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Abstract— Agriculture supports the livelihoods of rural people in developing countries, including Kenya. Agriculture is the mainstay and driver of
the Kenyan rural economy. Despite the critical role of agriculture in Kenya, poor access to extension support services persists. The purpose of this
study was to evaluate the utilization of agricultural extension services by smallholder farmers in Kitui County, Kenya. A total 99 farmers were
sampled from Kitui County using a stratified random sampling approach. Secondary information sources such as national and county ministries
reports and existing literature were reviewed to supplement the primary data. A Questionnaire was the main tool used for data collection in this
study. Data obtained were analyzed through descriptive statistics. This study found that most farmers in Kitui County had access to extension
service in their various crop and /or livestock enterprises. Majority of the farmers who had received extension services had applied all the
recommendations made by the extension workers. The complexity of technology was stated as the most common reason for the non-application of
some recommendations. Majority of the sampled farmers preferred extension information packaged in the form of print, the extension officer
himself/face-to-face, radio, television, internet, Barazas, farm visit and self-explanation. Transports, both for the farmer to the service provider's
office and for the service provider to the farm, was cited as a major expenses in livestock and crop agricultural extension. This study recommend
that more funds should be allocated to an agricultural extension. For efficient delivery of extension service in Kitui County, extension officers should
be well facilitated (especially through adequate transport facilities and access to technologies). Agricultural Extension work requires more funds to
reach most of the farmers in vast Kitui County.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Agriculture supports the livelihoods of rural people in In Kenya, agriculture (practiced by approximately 75% of
developing countries (World Bank, 2021). The contribution the rural population) is mainly rain-fed and geared towards
of agriculture to the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in sub- subsistence purposes (Kogo et al., 2021). The sector accounts

Saharan Africa is approximately 30% (Jayne & Sanchez, for 33% of GDP and 80% of national rural employment
2021). In developing countries, more than 90% of the rural (GOK, 2019). Agriculture, according to the Agriculture

population depends on rain-fed agriculture for food Sector Transformation and Growth Strategy, in Kenya can
security and income (Hlophe-Ginindza & Mpandeli, 2021). be a very good avenue for livelihood empowerment as well
The contribution of the agriculture sector to the GDP in as a good tool for economic growth and development in

East Africa is about 40%, being a source of livelihood for Kenya (GOK, 2019).
approximately 80% of the region’s residents (Amwata,

2020). The Kenya Vision 2030 recognizes the agriculture sector as

an economic pillar focused on the promotion of food
Citation: security and employment creation (Wanderi & Makandi,
Kyambo, O.M., Amwata, D.A., Wamuyu, S.N. (2024). Use 2019). Consequently, it influences the country’s poverty
of Extension Services by Smallholder Farmers in Kitui incidence levels, nutrition and health, as well as the overall

County, Kenya: Challenges and Opportunities. Rigorous quality of life (Ayieko et al., 2021). In order to achieve .its
Journal ~of Research and Development, 2(6), 43-52. goals, the agrlcul.tu're sector should be supporteq with
https://doi.org/10.70255/RJRD/v2i6/106 respect to productivity (MOALF & C, 2017). Following the

promulgation of the Constitution of Kenya in the year 2010,
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agriculture functions in Kenya were devolved until the year
2013.

It is generally agreed that the provision of agricultural
extension services can enhance agricultural productivity in
Kenya (Kogo et al., 2021). Agricultural extension can
support and facilitate people who were engaged in
agriculture through the provision of agro-advisories,
bridging the skills and technology gaps for improved
livelihoods and well-being (GOK, 2019). Extension services
may involve both government agencies as well as private
sector actors. In some cases, extension is also provided by
Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs), and
producers/farmers organizations. Extension can extend
research and technology knowledge to rural farmers, which
by extension can improve their welfare. Modern extension
services include technology transfer, facilitation,
training/learning, linkages to markets and enhancement of
partnerships for the benefit of farmers (Davis, 2008).
According to the Strategy for Revitalizing Agriculture
(SRA), agricultural extension is considered a useful tool in
poverty alleviation (MOALF&C, 2017). Consequently, the
declining effectiveness of the public extension service can
be considered as a major factor that impedes agricultural
growth and development. Strategy for Revitalizing
Agriculture (SRA) 2004, proposed key reforms in the
extension systems geared towards linkages between
research and technology generation points, the extension
system and farmers - the final beneficiaries. SRA proposed
six policy areas that were to be given first-hand priority -
public extension system being among them (Alex et al.,
2002). There is an ongoing debate that private extension
service is more efficient than public extension in service
delivery.

