
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Assessment of agricultural extension strategies for 
poverty alleviation in Imo State, Nigeria 
 

F. N. Nnadi1, J. Chikaire1*, J. A. Echetama1, R. A. Ihenacho2 and C. O. Utazi2 
 

1Department of Agricultural Extension, Federal University of Technology, Owerri, Imo State, Nigeria. 
2Department of Agricultural Management and Extension Technology, Imo State Polytechnic, Umuagwo, Ohaji, Imo 
State, Nigeria.  
 
Accepted 23 February 2013 
 

ABSTRACT 
 
This study was aimed at identifying the various ways agricultural extension would enhance poverty 
reduction. The specific objectives were to describe the socio-economic characteristics of the respondents, 
identify agricultural extension strategies for poverty reduction among the respondents, identify the roles 
agricultural extension play in reducing poverty among the respondents and determine the effectiveness of 
the strategies. A structured questionnaire was administered to 78 contact farmers and 42 extension agents 
purposively selected in Imo State. Information obtained was analyzed using frequency distribution tables 
and percentages. The information obtained shows the major agricultural extension strategies for poverty 
alleviation. These include participatory extension service, community empowerment and formation of farmer 
associations amongst others. Several roles played by agricultural extension in alleviation poverty among the 
respondents in the study area include improved livelihood, education of farmers and increased production 
amongst others. Agricultural extension should be decentralized, while empowering communities as well as 
people in the same vein so as to effectively meet the needs of the people. Infrastructures and social 
amenities should be provided, that will boost production, raise income of farmers and gradually drive them 
out of poverty. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Agriculture is an important sector in the economic 
development and poverty alleviation drive of many 
countries. The importance of this sector is more 
pronounced in developing countries including Nigeria, 
where it is the main thrust of national survival, 
employment, food and foreign exchange (Adebayo and 
Okuneye, 2005). Agricultural enterprise is found to be not 
very profitable, though a large majority is depending on it. 
With the globalization of agriculture, major emphasis is 
laid on increasing productivity. Major emphasis has been 
given on production-led extension in the past (Duraisumy, 
2007). Farmers have received most of the production 
technologies from the extension system. The extension 
system needs to be oriented with the knowledge and 
skills related to the market. This revamping of extension 

system will certainty play a catalytic role for ushering in 
farmer-led and market–led extension (Moni, 2004) which 
can alleviate poverty. Samanta (1991) highlighted the 
importance of institutional reconstructing and renewal, 
and decentralized extension structure. Recently, many 
developing countries have reaffirmed the essential role 
that agricultural extension can play in agricultural 
development as pointed out by Birner (2006) and 
Anderson (2007).  

In Nigeria, the incidence of poverty has been high and 
upward swinging since 1980. The rising profile of poverty 
in Nigeria is assuming a worrisome dimension as 
empirical studies have shown. Nigeria, a sub-Saharan 
African country, has at least half of its population living in 
abject  poverty  (Ojo, 2008).  Similarly,  the  publication of  
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the Federal Office of Statistics (FOS, 1996) reveals that 
poverty has become massive, pervasive and engulfs a 
large portion of the Nigerian society. Abiola and Olaopa 
(2008) states that the scourge of poverty in Nigeria is an 
incontrovertible fact, which results in hunger, ignorance, 
malnutrition, disease, unemployment, poor access to 
credit facilities and low life expectancy as well as a 
general level of human hopelessness. Nwaobi (2003) 
asserts that Nigeria presents a paradox. The country is 
rich, but the people are poor. Okpe and Abu (2009) 
perspicaciously remarked that Nigeria has witnessed a 
monumental increase in the level of poverty. According to 
them, the poverty level stood at 74.2% in the year 2000. 
It is indeed sad that twelve years after, poverty has been 
on the increase among its populace.  

The reduction of poverty is the most difficult challenge 
facing any country in the developing world where on the 
average, majority of the population is considered poor. 
Evidences in Nigeria show that the number of those in 
poverty has continued to increase. The world 
development report (World Bank, 2007) emphasizes 
agricultural extension as an important development 
intervention for increasing the growth potential of the 
agricultural sector in the light if rising demand and supply-
side pressures and for promoting sustainable, inclusive 
and pro-poor agricultural and hence economic 
development. 

