and 44.17%) of respondents fell in Primary to Matric level in all the three 

approaches. The overall percentage of the respondents under this category was 43.33%.  

The percentage of the respondents having above Matric education was 26.67 and 21.67% 

in PSEA and CSEA respectively. Only a meager (8.34%) percentage of respondents with 

this education level fell in PEA. The overall percentage of respondents falling in this 



 

     

category was 18.89%. The overall view of the Table indicates that most of the 

respondents (43.33%) in all the three extension approaches were having Primary to 

Matric level of education. It can be concluded that in PEA greater percentage (28.33%) of  

the respondents was illiterate whereas the  illiterate respondents were 16.67 and 20.83% 

in PSEA and CSEA respectively. The individuals with Primary education were more in 

percentage in PEA than the other two approaches (PSEA & CSEA) whereas almost an 

equal percentage of the respondents was Primary to Matric in all the three approaches.  

The above Matric individuals were more in percentage in PSEA than in PEA and CSEA. 

It also gives an indication that relatively more respondents in PEA were illiterate than 

other two approaches. These results are partially in line with those of Cheema (2004) 

who reported that 30.83% were illiterate, 13.33% of the respondent were qualified upto 

Primary, 44.17% of the respondents had education level of primary to Matric, whereas 

11.67% of the respondents had education above Matric.  

 

4.1.3 Income                       

 Income of the respondents is another important factor which has its impact on 

their attitude towards acquisition of improved agricultural technology and its adoption for 

increased agricultural production. It facilitates various agricultural operations necessary 

for the adoption of recommended technology. The annual income of the respondents 

ranged from Rs. 20,000 - 18,00,000. On the basis of income, the respondents were 

categorized into three categories i.e. low (up to Rs. 80,000), medium (80,000 - 1,80,000) 

and high (above Rs.1,80,000). The data in this regard are given in Table 7.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

     

Table 7: Frequency distribution of respondents according to their annual income 

Income 
Extension approaches 

Total 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

Low 24 

20.00 

57 

47.50 

17 

14.17 

98 

27.22 

Medium 50 

41.67 

54 

45.00 

53 

44.17 

157 

43.61 

High 46 

38.33 

9 

7.50 

50 

41.66 

105 

29.17 

Total 
120 

100.00 

120 

100.00 

120 

100.00 

360 

100.00 

 

 The data recorded in Table 7 reveal that most of the respondents (47.50%) under 

PEA belonged to low income group. While 20.00 and 14.17% of the respondents in 

PSEA and CSEA respectively had low income levels. Overall 27.22% of the respondents 

had low income level in all the three approaches. Almost an equal percentage (41.67, 

45.00 and 44.17%) of the respondents belonged to medium income group in all the 

approaches with an overall figure of 43.16%. As far as high income group was 

concerned, almost an equal percentage (38.33 and 41.67%) of the respondents fell in this 

group both in PSEA and CSEA. Only 7.50% of respondents belonged to high income 

group in PEA. In all the three approaches 29.17% of the respondents had high income 

level. More than 90% of the respondents in PEA had their income level low and medium 

and this trend was different from the other two approaches (PSEA and CSEA). In PEA 

more than 90% of the respondents belonged to low and medium income groups whereas 

in case of PSEA 80% of the respondents belonged to medium and high income group and 

almost an equal number of respondents in CSEA (about 86%) belonged to medium and 

high income groups. 

4.1.4 Tenureship Status  

 Tenureship status of the respondents also has its impact on their attitude towards 

knowledge gain about agricultural technology and its effective utilization. The most 

commonly used categories of the respondents/farmers with regard to the tenureship status 



 

     

were owners, owner-cum-tenants and tenants. The information regarding the tenureship 

status of the respondents is recorded in Table 8. 

 

Table 8: Frequency distribution of respondents according to their tenureship status  

Tenureship 
Extension approaches 

Total 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

Owner 87 

72.50 

71 

59.17 

76 

63.33 

234 

65.00 

Owner-cum-tenant 29 

24.17 

28 

23.33 

40 

33.33 

97 

26.94 

Tenant 4 

3.33 

21 

17.50 

4 

3.33 

29 

8.06 

Total 
120 

100.00 

120 

100.0 

120 

100.00 

360 

100.00 

 

 The data depicted in Table 8 reveal that 72.50, 59.17 and 63.33% of the 

respondents were owners in PSEA, PEA and CSEA respectively, whereas 65.00% of the 

respondents were owner/cultivars in all the three approaches. About an equal percentage 

(24.17 and 23.33%) of the respondents was owner-cum-tenants in PSEA and PEA 

respectively, whereas one-third of the respondents were own-cum-tenants in CSEA. Only 

a meager and equal percentage (3.33 and 3.33%) of the respondents was tenants in PSEA 

and CSEA. Comparatively the percentage of tenants (17.50%) in PEA was more than that 

of the other two approaches. Almost an equal percentage of the respondents was owner-

cum-tenants in PSEA and PEA whereas 33.33% of the respondents were owner-cum-

tenants in CSEA. The tenants were about five times more in PEA than those of PSEA and 

CSEA. An overview of the Table depicts that 2/3 to 3/4 of the respondents were owners 

whereas 1/3 to 1/4 of the respondents were owner cum-tenants in all the three approaches 

(PSEA, PEA and CSEA). A meager percentage of respondents was tenants in PSEA and 

CSEA whereas in PEA the tenants were almost five times greater than those of PSEA and 

CSEA.  These results are in line with those of Cheema (2004) who reported that 61.7% 



 

     

were owner cultivators, 28.3% of the respondents were owner-cum-tenants and only 10% 

were tenants.  
 

4.1.5 Farm Size  

Farm size is also a contributing factor, which affect the attitude of the farmers 

toward various farming decisions. It has an impact on the knowledge gain about 

agricultural technology and its proper utilization by the farmers. Therefore, it was 

deemed necessary to collect information regarding farm size from the respondents. The 

minimum farm size was 2 acres and maximum was 100 acres of land. The respondents 

were divided into three traditional categories based on farm size i.e. small (up to 12.5 

acres), medium (above 12.5-25 acres), and large (above 25 acres). The information 

regarding farm size of the respondents is given in Table 9. 

Table 9: Frequency distribution of respondents according to their farm size 
 

Farm size 
Extension approaches 

Total 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

Small 68  

56.67 

98 

81.67 

61 

50.83 

227 

63.10 

Medium 34 

28.33 

16 

13.33 

43 

35.83 

93 

25.83 

Large 18 

15.00 

6 

5.00 

16 

13.34 

40 

11.07 

Total 
120 

100.00 

120 

100.00 

120 

100.00 

360 

100.00 

 

  It is evident from the data recorded in Table 9 that a simple majority (56.67 

and 50.83%) of the respondents was small farmers in PSEA and CSEA, whereas a great 

majority (81.67%) of the respondents was small farmers in PEA. About two-thirds of the 

respondents were small farmers in all the three extension approaches. Respondents with 

medium farm size were 28.33, 13.33 and 35.83% in PSEA, PEA and CSEA respectively. 

About one-fourth of the respondents in all the three approaches had farms of medium 

size. Almost an equal percentage (15.00 and 13.33%) of the respondents was large 



 

     

farmers in PSEA and CSEA. Only a meager percentage (5.00%) of the respondents in 

PEA had large farm size and 11.11% of the respondents were large farmers in all  the 

three extension approaches. A look on the Table gives an indication that from a simple 

majority to a great majority (50.83 to 81.67%) of the respondents was small farmers, 

medium farmers were 1/8 to 1/3 of the respondents in PSEA, PEA and CSEA whereas 

the farmers with large farms were meager in percentage in all the three approaches.  

 

4.1.6 Farming Experience  

Farming experience is also an important factor, which can have an impact on 

farmers‟ behaviour towards various agricultural operations necessary for the adoption of 

improved agricultural technologies by them. The farming experience of the respondents 

ranged from 2 to 60 years. The respondents were divided into three categories on the 

basis of farming experience i.e. low (up to 15 years), medium (about  15-30 years), and 

high (above 30 years).  The information regarding the farming experience of the 

respondents is given in the Table 10. 

Table 10:  Frequency distribution of respondents according to their farming 

experience 

 

Farming 

experience 

Extension approaches 
Total 

PSEA PEA CSEA 

Low 35 

29.17 

64 

53.33 

34 

28.33 

133 

36.94 

Medium 43 

35.83 

42 

35.00 

49 

40.83 

134 

37.23 

High  42 

35.00 

14 

11.67 

37 

30.84 

93 

25.83 

Total 
120 

100.00 

120 

100.00 

120 

100.00 

360 

100.00 

 

 It is clear from the data given in Table 10 that almost an equal percentage (29.17 

and 28.33%) of the respondents had low farming experience in PSEA and CSEA 

respectively. Majority (53.33%) of the respondents in PEA had low farming experience. 



 

     

The farmers with medium farming experience were almost equal (35.85, 35.83 and 

40.83%) in all the three approaches. Only 11.67% of the respondents in PEA belonged to 

category of high farming experience, whereas in PSEA and CSEA, the percentage of the 

respondents with high experience was 35.00 and 30.83% respectively. An over view of 

the Table indicates that in all the three extension approaches almost an equal percentage 

(36.94 and 37.22%) of the respondents had low and medium range of experience and 

about one-forth of the respondents belonged to high farming experience category.  

 

4.1.7 Occupation 

Occupation of the respondents is another personal characteristic, which indicates 

the interest of the respondents in agriculture. The respondents were categorized into four 

groups based on their occupation. The information regarding the occupations of the 

respondents is given in the Table 11.  

Table 11: Frequency distribution of respondents according to their occupation  

Occupation 
Extension approaches 

Total 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

Farming only 49 

40.83 

24 

20.00 

57 

47.50 

130 

36.11 

Farming + service 33 

27.50 

15 

12.50 

18 

15.00 

66 

18.33 

Farming + business 33 

27.50 

72 

60.00 

43 

35.83 

148 

41.11 

Farming + service + business 5 

4.17 

9 

7.50 

2 

1.67 

16 

4.44 

Total 
120 

100.00 

120 

100.00 

120 

100.00 

360 

100.00 

 

 The data recorded in Table 11 depict that 40.83 and 47.50% of the respondents 

were engaged in farming only in PSEA and CSEA respectively, whereas 20% of the 

respondents in PEA had farming only as their occupation. Those who were engaged in 

farming and service constituted 4.17, 7.50  and 1.67% in PSEA, PEA and CSEA 



 

     

respectively. Majority (60.00%) of the respondents was having their business along with 

farming in PEA. In case of PSEA and CSEA 27.5% and 35.83% of the respondents were 

running their business along with farming. A very small number (4.11%) of the 

respondents in all the three approaches had engaged themselves simultaneously in 

farming, service and business. Overall, most of the respondents (41.11%) were engaged 

both in farming and business in all the three extension approaches. Second major 

category constituted those who have exclusively depended on farming. Third major 

category included those who had farming and service as their occupation. 

4.1.8 Awareness about Extension Approaches 

 Before asking about the perceptions of respondents regarding various parameters 

about the selected approaches, it was considered necessary to ask the respondents about 

their awareness regarding various extension approaches which have been implemented 

from time-to-time in the country by different extension agencies to motivate farmers for 

the adoption of agricultural technology, thereby for enhancing their agricultural 

production. The information regarding this aspect is given in Table 12. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

     

Table 12: Distribution of respondents based on their awareness about various  

extension approaches 
 

Extension approaches 
Aware Unaware 

No. % No. % 

General extension approach 122 33.89 238 66.11 

Public sector extension approach  

(PSEA) 

 

360 100.00 - - 

Participatory extension approach (PEA) 

 

360 100.00 - - 

Commodity specialized extension  

approach (CSEA) 

 

360 100.00 - - 

Cost sharing approach 146 40.56 214 59.44 

Farming system research/extension  

approach 

 

68 18.89 292 81.11 

Educational institution approach 104 28.89 256 71.11 

Project approach - - 360 100.00 
 

 
 The information given in Table 12 indicates that 100% of the respondents were 

aware of the three extension approaches (PSEA, PEA and CSEA). Cost sharing approach 

was fourth well known approach as indicated by 40.56% of the respondents. General 

extension approach, farming systems research/extension approach and educational 

institution approach were known to only 33.89, 18.89 and 28.89% of the respondents, 

respectively. The project approach was the only one, which was known to none. Majority 

of the respondents ranging from 59.44 to 100 was not aware of all the approaches except 

the PSEA, PEA and CSEA. 

 

4.2.1 Sustainable Agriculture and Extension Approaches 

 The sustainability is being advocated by both the researchers and the extensionists 

due to the reason that sustainable agriculture and organic farming are emerging areas and 

are becoming popular in reducing the residual effects of chemicals used by the farmers 

for an increased production (Defoer and Hilhorst 1996). Farmers adopt the sustainable 



 

     

agricultural development practices because they want to be good stewards of the soil, to 

reduced ground and service water pollution to produce quality products with the reduce 

amount of  chemicals and to reduce health risks to the farm families and livestock 

(Roburst and Lighthall, 1992, Taylor and Dobb, 1990).  The extensive use of chemicals 

(fertilizers, weedicides and insecticides) is becoming a threat to both the animals and 

human health especially in developing countries like Pakistan. It is essential to carry our 

research and extension activities related to the management of both livestock and crop 

sectors for a sustainable agricultural development (Barber, 1997). The challenge being 

faced by the agricultural development is to maintain sustainable and progressive 

production increase, and at the same time, to protect production resources and prevent 

their degradation. So sustainable agricultural development must be environmentally non-

degrading technically appropriate, economically viable and socially acceptable for 

achieving food security and improved quality of life for present and future generations 

(Bair, 1994). Extension must understand the needs and problems of its clients so it can 

select the appropriate information to help farmers understand their short term and long 

term goals and provide them necessary guidance for the solution of their problems 

regarding sustainable agricultural development (Doll and Francis, 1992).  Keeping in 

view the importance of these aspects, it was thought necessary to ask the respondents 

regarding the efforts being made by the extension functionaries of the selected 

approaches under study for introducing the practices essential for sustainable agriculture. 

The information regarding the introduction of practices for sustainable agriculture is 

given in Table 13 and illustrated in Fig. 9.  

 The information recorded in Table 13 depict that the introduction of sustainable 

agricultural practices like green manuring, use of FYM and economical water use were 

rated as satisfactory by the respondents of PSEA whereas cultivation of resistant varieties 

was rated as satisfactory and it was tending towards good. The practices like crop 

rotation, mechanical weed control, integrated pest management and biological control of 

insect/pests were rated as fair by the respondents and this fair rating was tending towards 

satisfactory. Diversified cropping system, agro-forestry and less dependence on external 



 

     

resources were rated as poor tending towards fair by the respondents of PSEA. The 

practices like soil conservation, reduced use of chemicals/fertilizers and protection of 

woodlands were rated as poor. It means that these practices were ignored by the EFS of 

PSEA and there is a need that due attention be paid towards these practices. It gives an 

indication that these practices also need to be taken into consideration and the 

respondents/farmers be educated regarding the use of these practices.  

In case of PEA less dependence on external resources was the only practice that 

was rated as satisfactory. The use of FYM, cultivation of resistant varieties and 

economical water use were rated as fair tending towards satisfactory whereas the 

practices like crop rotation, green manuring, mechanical weed control, integrated pest 

management, biological control and agroforestry were rated as fair by the respondents. 

Diversified cropping system, protection of wooedlands, reduced use of 

chemicals/fertilizers, multiple cropping, minimum use of herbicides and soil conservation 

were the practices which were rated as poor tending towards fair by the respondents. It 

means that the EFS of PEA were making below average efforts for introducing 

sustainable agricultural practices among the farmers. The practices which were rated as 

poor tending towards fair need more attention of the EFS of PEA so that more efforts be 

made for the introduction of these practices among the farmers for sustainable 

agriculture.  

In CSEA the respondents rated the cultivation of resistant varieties and 

economical water use as fair tending towards satisfactory. The practices like use of FYM, 

biological control of insect/pests and integrated pest management were rated as fair by  



 

     

Table 13: Weighted scores (WS), rank order and mean ± S.D with LSD-value for the extension approaches with regard to 

introduction of practices for sustainable agriculture 

Crop production / protection practices 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

LSD-value 

WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D 

1) Crop rotation 346 5 2.88 ± 1.34 A 261 8 2.18 ± 1.21 B 207 8 1.73 ± 0.96 C 0.380 ** 

2) Green manuring 365 4 3.04 ± 0.99 A 282 5 2.35 ± 1.21 B 238 6 1.98 ± 0.98 C 0.270 ** 

3) FYM  407 2 3.39 ± 1.03 A 303 4 2.53 ± 1.22 B 274 3 2.28 ± 1.00 B 0.270 ** 

4) Mechanical weed control 340 6 2.83 ± 1.02 A 257 10 2.14 ± 1.01 B 224 7 1.87 ± 0.78 B 0.239 ** 

5) Minimum use of herbicides 190 13 1.58 ±  0.90 A 207 15 1.73 ± 0.80 A 162 9 1.35 ± 0.67 B 0.202 ** 

6) Integrated pest management 310 7 2.58 ± 0.92 A 260 9 2.17 ± 0.99 B 244 5 2.03 ± 0.92 B 0.239 ** 

7) Diversified cropping system 224 9 1.87 ± 1.12 A 238 11 1.98 ± 1.06 A 138 12 1.15 ± 0.46 B 0.236 ** 

8) Soil conservation practices 176 15 1.47 ±  0.84 AB 198 16 1.65 ± 0.81 A 158 10 1.32 ± 0.69 B 0.198 ** 

9) Biological control of  pests 306 8 2.55 ± 0.92 A 270 7 2.25 ± 1.06 B 265 4 2.21 ± 0.95 B 0.248 * 

10) Cultivation of resistant varieties 421 1 3.51 ± 0.93 A 318 2 2.65 ± 1.23 B 336 1 2.80 ± 1.14 B 0.281 ** 

11) Agro forestry 216 10 1.80 ± 0.95 B 275 6 2.29 ± 0.97 A 133 14 1.08 ± 0.43 C 0.209 ** 

12) Less dependence on external resources 203 12 1.69 ± 0.93 B 403 1 3.36 ± 1.36 A 155 11 1.29 ± 0.69 C 0.263 ** 

13) Economical water use 392 3 3.27 ± 0.89 A 316 3 2.63 ± 1.19 B 308 2 2.57 ± 1.03 B 0.265 ** 

14) Protection of wood lands 167 16 1.39 ± 0.68 B 227 13 1.89 ± 0.70 A 131 16 1.09 ± 0.43 C 0.156 ** 

15) Reduced use of chemicals/fertilizers 178 14 1.48 ± 0.81 B 221 14 1.84 ± 0.81 A 131 16 1.09 ± 0.39 C 0.177 ** 

16) Multiple cropping 211 11 1.76 ± 0.94 A 235 12 1.96 ± 0.97 A 136 13 1.13 ± 0.43 B 0.208 ** 

Overall mean 4452 - 2.32 ± 0.61 A 4271 - 2.22 ± 0.79 A 3727 - 1.69 ± 0.42 B 0.240 ** 

** = Highly significant (P<0.01), * = Significant (P<0.05), NS = Non-significant (P>0.05)  

Means sharing similar letters in a row are statistically non-significant (P>0.05) 



 

     

Fig.8: Weighted scores for the extension approaches with regard to introduction of practices 

for sustainable agriculture
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  Fig. 9: 



 

     

the respondents whereas green-manuring, mechanical weed control and crop rotation 

were the practices which were rated as poor tending towards fair. Minimum use of 

herbicides, diversified cropping system, soil conservation practices, agroforestry, less 

dependence on external resources, protection of woodlands, reduced use of 

chemicals/fertilizers and multiple cropping were the practices which were ranked as poor 

by the respondents. This indicates that the EFS of CSEA had not made serious efforts to 

introduce these practices among the farmers in the study area. An overview of the Table 

indicates that all the three approaches were significantly different from one another and it 

is indicated from the LSD-value given in the Table. On the basis of score it can be 

concluded that PSEA had made more efforts for the introduction of sustainable 

agricultural practices among the farmers than the PEA and CSEA. CSEA was the 

approach where the least efforts were made by the EFS for the introduction of sustainable 

agricultural practices among the farmers. This situation indicates that PSEA was at the 

top, PEA was at 2
nd

 position whereas the CSEA was at the 3
rd

 position with regard to 

their efforts made for the introduction of sustainable agricultural practices. Cultivation of 

resistant varieties, use of FYM, economical water use and green manuring were the main 

contributing factors which had made PSEA the most suitable approach for the 

introduction of sustainable agricultural practices among the respondents. 