In most African countries, extension services were focused
on increasing agricultural productivity, farmers’ training,
and technology transfers (Dhehibi et al., 2020). Some of the
approaches that extension services adopted included the
Integrated Rural Development Program, training and visit
(T&V), and farmer field schools (FFS). In Africa,
agricultural extension was reported to have had a
significant ~ and  positive  effect ~on  farmer’s
knowledge/skills, adoption of superior technologies, and
an increase in productivity (Danso-Abbeam ef al., 2018). In
Ghana and Mali, use of extension approaches such as FFS
was, however, argued to have been an elite driven activity
that excluded the poor and less educated (Davis, 2008).

Agricultural extension history in Kenya dates back to the
early 1900s (Cheruiyot, 2020). The first remarkable success
of agricultural extension in Kenya was introduction of
hybrid maize technology in the 1960s and 1970s through
integrated approaches and projects (Nagarajan et al., 2019).
The integrated approach that Kenya adopted had
shortcomings of ineffective management, inappropriate
coordination, poor communication among project
implementers and low engagement of the community
(Ngigi & Busolo, 2019). According to Olayemi et al. (2021),
use of the Training &Visit approach in agricultural
extension helped in improving the quality of staff (officers)
through training and establishment of enhanced linkages in
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Kenya. However, T&V approach was implemented among
the more educated and productive farmers in better-off
areas. Due to poor development of T&V approach, the
system did not incorporate the voices of farmers, thereby
resulting in a lack of accountability and unresponsiveness
to the needs of farmers. Consequently, sustainable
agricultural productivity impact was not recorded, let alone
the existence of a positive return on the investment
(Gautam & Anderson, 1999).

In 1992, Kenya implemented liberalization and structural
reforms, and the funding and delivery of extension services
became a combination of public and private arrangements
(Nissanke, 2019). This included contracting of public
extension workers, Non-Governmental Organization
(NGOs), farmers’ organizations, and private sector. The
privatization and commercialization of extension offer
great potential, but in order to benefit resource-poor
farmers, it requires testing strategies that are participatory,
location-specific, and most importantly, flexible and
dynamic to local stakeholder needs and resource limits
(Davidson, 2007). In a bid to provide effective and efficient
extension services to agrarian communities, governments
are making concerted efforts to ensure agricultural
extension is more demand-driven approach. This means
tailoring the information, advice, and services to the
expressed demands of the recipients (Rivera, 2004). Studies
have shown that reforms in agricultural extension are
required to ensure that farmer” priorities and conditions are
given preference (Davidson, 2007).

According to Kingiri (2021), smallholder farmers have
traditionally benefited from government extension systems
(through the ministry of Agriculture) as well as
commodity-based systems (through the government
parastatals, out-grower companies, and cooperatives). The
main targets of agricultural extension are both food crops
and livestock. Some of the extension models and styles that
the Kenyan government has tried include the progressive
farmer model approach, integrated agricultural rural
development approach, farm management, training and
visit, attachment of officers to organizations, farming
systems approaches, and Farmer Field Schools (Rivera et al.,
2001). The commodity-based extension model focuses
mainly on commercial cash crops. The commodity-based
extension model is profit-driven and only works well when
all the stakeholders adequately benefit from the
expenditures of the extension service. In the commodity-
based extension model, all aspects of production and
marketing are coordinated vertically (Siankwilimba ef al.,
2022).

The performance of the public agricultural extension
service in Kenya has been a subject of discussion for years
(Gautam & Anderson, 1999). The agricultural extension
service has been perceived as a top-down approach, with
extension officers designing extension programmes without
their involvement. Quite often, these officers tend to apply
these designs to different regions without considering the
different agro-ecological zones. It is considered a major
contributor to the poor performance of the agricultural
sector (Republic of Kenya, 2005). Consequently, there has
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been an effort to reform the public agricultural extension
service in order to make it cost effective, broad-based,
participatory, sustainable, accountable, and responsive to
farmers’ needs. Smallholder farmers do not only require
advice necessary for increased productivity, but also
linkages to markets, support in value addition, and
diversification of incomes.

Due to the ineffectiveness of the public extension system,
private agricultural extension systems have gained
increasing popularity (Anderson, 2020). These extension
systems comprise private companies, non-governmental
(NGOs) and farmers’ organizations (Nambiro et al., 2005;
Rees et al., 2000). The privatization concept is aimed at
increasing the participation of the private sector. With the
emergence of private agricultural extension systems in
agriculture, a number of concerns have emerged regarding
their strengths and weaknesses. An additional concern
relates to the role of the government in the private
agricultural extension system. To respond to these
concerns, the government has been forced to revise the
national extension policy through the National Agricultural
Sector Extension Policy (NASEP) and its implementation
framework (GOK, 2011).

Prior to ushering in the devolved government on March
4th, 2013, following the enactment of the Kenyan

2. METHODOLOGY

The study used an ex post facto descriptive survey design.
This study was undertaken in Kitui County in Kenya
(located in eastern region - lower part, about 160 km east of
the country’s capital city). Kitui County lies between 0710
and 3°0" south in terms of latitudes and 37°50" and 39°0’east
in terms of longitudes. The county is the sixth largest in
Kenya in terms of land area (approximately 30,496.4 square
kilometres) - however, about 6,369 Km? is part of Tsavo
East National Park. The county is bordered by Taita Taveta
(South), Makueni (West), Machakos (Northwest), Tana
River (East)) Embu and Tharaka Nithi (North).
Administratively, Kitui County has eight sub-counties:
Mwingi Central, Mwingi West Kitui Central, Kitui East,
Kitui Rural, Kitui South, Kitui West and Mwingi North.
The county has a total of 40 administrative wards and 247
local villages. The county has a population of 1,136,187
according to 2019 census comprising 262,942 households
(Kitui County Government, 2021).

The target population was all farming households (262,942)
and extension officers (219) in Kitui County. To come up
with an appropriate sample size, the Nassiuma (2000)
formula for Sample size determination was used.
n=NC2+C2+ (N-1) e2

Note:

n=sample size;

N=population size;

C=Coefficient of variation which is <30%;

e=margin of error which is fixed between 2-5%).

The study sample was calculated at 20% coefficient of
variation and 2% margin of error. Twenty percent
coefficient of variation was used to ensure that the sample
was wide enough to justify the results being generalised for
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Constitution in the year 2010, the agriculture sector
comprised of ten (10) separate sub-sectors, namely: crops,
livestock, fisheries, land, water, cooperatives and
marketing, environment and natural resources, regional
development, and development of arid and semi-arid land
(ASAL).The devolution of extension service is aimed at
taking the services closer to the people and ensures
effective service delivery (GOK, 2011). The main setbacks of
agricultural extension service in Kenya include inadequate
funding, poor staffing and lack of involvement of farmer in
planning (Rivera, 2004). In the devolved system, county
governments have the mandate to provide extension
services and authority to levy taxes on the services they
provide (GOK, 2011).

The devolution of agricultural sector in Kenya presents an
opportunity to increase farmer participation as well as
ensure extension services are delivered in a way that
benefit farmers to the maximum. Unfortunately,
Agricultural sector faces challenges with the extension
services being one of them. Extension officers are few, not
adequately facilitated. They are unable to reach many
farmers (GOK, 2011). The purpose of this study was to
evaluate the use of extension services by smallholder
farmers in Kitui County, Kenya (while unearthing the
challenges and opportunities presented).

the Kitui County. Higher coefficients of variation were not
used to avoid very large samples due to limitation of
research funds. Two percent margin of error was used
because the study used an ex-post facto survey, whereby
the independent variables could not be manipulated, and
hence necessitating a relatively higher margin of error.
Population size was 219 extension officers and 262,942
households in Kitui County. The final calculated sample
size comprised a total of 69 extension officers and 100
farmers. A stratified random sampling approach was used
to get the study sample. An additional two extension
officers and nine farmers were also included in the final
sample size in order to compensate for natural attrition.

A questionnaire was designed and used as the main
instrument of data collection for both farmers and
extension officers in Kitui County. Desk-review and
Secondary data were collected from relevant national and
county government offices complement the primary survey
data. Peers at South Eastern Kenya University were
requested to review the instrument to address aspects of
validity, including content, construct, and face validity. The
validation of the instrument was aimed at ensuring the
instrument measured what it was intended to measure
(Kathuri & Pals, 1993). The instrument was pre-tested for
its reliability with a sample of 20 farmers and 20
agricultural extension officers in Machakos County.