 

4.2.2 Farmers’ Participation 

 Farmers‟ participation in various extension activities and programmes is an 

important area to be discussed. Its importance is evident from the fact that the 

participatory extension approaches are being advocated by the experts and development 

workers whereas the top-down extension approaches are being criticized. The farmers‟ 

participation in extension activities seems to be essential for the proper provision of 

feedback and establishment of mutual trust among the farmers and the EFS may be made 

possible (Gillspie et al., 2003). The substantive farmers‟ participation in research and 

extension gives the farmers an opportunity to participate in generating the knowledge that 

can affect the livelihood (Gerber 1992, Doll and Francis, 1991 and Lockeretz & 



 

     

Anderson, 1990). It is also a fact when farmers consider themselves as a part of the 

programme, they are more likely to take interest in the programme and they will own the 

programme/extension activities. When farmers become involved in extension 

programme, they will be better informed and more active and knowledgeable about 

various programme activities and can also participate and give their opinions in decision 

making both at local and national levels (Gorman, 1999). Without farmers‟ participation 

in the design and implementation of the programme activities farmers will be reluctant to 

adopt the sustainable agricultural practices which had been disseminated by the extension 

agents (Drost et al.,1996).  Keeping in view this important aspect, it was deemed essential 

to ask the respondents about their participation at various stages of extension programme 

development.The information in this regard is given in Table 14 and illustrated in Fig. 10.  

The data recorded in Table 14 indicate that in PSEA the participation of 

respondents at the problem identification stage of extension programme development was 

rated fair tending towards satisfactory, whereas the participation  of the respondents at the 

stages like prioritizing the problems, objective formulation, and seeking alternative 

solutions was rated fair by the respondents. The farmers‟ participation at the stages of 

extension programme development, like preparation of work plan, implementation of 

work plan, and monitoring and evaluation was rated as poor tending towards fair. This 

indicates that the EFS of PSEA have not provided ample opportunities to the respondents 

for their participation in extension programme development. 

In case of PEA, participation of the respondents at the stage of problem 

identification was rated as good, whereas their participation at prioritizing the problems 

was satisfactory but it was tending towards good. Participation at other stages like 

objective formulation and seeking alternative solutions was rated as satisfactory by the 

respondents. Farmers‟ participation was also rated as fair tending towards satisfactory at 

the stages of extension programme development, like preparation and implementation of 

the work plan. The monitoring and evaluation stage of extension programme 

development was also rated as fair by the respondents with regard to their participation. It  

 



 

     

Table 14: Weighted scores (WS), rank order and mean ± S.D with LSD-value for the extension approaches with regard 

to farmers‟ participation at various stages of extension programme development 

 

Participation at 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

LSD-value 
WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D 

1) Problem identification 
342 1 2.85 ± 1.16  B 482 1 4.02 ± 0.87 A 232 1 1.93 ± 1.04 C 0.261 ** 

2) Prioritizing the problems 
299 2 2.49 ± 1.08 B 452 2 3.77 ± 0.92 A 212 2 1.77 ± 0.88 C 0.245 ** 

3) Objective formulation 
269 3 2.24 ± 1.03 B 417 3 3.48 ± 0.96 A 193 3 1.61 ± 0.77 C 0.235 ** 

4) Seeking alternate solutions 
246 4 2.05 ± 0.91 B 387 4 3.23 ± 0.92 A 178 4 1.48 ± 0.67 C 0.214 ** 

5) Preparation of work plan 
231 5 1.93 ± 0.80 B 354 5 2.95 ± 0.84 A 172 5 1.43 ± 0.63 C 0.194 ** 

6) Implementation of work plan 
225 6 1.88 ± 0.78 B 340 6 2.83 ± 0.83 A 168 6 1.40 ± 0.59 C 0.188 ** 

7) Monitoring & evaluation 
203 7 1.69 ± 0.75 B 296 7 2.47 ± 0.81 A 162 7 1.35 ± 0.57 C 0.183 ** 

Overall mean 1815 - 2.16 ± 0.87 B 2728 - 3.25 ± 0.81 A 1317 - 1.57 ± 0.69 C 0.217 ** 

** = Highly significant (P<0.01), * = Significant (P<0.05), NS = Non-significant (P>0.05)  

Means sharing similar letters in a row are statistically non-significant (P>0.05) 

 

 

 



 

     

Fig.9: Weighted scores for the extension approaches with regard to farmers’ participation at 

various stages of extension programme development
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is evident from the discussion that the EFS of PEA had provided more opportunities to 

their clientele for their participation in extension programme development than those of 

the PSEA. This approach seems to be more farmer oriented with regards to their 

involvement at various stages of extension programme development.  

The involvement of farmers at various stages of extension programme 

development like problem identification, prioritizing the problems and objective 

formulation were rated as poor tending toward fair in case of CSEA. In all the remaining 

four stages, the participation of the respondents was rated as poor which indicates that 

these four stages have been ignored by the EFS of CSEA and they have not provided 

opportunities to the farmers for their participation. All the three approaches (PSEA, PEA 

and CSEA) were significantly different from each other. The total score of PEA was 

2728 and it was highest of the three approaches whereas PSEA and CSEA had weighted 

scores of 1815 and 1318 respectively. This means that PEA was the extension approach 

that had provided more opportunities to the farmers for their participation in extension 

progrmme development than the PSEA and CSEA. In PEA the major contributing factors 

which were responsible for providing more opportunities for the participation of farmers 

in extension programme development were: involvement of respondents in problem 

identification, prioritization of problems and objective formulation. 

 

4.2.3 Women Participation 

 The women participation at various stages of extension programme development 

is being advocated by the development specialists and extensionists. They are of the view 

that women constitute an important segment of rural/farming communities. Women are 

playing an important role in farming and constitute over 50% of the food producers world 

wide (Spurling, 1995). To provide women farmers‟ access to extension programme and 

to review the gap between men and women farmers, it has been recommended that more 

females be recruited as extension staff to work with the women farmers. This will 

enhance women participation in various extension programmes at various level 



 

     

(Olaywole, 1984, Chale, 1990,  Saito and Spurling, 1992 and Lahai et al., 2000).  Women 

in most developing countries fully participate in various types of agricultural operations 

and form an integral part in the family labour force. They also function as farmers in their 

own right. It is, therefore, important that they should get access to appropriate extension 

education and training programmes. Agricultural education, extension and training task 

can be facilitated and are more likely to succeed if more gender sensitive, technologies 

are evolved with women participation (Bair, 1994, Ismail, 1993). In view of the role 

played by women in agriculture, it was deemed essential to ask the respondents about 

their perceptions regarding women participation in the extension activities under the 

selected approaches. The information regarding this aspect is given in Table 15 and 

illustrated in Fig. 11.  

It is clear from Table 15 that none of the respondents in two of the selected 

approaches (PSEA and CSEA) reported womens‟ participation at any stage of extension 

programme development. However in case of PEA the womens‟ participation at the stage 

of problem identification of extension programme development was rated as satisfactory. 

Prioritizing the problems and objective formulation were the stages at which the 

participation of women was rated as fair tending towards satisfactory. Seeking alternate 

solutions, preparation of work plan and implementation of work plan were the stages of 

extension programme development where the participation of the women was rated as 

fair by the respondents. Monitoring and evaluation was the only stage that was rated as 

poor tending towards fair with regard to womens‟ participation. This clearly indicates 

that PEA was the only approach among the selected ones which had provided 

opportunities for women participation at various stages of extension programme 

development. However, the level of participation was low. 

 



 

     

Table 15: Weighted scores (WS), rank order and mean±S.D with LSD-value for the extension approaches with regard 

to women‟s participation at various stages of programme development 

Women participation: 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

LSD-value 
W-S Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D 

1) Problem identification 
- - - ± - 388 1 3.23 ± 0.80 - - - ± - 0.118 ** 

2) Prioritizing the problems 
- - - ± - 342 2 2.85 ± 0.82 - - - ± - 0.121 ** 

3) Objective formulation 
- - - ± - 315 3 2.63 ± 0.81 - - - ± - 0.120 ** 

4) Seeking alternate solutions 
- - - ± - 288 4 2.40 ± 0.82 - - - ± - 0.122 ** 

5) Preparation of work plan 
- - - ± - 263 5 2.19 ± 0.79 - - - ± - 0.117 ** 

6) Implementation of work plan 
- - - ± - 247 6 2.06 ± 0.69 - - - ± - 0.103 ** 

7) Monitoring & evaluation 
- - - ± - 221 7 1.84 ± 0.64 - - - ± - 0.095 ** 

Overall mean 
- - -  - 2064 - 2.46 ± 0.69 - - -  - 0.113  

** = Highly significant (P<0.01), * = Significant (P<0.05), NS = Non-significant (P>0.05)  

Means sharing similar letters in a row are statistically non-significant (P>0.05) 



 

     

Fig.10: Weighted scores  for the extension approaches with regard to women’s participation 

at various stages of programme development
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4.2.4 Linkages Development  

 Linkages development is another important aspect of agricultural development, 

which is lacking in most of the extension approaches. The need for close linkages 

between researchers, farmers, extension workers and rural development planners was also 

felt (Engerink, et al., 1994). With the development of strong linkages with research, 

extension organizations can update the knowledge and skills of their EFS. When 

extension organizations have links with the farmers, there can be a frequent and effective 

feedback about the problems with which the farmers are confronted (Warner et al., 1998). 

With the help of these linkages, the effectiveness of the recommendations developed by 

the research organizations and transmitted by the extension services may also be 

assessed. The linkages with the teaching institutions are useful for having an updated and 

recent agricultural knowledge at the same time these linkages may be helpful in guiding 

researchers, teachers through making them aware of real researchable issues and 

problems so that the teaching institutions could update their curriculum according to the 

demands and requirements of the farmers. When researchers, extension educators and 

farmers work as peers, the traditional top down approaches, research, extension and 

education becomes horizontal (Watkins, 1999). Links of extension service with NGOs 

helps in problems diagnosis and group formulation/organization of the farmers and with 

the help of these links the NGO sector can get benefit from the technical competencies of 

the EFS of the public extension system (Farrington, 1998). The linkages with the 

influential farmers and political figures/legislators help in recognition of the extension 

progrrammes and provide excellent opportunities for their support. This support can be 

helpful in getting more funds for the extension programmes (Jackson and smith, 1999). 

The strong linkages with the input supplying agencies are also useful to help the farmers 

in getting the inputs of pure and good quality and at proper time (Omotayo et al. 2001). 

Links with the research institutions and the degree of contacts with the local agricultural 

offices are also important factors which can be helpful in providing the solutions to the 

problems and getting feedback from the local extension service. The most important 



 

     

factor in extension linkages is the degree of contact of the researchers with the local 

farmers of the area for which the technologies have to be evolved and with problems of 

agriculture with which the farmers are confronted (Zamani, 2000). Keeping in view these 

facts it was deemed necessary to ask the respondents about this important aspect and 

information regarding the perceptions of respondents with regard to linkages 

development is given in Table 16 and illustrated in figure 12.  

 The figures recorded in Table 16 indicate that the contacts of EFS of PSEA with 

political figures/influential farmers and opinion leaders were rated as good tending 

towards excellent whereas the links of EFS with ordinary farmers, agricultural teaching 

institutions and research institutions were rated as satisfactory. The contacts with poor 

farmers and input supplying agencies were rated as fair tending towards satisfactory. The 

links of PSEA with banks was rated as poor. This means that the EFS of PSEA had made 

above average efforts for establishing linkages except the links with banks where the 

efforts made were poor.  

 The links of EFS of PEA with poor and ordinary farmers were rated as good and 

with the contacts with opinion leaders were rated as satisfactory. The links of PEA with 

research institutions, agricultural teaching institutions, input supplying agencies and 

political figures/influential farmers were rated as fair tending towards satisfactory by the 

respondents. Only the links with banks were rated as poor and most of the respondents 

gave no response with regard to their links to this institution. This indicates that the EFS 

of PEA had made considerable efforts to develop links with the groups of farmers, 

agricultural allied institutions except the banks.  

 In case of CSEA the EFS had links with political figures/influential farmers, 

which were rated as good tending towards excellent whereas the contacts with opinion 

leaders were rated as satisfactory. The links of EFS of CSEA with ordinary farmers, 

research institutions, input supplying agencies and agricultural teaching institutions were 

rated as fair by the respondents. The poor farmers and banks were rated as poor with 

regard to the links of EFS of CSEA. This indicates that CSEA was more privileged 

farmers oriented approach  whereas the common farmers, poor farmers and other  



 

     

Table 16: Weighted scores (WS), rank order and mean±S.D with LSD-value for the extension approaches with regard to  

linkages development 
  

Extension’s contact with 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

LSD-value 
WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D 

1) Poor farmers 
318 7 2.65 ± 1.03 B 503 2 4.19 ± 0.78 A 163 7 1.36 ± 0.61 C 0.210 ** 

2) Ordinary farmers 
513 3 3.43 ± 0.85 B 513 1 4.28 ± 0.81 A 256 5 2.13 ± 0.88 C 0.215 ** 

3) Opinion leaders 
567 2 4.73 ± 0.55 A 396 3 3.30 ± 1.03 C 539 2 4.49 ± 0.55 B 0.190 ** 

4) Political figures / influential farmers 
584 1 4.87 ± 0.45 A 321 7 2.68 ± 0.94 B 583 1 4.86 ± 0.47 A 0.167 ** 

5) Research institutions 
371 5 3.09 ± 0.71 A 351 4 2.93 ± 0.86 A 265 4 2.21 ± 0.71 B 0.194 ** 

6) Input supplying agencies 
333 6 2.78 ± 0.72 A 333 6 2.78 ± 0.89 A 255 6 2.13 ± 0.64 B 0.192 ** 

7) Agricultural teaching institutions 
374 4 3.12 ± 0.81 A 347 5 2.89 ± 0.91 B 274 3 2.28 ± 0.83 C 0.217 ** 

8) Banks 
13 8 0.11 ± 0.45 B 98 8 0.82 ± 1.71 A 68 8 0.57 ± 1.32 A 0.324 ** 

Overall mean 
3073 - 2.75 ± 0.34 A 2862 - 2.83 ± 0.56 A 2403 - 2.23 ± 0.35 B 0.213 ** 

** = Highly significant (P<0.01), * = Significant (P<0.05), NS = Non-significant (P>0.05)  

Means sharing similar letters in a row are statistically non-significant (P>0.05) 

 

 

 



 

     

Fig.11: Weighted scores for the extension approaches with regard to linkages  development 
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institutions were less contacted. There is a need that the links of EFS of this approach be 

made more strong with the institutions and the farmers. The two approaches PSEA and 

PEA were non-significantly different from one an other as indicated from LSD value 

whereas CSEA was significantly different from PSEA and PEA. PSEA was at the top 

with 3073 score whereas PEA and CSEA were 2
nd 

and 3
rd

 with 28.62 and 2403 scores 

respectively. It gives and indication that PSEA had made more efforts to develop links 

with various categories of farmers/people and agricultural allied institutions than PEA 

and CSEA Linkages with political figures/influential farmers, opinion leaders and 

ordinary farmers appeared to be the main contributing factors which had placed PSEA at 

the top.          

 

4.2.5 Diversification of Extension Approaches 

Agriculture is being considered as a complex system which includes not only the 

crop farming but also the other fields like livestock, poultry, farm machinery, cottage 

industry, forests fruit, and vegetables. Community welfare, income generating schemes 

and provision of loans are also considered to be important aspects of agriculture which 

can help the farmers to raise their income level and ultimately can increase their living 

standard.  

Keeping in view this diversification of agriculture, the respondents were asked 

about this aspect and the data are depicted in Table 17 illustrated in Fig. 13.   

The data presented in Table 17 reveal that EFS of PSEA had provided more 

coverage to the crop sector than other diversified areas and it was rated as good tending 

towards excellent. This reflects that PSEA is more crop oriented approach. The 

information regarding various other aspects of agriculture like fruit plants cultivation and 

use of farm machinery was also provided and it was rated as satisfactory and fair tending 

towards satisfactory by the farmers respectively. Whereas the diversified areas like 

provision of loans, community welfare, cottage industry, livestock, poultry and income 

generating schemes were ignored by the EFS of PSEA and their contribution in providing 

information regarding these specific areas was rated as poor.  



 

     

Provision of loans in PEA was rated as good tending towards excellent, which 

indicates the EFS of PEA were making much efforts for providing the loans to it 

clientele/farmers. The other diversified areas included: community welfare, income 

generating schemes, cottage industry, poultry and livestock. These were rated as 

satisfactory with regard to the contribution made by the EFS of PEA in providing 

information and guidance to their clientele/farmers. It means that the EFS of PEA were 

putting average efforts in educating, guiding and facilitating the farmers in these specific 

subject areas. Fruit plants and farm machinery were the areas which were rated as poor. It 

may imply that these had been ignored under this approach (PEA).  

The EFS of CSEA had provided coverage to the crops and farm machinery which 

was rated as satisfactory and fair respectively, whereas rest of the areas such as provision 

of loans, forest trees, fruit plants, livestock, poultry, cottage industry, community welfare 

and income generating schemes had almost been ignored and they were rated as poor by 

the respondents. 

All the three approaches were significantly different from each other with regard 

to diversified areas covered. PEA was at the top for covering different areas with 3727 

score with regard to the provision of information and guidance to its clientele, the PSEA 

and CSEA were rated as 2
nd

  and 3
rd

. It is evident from the above discussion that PEA 

was the approach which covered diversified areas, whereas rest of the two approaches 

(PSEA and CSEA) were not putting sufficient efforts in educating and motivating their 

registered growers in the selected areas. The main contributing factors which had put this 

approach at the top among the other two approaches (PSEA and CSEA) were provision 

of loans, community welfare, income generating schemes and cottage industries.  

 



 

     

Table 17: Weighted scores (WS), rank order and mean±S.D with LSD-value with regard to diversification under extension 

approaches 
 

Diversified areas 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

LSD-value 
WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D 

1) Crops 
552 1 4.60 ± 0.59 A 351 7 2.93 ± 1.12 C 412 1 3.43 ± 0.58 B 0.204 ** 

2) Fruit plants 
396 2 3.30 ± 0.90 A 277 9 2.31 ± 0.87 B 120 8 1.00 ± 0.00 C 0.184 ** 

3) Forest trees 
264 4 2.20 ± 0.75 B 287 8 2.39 ± 0.82 A 144 4 1.20 ± 0.40 C 0.174 ** 

4) Livestock 
144 8 1.20 ± 0.51 B 370 6 3.08 ± 0.85 A 120 8 1.00 ± 0.00 C 0.145 ** 

5) Poultry 
138 10 1.15 ± 0.36 B 386 5 3.22 ± 0.95 A 120 8 1.00 ± 0.00 C 0.150 ** 

6) Farm machinery 
312 3 2.60 ± 1.07 A 240 10 2.00 ± 0.87 B 292 2 2.43 ± 0.58 A 0.219 ** 

7) Cottage industry 
144 8 1.20 ± 0.68 B 390 4 3.25 ± 0.81 A 120 8 1.00 ± 0.00 C 0.155 ** 

8) Community welfare 
150 6 1.25 ± 0.70 B 440 2 3.67 ± 0.81 A 120 8 1.00 ± 0.00 C 0.157 ** 

9) Income generating schemes 
138 10 1.15 ± 0.48 B 425 3 3.54 ± 0.77 A 120 8 1.00 ± 0.00 C 0.132 ** 

10) Provision of loans 
156 5 1.30 ± 0.90 B 557 1 4.64 ± 0.59 A 150 3 1.25 ± 0.43 B 0.120 ** 

Overall mean 
2394 - 1.99 ± 0.40 B 3723 - 3.10 ± 0.56 A 1718 - 1.43 ± 0.17 C 0.164 ** 

** = Highly significant (P<0.01), * = Significant (P<0.05), NS = Non-significant (P>0.05)  

Means sharing similar letters in a row are statistically non-significant (P>0.05) 

 

 



 

     

Fig.12: Weighted scores for the extension approaches with regard to diversification
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4.2.6 Knowledge Gain Regarding Crop Production and Protection Practices  
 

 

 The working efficiency of any extension approach is reflected from the knowledge 

gain about its recommendations regarding crop production and protection by its 

beneficiaries, the farmers. To what extent, the approach is successful in educating the 

respondents regarding its technology package. The knowledge gained by the respondents 

about the technologies developed or technologies advocated by an extension organization 

is an index of the success of a particular extension approach. Farmers are willing to adopt 

the technologies provided that they can have an access to new advancement in 

agricultural innovations (Lawrence, 1998). Creation of awareness about the 

recommendations is the most important job of an extension organizations which leads 

towards their utilization by the farmers. In view of the significance of this aspect, 

information about knowledge gain in respect of crop production and protection practices 

was assessed and is represented in Table 18 and illustrated in Fig. 14. 

 The data given in Table 18 depict that the knowledge gain regarding crop 

production/protection practices that include: seed rate/plant population, land preparation, 

improved varieties, sowing methods, fertilizer application and irrigation methods was 

rated as good by the respondents in PSEA. This gives an indication that the EFS of PSEA 

had made great efforts in providing information and guiding the farmers regarding these 

practices. The EFS of PSEA had also created awareness among the farmers regarding the 

practices like, chemical control of insects/pests, application of insecticides, and it was 

rated as satisfactory tending towards good by the respondents. The respondents‟ 

knowledge gain was satisfactory with regard to cultural methods of weed control and 

mechanical control of insects/pests in PSEA. This again is evident that the EFS of PSEA 

had made average level efforts in providing information to their clientele/farmers 

regarding these two practices (chemical control of insects/pests and cultural methods for 

weeds eradication). The respondents had got information/knowledge  regarding 

biological control of insects/pests, integrated pest management, harvesting practices, post 

harvest technology and marketing of the produce from the EFS of PSEA and this 



 

     

knowledge gain was rated as fair. It means that these practices have not been given due 

attention and there is a need that more attention be paid on these practices by the EFS of 

PSEA so that as the farmers may gain more knowledge about these practices. The 

awareness of the respondents regarding land preparation, improved varieties and seed rate/plant 

population was rated as satisfactory in PEA, that reflects that these practices had been given 

average attention by the EFS of PEA for providing information to their clientele. The  knowledge 

gained by the farmers about the practices like sowing methods, irrigation methods, fertilizer 

application, application of weedicides and chemical control of insects/pests which was 

rated as fair tending towards satisfactory by the respondents. This indicates that the EFS 

of PEA had put below average efforts in making their clientele aware of these practices. 

Mechanical control of insects/pests and biological control of insects/pests were the 

practices which were rated as fair with regard to their knowledge gain. The practices 

which were rated poor tending towards fair by the respondents were harvesting practices, 

post harvest technology and marketing of the produce in PEA. The EFS of PEA had not 

made serious efforts in making  farmers aware of these practices.  

In case of CSEA the practices whose knowledge gain by the farmers was rated as 

satisfactory were improved varieties, sowing methods, irrigation methods, seed rate/plant 

population, land preparation and fertilizer application. This implies that the EFS of CSEA 

had put average efforts in providing information to their registered growers regarding 

these practices. Application of weedicides and chemical control of insects/pests were 

rated as fair which was tending towards satisfactory, with regard to the knowledge gain 

by their registered growers, whereas the production/protection practices that includes 

cultural methods for weeds eradication and biological control of insects/pest were also 

rated as fair. The practices like integrated pest management, harvesting practices, post 

harvest technology and marketing of produce were rated as poor with  the tendency 

towards fair. It means that these practices were not properly addressed by the EFS of 

CSEA.  



 

     

Table 18: Weighted scores (WS), rank order and mean±S.D with LSD-value for the extension approaches with regard to 

knowledge gain regarding crop production and protection practices 

Crop production / protection practices 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

LSD-value 
WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D 

1) Land preparation 527 3 4.40 ± 0.65 A 371 1 3.09 ± 1.30 B 376 5 3.13 ± 0.96 B 0.256 ** 

2) Improved varieties 527 3 4.40 ± 0.70 A 370 2 3.08 ± 1.30 B 379 2 3.16 ± 0.94 B 0.257 ** 

3) Seed rate / plant population 532 1 4.43 ± 0.65 A 369 3 3.08 ± 1.30 B 376 5 3.13 ± 0.96 B 0.255 ** 

4) Sowing methods 526 4 4.38 ± 0.74 A 359 4 2.99 ± 1.25 B 379 2 3.16 ± 0.96 B 0.255 ** 

5) Irrigation methods 511 6 4.26 ± 0.86 A 350 5 2.92 ± 1.18 B 377 3 3.14 ± 0.97 B 0.257 ** 

6) Fertilizer application 518 5 4.32 ± 0.76 A 341 6 2.84 ± 1.17 B 359 6 2.99 ± 1.08 B 0.259 ** 

7) Cultural methods for weeds eradication 374 9 3.12 ± 0.94 A 281 9 2.34 ± 0.97 B 270 9 2.25 ± 0.83 B 0.232 ** 

8) Application of weedicides 432 8 3.60 ± 0.68 A 306 8 2.55 ± 1.08 B 302 8 2.52 ± 0.97 B 0.234 ** 

9) Mechanical control of insects/pests 329 10 2.74 ± 0.77 A 277 10 2.31 ± 0.96 B 232 12 1.93 ± 0.73 C 0.210 ** 

10) Biological control of insects/pests 320 11 2.67 ± 1.01 A 266 11 2.22 ± 0.96 B 258 10 2.15 ± 0.99 B 0.251 ** 

11) Chemical control of insects/pests 456 7 3.80 ± 0.88 A 319 7 2.66 ± 1.25 B 350 7 2.92 ± 1.23 B 0.287 ** 

12) Integrated pests management 307 12 2.56 ± 0.82 A 248 12 2.07 ± 0.87 B 235 11 1.96 ± 0.80 B 0.210 ** 

13) Harvesting practices 283 13 2.36 ± 0.89 A 239 13 1.99 ± 0.84 B 209 13 1.74 ± 0.70 C 0.206 ** 

14) Post harvest technology 275 14 2.29 ± 0.83 A 232 14 1.93 ± 0.82 B 203 14 1.69 ± 0.73 C 0.202 ** 

15) Marketing of the produce 268 15 2.23 ± 0.82  A 228 15 1.90 ± 0.79 B 202 15 1.68 ± 0.72 C 0.198 ** 

Overall mean 6185 - 3.43 ± 0.50 A 4556 - 2.53 ± 0.93 B 4507 - 2.50 ± 0.67 B 0.237 ** 

** = Highly significant (P<0.01), * = Significant (P<0.05), NS = Non-significant (P>0.05)  

Means sharing similar letters in a row are statistically non-significant (P>0.05) 



 

     

Fig. 13: Weighted scoresfor the extension approaches with regard to knowledge gain 

regarding crop production and protection practices
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It is evident from above discussion that PSEA was significantly different from rest 

of the two approaches (PEA and CSEA) whereas PEA and CSEA were non-significantly 

different from each other. As indicated from the overall weighted scores of the three 

approaches, PSEA was more effective with 6185 score in creating awareness among the 

farmers regarding crop production and protection practices. The other two approaches 

PEA and CSEA were less effective with 4556 and 4507 scores respectively in providing 

information to their registered growers/farmers about the crop production/protection 

practices. The major contributing factors which were responsible for giving the highest 

rank to PSEA with regard to knowledge gain were; information regarding seed rate/plant 

population, land preparation, improved varieties, sowing methods, fertilizer application 

and irrigation methods.  

 

4.2.7 Technology Utilization 

Technology utilization is an important aspect of agricultural development. The 

efforts put in by the EFS under various extension approaches are mainly focused on this 

important aspect, because the technology utilization by the respondents/farmers could be 

the most important objective of any extension approach. It is the technology utilization by 

the farmers that leads towards the increased agricultural production, therefore almost all 

the extension systems/approaches train and emphasize their EFS to struggle hard for 

educating the farmers regarding the use of improved agricultural technology. They should 

facilitate, supervise and guide their respondent for the effective utilization of agricultural 

technology. In short it can be rightly said that technology utilization by the farmers would 

be the end product of any extension system approach. It is the technology utilization that 

can really help the farmers to increase their production and improve their living standard. 

The data regarding this aspect is presented in the Table 19 and illustrated in Fig. 15. 

 The information given in Table 19 reveal that the role of PSEA in the utilization of 

crop production/protection practices by farmers was rated as good with regard to the 

practices like land preparation, improved varieties, and seed rate/plant population which 



 

     

reflects that EFS of PSEA had exerted a lot in educating and motivating the farmers 

regarding the utilization of these recommendations. The utilization of the practices like 

sowing methods, irrigation methods and fertilizer application were rated as satisfactory 

tending towards good which again gives an indication that these practices had been 

emphasized by the EFS and farmers were convinced and had used them up to above 

average level. The respondents rated the utilization of the production/protection practices 

as fair tending towards satisfactory, such practices included, application of weedicides, 

chemical control of insects/pests and mechanical control of insects/pests. It means that 

these practices had also been given below average attention by the EFS of PSEA The 

rating of the respondents was poor tending towards fair about the practices like, 

integrated pest management, harvesting practices, post harvest technology and marketing  

of produce. This gives an indication that the EFS of PSEA might not put serious efforts in 

motivating the farmers regarding the utilization of these practices. 

 In case of PEA, the utilization of the sustainable agricultural practices by the 

farmers was rated as fair tending towards satisfactory, these practices were: land 

preparation, improved varieties, seed rate/plant population and sowing methods. This fair 

rating by the respondents speaks of that these practices were focused to an average level 

by EFS of PEA for adoption thereof. The practices like irrigation methods and fertilizer 

application were rated as fair with regard to their adoption by the respondents. The 

utilization of the practices like cultural methods for weeds eradication, application of 

weedicicdes, mechanical control of insects/pests, biological control of insects/pests and 

chemical control of insects/pests was rated as poor tending towards fair which indicates 

that these practices had been less focused by the EFS of PEA and farmers had adopted 

them below average level. The practices which were rated as poor by the respondents 

were: integrated pest management, harvesting practices, post harvest technology and 

marketing of produce. This situation reflects that these practices had been ignored by the 

extension staff of PEA and they might have not seriously addressed these practices  



 

     

Table 19: Weighted scores (WS), rank order and mean±S.D with LSD-value for the extension approaches with regard to 

their role in the utilization of agricultural technologies 

Crop production / protection practices 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

LSD-value 
WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D 

1) Land preparation 492 2 4.10 ± 0.73 A 345 1 2.88 ± 1.21 B 344 2 2.87 ± 0.93 B 0.248 ** 

2) Improved varieties 498 1 4.15 ± 0.73 A 343 2 2.86 ± 1.21 B 346 1 2.88 ± 0.92 B 0.247 ** 

3) Seed rate / plant population 482 3 4.02 ± 0.84 A 324 3 2.70 ± 1.13 B 331 3 2.76 ± 0.88 B 0.243 ** 

4) Sowing methods 458 4 3.82 ± 0.82 A 305 4 2.54 ± 1.04 B 312 4 2.60 ± 0.89 B 0.234 ** 

5) Irrigation methods 433 5 3.61 ± 0.92 A 282 5 2.35 ± 0.96 B 305 5 2.54 ± 0.92 B 0.237 ** 

6) Fertilizer application 419 6 3.49 ± 0.90 A 268 6 2.23 ± 0.90 B 278 6 2.32 ± 0.93 B 0.231 ** 

7) Cultural methods for weeds eradication 298 10 2.48 ± 0.93 A 226 8 1.88 ± 0.79 B 215 8 1.79 ± 0.79 B 0.213 ** 

8) Application of weedicides 340 7 2.83 ± 0.77 A 229 7 1.91 ± 0.79 B 230 7 1.92 ± 0.75 B 0.195 ** 

9) Mechanical control of insects/pests 303 9 2.11 ± 0.82 A 207 10 1.73 ± 0.70 B 201 11 1.68 ± 0.68 B 0.186 ** 

10) Biological control of insects/pests 254 11 2.12 ± 0.85 A 202 11 1.68 ± 0.70 B 203 10 1.69 ± 0.75 B 0.195 ** 

11) Chemical control of insects/pests 316 8 2.63 ± 0.93 A 223 9 1.86 ± 0.83 B 213 9 1.78 ± 0.83 B 0.220 ** 

12) Integrated pests management 209 12 1.74 ± 0.70 A 178 12 1.48 ± 0.59 B 164 12 1.37 ± 0.53 B 0.156 ** 

13) Harvesting practices 190 13 1.58 ± 0.64 A 162 13 1.35 ± 0.53 B 146 13 1.22 ± 0.43 B 0.138 ** 

14) Post harvest technology 184 14 1.53 ± 0.65 A 159 15 1.33 ± 0.54 B 143 15 1.19 ± 0.42 C 0.138 ** 

15) Marketing of the produce 183 15 1.53 ± 0.66 A 160 14 1.33 ± 0.57 B 144 14 1.20 ± 0.42 B 0.142 ** 

Overall mean 5059 - 2.78 ± 0.51 A 3613 - 2.01 ± 0.65 B 3575 - 1.99 ± 0.51 B 0.201 ** 

** = Highly significant (P<0.01), * = Significant (P<0.05), NS = Non-significant (P>0.05)  

Means sharing similar letters in a row are statistically non-significant (P>0.05) 



 

     

Fig. 14: Weighted scores for the extension approaches with regard to their role in the 

utilization of agricultural technologies
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 Improved varieties, land preparation, seed rate/plant population, sowing methods 

and irrigation methods were the practices which were rated fair tending towards 

satisfactory. This indicates that these practices were focused by the staff of CSEA and the 

farmers/registered growers had adopted them up to an average level. The respondents in 

CSEA rated the practices such as cultural methods for weeds eradication, application of 

weedicides, mechanical control of insect/pests, biological control of insect/pests and 

chemical control of insect/pests as poor tending towards satisfactory with regard to their 

utilization. The practices which were almost ignored by the CSEA and were rated as poor 

by the respondents included: integrated pest management, harvesting practices, post 

harvest technology and marketing the produce. This reflects that the EFS of CSEA might 

have not paid due attention to these practices.  

When all the three approaches were compared with each other with regard to their 

role in the technology utilization regarding sustainable agricultural development, PSEA 

was found significantly different from rest of the two approaches (PEA and CSEA) 

whereas PEA and CSEA were non-significantly different from one an other. The PSEA 

was at the top with 5059 score and the major contributors in this regard were the adoption 

of practices like improved varieties, land preparation, seed rate/plant population and 

sowing methods. Whereas the other two approaches (PEA and CSEA) were 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 

with 3613 and 3575 scores respectively. This again reflects that the EFS of PSEA had 

made serious efforts for introducing the agricultural technologies among the farmers and 

had properly motivated the farmers for the adoption thereof. The farmers with PSEA 

were convinced and had adopted these practices more  than those in rest of the two 

approaches (PEA and CSEA).   

 

4.2.8 Facilitation in Technology Utilization  

Agricultural technology utilization is the key to success towards an increased 

agricultural production. There are certain pre-requisites through which the process of 

technology utilization can be enhanced and the farmers may be in a position to adopt the 

new and improved agricultural recommendations. These pre-requisites could be the 



 

     

technical assistance, provision of credit and quality inputs, and proper marketing for the 

disposal of agricultural commodities, because these factors may lead to non-adoption of 

improved agricultural technologies by the farmers (Kalarathy and Antithakumari, 1998). 

It is not enough for an extension approach to tell farmers to use fertilizer, extension must 

assists its clients to obtain financial resources to purchase farm inputs. It means that 

extension must go beyond information dissemination to breaking bottlenecks inhibiting 

small farmers in the utilization of that information (Agunga and Singh, 2000). For a 

successful and an appropriate extension approach it seems necessary to facilitate the 

farmers in the effective utilization of agricultural technologies and to help them to meet 

the requirements essential for technology utilization. Keeping in view these facts it was 

deemed essential to ask the farmers about this important aspect. The information 

regarding this aspect is presented in the Table 20 and illustrated in Fig. 16. 

 The data recorded in Table 20 indicate that the facilitations in the form of 

technical assistance to the respondents with regard to the utilization of agricultural 

technologies provided by the EFS of PSEA was rated as satisfactory tending  towards 

good. It implies that EFS of PSEA had made above average efforts in providing help to 

the farmers for the utilization of sustainable agricultural technologies. The help which the 

EFS of PSEA had rendered with regard to the acquisition of inputs like fertilizers, 

pesticides, and credit were rated as fair whereas the facilitation regarding the seed and 

marketing of agricultural produce was rated as fair tending towards satisfactory. This 

again reflects that the EFS of PSEA had made below average level efforts in providing 

help/facilitation to the farmers in acquiring agricultural inputs for their crops.  

The technical assistance provided by the EFS of PEA regarding the utilization of 

agricultural technologies was satisfactory as reported by the respondents, which speaks of 

that the EFS under PEA had made average level efforts in guiding their registered 

growers about the recommended agricultural practices. The help rendered by the EFS of 

PEA in facilitating the availability of inputs like fertilizers, pesticides, and marketing of 

agricultural produce was rated as fair. Whereas, the facilitations provided under PEA 



 

     

Table 20: Weighted scores (WS), rank order and mean±S.D with LSD-value for the extension approaches with regard to 

facilitating the utilization of agricultural technologies 

Facilitation in 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

LSD-value 
WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D 

1) Technical assistance 
428 1 3.57 ± 0.72 A 370 2 3.08 ± 0.98 B 287 1 2.39 ± 0.73 C 0.207 ** 

2) Inputs:                        a) Seeds                            
313 2 2.61 ± 0.63 A 270 4 2.25 ± 0.91 B 204 4 1.70 ± 0.66 C 0.188 ** 

                                       b) Fertilizers 
289 4 2.41 ± 0.65 A 268 5 2.23 ± 0.90 A 183 5 1.53 ± 0.69 B 0.191 ** 

                                       c) Pesticides 
287 5 2.39 ± 0.70 A 251 6 2.09 ± 0.90 B 181 6 1.51 ± 0.66 C 0.193 ** 

                                       d) Credit 
259 6 2.16 ± 0.93 B 469 1 3.91 ± 1.43 A 218 3 1.82 ± 0.84 C 0.279 ** 

3) Marketing 
312 3 2.60 ± 0.78 A 293 3 2.44 ± 0.82 A 236 2 1.97 ± 0.62 B 0.189 ** 

Overall mean 
1888 - 2.62 ± 0.51 A 1921 - 2.67 ± 0.84 A 1309 - 1.82 ± 0.57 B 0.207 ** 

** = Highly significant (P<0.01), * = Significant (P<0.05), NS = Non-significant (P>0.05)  

Means sharing similar letters in a row are statistically non-significant (P>0.05) 

 

 

 



 

     

FIG. 15: Weighted scores for the extension approaches with regard to facilitating the 

utilization of agricultural technologies
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with regard to credit was rated as satisfactory tending towards good. This gives an 

indication that more emphasis was paid on the credit facilities for the utilization of 

agricultural technologies. The facilitation regarding other inputs had not been provided 

properly.  

The EFS of CSEA had provided technical assistance for the utilization of 

agricultural technologies to its growers and it was rated as fair by the respondents. The 

help provided by the EFS of CSEA with regard to the availability of inputs was rated as 

poor tending towards fair. This reflects that proper attention had not been given under 

CSEA in facilitating their registered growers regarding the utilization of agricultural 

technologies. The respondents‟ rating with regard to the facilitation for the provision of 

inputs under CSEA indicates that they needed more help in the utilization of agricultural 

technologies. Thus they should put more efforts in facilitating the farmers.  