Quantitative data was analysed using STATA program
version 16.0. Before the actual analysis, the data was
cleaned of any outliers and entry errors. In this study,
descriptive and inferential statistics through econometric
models were used to analyze data. The inferential statistics
modeling used was Stochastic Frontier Analysis (SFA).
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3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

3.1 Demographic and Socio-economic Characteristics of
the Farmers

The characteristics of the farmers were identified. These
characteristics are believed to be crucial in understanding
the nature of farming in the area as well as the extension
services available to farmers.

3.1.1 Age of the sampled farmers

The results in Table 1 shows that 12.2% of the respondents
were aged 40 years and below and 87.8% were more than
41 years. The youngest sampled farmers were 30 years old
while the oldest was 70 years. An average farmer in this
study was aged 49.43 years.

Table 1: Age of farmer sampled

Age bracket (Years) Frequency Percent
21-30 3 3.1
31-40 9 9.2
41-50 43 439
Above 51 43 43.9
Total 98 100.0

Note: Minimum = 30 years; Maximum = 70 years; Mean =
49 .43; Standard deviation = 9.043.

These results show that the respondents were within the
active and productive age group and thus can participate in
agricultural production. Age of a farmer may influence
productivity and incomes from their farming enterprises.
Young farmers may realize higher productivity and
incomes due to their ability to adopt new technologies and
innovations (although sometimes they may have lower
farming experience). Age is said to be a primary latent
characteristics in the adoption decision provided by the
extension workers. Age is also a major factor in agricultural
productivity. Age was found to positively influence the
adoption of sorghum in Burkina Faso (Adesina & Baidu-
Forson, 1995). It is also believed that the age of a household
head is crucial for his or her decision making in
determining what and how to produce on a given piece of
land and season.

3.1.2 Level of Education of the farmers

Evidence from most literature has proved that education
and new technology use is directly correlated. The results
from this study indicated that the farmers had varying level
of formal education as depicted in Figure 1

A 1.9
Primary (Std 1 —4) -3.1%

No formal education [N 12.2%

s 2o

A 1o

0.0%

Secondary level

Tertiary (college)
Upper primary (Std 5 — 8)

10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%

Figure 1: Level of Education of the farmers
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Most of the respondents had less than tertiary level of
education. Majority (44.9%) of the respondents had
secondary level of education. About 31.6% of the
respondents had upper primary (Standard 5 - 8) level of
education. About 12.2% of the respondents had no formal
education. A few respondents had tertiary (8.2%) and lower
primary (3.1%) level of education.

These results imply that majority of the farmers may lack
adequate technical education which is a prerequisite to
better modern farming. In addition to this, the level of
education of the household head can influence the kind of
decision that may be made on behalf of the entire
household with regard to both crop and livestock farming.
More educated farmers are likely to make better decisions
as well as quickly adopt new technologies in farming as
compared to their less educated counterparts.

3.1.3 Gender of the Respondent
On the issue of gender, the results of the study showed that
majority of the farmers were female as shown in Figure 2.

= Female = Male

Figure 2: Gender of the Respondents

About 59.2% of the respondents were female while 40.8%
were male. Gender of household is an important factor in
the household decision making. Past studies have indicated
that male farmers tend to focus on income generation,
while female farmers focus on food crops. This may imply
that farming related decisions such as application of new
technologies, how to seek and use financing, type of
breeds/varieties to be kept or planted and crops/animal
husbandry practices to be implemented may be dominated
by female gender.

Most of the farmers had monthly incomes of 10,000-19,999
brackets as represented by 44.9%of the total responses. This
was closely followed by farmers whose monthly incomes
were Kshs. 0 - 9,999 as represented by 39.1% of the total
responses. There were very few farmers whose monthly
income was in the range of Kshs.20, 000-29,999 (6.5%),
Kshs. 30,000-39,999 (7.6%), Kshs. 40,000-49,999 (3.3%) and
Kshs. 60,000-70,000 (2.2%). This implies that majority of the
farmers have limited income which may affect their
farming enterprises.