PSEA and PEA were not significantly different from each other when compared 

for facilitation in the utilization of agricultural technologies by their farmers and these 

were significantly different from CSEA. As indicated from the weighted score PEA was 

more effective than the other two approaches (PSEA and CSEA) in helping the farmers 

and providing them technical assistance regarding technology utilization for crop 

production. Provision of credit, technical assistance and knowledge about marketing were 

the main factors which had placed PEA at the top among the three extension approaches. 

From the above discussion it can be concluded that in all the three approaches the farmers 

had not been facilitated upto their entire satisfaction and the EFS of these approaches 

should emphasize more on this important issue.  



 

     

4.2.9 Contribution of Selected Extension Approaches to Various Fields of  

Agriculture 
 

Agriculture covers various fields like, crops, animals and other allied disciplines. 

The farmers have their educational needs other than crops and animals. Now the farming 

is being taken as a whole system, where there are crops, livestock, poultry, trees, fruit 

plants and farm implements. The farmers are in need of information about every thing 

they do. In farmers‟ opinion such an extension approach is suitable for them which can 

meet all their educational needs and requirements and can help them to solve their 

problems. In some countries like Poland the agricultural information is disseminated by 

monthly magazines, booklets, brochures, and folders and other forms of publications. 

Each specialist is expected to use 30% of the working time on implementation of modern 

technologies and the rest of the time is spent on economic and marketing advice 

alternative income generating schemes in rural areas, environmental protection, rural 

development and working with the groups (Purta, 1999). Extension can play a role in 

embodying agriculture properly in the wider economic system and in easing critical 

problems as well as the role of state in providing such service relating to various 

fields/aspects of agriculture including biotechnology and other good points from the 

private sector like organizations, income generating schemes etc. (Gallego, 1999). 

 The information given in Table 21 and illustrated in Fig. 17 depict that the 

contribution of PSEA towards various fields of agriculture, like crop farming, fruit 

farming and vegetable farming was rated as good and satisfactory. This rating reflects 

that these fields had been mainly focused by the EFS of PSEA and they had made efforts 

in providing information to their growers regarding these fields. The other aspects of 

farming like nursery raising, cultivation of high value non-traditional crops and 

cultivation of off season crops were rated as fair in respect of their contribution in 

providing the information to their growers This gives an indication that average level 

efforts were made by the EFS under PSEA in introducing these aspects of farming among 

their growers. The fields of agriculture which were rated as poor tending towards fair 

included: fish farming, sericulture, bee keeping and cultivation of ornamental plants. 



 

     

Livestock farming, poultry farming, dairy farming and goat farming were the fields 

which were rated as poor with regard to the contribution made by the EFS of PSEA. It is 

evident from this rating that these aspects which were rated as poor tending towards fair, 

and poor had been given below average attention by the staff of PSEA, rather they had 

their main concern with the crops, vegetables and fruit farming..   

The contribution of PEA towards, goat farming was rated as satisfactory tending 

towards good whereas dairy, poultry and livestock farming were the aspects which were 

rated as satisfactory by the respondents with regard to contribution  of PEA. This 

indicates that EFS of PEA had made reasonably good efforts to focus on these aspects of 

agriculture. Crop farming  and vegetable farming, were rated as fair with an inclination 

towards satisfactory. Whereas fruit farming, fish farming and bee keeping were rated as 

fair by the respondents, with regard to the contribution made by the EFS of PEA. It is 

evident from the rating of the respondents that EFS of PEA had made below average 

efforts in motivating and educating the farmers regarding these fields of agriculture. The 

aspects of agriculture which had been given less attention by the EFS of PEA included: 

nursery raising, sericulture, cultivation of high value non-traditional crops, cultivation of 

off season vegetables and ornamental plants. These have been rated as poor tending 

towards fair by the respondents. This again indicates that these fields need to be more 

seriously taken care of by the EFS of PEA.  

The CSEA had focused only on crop farming and its contribution was rated as 

satisfactory whereas all the remaining fields of agriculture as mentioned in Table 21 had  

 

 



 

     

Table 21: Weighted scores (WS), rank order and mean±S.D with LSD-value for the extension approaches with regard to 

their contribution towards various fields of agriculture 

Fields of agriculture 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

LSD-value 
WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D 

1) Crop farming 516 1 4.30 ± 0.72 A 346 5 2.88 ± 1.18 B 369 1 3.08 ± 0.89 B 0.241 ** 

2) Fruit farming 368 3 3.07 ± 0.79 A 272 7 2.27 ± 0.95 B 128 3 1.07 ± 0.28 C 0.185 ** 

3) Vegetable farming 404 2 3.37 ± 0.73 A 303 6 2.53 ± 0.99 B 129 2 1.08 ± 0.29 C 0.185 ** 

4) Nursery raising 263 6 2.19 ± 0.81 A 239 10 1.99 ± 0.79 B 126 6 1.05 ± 0.22 C 0.170 ** 

5) Fish farming 192 9 1.60 ± 0.74 B 245 9 2.04 ± 0.87 A 126 6 1.05 ± 0.22 C 0.170 ** 

6) Sericulture 183 10 1.53 ± 0.72 B 222 14 1.85 ± 0.86 A 125 11 1.04 ± 0.20 C 0.167 ** 

7) Bee keeping 194 8 1.62 ± 0.81 B 254 8 2.12 ± 0.95 A 125 11 1.04 ± 0.20 C 0.185 ** 

8) Cultivation of high value, non trad.crops 273 4 2.28 ± 0.93 A 233 11 1.94 ± 0.94 B 126 6 1.05 ± 0.22 C 0.196 ** 

9) Cultivation of off season vegetables 265 5 2.21 ± 0.95 A 232 12 1.93 ± 0.93 B 126 6 1.05 ± 0.22 C 0.198 ** 

10) Cultivation of ornamental plants 220 7 1.83 ± 0.75 A 224 13 1.87 ± 0.72 A 125 11 1.04 ± 0.20 B 0.155 ** 

11) Livestock farming 128 11 1.07 ± 0.40 B 367 4 3.06 ± 0.80 A 125 11 1.04 ± 0.20 B 0.135 ** 

12) Poultry farming 126 12 1.05 ± 0.39 B 407 2 3.39 ± 0.82 A 125 11 1.04 ± 0.20 B 0.136 ** 

13) Dairy farming 125 13 1.04 ± 0.30 B 397 3 3.31 ± 0.88 A 125 11 1.04 ± 0.20 B 0.139 ** 

14) Goat farming 124 14 1.03 ± 0.22 B 433 1 3.61 ± 1.03 A 125 11 1.04 ± 0.20 B 0.157 ** 

Overall mean 3381 - 2.01 ± 0.41 B 4174 - 2.48 ± 0.63 A 2005 - 1.19 ± 0.20 C 0.172 ** 

** = Highly significant (P<0.01), * = Significant (P<0.05), NS = Non-significant (P>0.05)  

Means sharing similar letters in a row are statistically non-significant (P>0.05) 



 

     

Fig. 16: Weighted scores for the extension approaches with regard to their contribution 

towards various fields of agriculture
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been given very less attention by the EFS of CSEA and its contribution towards these 

fields was rated as poor.  

PSEA, PEA and CSEA were significantly different from each other when 

compared with the contribution which these approaches had made towards various fields 

of agriculture. The contribution of PEA towards various fields of agriculture was high as 

indicated by the total weighted score (4174). Goat farming, poultry farming, dairy 

farming and livestock farming appeared to be the main contributors which had put this 

approach at the top. The contribution made by the other two approaches (PSEA and 

CSEA) was less with scores, 3381 and 2005 respectively. From the above discussion it 

can be concluded that PEA had made its contribution more or less in all the fields of 

agriculture whereas PSEA had its main focus on some selected commodities (crops, fruits 

and vegetables) and CSEA had its focus only on crop farming (single crop).  

 

4.2.10         Competence of EFS 
 

 The competence of EFS of any extension organization is a clear indication that 

how far the extension organization is serious and successful in educating the farmers 

regarding improved agricultural technologies. It is an important aspect of an extension 

approach which needs to be given top priority. Without adequate number of well trained 

EFS, extension will be seriously limited in its ability to plan and execute effective 

educating programmes and other technology transfer activities (Buford et al. 1995). The 

trained and competent EFS can effectively disseminate the technologies to the farmers 

and can facilitate its utilization by the farmers. The competence of the EFS can be viewed 

in terms of competence in subject-matter (what to communicate) and competence in the 

effective delivery (how to communicate) of the messages to the farmers. Competence of 

EFS can be of great worth for the extension approach as it can properly educate and 

motivate the farmers for the adoption of improved agricultural technologies. They can 

properly observe the problem situations, diagnose the problems and suggest suitable and 

appropriate solutions to the problems. Keeping in view the importance of the competence 



 

     

of EFS, the respondents were asked about the competence of EFS. The information 

regarding this aspect is given in Table 22 and illustrated in Fig. 18.  

  The figures recorded in Table 22 reveal that the aspects relating to 

competence of EFS as communicators of technologies in PSEA were rated as good (with 

rank orders from 1-5) by the respondents include: quality of good listening, competence 

in reasoning, subject matter, cool mindedness, and communications skills. Competence of 

EFS as communicators of agricultural technologies in PSEA relating to the aspects like 

commitment to job, self confidence and ability to create rapport was rated as satisfactory 

tending towards good. Whereas tactfulness, ability to motivate and ability to demonstrate 

technologies were rated as satisfactory. This rating gives an indication that the EFS of 

PSEA were competent enough in these aspects and were able to effectively communicate 

technologies to the end users/farmers. The remaining aspects relating to the competence 

of EFS in PSEA were rated at fair tending towards satisfactory with rank orders 14-16 

were: ability to facilitate, use of non-verbal expressions, help and educate the farmers. 

This reflects that the EFS of this extension approach needed more training in these 

aspects. 

 In case of PEA the competence of EFS in good quality of listening, reasoning, 

commitment to job, communication skills, cool mindedness was rated as good with rank 

orders 1-5. The respondents rated the EFS of PEA in their competence with regards to the 

aspects like, subject matter, self confidence, tactfulness, ability to motivate and create 

rapport as satisfactory tending towards good. It becomes evident from the rating of these 

aspects that EFS of PEA were well trained and competent enough in these aspects with 

rank orders 1-10 and can transfer technologies to the farmers in an effective manner. The 

aspects relating to the competence of EFS as communicators of technologies like ability 

to demonstrate the technologies, use of non-verbal expressions, attitude towards farmers, 

to help, facilitate, and educate were rated as satisfactory in first four aspects whereas the 

last one was rated as fair tending towards satisfactory with 11 to 16 rank orders. This 

description again speaks of that the EFS of PEA were sufficiently trained and quite 

competent in communicating in agricultural technologies to the end users.  



 

     

Table 22: Weighted scores (WS), rank order and mean±S.D with LSD-value for the extension approaches with regard to 

competence of their EFS as communicators of technologies 

Aspects relating to competence of EFS 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

LSD-value 
WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D 

1) Subject matter 492 3 4.10 ± 0.67 A 464 6 3.87 ± 0.74 B 372 3 3.10 ± 0.74 C 0.182 ** 

2) Communication Skills 480 5 4.00 ± 0.66 A 482 4 4.02 ± 0.78 A 351 8 2.93 ± 0.72 B 0.183 ** 

3) Ability to create rapport 426 8 3.55 ± 0.77 A 432 10 3.60 ± 0.88 A 297 10 2.48 ± 0.69 B 0.199 ** 

4) Ability to demonstrate technologies 396 11 3.30 ± 0.72 A 412 11 3.43 ± 0.88 A 294 11 2.45 ± 0.68 B 0.194 ** 

5) Commitment to job 478 6 3.98 ± 0.74 A 493 3 4.11 ± 0.76 A 371 4 3.09 ± 0.79 B 0.15 ** 

6) Self confidence  458 7 3.82 ± 0.77 A 462 7 3.85 ± 0.81 A 351 8 2.93 ± 0.77 B 0.198 ** 

7) Ability to use non-verbal expressions  391 12 3.26 ± 0.76 A 393 13 3.28 ± 0.82 A 314 9 2.62 ± 0.80 B 0.202 ** 

8) Tactfulness 411 9 3.43 ± 0.80 B 443 9 3.69 ± 0.75 A 355 6 2.96 ± 0.84 C 0.203 ** 

9) Quality of good listening 507 1 4.23 ± 0.65 A 501 1 4.18 ± 0.73 A 372 3 3.10 ± 0.83 B 0.189 ** 

10) Competence in reasoning 495 2 4.13 ± 0.73 A 495 2 4.13 ± 0.75 A 377 1 3.14 ± 0.79 B 0.12 ** 

11) Cool mindedness 483 4 4.03 ± 0.80 A 481 5 4.01 ± 0.82 A 359 5 2.99 ± 0.88 B 0.213 ** 

12) Ability to facilitate 359 14 2.99 ± 0.76 B 383 15 3.19 ± 0.80 A 275 12 2.29 ± 0.73 C 0.194 ** 

13) Ability to help 353 15 2.94 ± 0.79 B 388 14 3.23 ± 0.83 A 247 14 2.06 ± 0.65 C 0.193 ** 

14) Ability to motivate 407 10 3.39 ± 0.74 B 449 8 3.74 ± 0.87 A 267 13 2.23 ± 0.78 C 0.203 ** 

15) Attitude towards farmers 360 13 3.00 ± 0.76 B 393 13 3.28 ± 0.85 A 237 15 1.98 ± 0.68 C 0.194 ** 

16) Ability to educate 306 16 2.55 ± 0.68 B 338 16 2.82 ± 0.78 A 211 16 1.76 ± 0.59 C 0.175 ** 

Overall mean 7009 - 3.54 ± 0.53 A 6802 - 3.65 ± 0.61 A 5050 - 2.63 ± 0.58 B 0.187 ** 

** = Highly significant (P<0.01), * = Significant (P<0.05), NS = Non-significant (P>0.05)   

Means sharing similar letters in a row are statistically non-significant (P>0.05) 



 

     

Fig. 17: Weighted scores for the extension approaches with regard to competence of their 

EFS as communicators of technologies
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In CSEA the respondents rated the aspects like EFS competence in reasoning, 

subject matter, good listening, commitment to job and cool mindedness as satisfactory. 

Whereas the aspects like tactfulness, communication skills, self confidence, and ability to 

use non-verbal expressions were rated as fair tending toward satisfactory with rank orders 

6-9. The remaining aspects with regard to the competence of EFS were rated as fair and 

poor tending towards fair by the respondents, they included ability to create rapport, 

demonstrate technologies, facilitate, help attitude towards farmers and ability to educate  

(poor tending toward fair). This gives an indication that these aspects need to be taken 

care of and the EFS of this extension approach (CSEA) should be trained to increase their 

competence in these aspects so that they could communicate recommended agricultural 

technologies to the end users in an effective manner. Both the approaches (PSEA and 

PEA) were non-significantly different from each other and were significantly different 

from CSEA when compared with regard to the aspects relating to the competence of EFS 

as communicators of technologies. It is evident from the weighted scores of all the three 

approaches (PSEA, PEA and CSEA, 7009, 6802 and 5050) that the EFS of PSEA were 

on the top with regard to the aspects relating to the competence as communicators of 

technologies and EFS of PEA and CSEA were rated as 2
nd 

and 3
rd

 respectively in 

communicating agricultural technologies among their growers. Quality of good listening, 

competence in reasoning, command on the subject matter, cool mindedness and 

communication skills were the main contributing factors which had placed the EFS of 

PSEA at the top.  

 

4.2.11  Effectiveness of Extension Messages 

 Extension messages are the real packages of technologies which the farmers can 

easily perceive and can adopt for increasing the agricultural production. The sound and 

effective extension messages can improve farmers‟ ability to avoid attack of insect pests 

and diseases and also facilitate the utilization of agricultural technologies (Goncalves & 

Sorensen, 1997). The preparation of these messages is an important job. A careful 

planning about the preparation of extension messages can be helpful in their effective 



 

     

dissemination among the farmers, and its proper understanding by them. Technically 

sound, palatable, economically feasible, socially acceptable, properly organized, 

innovative, clear and specific extension messages are really difficult to prepare and if 

they are available, they can be the real assets of the EFS for the guidance of the farmers 

to increase their agricultural production. Considering the importance of the extension 

messages the respondents were asked and their responses are given in Table 23 and 

illustrated in Fig. 19. 

 The data depicted in Table 23 indicate that in PSEA the aspects relating to 

extension messages rated as good with rank orders 1 to 2 were technical soundness and 

clarity of the message, whereas other aspects like newness, preciseness, economic 

feasibility and social acceptance were rated satisfactory tending towards good. The rating 

of these aspects by the respondents indicates that the extension messages delivered by the 

EFS of PSEA were prepared with special attention and were of good quality. The 

respondents rated the simplicity, arrangement, environmental safety and specificity of the 

messages as satisfactory. An overview of the Table with regard to the competence of EFS 

of PSEA gives an indication that the EFS of this approach were competent to the levels of 

satisfactory to good levels.  

In PEA the soundness of the message was the only aspect which was rated as good 

by the respondents whereas clarity, preciseness, newness, simplicity, environmental 

safety and economic feasibility of the message were rated satisfactory tending towards 

good. This gives an impression that the EFS of this approach were putting above average 

efforts in preparing the messages with regard to these aspects/qualities. Simplicity, 

arrangement and social acceptance of the messages prepared were rated as satisfactory by 

the respondents. When the overall aspects of the message were viewed it became quite 

clear that the EFS of PEA were putting a lot of efforts in preparing the extension 

messages and making them compatible with the demands and requirements of the 

farmers/registered growers. 

 In case of CSEA only the technical soundness of the message was rated as 

satisfactory whereas the aspects like: preciseness, clarity, newness, simplicity, specificity,  



 

     

Table 23:  Weighted scores (WS), rank order and mean±S.D with LSD-value for the extension approaches with regard to  

effectiveness of extension messages 

|Aspects of extension message 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

LSD-value 
WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D 

1) Technical soundness 
524 1 4.37 ± 0.63 A 495 1 4.13 ± 0.62 B 393 1 3.28 ± 0.76 C 0.170 ** 

2) Economic feasibility 
447 5 3.73 ± 0.62 A 421 7 3.51 ± 0.71 B 307 7 2.56 ± 0.67 C 0.170 ** 

3) Social acceptance 
443 6 3.69 ± 0.61 A 391 9 3.26 ± 0.64 B 306 8 2.55 ± 0.66 C 0.161 ** 

4) Environmental safety 
382 9 3.18 ± 0.71 B 422 6 3.52 ± 0.83 A 257 10 2.14 ± 0.60 C 0.182 ** 

5) Newness 
477 3 3.98 ± 0.60 A 445 4 3.71 ± 0.75 B 348 4 2.90 ± 0.68 C 0.172 ** 

6) Clarity 
485 2 4.04 ± 0.57 A 456 2 3.80 ± 0.81 B 355 3 2.96 ± 0.76 C 0.183 ** 

7) Arrangement 
384 8 3.20 ± 0.72 A 378 10 3.15 ± 0.78 A 296 9 2.47 ± 0.81 B 0.196 ** 

8) Preciseness 
447 5 3.73 ± 0.65 A 451 3 3.76 ± 0.78 A 359 2 2.99 ± 0.78 B 0.188 ** 

9) Simplicity 
419 7 3.49 ± 0.64 A 432 5 3.60 ± 0.80 A 342 5 2.85 ± 0.77 B 0.188 ** 

10) Specificity 
379 10 3.16 ± 0.73 A 402 8 3.35 ± 0.96 A 312 6 2.60 ± 0.76 B 0.209 ** 

Overall mean 
4387 - 3.66 ± 0.44 A 4293 - 3.58 ± 0.58 A 3275 - 2.73 ± 0.58 B  ** 

** = Highly significant (P<0.01), * = Significant (P<0.05), NS = Non-significant (P>0.05)  

Means sharing similar letters in a row are statistically non-significant (P>0.05)   



 

     

Fig. 18: Weighted scores for the extension approaches with regard to  extension messages
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  Fig.  19: 



 

     

economic feasibility and social acceptance were rated as fair tending towards satisfactory.  

The arrangement and environmental safety of the message were fair as reported by the 

respondents. It was evident from rating by the respondents that in case of CSEA the  

messages were not prepared carefully. There is a need that the EFS of CSEA should exert 

more and focus on these aspects.  

On comparing the three approaches it was evident that PSEA and PEA were not 

significantly different from each other and CSEA was significantly different from both 

the approaches (PSEA and PEA). 

 From the above discussion and viewing the overall weighted scores of all the three 

approaches it becomes quite evident that PSEA had prepared extension messages more 

carefully and had made efforts from satisfactory to good levels efforts whereas under 

PEA above average efforts were made by the EFS on preparing the extension messages. 

CSEA was the approach where below average level efforts were made in preparing the 

extension messages by its EFS. Technical soundness, clarity, newness, preciseness and 

economic feasibility were the main contributing factors relating to extension messages 

delivered by the EFS under PSEA which had placed this approach at the highest rank.    

 

4.2.12  Effective Use of Extension Methods/Media 

 The technology dissemination occurs from the research institutions to the farmers 

through EFS with the help of different extension methods/media. These extension methods if 

effectively used can play very important role in educating the farmers regarding effective 

utilization of agricultural technologies (Kalavathy and Antithakumari, 2000). There is variety of 

extension methods which can be used for effective technology transfer by the EFS. Every 

method has got its own merits and demerits. All methods are not equally suitable and appropriate 

in all situations. The use of combinations of extension methods can be effective in facilitating 

extension service and adoption of farm technologies (Ogunwale and Laogun, 1998). The choice 

of extension method depends on the situation, message, nature of audience, purpose of 

communication and vicinity in which they are living. None of the methods can be good or bad; it 

is the wise selection and use of the method which makes it effective. The effectiveness of 

the extension methods can be ensured through the regular training of extension staff and 



 

     

providing them with the needed facilities and involving local leaders as an agent for 

dissemination of information (Ahmad, 1997). The EFS of any extension approach should 

be trained enough to understand the selection and use of appropriate extension methods 

in specific situations for disseminating the agricultural technology to the farmers so that 

they can be educated and motivated regarding the technology and can be convinced to 

effectively utilize the same for increasing their agricultural production. The skillful and 

wise use of the extension methods by the EFS of any extension approach can enhance the 

efficiency of the system and if these methods are not properly used, the situation can be 

otherwise. Keeping in view the importance of extension methods, the data regarding this 

aspect were collected which are given in the Table 24 and illustrated  in Fig. 20.  

 The data given in Table 24 reveal that farm and home visits was the only method 

used by the EFS of PSEA which was rated as good tending towards excellent with ran 

order 1. Television and radio were rated as good with rank orders 2nd and 3rd 

respectively. Lecture meetings and discussion meetings, were rated as satisfactory 

tending towards good. The methods that were rated as satisfactory with regard to their 

effective use by the EFS were: printed material and filed demonstrations. The rating of 

the respondents with regard to the extension methods from satisfactory to good levels 

gives an impression that these were being effectively and wisely used by the EFS of 

PSEA. The remaining methods which were rated as fair tending towards satisfactory and 

fair included: office calls, field days, movies, audio cassettes, video cassettes, exhibitions, 

campaigns and field trips. Only the personal letters were rated as poor by the respondents. 

This again gives an indication that the extension methods with rank orders 11-17 were 

being used by the EFS of PSEA at below average levels and there was a need for 

improvement. 

In case of PEA, farm and home visits were used as an effective medium by the 

EFS and its rating was satisfactory tending toward good. Whereas the respondents rated 

the effectiveness of discussion meetings and lecture meetings as satisfactory with rank 

orders 2 and 3 respectively. This reflects that these three methods with rank orders 1, 2 

and 3 were given more emphasis by the EFS of PEA. Field demonstrations, office calls 



 

     

Table 24: Weighted scores (WS), rank order and mean±S.D with LSD-value for the extension approaches with regard to 

effective use of various extension methods / media  

Extension methods/media 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

LSD-value 
WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D 

1) Farm and home visits 535 1 4.46 ± 0.68 A 463 1 3.86 ± 0.74 B 329 1 2.74 ± 0.81 C 0.190 ** 

2) Office calls 312 8 2.60 ± 0.87 A 317 5 2.64 ± 0.90 A 181 6 1.51 ± 0.73 B 0.213 ** 

3) Telephone calls 276 11 2.30 ± 0.74 A 289 8 2.41 ± 0.69 A 162 8 1.35 ± 0.64 B 0.176 ** 

4) Personal letters 163 17 1.36 ± 0.66 A 177 17 1.48 ± 0.77 A 132 17 1.10 ± 0.33 B 0.156 ** 

5) Field demonstrations 392 7 3.27 ± 0.73 A 338 4 2.82 ± 0.93 B 290 4 2.42 ± 0.67 C 0.199 ** 

6) Lecture meetings 473 4 3.94 ± 0.74 A 415 3 3.46 ± 0.73 B 315 2 2.63 ± 0.72 C 0.185 ** 

7) Discussion meetings 471 5 3.93 ± 0.76 A 417 2 3.48 ± 0.80 B 302 3 2.52 ± 0.77 C 0.197 ** 

8) Field days 303 9 2.53 ± 0.76 A 252 9 2.10 ± 0.82 B 173 7 1.44 ± 0.62 C 0.187 ** 

9) Field trips 226 16 1.88 ± 0.74 A 195 12 1.63 ± 0.77 B 156 10 1.30 ± 0.54 C 0.175 ** 

10) Printed material 398 6 3.32 ± 0.88 A 302 6 2.52 ± 0.99 B 235 5 1.96 ± 0.85 C 0.230 ** 

11) Radio 526 3 4.38 ± 0.79 A 181 16 1.51 ± 0.72 B 146 13 1.22 ± 0.51 C 0.177 ** 

12) Television 527 2 4.39 ± 0.76 A 181 16 1.51 ± 0.70 B 140 15 1.17 ± 0.49 C 0.167 ** 

14) Movies 299 10 2.49 ± 0.79 A 289 8 2.41 ± 0.87 A 157 9 1.31 ± 0.62 B 0.189 ** 

15) Audio-cassettes 273 12 2.28 ± 0.83 A 233 10 1.94 ± 0.82 B 155 11 1.29 ± 0.54 C 0.185 ** 

16) Video-cassettes 267 13 2.23 ± 0.84 A 225 11 1.88 ± 0.79 B 150 12 1.25 ± 0.49 C 0.165 ** 

17) Campaigns 242 15 2.02 ± 0.78 A 189 14 1.58 ± 0.73 B 138 16 1.15 ± 0.36 C 0.169 ** 

18) Exhibitions 251 14 2.09 ± 0.76 A 194 13 1.62 ± 0.76 B 140 15 1.17 ± 0.42 C 0.093 ** 

Overall mean 5434 - 2.75 ± 0.46 A 4657 - 2.16 ± 0.49 B 3381 - 1.54 ± 0.38 C  ** 

** = Highly significant (P<0.01), * = Significant (P<0.05), NS = Non-significant (P>0.05)  

Means sharing similar letters in a row are statistically non-significant (P>0.05) 



 

     

Fig. 19: Weighted scores  for the extension approaches with regard to effective use of various 

extension methods / media
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and printed material were rated as fair tending towards satisfactory. This gives an 

indication that the EFS of PEA were putting below average efforts in using these 

extension methods effectively. Telephone calls, movies and field days were placed in fair 

category by the respondents as the extension methods. The other methods which were 

rated as poor tending towards fair were: audio cassettes, video cassettes, field trips, 

exhibitions, campaigns, radio and television. From the above discussion it becomes 

evident that the methods ranked at 10-16 orders were being ignored by the PEA staff and 

they were not using these methods effectively. This gives an indication that there is a 

need that more emphasis be placed on these methods to enhance technology 

dissemination and its utilization. 

In contrast to the other two approaches (PSEA and PEA) none of the methods in 

CSEA was placed in good and satisfactory rating by the respondents. The only three 

methods (farm and home visits, lecture meetings and field demonstrations) were placed 

in fair category tending towards satisfactory. All the other methods were rated as poor by 

the respondents with reference to their effective use by the EFS of CSEA. It is clear from 

the interpretation that EFS of CSEA was not making serious efforts in using the extension 

methods effectively for the education of their growers.  

All the three approaches were significantly different from each other when 

compared for the effective use of different extension methods by their EFS. It is evident 

from the weighted scores of all the three extension approaches that PSEA was at the top 

with 5934 score and the major contributors in this regard were: farm and home visits, 

television, radio, lecture meetings and discussion meetings. PEA and CSEA were 2
nd

 and 

3
rd

 with 4657 and 3381 scores respectively. It means that PSEA was a better approach 

than the other two approaches (PEA and CSEA) with regard to the effective use of 

extension methods by their extension staff by EFS. 

 

 

 



 

     

 

4.2.13  Responsive to Various Categories of Rural People 

Responsiveness of any extension approach to various groups of people is one of 

the most important aspects. The farmers have different interests, priorities and 

preferences. Every category of the people has its own interests, preferences and demands. 

Every extension approach does not have the capability and potential to meet the changing 

needs/demands of various categories of people. The effective, efficient and successful 

extension approach may be one which has the potential to meet the changing 

needs/demands of the various categories of people. In farming there are various aspects, 

which have their own requirements/demands, which need to be met. Every extension 

approach may not have the potential to cope with diversified needs of farming 

community. Thus an extension approach which is responsive to various groups of people 

may be considered as appropriate one. The data pertaining to this aspect are given in 

Table 25 and illustrated in Fig. 21. 

The data depicted in Table 25 reveal that the responsiveness of PSEA to cater the 

needs of resource rich farmers and large farmers was rated as good and it was tending 

towards excellent which indicates that PSEA was focusing its efforts on large and 

resource rich farmers. Medium farmers were also being taken care of by the EFS of 

PSEA to satisfactory level as rated by the respondents. PSEA was also responsive to the 

needs of small farmers and part time farmers up to fair level. The PSEA was rated as poor 

tending towards fair with regard to its responsiveness to landless people, resource poor 

farmers, skilled people, wage workers, whereas the other categories of people like house 

wives, working women, and female farmers were rated as poor. It means that these 

categories of people/farmers with rank orders 7-12 were ignored by the EFS of PSEA and 

only the rich, large and medium farmers were addressed. This situation demands that the 

EFS of PSEA should be emphasized to address the needs of the other categories of 

farmers like female farmers, resource poor farmers and small farmers.  



 

     

Table 25: Weighted scores (WS), rank order and mean±S.D with LSD-value for the extension approaches with regard to 

their responsiveness to various categories of rural people 

Categories of people 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

LSD-value 
WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D 

1) Small farmers 297 4 2.48 ± 0.90 B 497 2 4.14 ± 0.82 A 167 7 1.39 ± 0.49 C 0.192 ** 

2) Medium farmers 402 3 3.35 ± 0.85 B 513 1 4.28 ± 0.81 A 260 3 2.17 ± 0.74 C 0.202 ** 

3) Large farmers 562 2 4.68 ± 0.47 A 408 4 3.40 ± 1.02 C 513 2 4.28 ± 0.84 B 0.205 ** 

4) Landless people 185 6 1.54 ± 0.62 B 404 5 3.37 ± 0.72 A 144 8 1.20 ± 0.40 C 0.151 ** 

5) Resource poor farmers 178 7 1.48 ± 0.61 B 420 3 3.50 ± 0.98 A 175 6 1.46 ± 0.87 B 0.211 ** 

6) Resource rich farmers 579 1 4.83 ± 0.38 A 283 12 2.36 ± 0.99 B 577 1 4.81 ± 0.81 A 0.196 ** 

7) Female farmers 120 13 1.00 ± 0.00 B 312 10 2.60 ± 0.70 A 120 12 1.00 ± 0.00 B 0.103 ** 

8) Part-time farmers 249 5 2.08 ± 0.87 B 329 9 2.74 ± 0.67 A 211 5 1.76 ± 0.92 C 0.210 ** 

9) Wage workers 161 9 1.34 ± 0.73 C 336 8 2.80 ± 0.84 A 258 4 2.15 ± 0.99 B 0.218 ** 

10) House wives 130 11 1.13 ± 0.86 B 300 11 2.50 ± 0.79 A 120 12 1.00 ± 0.00 C 0.171 ** 

11) Working women 126 12 1.05 ± 0.25 B 343 7 2.86 ± 0.82 A 120 12 1.00 ± 0.00 B 0.126 ** 

12) Skilled people 163 8 1.36 ± 0.79 B 401 6 3.34 ± 0.74 A 134 10 1.12 ± 0.37 C 0.167 ** 

Overall mean 3152 - 2.02 ± 0.28 B 4546 - 2.91 ± 0.38 A 2799 - 1.79 ± 0.23C  ** 

** = Highly significant (P<0.01), * = Significant (P<0.05), NS = Non-significant (P>0.05)  

Means sharing similar letters in a row are statistically non-significant (P>0.05) 



 

     

Fig. 20: Weighted scoresfor the extension approaches with regard to their responsiveness to 

various categories of rural people
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PEA was more responsive to the needs of medium and small farmers and it was 

rated as good with rank orders 1 and 2 respectively. Responsiveness to resource poor 

farmers, large farmers, landless people and skilled people was rated as satisfactory by the 

respondents, which reflects that the EFS of PEA were making average efforts to address 

the needs of these categories of farmers. The responsiveness of PEA to the needs and 

demands of working women, wage workers, part time farmers, female farmers, 

housewives and resource rich farmers was rated as fair tending towards satisfactory. 

From the above discussion regarding the responsiveness of PEA to the needs of various 

categories of farmers it becomes quite evident that PEA was the approach which was 

addressing more or less the needs of almost all the categories of farmers.  

The CSEA was mainly responsive to needs and requirements of resource rich and 

large farmers and it was rated as good tending towards excellent. It means that the CSEA 

was mainly emphasizing on large and rich farmers. The categories of farmers like 

medium farmers and wage workers were also being looked after by the EFS of CSEA up 

to fair level as rated by the respondents. Whereas the other categories of the farmers were 

being ignored by the EFS of CSEA and they were placed under poor category by the 

respondents. This indicates that CSEA was large and rich farmers centered approach and 

it has less concern with the needs of the other categories of the farmers.  

All the approaches were significantly different from each other when compared 

with regard to their responsiveness to the needs of various groups of farmers: PEA was 

more responsive to various groups of farmers with weighted scores 4546, than other two 

approaches as indicated from their weighted scores, 3152 and 2799 respectively. 

Responsiveness to medium farmers, small farmers and resource poor farmers were the 

major contributors which had ranked PEA at the top. 

 

4.2.14  Organizing the Target Groups 

Organizing the rural people into target groups is an important activity which needs 

proper attention of the EFS under various extension approaches, because  “when rural 

people organize for themselves much can be achieved” (cited in Muhammad, 2005).  The 



 

     

rural people have their own traditions, customs, preferences, priorities and values. There 

is dire need that the EFS of the extension approaches must understand the social values, 

traditions and customs of the social setup in rural areas. Then they (EFS) will be in a 

position to work properly for the proper organization of rural communities for their own 

benefit. Much of the development work in both the sectors, like agricultural and rural 

development can be done when the rural people are convinced and organized. They can 

have a voice in the higher circles when they are organized and have their own interest 

groups, organizations and associations. The organizations of the rural people can identify 

and prioritize their needs and problems and can struggle for their solutions. Effective and 

functional farmers‟ organizations can serve as a model for the common farmers/ordinary 

rural people. People get motivation from such organizations and can start work and 

participate in development activities. Considering the importance of this aspect the data 

were collected from the respondents and are given in Table 26 and illustrated in Fig. 22.   

The information given in Table 26 indicates that the contribution of PSEA towards 

the aspects relating to farmers‟ organization was rated satisfactory with rank orders 1,2 

and 3 with regard to understanding about the village community, seeking cooperation 

from other agencies and identification of potential leaders respectively. The respondents 

rated the contribution of PSEA as fair tending toward satisfactory with regard to the 

appropriate selection of real leaders, holding discussion with the identified leader and 

helping local leaders to call community meetings. Other aspects relating to farmers‟ 

organization included: involving all people in community meetings, encouraging and 

motivating people for organized group activities, gearing up farmers‟ organizations for 

actions, developing the target groups, planning and implementing group projects and 

monitoring and evaluation of the target group activities were rated as poor tending 

towards satisfactory and poor by the respondents. The overall rating of the respondents 

with regard to the contribution of PSEA towards various aspects relating to farmers‟ 

organization indicates that less efforts were being made by the EFS of PSEA for the 

organization of farmers into groups and motivating them for proper working and 

involving them in various types of group actions.  



 

     

Table 26: Weighted scores (WS), rank order and mean±S.D with LSD-value for the extension approaches with regard to 

their contribution towards  organizing the target groups  

Aspects relating to farmer’s organization 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

LSD-value 
WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D 

1)  Understanding about the village 

community 
389 1 3.24 ± 1.13 B 539 1 4.49 ± 0.67 A 253 1 2.11 ± 1.14 C 0.255 ** 

2) Identification of the potential leaders 363 3 3.03 ± 1.08 B 525 2 4.38 ± 0.76 A 233 2 1.94 ± 1.06 C 0.248 ** 

3) Appropriate selection of real leaders 338 4 2.82 ± 1.04 B 521 3 4.34 ± 0.79 A 194 3 1.62 ± 0.84 C 0.228 ** 

4) Holding discussions with the identified 

leaders 
299 5 2.49 ± 0.92 B 483 5 4.03 ± 0.90 A 176 4 1.47 ± 0.77 C 0.219 ** 

5) Seeking cooperation from other agencies 382 2 2.18 ± 0.89 B 449 6 3.74 ± 0.86 A 164 5 1.37 ± 0.72 C 0.210 ** 

6) Helping local leaders to call community 

meetings 
245 6 2.04 ± 0.83 B 430 7 3.58 ± 0.76 A 146 6 1.22 ± 0.61 C 0.188 ** 

7) Involving all people in community 

meetings 
231 7 1.93 ± 0.81 B 426 8 3.55 ± 0.72 A 140 7 1.17 ± 0.58 C 0.181 ** 

8) Encouraging and motivating people for 

organized group activities 
220 8 1.83 ± 0.79 B 413 9 3.44 ± 0.76 A 135 8 1.13 ± 0.56 C 0.181 ** 

9) Developing an organization structure 175 13 1.46 ± 0.67 B 491 4 4.09 ± 1.05 A 127 12 1.06 ± 0.51 C 0.197 ** 

10) Developing the target groups 187 11 1.56 ± 0.71 B 405 10 3.38 ± 0.79 A 129 10 1.08 ± 0.52 C 0.173 ** 

11) Gearing up the farmers‟ organizations 

for action 
188 9 1.57 ± 0.67 B 381 11 3.18 ± 0.85 A 129 10 1.08 ± 0.50 C 0.175 ** 

12) Planning and implementing group 

projects 
187 11 1.56 ± 0.66 B 369 12 3.08 ± 0.83 A 127 12 1.06 ± 0.47 C 0.170 ** 

13) Monitoring and evaluation of the target 

group activities 
179 12 1.49 ± 0.61 B 317 13 2.64 ± 0.81 A 122 13 1.02 ± 0.48 C 0.164 ** 

Overall mean 3383 - 2.09 ± 0.70 B 5749 - 3.69 ± 0.66 A 2075 - 1.33 ± 0.60  ** 

** = Highly significant (P<0.01), * = Significant (P<0.05), NS = Non-significant (P>0.05)  

Means sharing similar letters in a row are statistically non-significant (P>0.05) 



 

     

Fig. 21: Weighted scores for the extension approaches with regard to their contribution 

towards  organizing the target groups
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 In PEA the aspects like understanding about the village community, identification 

of the potential leaders, appropriate selection of the real leaders, developing on 

organizational structure and holding discussions with the identified leaders were rated as 

good.  The contribution of PEA with regard to other aspects relating to the farmers‟ 

organization like seeking cooperation from other agencies, helping local leaders to call 

community meetings and involving all people in community meetings were rated as 

satisfactory tending towards good whereas  encouraging and motivating people for 

organized group activities, developing the target groups, gearing up farmers‟ organization 

for action and planning and implementing group projects were rated as satisfactory. 