3.1.4 Income of the farmers
The distribution of farmers’ incomes is summarized in
Table 2.
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Table 2: Monthly incomes of farmers

Income brackets Frequency Percentage
0-9,999 36 36.7%
10,000-19,999 44 44.9%
20,000-29,999 6.1%
30,000-39,999 7.1%
40,000-49,999 3.1%
60,000-70,000 2.0%
Total 98 100.0%

Note: mean = 13,206.52; Standard Deviation =
Minimum = 1,000; Maximum = 70,000

1,277.84;

Income availability enhances adoption of new farming
technologies (Wongnaa, 2016). Any new technology
requires some income. Likewise, the frequency of access of
extension services and productivity may be affected
positively by the income of the respondents.

3.1.5 Farm size

The results of the study indicated that 48.0% of the
respondents were smallholder farmers with 0 - 5 acres of
land. About 36.7% of the respondents had 5 - 10 acres of
land. There were very few farmers with more than 10 acres
of land. Majority of the respondents in this study were
smallholder farmers as shown in Table 3.

Table 3: Size of farm

Farm size (acres) Frequency Percentage
0-5 47 48.0%
5-10 36 36.7%
10-15 9 9.2%
20-25 2.0%
25-30 2.0%
45-50 2.0%
Total 98 100.0%

Land as a major factor in agricultural production has been
used in several studies. Farmers with large farms adopt
more advanced farm practices than smallholder farmers.
World Bank (2000) defined smallholder farmers as those
farmers that operate less than two hectares of land (4.942
acres) and have low resource base. In addition, Narayan
and Gulati (2002), defined smallholder farmer as “a farmer,
practicing a mix of commercial and subsistence farming or
either, where the family provides the majority of labour
and the farm provides the principal source of income.”

3.1.6 Main Occupation of the Farmers
The most popular occupation practiced was agriculture
(crop and livestock farming) as depicted in Figure 3.
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A 77.6%
A 23.5%

A s1.6%

A 143%

Employed Ws1%

Agriculture (crop and livestock)
Agriculture (livestock only)
Agriculture (crop only)

Housewife

Casual Labour O 143%

I 15.4%

0.0%

Business

20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0%

Figure 3: The main occupation of the farmers

Majority of the farmers (77.6%) were engaged in both crop
and livestock agriculture as their main occupation. About
31.6% were engaged in crop production while livestock was
practiced by only 23.5%. About 18.4% of the farmers were
engaged in businesses while others were engaged in casual
labour (14.3%) and paid employment (5.1%) as their major
occupation. Some farmers (14.3%) were mainly housewives.

3.1.7 Crops grown by farmers

The most popular crop that was grown in the study area
was maize (90.8%), green grams (88.8%), cow peas (80.6%)
and pigeon peas (55.1%). Other crops that were grown by
the sampled farmers included mangoes, vegetables,
cassava, beans, sorghum, millet, dollicos, onions, oranges,
pawpaw, banana, pearl millet, spinach, tomato, guavas,
pumpkins, sweet potatoes, avocado and tobacco.

e () §%
e 88 8%,
. 8(.6%
I 55.1%
S 4 9%

I 00 (0%

I 265‘30

I— 19.4%

m— 92%

m— §2%

m— 7.1%

m 7.1%

m— 7.1%

Maize
Greengrams
Cowpeas
Pigeonpeas
Mangoes
Vegetables
Cassava
Beans
Sorghum
Millet
Dollicos
Pawpaws
Oranges
Onions
Tomato
Spinach
Pearlmillet
Banana
Guavas
Sweetpotatoes
Pumpkins = 3.1%
Amorultum == 31%
Tobacco = 2.0%
Avocado ® 2%

= 5.1%
m— 5.1%
= 5.1%
= 5.1%
mm 41%
™ 3.1%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0% 100.0%

Figure 4: Crops grown by farmers

This implies that the major staple crop in the study area is
maize, green grams and cow peas. Good extension services
interventions towards these major crops could therefore
have a great impact in the households’ incomes and
wellbeing.
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3.2 Smallholder Farmers’ Use of Extension Services

3.2.1 Source of information on devolution of agricultural
extension services

Respondents were asked to indicate where they got
information on the devolution of agricultural extension
services to counties. The results are shown in Figure 5.
Majority of the farmers said that they learned about the
devolution of agricultural extension services from farmers'
groups and meetings. Radio, political rallies, television, and
neighbors or fellow farmers were some of the sources of
respondents” information.

Television

[ 23.2%

Radio

I 31.6%

Political rallies

I 31.6%

8 4%

Neighbowrs

Meetings T 56.8%

. 70.5%

Farmer groups

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0%

Figure 5: Respondents sources of information on
devolution of agricultural extension services

3.2.2 Farmers use of extension education on crop and
livestock enterprises

From the current study, more farmers have access to
extension service in their various crop and /or livestock
enterprises as shown in Figure 6.