Monitoring and evaluation of the target group activities was the aspect in which the 

contribution of PEA was rated as fair tending towards satisfactory. It is quite evident 

from the description that PEA was the approach that was putting a lot of efforts in 

farmers‟ organizations so as they can work with target groups and in promoting group 

activities.  

The contribution of CSEA in farmers‟ organization was quite negligible as the 

respondents had rated most of the aspects as poor. Understanding about village 

community was rated as fair whereas identification of the potential leaders and 

appropriate selection of real leaders were the aspects where the contribution of CSEA 

was rated as poor tending towards fair.  

 On comparing these three approaches it was clear that all were significantly 

different from each other with regard to their contribution towards the aspects relating to 

the organization of farmers. It can be concluded from the above discussion that PEA was 

at the top with 5749 score followed by PSEA with 3783 score and CSEA with 3075 

score. Understanding about the village community, identification of potential leaders, 

appropriate selection of real leaders and development of organizational structure were the 

main contributors which has placed PEA at the highest rank.  

 



 

     

4.2.15  Responsiveness to National Policies and Goals 

Every country/government has its own preferences policies and goals in 

agriculture sector. Their policies were to be implemented and the goals were to be 

achieved while using different extension approaches. It is a very strong and plus point of 

any extension approach if it has a compatibility with national policies and goals. Keeping 

in view these factors it was thought necessary to ask the respondents about their 

perceptions regarding the responsiveness of the extension approaches towards national 

policies and goals. The information with regard to this aspect is given in Table 27 and 

illustrated in Fig. 23.   

 The data given in Table 27 indicate that the responsiveness of PSEA to national 

policies and goals was rated by the respondents as good with rank orders 1 and 2 in 

respect of the aspects like: subject matter coverage and geographical coverage 

respectively. Whereas the aspects like long term vision, accountability, sustainability, 

funding and staffing were rated as satisfactory tending towards good. This reflects that 

these aspects relating to national policies and goals were focused by the EFS of PSEA 

and they had put a lot of efforts to address these issues. The aspects rated satisfactory 

included innovativeness and target beneficiaries coverage. The aspects which were rated 

as fair tending towards satisfactory were: farmers‟ education and increase in production.  

The aspects which were rated as fair were skill development, improvement in living 

standards and stakeholders participation. It is evident from the above discussion that the 

aspects which were ranked at 10-14 orders were not adequately addressed under the EFS 

of PSEA.  

In case of PEA the respondents rated the subject matter coverage and 

accountability as good with regard to their responsiveness to national policies and goals. 

The two aspects which were rated by the respondents in respect of their responsiveness to 

national policies and goals as satisfactory tending towards good were: sustainability and 

long term vision. It is clear that the aspects which were ranked at 1-4 orders were being 

focused under the PEA. Innovativeness, stakeholders‟ participation, geographical 

coverage, skill development, target beneficiaries coverage, farmers‟ education and 



 

     

Table 27:  Weighted scores (WS), rank order and mean±S.D with LSD-value for the extension approaches with regard to  

their responsiveness to national policies and goals 

Aspects relating to national policies and 

goals 

PSEA PEA CSEA 
LSD-value 

WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D 

1) Subject matter coverage 487 1 4.06 ± 0.60 A 484 2 4.03 ± 0.61 A 367 2 3.06 ± 0.65 B 0.157 ** 

2) Geographical coverage 484 2 4.03 ± 0.78 A 405 7 3.38 ± 0.70 B 368 1 3.07 ± 0.85 C 0.197 ** 

3) Target beneficiaries coverage 403 9 3.36 ± 0.66 A 387 9 3.23 ± 0.69 A 298 6 2.48 ± 0.59 B 0.165 ** 

4) Staffing 424 7 3.53 ± 0.77 A 357 12 2.98 ± 0.73 B 270 9 2.25 ± 0.49 C 0.171 ** 

5) Funding 427 6 3.56 ± 0.78 A 360 11 3.00 ± 0.69 B 280 8 2.33 ± 0.54 C 0.171 ** 

6) Long term vision 465 3 3.88 ± 0.63 A 442 4 3.68 ± 0.74 B 339 4 2.83 ± 0.57 C 0.166 ** 

7) Sustainability 455 5 3.54 ± 0.80 B 470 3 3.92 ± 0.73 A 320 5 2.67 ± 0.74 C 0.192 ** 

8) Accountability 461 4 3.84 ± 0.62 B 484 2 4.03 ± 0.77 A 341 3 2.84 ± 0.66 C 0.174 ** 

9) Innovativeness 408 8 3.40 ± 0.67 A 419 5 3.49 ± 0.77 A 295 7 2.46 ± 0.73 B 0.183 ** 

10) Skill development 288 12 2.40 ± 0.69 B 399 8 3.33 ± 0.68 A 200 11 1.67 ± 0.67 C 0.172 ** 

11) Farmers‟ education 306 10 2.55 ± 0.63 B 370 10 3.08 ± 0.77 A 190 12 1.58 ± 0.60 C 0.171 ** 

12) Stakeholders‟ participation 250 14 2.08 ± 0.76 B 407 6 3.39 ± 0.81 A 162 14 1.35 ± 0.51 C 0.180 ** 

13) Increase in production 304 11 2.53 ± 0.62 B 331 13 2.76 ± 0.67 A 216 10 1.80 ± 0.53 C 0.155 ** 

14) Improvement in living standard  267 13 2.23 ± 0.69 B 327 14 2.73 ± 0.72 A 177 13 1.48 ± 0.53 C 0.166 ** 

Overall mean 5429 - 3.00 ± 0.42 B 5642 - 3.13 ± 0.45 A 3823 - 2.12 ± 0.34 C  ** 

** = Highly significant (P<0.01), * = Significant (P<0.05), NS = Non-significant (P>0.05)  

Means sharing similar letters in a row are statistically non-significant (P>0.05)  



 

     

Fig. 22: Weighted scores the extension approaches with regard to their responsiveness to 

national policies and goals.
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  Fig.  23: 



 

     

funding, were the aspects which were rated as satisfactory with regard to their 

responsiveness to the national policies and goals. This situation reflects that the EFS of 

PEA were putting average efforts for incorporating the aspects with rank orders 5-11 and 

making the approach compatible to national policies and goals. The aspects which were 

rated as fair tending towards satisfactory were staffing, increase in production and 

improvement in living standards. This means that these factors were not being 

emphasized by the EFS of PEA. This gives an indication that these aspects need to be 

taken into consideration.  

The aspects rated as satisfactory included: geographical coverage, and subject 

matter coverage with regard to their responsiveness to national policies and goals in 

CSEA. Whereas, accountability, long term vision, sustainability were the aspects which 

were rated as fair tending towards satisfactory in respect of their responsiveness to 

national policies and goals. The aspects like target beneficiaries coverage, 

innovativeness, funding and staffing were rated as fair. The other aspects which were 

rated as poor with a tendency towards fair were increase in production, skill 

development, farmers‟ education, whereas improvement in living standard and 

stakeholders‟ participation were rated as poor. This indicates that this approach (CSEA) 

was making no significant and worth while efforts to make this approach responsive to 

national policies and goals.  

All the three extension approaches (PSEA, PEA and CSEA) were significantly 

different from each other when compared for their contribution towards national policies 

and goals. It can be concluded that the PEA was the approach which was covering almost 

all the aspects to a reasonably good level and the EFS of this approach were putting 

above average level efforts in educating the farmers‟ about these aspects. Whereas PSEA 

and CSEA were at 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 levels respectively with regard to their responsiveness to 

the national policies and goals. Subject matter coverage, accountability, sustainability, 

long term vision, innovativeness and stakeholders‟ participation were the major factors 

which had placed PEA at the top. 



 

     

4.2.16  Farmer’s Overall Perceptions 

 The farmers have their own requirements and aspirations which they want to meet 

through extension approaches. To them a successful, effective and efficient extension 

approach would be one which could meet their felt and unfelt needs which are essential 

for their agricultural, rural development/social development. From a successful and 

effective extension approach farmers expect that it should provide them the new technical 

knowledge, financial assistance, opportunities for skill development, help in increasing 

production, and opportunities to develop self confidence in them. The information about 

the farmer‟s overall perception is given in Table 28 illustrated in Fig. 24.  

It is evident from the Table 28 that the farmer‟s perception about PSEA with 

regard to knowledge gain was rated as good with rank order 1. Whereas the perception of 

farmers regarding attitudinal change and confidence building were rated as satisfactory 

tending towards good with rank orders 2 and 3 respectively. The farmers perceived 

adoption of improved practices with this approach as satisfactory in PSEA. This rating of 

the respondents reflects that PSEA was putting much efforts in educating the farmers 

regarding the aspects ranked at 1-4 orders respectively. Wise use of natural resources, 

increase in production, sustainable agricultural development, self reliance and increase in 

farm income were perceived as fair tending towards satisfactory. The remaining aspects 

like, productive investment, increase in savings, aspirations for better future, better 

consumption, increase in skill development and increase in off farm income were rated as 

fair. It gives an indication that the aspects with rank orders from 6-15 were being 

advocated to an average and below average levels by EFS of PSEA. 

The farmers under PEA rated their perceptions satisfactory tending towards good 

and satisfactory in respect of the aspects like knowledge gain, attitudinal change and 

confidence building whereas sustainable agricultural development, wise use of natural 

resources, self reliance, productive investment, adoption of improved varieties, and 

aspirations for better future were rated as satisfactory. It was indicated that the aspects 

with rank orders 1-3 were being emphasized by the EFS of PEA and farmer‟s perception 

in respect of these aspects was above average. Whereas the aspects at rank orders 4-9 



 

     

Table 28:  Weighted scores (WS), rank order and mean±S.D with LSD-value for the extension approaches with regard to   

overall perceptions 

Farmer’s perception 
PSEA PEA CSEA 

LSD-value 
WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D WS Rank Mean ± S.D 

1) Knowledge gain 495 1 4.13 ± 0.51 A 477 1 3.98 ± 0.65 B 338 1 2.82 ± 0.71 C 0.160 ** 

2) Attitudinal change 466 2 3.88 ± 0.64 A 456 2 3.80 ± 0.69 A 303 2 2.53 ± 0.66 B 0.169 ** 

3) Confidence building  440 3 3.67 ± 0.61 A 436 3 3.63 ± 0.79 A 285 3 2.38 ± 0.65 B 0.174 ** 

4) Adoption of improved practices 402 4 3.35 ± 0.69 A 365 8 3.04 ± 0.68 B 269 4 2.24 ± 0.57 C 0.165 ** 

5) Increase in production 345 6 2.88 ± 0.63 A 325 13 2.71 ± 0.60 B 244 5 2.03 ± 0.47 C 0.146 ** 

6) Increase in farm income 301 9 2.51 ± 0.83 A 311 14 2.59 ± 0.60 A 204 7 1.70 ± 0.60 B 0.174 ** 

7) Increase in off farm income 225 15 1.88 ± 0.75 B 305 15 2.54 ± 0.81 A 160 15 1.33 ± 0.49 C 0.177 ** 

8) Increase in savings 276 11 2.30 ± 0.66 B 330 12 2.75 ± 0.77 A 187 10 1.56 ± 0.55 C 0.168 ** 

9) Increase in skill development 245 14 2.04 ± 0.65 B 338 10 2.82 ± 0.70 A 163 13 1.36 ± 0.55 C 0.161 ** 

10) Better consumption  259 13 2.16 ± 0.67 B 337 11 2.81 ± 0.74 A 161 14 1.34 ± 0.54 C 0.166 ** 

11) Productive investment 291 10 2.43 ± 0.75 B 375 7 3.13 ± 0.74 A 181 11 1.51 ± 0.62 C 0.179 ** 

12) Sustainable agricultural development  315 7 2.63 ± 0.73 B 412 4 3.43 ± 0.76 A 193 8 1.61 ± 0.71 C 0.187 ** 

13) Aspiration for better future 272 12 2.27 ± 0.64 B 363 9 3.03 ± 0.69 A 180 12 1.50 ± 0.62 C 0.166 ** 

14) Self reliance 302 8 2.52 ± 0.66 B 383 6 3.19 ± 0.79 A 188 9 1.57 ± 0.66 C 0.179 ** 

15) Wise use of natural resources  359 5 2.99 ± 0.67 B 408 5 3.40 ± 0.71 A 227 6 1.89 ± 0.88 C 0.192 ** 

Overall mean 4993 - 2.60 ± 0.41 B 5621 - 2.93 ± 0.45 A 3283 - 1.71 ± 0.40 C  ** 

** = Highly significant (P<0.01), * = Significant (P<0.05), NS = Non-significant (P>0.05)  

Means sharing similar letters in a row are statistically non-significant (P>0.05) 



 

     

Fig. 23: Weighted scores for the extension approaches with regard to  overall perception
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were moderately emphasized and farmers‟ perceived them at average level. The aspects 

which were rated as fair tending towards satisfactory included: increase in skill 

development, better consumption, increase in savings, increase in production, increase in 

farm income and increase in off farm income with rank orders 10-15 respectively. This 

again reflects that the perceptions of the farmers about the aspects with rank order 10-12 

were below average which speaks of that EFS of PEA were making below average efforts 

for the education of farmers regarding these aspects.  

In case of CSEA, knowledge gain and attitudinal change were perceived as fair 

tending towards satisfactory whereas the aspects like, confidence building, adoption of 

improved practices and increased in production were rated as fair. The aspects rated as 

poor tending towards fair included: wise use of natural resources, increase in farm 

income, sustainable agricultural development, self reliance, increase in saving and 

productive investment. Aspirations for better future, increase in skill development and 

increase in farm income were rated as poor by the respondents. This rating about CSEA 

with regard to farmers‟ overall perception reflects that the EFS of this approach had made 

below average efforts in respect of the selected aspects which clearly indicates that the 

CSEA had not properly focused this important issue.  

All the approaches were significantly different from each other when compared in 

respect of the farmers‟ overall perceptions. It was evident from the weighted scores of the 

approaches that PEA was perceived to be on the top better approach (5621 scores) with 

regard to overall perceptions followed by PSEA and CSEA with scores of 4993 and 3283 

respectively. It can be concluded that PEA was a better approach than other two 

approaches (PSEA and CSEA) in respect of the aspects regarding the farmers‟ overall 

perceptions. Knowledge gain, attitudinal change, confidence building, sustainable 

agricultural development, wise use of natural resources and self reliance were the major 

contributors which had put PEA at a better position than the other two approaches. 



 

     

4.3 Relationship between Independent and Dependent Variables  
 

 The socio-economic characteristics like age, education, income level, farm size, 

tenureship status and farming experience were taken as independent variables, the 

explanation with regard to the competition of these variables is given in the start of the 

chapter.    

 The dependent variables were farmers‟ participation at various stages of extension 

programme development, knowledge gain of the respondents about the crop production 

and protection practices and the technology utilization by the respondents with regard to 

the crop production and practices. 

4.4 Computation of Dependent Variables 

4.4.1 Farmers’ Participation at Various Stages of Extension Programme  

Development 
 

The participation of the respondents at various stages of extension programme 

development was calculated by having a sum of all the scores of the stages like problem 

identification, prioritizing the problems, objective formulation, seeking alternate 

solutions, preparation of work plan, implementation of work plan and monitoring and 

evaluation. The total score range was 7 to 35, splitting up into three categories i.e., low, 

medium and high with the group intervals of 7 to 16, 17 to 26, and 27 to 35 respectively 

based on the total possible scores.  

 

4.4.2 Knowledge Gain Regarding Crop Production and Protection Practices 
 

The knowledge gain by the respondents in respect of crop production and 

protection practices was calculated by having sum of all the scores of the various 

practices like land preparation, improved varieties, seed rate/plant population, sowing 

methods, irrigation methods, fertilizer application, cultural methods for weeds 

eradication, application of weedecides, mechanical control of insect pests, biological 

control of insect pests, chemical control of insect pests, integrated pest management, 

harvesting practices, postharvest technology and marketing of the produce. The scores 



 

     

range was from 15 to 67 splitting up into three categories like low (15-32), medium (33-

50) and high (51-67) respectively.  

 

4.4.3 Technology Utilization in Respect of Crop Production and Protection 

Practices 

 
The utilization of crop production and protection practices by the respondents was 

calculated by having sum of all the scores of the items included in technology utilization 

aspects of the research instrument. The total range was  15 to 56. This range was divided 

into three categories like low, medium and high with ranges 15-28, 29-42 and 43-56 

respectively.  

Table 29: Relationship between age of the respondents and their participation  

at various stages of extension programme development 

 

Age 
Participation 

Total 
Low Medium High 

Young 44  

12.22 

48 

13.33 

9 

2.50 

101 

28.06 

Middle 91 

25.28 

61 

16.94 

16 

4.44 

168 

46.67 

Old 55 

15.28 

29 

8.06 

7 

1.94 

91 

25.28 

Total 
190 

52.78 

138 

38.33 

32 

8.89 

360 

100.00 

Chi-square value = 6.32
NS                                        

DF=4 

 

The figures recorded in Table 29 indicate that there existed a non-significant 

relationship between the age of the respondents and their level of participation at various 

stages of extension programme development. It means that the age of the respondents had 

no effect on their level of participation at various stages of the extension programme 

development in all the three extension approaches. 

 

 

 



 

     

Table 30: Relationship between educational level of the respondents and their  

participation at various stages of extension programme development 

 

Education 
Participation 

Total 
Low Medium High 

Illiterate 43 

11.94 

31 

8.61 

5 

1.39 

79 

21.94 

Upto primary 24 

6.67 

25 

6.94 

8 

2.22 

57 

15.83 

Primary to 

Matric 

84 

23.33 

59 

16.39 

13 

3.61 

156 

43.33 

Above Matric 39 

10.83 

23 

6.39 

6 

1.67 

68 

18.89 

Total 
190 

52.78 

138 

38.33 

32 

8.89 

360 

100.00 

Chi-square value = 4.45
NS        

DF= 6 

 

The data given in Table 30 reveal that there was a non-significant relationship 

between educational level of the respondents and their level of participation at various 

stages of extension programme development. This leads to a conclusion that education 

was unlikely to have any effect on respondents‟ participation in extension programme 

development. 

 

Table 31: Relationship between income level of the respondents and their  

participation at various stages of extension programme development 

 

Income 
Participation 

Total 
Low Medium High 

Low 42 

11.67 

47 

13.06 

9 

2.50 

98 

27.22 

Medium 84 

23.33 

59 

16.39 

14 

3.89 

157 

41.61 

High 64 

17.78 

32 

8.89 

9 

2.50 

105 

29.17 

Total 
190 

52.78 

138 

38.33 

32 

8.89 

360 

100.00 

Chi-square value = 7.28
NS          

DF=4 

 



 

     

 The data depicted in Table 31 indicate that the income level of the respondents had 

a non-significant relationship with their participation in extension programme 

development. This shows that income level of the respondents did not influence their 

participation in extension programme development. 

Table 32: Relationship between tenureship status of the respondents and their  

participation at various stages of extension programme development 

 

Tenureship 
Participation 

Total 
Low Medium High 

Owners 121 

33.61 

86 

23.89 

27 

7.50 

234 

65.00 

Owner-cum-

tenants 

60 

16.67 

33 

9.17 

4 

1.11 

97 

26.94 

Tenants 9 

2.50 

19 

5.28 

1 

0.28 

29 

8.06 

Total 
190 

52.78 

138 

38.33 

32 

8.89 

360 

100.00 

Chi-square value = 15.67**                                                                     DF = 4 
 

 The data recorded in Table 32 shows that tenureship status of the respondents had 

a highly negative significant relationship with the level of participation of the respondents 

at various stages of extension programme development. It means that the owners were 

less likely to participate in the extension programme development activities than the other 

two categories.  