Donotuse
extension
service
30.6%

= Do not use extension service = Use extension service

Figure 6: Farmers’ use of extension services in their crop
and or livestock enterprises.

3.2.3 Source of agricultural extension information

The respondents who had accessed and used extension
services within the last 12 months indicated that they had
received the service from various sources as shown in
Figure 7.

Researcher

Public agent

NGO agent

Fellow farmer

Farmer organizations /cooperatives

s

Company agent

0.0%  10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0%

Figure 7: Respondents source of agricultural extension
information.
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According to the results, the respondents got extension
services from government representatives (government
extension officers), farmers' groups or cooperatives, NGO
agents, fellow farmers, researchers, and firm
representatives.

3.2.4 Farmers’ ways of accessing agricultural extension
services

Respondents who had received extension services received
the information from sources shown in Figure 8.

Wentto extension station D 25.0%

Media [T 17.6%
A 70.6%
Agent came on the farmer's schedule A 26.5%

Agent came on their extension Program

0.0% 200% 400% 60.0% 8§0.0%

Figure 8: Farmers’
extension services

ways of accessing agricultural

The survey shows that most of the sampled farmers
received extension education through agents who were in
their extension program, media, extension station, and
extension programmes.

3.2.5 Channels used to deliver extension services

The channels used to deliver extension services to the
farmers are shown in Figure 9. Field days/demonstrations
being the most common while ASK shows was the least
used.

Radio/television -SRD o

Mobile phone
Field day/demonstration
ASK shows

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0°% 80.0%

Figure 9: Channels used to deliver extension services

3.2.6 Farmers reasons for the choice of the different
extension service providers

The respondents who had accessed agricultural extension
services within the last one year were asked to indicate the
reasons that made them select the particular agricultural
service. The results are shown in Figure 10. The reasons
farmers favoured their preferred service providers included
proximity, provision of relevant information, cost, and
accessibility.

Affordable
—— 23.50%

Accessible
T —— 79.40%

Professionalism
I———— 44.10%

Convenience
I 13.20%

Figure 10: Respondents reasons for the choice of different
extension service providers
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3.2.7 Farmers level of satisfaction with the performance of
agricultural extension service

The current study sought to determine the level of
satisfaction that respondents were getting with the work of
extension service is shown in Table 4. The timeliness of
information, adequacy of information, professionalism of
the agent, and relevancy of the information received on
agricultural extension services were all rated as satisfactory
by the respondents.

3.2.8 Farmers’ application of recommendations received
from the extension officers

This study found that majority of the sampled respondents
who received extension services had applied all the
recommendations made by the extension workers as shown
in Figure 11.

Have applied all the recommendations — 79.1%
Have applied some reconunendations - 7.0%
Have not applied any recommendations - 14.0%
00% 200% 40.0% 600% 80.0%

Figure 11: Farmers’ application of recommendations
received from the extension officers

There were few farmers had not
recommendation from the extension agent.

applied any

Table 4: Farmers’ level of satisfaction with the performance of agricultural extension service

Not Somehow Very
Satisfaction levels Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Total
Timeliness of information 9(13.2) 3(4.4)% 40(58.8) 16(23.5) 68(100.0)
Information is adequate/enough 3(4.4) 6(8.8) 41(60.3) 18(26.5) 68(100.0)
Agent knowledgeable (professionalism) 6(8.8) 16(23.5) 38(55.9) 8(11.8) 68(100.0)
Relevancy of information 3(4.4) 12(17.6) 44(64.7) 9(13.2) 68(100.0)

*** Figures in brackets represent percentages

3.2.10 Extension recommendations applied by farmers
Some of the recommendations that were reported to have
been applied by farmers are summarized in Figure 12.

A 52 5,
st i T 3 5
Pesticide application 30.5%
I ] 9%
Soil fertility management  F—J 5 3%
53
Postharvest management  Sm—" 15 3%
I 530
Cross breading and livestock management S |3 6%
I (0).2%
Animal husbandry practices S 10.2%
m51%
Use of hermetic bags ™ 5.1%
0 51%
Joining of farmers groups  # 5.1%
. 51%
Grafting ™9 5.1%
5 1%
Bresding in livestock ™9 5.1%
34%
Dripimigation ™ 3.4%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0%
Figure 12: Extension recommendations applied by farmers

Agronomic practices, pesticide application, soil and water
conservation, agrochemical handling, post-harvest
management, poultry keeping, soil fertility management,
cross-breeding and livestock management, animal
husbandry practices, and the use of certified seeds are
among the agricultural extension recommendations
implemented by the farmers.