Table 33: Relationship between farm size of the respondents and the  

participation at various stages of extension programme development 

Farm size 
Participation 

Total 
Low Medium High 

Small 111 

30.83 

98 

27.22 

18 

5.00 

227 

63.06 

Medium 55 

15.28 

28 

7.78 

10 

2.78 

93 

25.83 

Large 24 

6.67 

12 

3.33 

4 

1.11 

40 

11.11 

Total 

190 

52.78 

 

138 

38.33 

32 

8.89 

 

360 

100.00 

 

Chi-square value = 6.16
NS                                                                                                            

DF = 4 
 



 

     

  

 The information given in Table 33 shows that there existed a non-significant 

relationship between the farm size of the respondents and their level of participation at 

various stages of extension programme development. This indicates that farm size of the 

respondents and their level of participation in extension programme development 

activities were independent of each other.   

 

Table 34: Relationship between the farming experience of the respondents and  

their participation at various stages of extension programme 

 

Farming 

experience 

Participation 
Total 

Low Medium High 

Low 59 

16.39 

60 

16.67 

14 

3.89 

133 

36.94 

Medium 72 

20.00 

51 

14.17 

11 

3.06 

134 

37.22 

High  59 

16.39 

27 

7.50 

7 

1.94 

93 

25.83 

Total 
190 

52.78 

138 

38.33 

32 

8.89 

360 

100.00 

Chi-square value = 8.17
NS          

DF = 4 

 The figures depicted in Table 34 reveal that farming experience of the respondents 

had a non-significant association with the participation level of the respondents at various 

stages of extension programme development. 

 

4.4.4 Knowledge gain 

 The knowledge gain regarding the crop production and protection practices by the 

respondents is an other important variable which can be affected positively or negatively 

by certain socio-economic characteristics like, age, education, income, tenaureship status, 

farm size, and farming experience of the respondents. Therefore, it was, thought essential 

to compute the relationship of the socio-economic characteristics with this important 

variable, the knowledge gain by the respondents. 

 

 

 

 



 

     

Table 35: Relationship between age of the respondents and their knowledge gain  

regarding crop production and protection practices 

 

Age 
Knowledge gain  

Total 
Low Medium High 

Young 22 

6.11 

52 

14.44 

27 

7.50 

101 

28.06 

Middle 25 

6.94 

94 

26.11 

49 

13.61 

168 

46.67 

Old 16 

4.44 

49 

13.61 

26 

7.22 

91 

25.28 

Total 
63 

17.50 

195 

54.17 

102 

28.33 

360 

100.00 

Chi-square value = 2.08
NS          

DF = 4 

 

 Table 35 depicts that age of the respondents had a non-significant association with 

their knowledge gain regarding crop production and protection practices, which indicates 

that the age of the respondents had no impact on the awareness level of their respondents 

regarding crop production and protection technologies. 

 

Table 36: Relationship between educational level of the respondents and their  

knowledge gain regarding crop production and protection practices 

 

Education 
Knowledge gain  

Total 
Low Medium High 

Illiterate 22 

6.11 

44 

12.12 

13 

3.61 

79 

21.94 

Upto primary 11 

3.06 

30 

8.33 

46 

4.44 

57 

15.83 

Primary to 

Matric 

21 

5.83 

86 

23.89 

49 

13.61 

156 

43.33 

Above Matric 9 

2.50 

35 

9.72 

24 

6.67 

68 

18.89 

Total 
63 

17.50 

195 

54.17 

102 

28.33 

360 

100.00 

Chi-square value = 12.90*                    DF = 4 

 
 The data recorded in Table 36 indicate that there existed a significant positive 

relationship between the education of the respondents and their knowledge gain regarding 



 

     

the crop production and protection practices. This means that with the increase in 

educational level of the respondents, there was an increase in the awareness level 

regarding the crop production and protection practices.  

Table 37: Relationship between income level of the respondents and their  

  knowledge gain regarding crop production and protection practices 

 

Income 
Knowledge gain  

Total 
Low Medium High 

Low 28 

7.78 

47 

13.06 

23 

6.39 

98 

27.22 

Medium 22 

6.11 

94 

26.11 

41 

11.39 

157 

43.61 

High 13 

3.61 

54 

15.00 

38 

10.56 

105 

29.17 

Total 
63 

17.50 

195 

54.17 

102 

28.33 

360 

100.00 

Chi-square value = 14.69**            DF = 4 

 

 The figures given in Table 37 depict that there existed a significant association 

between the income level of the respondents and their knowledge gain regarding crop 

production and protection practices. The relationship between these two variable shows a 

positive trend, which means that with the increase in income level of the respondents 

their knowledge gain regarding production and protection technologies about crops was 

also increased.  

Table 38: Relationship between tenureship status of the respondents and their  

knowledge gain regarding crop production and protection practices 

Tenureship 
Knowledge gain  

Total 
Low Medium High 

Owners 37 

10.28 

126 

35.00 

71 

19.72 

234 

65.00 

Owner-cum-

tenants 

19 

5.28 

49 

13.61 

29 

8.06 

97 

26.94 

Tenants 7 

1.94 

20 

5.56 

2 

0.56 

29 

8.06 

Total 
63 

17.50 

195 

54.17 

102 

28.33 

360 

100.00 

Chi-square value = 2.08
NS              

DF = 4 



 

     

 

 The chi-square computation of the figures recorded in Table 38 depict that a non-

significant association existed between the tenureship status of the respondents and their 

knowledge gain regarding the crop production and protection practices. This indicates 

that the tenureship status of the respondents had no effect on their knowledge gain. 

Table 39: Relationship between farm size of the respondents and their knowledge  

gain regarding crop production and protection practices 

 

Farm size 
Knowledge gain  

Total 
Low Medium High 

Small 47 

13.06 

125 

34.72 

55 

15.28 

227 

63.06 

Medium 10 

2.78 

53 

14.72 

30 

8.33 

93 

25.83 

Large 6 

1.67 

17 

4.72 

17 

4.72 

40 

11.11 

Total 
63 

17.50 

195 

54.17 

102 

28.33 

360 

100.00 

Chi-square value = 9.76*            DF = 4 

 

 The chi-square value of Table 39 shows a significant relationship between the 

farm size of the respondents and their knowledge gain regarding crop production and 

protection technologies. This relationship depicts a positive trend which means that with 

an increase in the farm size of the respondents, there was an increase in the awareness 

level of the respondents regarding improved crop production and protection practices.  

Table 40: Relationship between farming experience of the respondents and their  

knowledge gain regarding crop production and protection practices 

Farming 

experience 

Knowledge gain  
Total 

Low Medium High 

Low 27 

7.50 

74 

20.56 

32 

8.89 

133 

36.94 

Medium 24 

6.67 

72 

20.00 

38 

10.56 

134 

37.22 

Large 12 

3.33 

49 

13.61 

32 

8.89 

93 

25.83 

Total 
63 

17.50 

195 

54.17 

102 

28.33 

360 

100.00 

Chi-square value = 3.90
NS              

DF = 4 



 

     

 

 The data given in Table 40 depict a non-significant relationship between the 

farming experience of the respondents and their knowledge gain regarding crop 

production and protection practices. This shows that the farming experience of the 

respondents and their knowledge gain regarding crop production and protection 

technologies were independent of each other. 

 

4.4.5 Technology Utilization 

 Technology utilization is the most important and desired goal of all extension 

interventions. The extension workers are striving for the adoption of improved 

agricultural technologies by the farmers. One of the foremost and important objectives of 

all the extension systems/approaches is to enhance the technology utilization by their 

clients so that they can get the real benefit of the developments made by the research 

institutions and by applying/utilizing the same they can raise their income level and 

ultimately their living standard. The adoption behaviour of the respondents/farmers may 

be influenced by certain demographic/socio-economic characteristics. Keeping in view 

the importance and impact of these variables on the adoption behaviour, the relationship 

of the selected important variables was computed to determine the effect of these 

characteristics of the respondents on their adoption behaviour. 
 

Table 41: Relationship between age of the respondents and utilization of  

agricultural technologies by them 

 

Age 
Utilization of agricultural technologies  

Total 
Low Medium High 

Young 28 

7.78 

55 

15.28 

18 

5.00 

101 

28.06 

Middle 47 

13.06 

82 

22.78 

39 

10.83 

168 

46.67 

Old 24 

6.67 

50 

13.89 

17 

4.72 

91 

25.28 

Total 
99 

27.50 

187 

51.95 

74 

20.56 

360 

100.00 

Chi-square value = 1.76
NS        

DF=4 



 

     

The information recorded in Table 41 shows that there existed a non- significant 

relationship between age of the respondents and their level of agricultural technology 

utilization. This indicates that the age of the respondents had no impact on their adoption 

behaviour regarding the agricultural technologies.  

Table 42: Relationship between educational level of the respondents and the  

utilization of agricultural technologies by them 

 

Education 
Utilization of agricultural technologies  

Total 
Low Medium High 

Illiterate 25 

6.94 

49 

13.61 

5 

1.39 

79 

21.94 

Upto primary 21 

5.83 

25 

6.94 

11 

3.06 

57 

15.83 

Primary to 

Matric 

41 

11.39 

74 

20.56 

41 

11.94 

156 

43.33 

Above Matric 12 

3.33 

39 

10.83 

17 

4.72 

68 

18.89 

Total 
99 

27.50 

187 

51.94 

74 

20.56 

360 

100.00 

Chi-square value = 19.01**                     DF=6 

 

The chi-square computation of the data given in Table 42 depict that there was a 

highly significant positive relationship between the educational level of the respondents 

and their level of utilization of agricultural technologies. It means that with an increase in 

educational level of the respondents, the agricultural technologies utilization by them was 

also increased. The farmers with higher education levels were more likely to utilize 

agricultural technologies than those who had little or no education.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

     

Table 43: Relationship between income level of the respondents and utilization of  

agricultural technologies by them 
 

Income 
Utilization of agricultural technologies  

Total 
Low Medium High 

Low 35 

9.72 

52 

14.44 

11 

3.06 

98 

27.22 

Medium 37 

10.28 

85 

23.63 

35 

9.72 

157 

43.61 

High 27 

7.50 

50 

13.89 

28 

7.78 

105 

29.17 

Total 
99 

27.50 

187 

51.94 

74 

20.56 

360 

100.00 

Chi-square value = 10.25*            DF = 4 

 The analysis of the data given in Table 43 reveal that there existed a significant 

positive association between the income level of the respondents and their level of 

agricultural technologies utilization. It means that the farmers with high income were 

more likely to utilize agricultural technologies than those who had lower income levels.  
 

Table 44: Relationship between the tenureship status of the respondents and the  

utilization of agricultural technologies by them 
 

Tenureship 
Utilization of agricultural technologies  

Total 
Low Medium High 

Owners 60 

16.67 

128 

35.56 

46 

12.78 

234 

65.00 

Owner-cum-tenants 30 

8.33 

43 

11.94 

24 

6.67 

97 

26.94 

Tenants 9 

2.50 

 

16 

4.44 

4 

1.11 

29 

8.06 

Total 
99 

27.50 

187 

51.94 

74 

20.56 

360 

100.00 

Chi-square value = 3.89
NS          

DF = 4 
 

 The data given in Table 44 depict that there existed a non-significant relationship 

between the tenureship status of the respondents and the utilization of agricultural 

technologies by them. This indicates that the tenancy status of the respondents had no 

impact on their level of adoption regarding the improved agricultural technologies.  

 



 

     

Table 45: Relationship between the farm size of the respondents and utilization  

of agricultural technologies by them 
 

Farm size 
Utilization of agricultural technologies  

Total 
Low Medium High 

Small 69 

19.17 

124 

34.44 

34 

9.44 

227 

63.06 

Medium 17 

4.72 

49 

13.61 

27 

7.50 

93 

25.83 

Large 13 

3.61 

14 

3.89 

13 

3.61 

40 

11.11 

Total 
99 

27.50 

187 

51.94 

74 

20.56 

360 

100.00 

Chi-square value = 15.93**            DF = 4 

 The information given in Table 45 when computed through Chi-square for 

determining the relationship reveals that there existed a highly significant negative 

relationship between the farm size of the respondents and their level of agricultural 

technology utilization. It means that the small farmers were utilizing the technologies 

more than medium and big farmers. It may imply that that the agricultural technologies 

being advocated under these extension approaches were more suitable, appropriate and 

responsive to the small farmers. 

Table 46: Relationship between farming experience of the respondents and  

utilization of agricultural technologies by them 

 
Farming 

experience 

Utilization of agricultural technologies  
Total 

Low Medium High 

Low 40 

11.11 

67 

18.51 

26 

7.22 

133 

36.94 

Medium 40 

11.11 

69 

19.17 

25 

6.94 

134 

37.22 

Large 19 

5.28 

51 

14.17 

23 

6.39 

93 

25.83 

Total 
99 

27.50 

187 

51.94 

74 

20.56 

360 

100.00 

Chi-square value = 3.59
NS           

DF = 4
 

 

 

 The data recorded in Table 46 indicate that there was a non-significant relationship 

between the farming experience of the respondents and the utilization of agricultural 



 

     

technologies by them. This means that farming experience of the respondents had no 

effect on the utilization of agricultural technologies by them.   
 

4.5 Development of a Strategy for Sustainable Agriculture 
 

 The present study was undertaken to analyze various extension approaches being 

implemented under public, NGOs and private sectors for the education and motivation of 

the farmers/people for sustainable agriculture. Three extension approaches  under study 

were; PSEA, followed by the Agriculture Department (Extension) PEA used by Punjab 

Rural Support Programme and CSEA exercised by the sugar mills.  These three extension 

approaches were analyzed for sustainable agriculture against 16 selected parameters. The 

perception of the farmers/registered growers/stakeholders were asked with the help of a 

specifically designed and tested research instrument and the information so collected was 

statistically analyzed and the conclusions were drawn. On the basis of the results of the 

study and based on the opinions of the farmers/stakeholders every approach has got 

certain strengths and weaknesses with regard to the selected parameters. The weighted 

scores of each extension approach against the selected parameters were computed and 

represented in Table 47. An overview of the Table reflects that in respect of the 

introduction of practices of sustainable agriculture PSEA was on the top  with score value 

of 4452 whereas PEA and CSEA were 2
nd

  (4271) and 3
rd

  (3727) respectively.  It means 

that PSEA was a better approach that had made efforts for the introduction of sustainable 

agricultural practices among their farmers. As regards, the farmers‟ participation, PEA 

was at the top and PSEA and CSEA were rated as 2
nd

 and 3
rd

, respectively which reflects 

that PEA was the approach which had provided more opportunities for farmers‟ 

participation at various stages of extension programme development than the other two 

approaches (PSEA and CSEA). Womens‟ participation at various stages of extension 

programme development was found only in PEA whereas the other two approaches 

(PSEA and CSEA) had absolutely ignored the female segment of population. PSEA was 

at the top with respect to the linkages development with other agricultural institutions and 

various groups of farming community whereas PEA and CSEA were second and third 



 

     

with score value of 2862 and 2403 respectively. It indicates that PSEA was making more 

efforts on this aspect of sustainable agriculture than PEA and CSEA respectively. PEA 

was at the top in respect of diversified areas covered whereas PSEA and CSEA were 2
nd

  

and 3
rd 

, respectively, which indicates that the EFS of PEA was making more efforts for 

providing coverage to specific areas of agriculture than PSEA and CSEA. As regards the 

dissemination of crop production and protection practices, PSEA had secured the highest 

score (6185) and was ranked first whereas the remaining two approaches (PSEA and 

CSEA) were rated as second and third with 4556 and 4507 scores respectively. There was 

a slight difference between PEA and CSEA with regard to the dissemination of crop 

production and protection practices. This gives an indication that PSEA had made  



 

     

Table 47: Parameter-wise weighted scores of extension approaches 

 

Sr.No. Parameters PSEA PEA CSEA 

 

1 Practices for sustainable agriculture 4452 4271 3727 

2 Farmers‟ participation 1815 2728 1317 

3 Women‟s participation 0 2064 0 

4 Linkages development 3073 2862 2403 

5 Diversified areas covered  2394 3723 1718 

6 Knowledge gained regarding crop production & protection  

protection practices 

6185 4556 4507 

7 Utilization of crop production & protection practices 5059 3613 3575 

8 Facilitating the utilization of agricultural  

technologies 

1888 1921 1309 

9 Contribution towards various fields of  

agriculture 

3381 4471 2005 

10 EFS as communicators of technologies 7009 6802 5050 

11 Effectiveness of extension message 4387 4293 3275 

12 Use of various extension methods/media 5434 4657 3381 

13 Responsive to various categories of rural  

People 

3152 4546 2799 

14 Contribution towards organizing the  

target groups 

3383 5749 2075 

15 Responsiveness to national policies and  

goals 

5429 5462 3823 

16 Overall perceptions of the farmers 4993 5621 3283 



 

     

Fig. 24: Parameter-wise weighted wcores of extension approaches
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reasonably good efforts for creating awareness among the farming community regarding 

the crop production and protection practices. Same pattern was observed in all the three 

extension approaches in making their efforts for the utilization of crop production and 

protection practices as in case of dissemination of these practices. PEA was slightly better 

than PSEA in respect of facilitating the utilization of agricultural technologies by the 

farmers whereas CSEA was at the bottom. An overview of the Table 48 gives an 

expression that this aspect of sustainable agriculture has been least emphasized by the 

EFS of almost all the three approaches. As regards the contribution towards various fields 

of agriculture PEA was no. 1 with score 4471, PSEA and CSEA were 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 with 

scores 3381 and 2005, which reflects that PEA had made more contribution towards 

different fields of agriculture than those of PSEA and CSEA. The EFS of PSEA were 

more competent in communicating agricultural technologies to the farmers than the EFS 

of other two approaches (PEA and CSEA). PSEA was rated as first with regard to the 

competence of its EFS as communicators of technologies whereas PEA and CSEA were 

second and 3
rd

, respectively. There was a small difference in the scores of PSEA and 

PEA which reflects that the EFS of these two approaches (PSEA and PEA) had made 

more or less equal efforts in communicating agricultural technologies to their 

farmers/stakeholders whereas the EFS of CSEA were less effective in communicating the 

technologies to their registered growers. The extension messages prepared by the EFS of 

PSEA were comparatively better than those of PEA and CSEA. The PSEA was at the top 

with 4387 score whereas PEA and CSEA were 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 with 4293 and 3275 scores 

respectively. This reflects that the extension messages of PSEA and PEA were better than 

CSEA as perceived by their farmers/stakeholders. The EFS of PEA had used the 

extension methods/media more effectively and in a variety as compared with the EFS of 

PEA and CSEA which gives an indication that the EFS of PSEA were more competent 

and frequent in using a variety of extension methods/media as compared to the EFS of 

other two approaches (PEA and CSEA). PEA was more responsive to the needs of 

various categories of rural people. PEA was at the top whereas PSEA was less responsive 

to the needs of rural people and CSEA was responsive to only the crop farmers  
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(single crop). The EFS of PEA had made more serious efforts in organizing the people in 

to community organizations whereas this aspect was less taken care of in PSEA and in 

CSEA it was least addressed. PEA and PSEA were more or less equally responsive to 

national policies and goals as indicated from the scores whereas the responsiveness to 

national policies and goals in case of CSEA was less than the other two approaches. As 

regards the overall perceptions of the farmers, the PEA was perceived to be better 

approach with 5621 score than the other two approaches (PSEA and CSEA) which were 

perceived to be less effective and were rated at 2
nd

 and 3
rd

  respectively.  