3.2.11 Farmers’ reasons for non-application of extension
recommendations

Some of the reasons why some extension recommendations
were not applied by farmers are summarized in Figure 13.

Too demanding of my time (3 1%
['was not interested A 19.2%
[ did not understand it properly A1 5%
Technology 15 not available A 34 6%
[ can not afford the implementing cost A 1 5%

0.0% 10.0% 200% 300% 40.0%

Figure 13: Farmers’ reasons for mnon-application of
extension recommendations

The complexity of technology was stated as the most
common reason for the non-application of some
recommendations: it was burdensome and uninteresting.

3.2.12 Farmer’s preference on packaging of the agricultural
extension information

Respondents were requested to indicate how they preferred
extension and other technical information packaged so that
it was more useful to them and their farm decision-making.
The results are shown in Table 5. Majority of the sampled
farmers preferred extension information packaged in the
form of print, the extension officer himself/face-to-face,
radio, television, internet, Barazas, farm visit and self-
explanation.
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Extension information was favored by some respondents in
Kiswahili, the vernacular language, while a few preferred
English as shown in Figure 15.

3.2.14 Respondents’ average expenditure on livestock and
crop extension services

Respondents who had used extension services indicated
that they had spent it, as summarized in Table 6.
Transports, both for the farmer to the service provider’s
office and for the service provider to the farm, are major
expenses in livestock and crop agricultural extension.

Table 6: Respondents” average expenditure (Kshs.) on
livestock and crop extension services

Table 5: Farmer’s preference on packaging of the
agricultural extension information

Preferred extension information

package Frequency Percent
Call Barazas 3 3.1
Farm visit 3 3.1
Extension Officer Himself (Face-To-

Face) 26 26.5
Internet 6 6.1
Print (Brochures, Pamphlets, and

leaflets) 52 53.1
Radio 25 25.5
Self-explanation 3 3.1
Television 9.2
3.213 Farmers preferred language in extension

information
Respondents preferred if extension information could be
packaged in a variety of languages as depicted in Figure 14.

iswahiti [ 44.9%
English -19.4%

0.0%

Vernacular 84.7%

20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%

Figure 14: Farmers preferred language in extension
information

4. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Most farmers in Kitui County have access to extension
service in their various crop and /or livestock enterprises.
Farmers get extension services from government
representatives (government extension officers), farmers'
groups or cooperatives, NGO agents, fellow farmers,
researchers, and company agents. Field
days/demonstrations were the most common methods
used in delivering extension services while ASK shows was
the least used. The main reasons why farmers favoured
their preferred service providers included proximity,
provision of relevant information, cost, and accessibility.

The timeliness of information, adequacy of information,
professionalism of the agent, and relevancy of the
information received on agricultural extension services
were all rated as satisfactory by most of the farmers.
Majority of the farmers who had received extension
services had applied all the recommendations made by the
extension workers. Agronomic practices, pesticide
application, soil and water conservation, agrochemical
handling, post-harvest management, poultry keeping, soil
fertility management, cross-breeding and livestock
management, animal husbandry practices, and the use of

Variable  Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum
Livestock 7,307.69 659.43 500 20,000
Crop 8,492.31 705.97 1,000 25,000

50

certified seeds are among the agricultural extension
recommendations implemented by the farmers.

The complexity of technology was stated as the most
common reason for the non-application of some
recommendations: it was burdensome and uninteresting.
Majority of the sampled farmers preferred extension
information packaged in the form of print, the extension
officer himself/face-to-face, radio, television, internet,
Barazas, farm visit and self-explanation. Extension
information was favored by some respondents in Kiswahili,
the vernacular language, while a few preferred English.
Transports, both for the farmer to the service provider’s
office and for the service provider to the farm, are major
expenses in livestock and crop agricultural extension.

More funds should be allocated to an agricultural
extension. For efficient delivery of extension service in Kitui
County, extension officers should be well facilitated
(especially through adequate transport facilities and access
to technologies). Agricultural Extension work requires
more funds to reach most of the farmers in vast Kitui
County.
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