 This whole discussion concludes that PEA and PSEA were the approaches which 

were in comparison with each other. In some aspects, PSEA was better approach than 

PEA and in some cases PEA was effective than PSEA. CSEA especially implemented by 

sugar mills was less effective than PSEA and PEA. From the above detailed description 

of all the three approaches with regard to the selected parameters it was evident that none 

of the extension approach was equally effective against the study parameters for 

sustainable agricultural development. It is therefore, recommended that such an extension 

approach would be suitable to sustainable agriculture which would be a combination of 

the two main approaches, PSEA and PEA working in public and NGOs sectors. The 

aspects which were taken care of in an effective manner or in a better way in PSEA were 

introduction of practices for sustainable agriculture, linkages development, dissimination 

and utilization of crop production and protection practices, EFS as communicators of 

technologies, effective extension message, frequent and effective use of extension 

methods/media whereas the aspects well addressed in PEA were farmers‟ participation, 

women participation, specific subject areas covered by the extension approach, 

facilitation for the utilization of agricultural technologies, contribution towards various 

fields of agriculture, responsiveness to various categories of rural people, contribution 

towards organizing the target groups, responsiveness to national policies and goals and 

overall perception of the farmers/stakeholders. A better extension approach may be 

developed by incorporating the good features and methodologies being adopted by PSEA 

and PEA and the week aspects either be eliminated are more emphasized.  



 

     

CHAPTER V 
 

Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations 
 

5.1 Summary 

 
 Pakistan is rightly said to be an agricultural country and agriculture is the 

backbone of its economy. Almost all the crops (like wheat, cotton, maize, sugarcane, 

grams, rice etc.) fruits and vegetables are grown all over the country but there is big gap 

between the average yield and potential yield of various agricultural commodities. There 

is also a big difference between the yields of these commodities obtained in the country 

and those of the advanced countries. This low yield can be attributed to many factors  

including lack of technical information/assistance to the farmers from the extension field 

staff of Agricultural Department. The proper and effective dissemination of agricultural 

technologies from the research institutions to the farmers through the extension service 

can help the farmers in the adoption of improved agricultural technologies. In fact 

technology utilization is a major contributing factor which can increase agricultural 

production of various crops. For the effective dissemination of improved agricultural 

technology to the farmers, the public, private and NGO sectors are making their efforts 

according to their resources and mandate.  All these sectors have their own ways of 

implementing their programmes for the dissemination of agricultural information and 

assisting the farmers with regard to the technology utilization.   

In Pakistan, many extension approaches have so far been implemented under 

public, private and NGO sectors for the motivation and education of the farmers 

regarding the technology utilization for increasing agricultural productivity. The 

extension approaches so far been implemented are as under: 

 

5.1.1 Public sector 

General agricultural extension approach, T&V approach, FSR/E, educational 

institution approach, public sector extension approach (under devolution plan) 



 

     

5.1.2 Private sector 

 Commodity specialized extension approach like extension, services being 

provided by sugar mills, pesticide companies,  Pakistan Oilseed Development Board, 

Idara-e-Kisan, Pattoke (in animal sector), Rafhan Maize Products Co., Faisalabad.  

 

5.1.3 NGOs sector 

 Participatory agricultural extension approach followed by PRSP, AKRSP, BRSP, 

NRSP, and SRSC etc. 

All these extension approaches have worked/are working according to the 

instructions/directions of their management for the achievement of their pre-determined 

objectives. But one common objective which is a central one in all the approaches that 

the farmers should be provided with latest agricultural technology alongwith facilitations 

so that they can adopt the improved agricultural practices for increasing their per acre 

yield. The three approaches (PSEA, PEA and CSEA currently being run by public, 

private and NGO sector) were analysed against the study parameters and following 

conclusions were drawn:   

  

5.2 Conclusions 
 

i. PSEA, PEA and CSEA were the extension approaches which were known to all 

the respondents whereas cost sharing approach was known to 40.56% of the 

respondents. General extension approach, FSR/E and educational institution 

approach were know to 33.89, 18.89 and 28.89% of the respondents 

respectively. None of the respondents was aware of the project approach.  

ii. Most of the respondents (46.67, 43.33, 50.00%) were middle aged followed by 

43.33, 21.67 and 19.17% who were young in the three approaches (PEA, PSEA 

and CSEA, respectively). In all the three approaches, the old aged respondents 

were about 30.00% in PSEA and CSEA whereas 13.34% in PEA.  



 

     

iii. A greater percentage (28.33) of the respondents was illiterate in PEA whereas 

the illiterate respondents were 16.67 and 20.83% in PEA and CSEA 

respectively.  The respondents with primary education were more in percentage 

(23.33%) in PEA than the other two approaches (PSEA and CSEA) whereas 

almost an equal percentage of the respondents was primary to matric in all the 

three approaches. The respondents with above matric education were more in 

percentage (26.67%) in PSEA than in PEA and CSEA where they were 18.34 

and 21.27% respectively.  

iv. In PEA more than 90% of the respondents belonged to low and medium income 

groups whereas in PSE and CSEA a large majority (80 and 86.00%, 

respectively) belonged to medium and high income groups.  

v. A great majority (72.50%) of the respondents was owners in PSEA whereas a 

simple majority (59.17 and 63.33%) of the respondents was owners in PEA and 

CSEA. Almost one fourth of the respondents were owner-cum-tenants in PSEA 

and PEA whereas one third of the respondents in CSEA were owner-cum-

tenants. A meager percentage (3.33 and 3.34%) of the respondents in both the 

extension approaches (PSEA and CSEA) were tenants and in PEA 17.50% of 

the respondents were tenants.  

vi. An overwhelming majority (81.67%) of the respondents was having small farms 

in PEA whereas 56.67 and 50.83% were small farmers in PSEA and CSEA 

respectively. As regards the medium farmers 35.83, 28.33 and 13.33% of the 

respondents belonged to this group in CSEA, PSEA and PEA. A meager 

percentage (5.00%) of the respondents in PEA was large farmers whereas the 

large farmers were three times more in CSEA and PSEA than those of PEA. 

vii. In all the three extension approaches almost an equal percentage of the 

respondents had low and medium range of experience whereas about one fourth 

of the respondents had from high farming experience.  

viii. A meager percentage (4.17, 4.50 and 1.67) of the respondents in all the three 

approaches were engaged simultaneously in farming, service, and business. In 



 

     

PEA majority (60.00%) of the respondents was engaged in farming and business 

simultaneously whereas 27.5 and 35.83% of the respondents in PSEA and 

CSEA had engaged themselves in farming and business. In PEA one fifth  of the 

respondents had adopted farming as the only profession whereas 47.5 and 

40.83% of the respondents in CSEA and PSEA had farming as only the 

profession. . As regards the farming and service professions at the same time 

27.5, 12.15 and 15.00% of the respondents in all the three approaches (PSEA, 

PEA, CSEA) were having these professions.  

ix. As regards the introduction of practices for sustainable agriculture all the three 

approaches were significantly different from each other. It was evident from the 

weighted scores of the extension approaches (PSEA 4452, PEA 4251 and CSEA 

3727) that PSEA had made more efforts for the introduction of sustainable 

practices among the farmers than the other two approaches whereas the EFS of 

PEA had made comparatively less efforts than that of PSEA and more work was 

done when compared with CSEA. CSEA was the approach where the least 

efforts were made by its EFS for the introduction of sustainable agricultural 

practices among its registered growers. PSEA was at the top, PEA and CSEA 

were second and third respectively with regard to the efforts made for the 

introduction of sustainable agricultural practices.  

x. PSEA, PEA and CSEA were significantly different from each other when 

compared for the provision of opportunities for farmers‟ participation in 

extension programme development. PEA was at the top with 2728 score 

whereas PSEA and CSEA were 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 with 1815 and 1318 scores 

respectively. This indicates that PEA was the extension approach that have 

provided more opportunities to the farmers for their participation in extension 

programme development than rest of the two approaches (PSEA and CSEA). 

xi. PEA was the only approach among the approaches under study which had 

provided opportunities for women participation at various stages of extension 

programme development.  



 

     

xii. The PSEA was at the top with 3073 score whereas PEA and CSEA were 2
nd

 and 

3
rd

 with 2862 and 2403 scores respectively.   PSEA and PEA were non-

significantly different from one an other whereas CSEA was significantly 

different from these two approaches (PSEA and PEA). It clearly indicates that 

the EFS of PSEA had made more efforts to develop links with various 

categories of farmers and agricultural allied institutions than PEA and CSEA.  

xiii. All the three approaches were significantly different from each other with regard 

to diversified areas covered. PEA was at the top for providing coverage to 

different areas identified with 3727 score whereas PSEA and CSEA were 2
nd

 

and 3
rd

 with 2394 and 1718 scores respectively. PEA was the approach which 

had covered more diversified areas whereas rest of the two approaches (PSEA 

and CSEA) were not putting sufficient efforts in educating and motivating their 

registered growers in the identified areas.  

xiv. With regard to information provision to farmers, PSEA was significantly 

different from rest of the two approaches (PEA and CSEA) whereas PEA and 

CSEA were non-significantly different from each other. PSEA was more 

effective with 6185 score in creating awareness among the farmers regarding 

crop production and protection practices. The other two approaches (PEA and 

CSEA) were less effective with 4556 and 4507 scores respectively in providing 

information to their registered growers/farmers. 

xv. On comparing all the three approaches with regard to their role in the 

technology utilization regarding sustainable agricultural development, PSEA 

was found significantly different from rest of the two approaches (PEA and 

CSEA)  whereas PEA and CSEA were non significantly different from one an 

other. PSEA was at the top with 5059 score, PEA and CSEA were 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 

with 3613 and 3575 scores respectively. It becomes evident that EFS of PSEA 

had made relatively more efforts for introducing the agricultural technologies 

among the farmers and motivating the farmers for the adoption thereof.  



 

     

xvi. PSEA and PEA were non-significantly different from each other when 

compared for providing facilitation in the utilization of agricultural technologies 

to their farmers/registered growers. CSEA was significantly different from rest 

of the two approaches (PSEA and CSEA). PEA was more effective with 1921 

score than the other approaches (PSEA 1888, CSEA 1309) in helping the 

farmers and providing them technical assistance regarding technology utilization 

for crop production. On the whole in all the three approaches, the farmers had 

not been facilitated upto their entire satisfaction.  

xvii. PSEA, PEA and CSEA were significantly different from each other when 

compared with regard to their contribution made towards various fields of 

agriculture. The contribution of PEA towards various fields of agriculture was 

more than the two approaches (PSEA and CSEA). PEA had made its 

contribution in diversified areas whereas PSEA had its main focus on the 

cultivation of different commodities (crops, fruits and vegetables) and CSEA 

has its focus only on crop farming (single crop). 

xviii. Both the approaches (PSEA and CSEA) were non-significantly different from 

each other and were significantly different from CSEA with regard to the 

aspects relating to the competence of EFS as communicators of technologies. 

The EFS of PSEA were on the top whereas PEA and CSEA were 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 

respectively with respect to competence of their staff as communicators of 

extension messages.   

xix. CSEA was significantly different from PSEA and PEA whereas these two 

approaches (PSEA and PEA) were non-significantly different from each other 

when compared for the aspects relating to the extension messages. It is quite 

evident that PSEA had prepared extension messages relating more carefully and 

putting satisfactory to good levels of efforts as perceived by the respondents 

whereas in PEA in most of the aspects above average efforts were made by the 

EFS on preparing the extension messages whereas in CSEA below average level 

efforts were made in preparing the messages by its EFS.  



 

     

xx. The weighted scores  of all the three approaches indicated that PSEA was at the 

top with 5934 score, PEA and CSEA were 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 with scores 4657 and 3381 

respectively with regard to the effective use of extension methods by their EFS. 

All the three approaches were significantly different from each other when 

compared for this particular aspect. 

xxi. All the three extension approaches were significantly different from each other 

with regard to their contributions made for the organization of farmers. PEA was 

at the top with 5749 score, PSEA was 2
nd

 with 3783 score and CSEA 3
rd

 with 

3075 score.  

xxii. As regards, the responsiveness of extension approaches to national policies and 

goals, all were significantly different from each other. PEA was the approach 

which was covering all the aspects identified to a reasonably good level and was 

putting above average efforts in educating the farmers whereas PSEA and CSEA 

were rated at 2
nd

 and 3
rd

  respectively with regard to their responsiveness to 

national policies and goals.  

xxiii. All extension approaches were significantly different from one and other when 

compared in respect of farmers overall perception. PEA was perceived as better 

approach with 5621 score than PSEA and CSEA with 4993 and 3283 scores 

respectively. 

xxiv. The age, education, income level, farm size and farming experience of the 

respondents had not shown any affect on their participation in extension 

programme development activities it means that they were independent of each 

other whereas the tenureship status had a negative significant association with 

the participation of respondents in extension programme activities.  

xxv. The respondents‟ age, tenureship status and farming experience had no 

significant association with the knowledge gain of the respondents with regard 

to crop production and protection practices whereas education, income and farm 

size were the variables which had significant relationship with the knowledge 

gained by the respondents regarding crop production and protection practices.  



 

     

xxvi. Education and income level of the respondents had shown a significant 

association with the technology utilization whereas age, tenureship status and 

farming experience had no effect on the utilization of crop production and 

protection practices by the respondents. Farm size was the only factor with the 

respondents that had shown a negative significant affect on the technology 

utilization by the respondents.  

 
5.3 Recommendations 

 

5.3.1 Recommendations for Public Sector  

i) The public section extension has not provided sufficient opportunities for 

farmers‟ participation at various stages of extension programme development 

activities. Therefore, it is recommended that the public sector extension should 

be modified in such a manner that the more opportunities be made available for 

the farmers so that they may participate at various stages of extension 

programme development activities. 

ii) As there was no evidence of women participation at any level in the public 

sector extension approach, therefore it is recommended that more opportunities 

be provided to the women farmers for their participation in extension 

programme development activities so that they may have an access to the 

technologies and can play an active role in the process of technology 

development and its utilization.  

iii) The public sector extension approaches should pay more attention towards the 

small and resource poor farmers because they are really the neglected groups 

of people which really need assistance.  

iv) The authorities of the extension approaches working under government sector 

should pay more attention to the common farmers rather than the large and 

influential ones because the small farmers constitute a major part of the 



 

     

farming community and they are more in need of technical assistance by the 

EFS of the extension approaches. 

v) The extension approaches working under the umbrella of public sector should 

provide the farmers with the latest agricultural technologies with regard to all 

the aspects of agriculture especially livestock, fish farming, poultry farming, 

dairy farming and goat farming as these areas are being less focused. 

vi) The high ups of the extension approaches working under public sector should 

make such arrangements in which the mass media should be introduced more 

vigorously for disseminating improved agricultural technologies among the 

farmers instead of consuming more time on individual contact methods like 

farm and home visits.   

vii) The public sector should concentrate on the farmers‟ organizations and make it 

a permanent and continuous phenomena so that the resource poor farmers 

which at present have no voice can make their own effective organizations 

through which they can raise their voice for their rights and can give their 

demands at various forums through their representatives. 

viii) The aspects like farmers‟ education, increase in production, skill development, 

stakeholder participation and improvement in living standards are being less 

focused by the public sector extension, therefore, it is recommended that while 

formulating various strategies for the technology dissemination and its 

utilization among the farmers, it should be the first priority that whatever is 

being done is compatible to the national policies and goals and nothing is 

contradictory to it. 

 

5.3.2 Recommendations for NGO Sector 

i) As depicted from the results of the study that NGO sector is covering and 

emphasizing on poultry farming, dairy farming, goat farming and income 

generating schemes and the crop, fruit and vegetable aspects of agriculture are 

being less focused. Therefore, it is recommended that NGO sector should make 



 

     

more efforts for helping the farmers with regard to the utilization of 

agricultural technologies with special reference to the crops, vegetables and 

fruits.  

ii) The participatory extension approaches working under NGO sector should 

provide maximum facilitation to the farmers so that they can adopt the 

improved agricultural technologies. Thisfacilitations should be on the 

provision of inputs like seed fertilizers and pesticides.  

iii) The participatory extension approaches should also provide in service training 

opportunities to their EFS for updating their technical knowledge, ability to 

demonstrate technologies, ability to facilitate, ability to help and educate the 

farmers. This will help them in effectively communicating the technical subject 

matter to their audience in effective and efficient manners.  

iv) The EFS of participatory extension approaches working under NGO sector 

should make efforts to make their extension messages environmentally safe, 

economically feasible, socially acceptable and properly arranged.  

v) The EFS of PEA should also make more use of mass media for educating and 

motivating their target audience with regard to their technologies.  

vi) The NGO sector should also take care of the national policies and goals while 

designing extension activities for its clients 

 

5.3.3 Recommendations for Private Sector  

i) The private sector should make serious efforts for introducing such agricultural 

practices which are suitable for sustainable agricultural development, 

environment friendly and have non-degrading effects on the environment.  

ii) The results have clearly indicated that the commodity specialized extension 

approach had provided very negligible opportunities for farmers‟ participation 

at various stages of extension programme development, therefore, it is 

recommended that the CSEA in private sector should be developed in such a 



 

     

manner that there should be a room for farmers‟ opinions and participation so 

that they may become a part of the system.  

iii) The private sector should also develop such extension approaches which are 

responsive to the women, an important segment of population, so that they may 

contribute towards various aspects of agricultural and rural development.  

iv) The EFS of commodity specialized extension approaches should also be 

directed to pay due attention towards the problems and demands of the small 

and resource poor farmers so that they may be able to increase the yield of 

their crops from their small farms.  

v) The private sector should not only provide the information with regard to a 

single commodity without keeping in view the environmental factors and 

demands of the farmers rather they should also help the farmer by addressing 

their other farming problems/issues.  

vi) The private sector should not only make profit at the cost of farmers, it should 

also facilitate the farmers so that they may easily adopt improved agricultural 

technologies.  

vii) The study results have indicated that the EFS of CSEA were less competent in 

communicating technologies to their registered growers than those of the other 

two approaches, therefore it is recommended that the EFS of CSEA in private 

sector be provided more training opportunities so that they may be in a position 

to effectively communicate the agricultural technologies to the farmers.  

viii) The private sector should also direct the EFS of commodity specialized 

extension approach to prepare the extension messages which are responsive to 

the needs of farmers.  

ix) The commodity specialized extension approach being followed by sugar mills 

in private sector should also make use of mass media and group contact 

methods more effectively so that it can provide technical assistance/coverage 

to many more farmers living in remote localities. 



 

     

x) The field staff of private sector should also focus the problems and priorities of 

the small farmers rather than giving more emphasis to the large and influential 

farmers.  

xi) More efforts should be made by the EFS of commodity specialized approach 

for organizing the farmers into effective groups through which they can have 

their voice for their rights and can present their viewpoints and demands on 

various forums whenever and wherever it is necessary.  

xii) The private sector should also keep into consideration the aspect of national 

priorities, these should not be set a side at any cost. The extension approaches 

under private sector should present the technologies which are compatible to 

the national policies and goals and suitable to the farmers.  

 
 

5.3.4 Recommendations for Future Researchers  

 

 No extension system can claim to be applicable everywhere and suitable to all 

categories of farmers in all the localities. Every extension system has its own ins and 

outs, plus and minuses, merits and demerits. No extension system can be without 

demerits. What is needed that is while keeping in view the situations, demands, priorities, 

preferences, resources and objectives, suitable strategies be used to get the desired 

results. At present, in Pakistan a number of extension approaches have so far been 

implemented in all the three (Public, NGO and Private) sectors for the education and 

motivation of the farmers with regard to the dissemination and utilization of improved 

agricultural technologies. But still inspite of all the efforts, there is a big gap between the 

potential and average yields of almost all the crops which indicates that there is a dire 

need of such a suitable extension system through which effective technology 

dissemination among the farmers be made possible so that this gap be minimized. 

Keeping in view, this fact, this study was designed to analyze the extension approaches in 

public, private and NGO sectors with the intention to explore the factors which are 

responsible for ineffective technology dissemination among the farmers and also to know  



 

     

 

 

the strengths and weaknesses of the selected extension approaches. Some parameters 

have been taken to know the worth of the extension approaches but still there is a lot to 

be researched and analyzed.  

 

i) The study was planned in a small area due to certain limiting factors, it 

needs to be undertaken at provincial and national levels.  

 

ii) The other aspects like the training needs, communication interventions, 

impact assessment, cost effectiveness and overall evaluation of different 

extension approaches needs to be taken into account for research.  
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