Agricultural extension, therefore, is one of the main 
institutional components of agriculture as it promotes the 
transfer and exchange of information that can be 
converted into functional knowledge. It is better to say 
that agricultural extension is the instrument which is 
helpful in developing enterprises that promote 
productivity and generate income in the present scenario 
of change, which can ultimately reduce poverty in 
developing as well as developed counties (Anderson and 
Feder, 2003). Most agricultural extension leaders are still 
operating on the basis of the 20th century agricultural 
development strategy when food security was the 
national priority (Swanson et al., 2003). In the past, 
agriculture was the mainstay of Nigerian economy, a 
period when the sector was taken as a matter of 
importance, just as the nation was blessed with abundant 
natural resources. However, the situation has changed 
since the advent of oil boom era in the early seventies, 
which has made the country to shift her attention away 
from agriculture. Consequently, it is now becoming 
increasingly difficult to get food on the table of the 
common man (Torimiro, 2006). Fritschel (2003) says that 
globalization of the world’s food system represents both 
an opportunity for small scale farmers. Without immediate 
assistance from public research and extension, small-
scale farmers will be increasingly marginalized by 
globalization and will soon lose access to even their 
traditional domestic market hence constituting poverty.  

Although most countries are now self-sufficient in basic 
food staples, many nations are still struggling with the 
problem  of  large  numbers  of  malnourished  people.  It  is 

Net J Agric Sci               18 
 
 
 
abundantly clear that achieving food security does not 
eliminate hunger. Or, to put it most succinctly, hunger is a 
money problem, not a food problem (Swanson, 2004). If 
extension is properly structured and focused, it can 
organize and train small-scale producers to utilize local 
resources to first serve urban consumers in domestic 
markets and possibly, high- end consumers in 
international markets. It is recognized that this approach 
will not be a permanent solution, but it will enhance the 
skills and knowledge of rural people, especially the 
youths, so that they are better equipped to eventually 
take off- farm jobs and escape rural poverty. The broad 
objective of this study is to assess the agricultural 
extension strategies for poverty alleviation. The specific 
objectives are to: 1) Describe the socio-economic 
characteristics of the respondents; 2) Identify extension 
strategies for poverty reduction among respondents; 3) 
Identify the roles agricultural extension play in reducing 
poverty among respondents;  4) Determine effectiveness 
of the strategies. 
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
The study was conducted in Imo State. Imo State is in the 
southeast zone of Nigeria. The state is made up of twenty-seven 
Local Government Areas. Imo State lies between latitude 5°12ʹ and 
5°56ʹ North of the Equator and between longitudes 6°38ʹ and 7°25ʹ 
east of the Greenwich meridian. It is bordered by Abia State on the 
east, by the River Niger on the West, by Anambra State to the north 
and River State to the south. The location of Imo State in the 
Southeastern zone makes it a strategic commercial centre. The 
people are known for their traditional hospitality, revered as the 
cradle of peaceful co-existence and famed for their cultural affinity. 
Education is the biggest industry in the State (IMSG, 2001). Imo 
State occupies a land mass of about 5,530 km2 with a total 
population of approximately 5,275,703 persons in 2012, projected 
from 2006 census figure (NPC, 2006). The State has two dominant 
seasons, that is, rainy and dry seasons. Rainfall is between April 
and October, while the dry season starts from November to early 
March. Purposive sampling technique was employed to select the 
respondents. A sample size of 120 respondents included 42 
extension agents available in Imo State, as obtained from the ADP 
staff list, and 78 contact farmers, obtained from the ADP list of 
contact farmers. The two main sources of data collection used in 
this research were the primary data and the secondary data. The 
primary data was collected from the field survey, using 
questionnaires. Primary data contained information like age, farm 
size, income level, family size and other relevant information. The 
secondary data were collected from books, reports, journals, 
existing literature review, information from library, ADP etc. 
Basically, descriptive statistics were used to analyze most of the 
data. This involves the use of percentages and frequency counts, 
presented in tabular forms. These were used to achieve objectives 
1, 2 and 3. Objective 4 was analyzed using a 4-point likert scale of 
not effective, fairly effective, effective, and very effective. 
 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Socio-economic characteristics of the respondents 
 
Table  1  shows  that majority of the respondents (62.5%)  



 
 
 
 
Table 1. Socio-economic characteristics of respondents. 
 

Variable Frequency Percentage 
Age   
20 – 39 19 15.8 
40 – 59 75 62.5 
60 and above 26 21.7 
   
Sex   
Male 76 63.3 
Female 44 36.7 
   
Marital status   
Single 8 6.7 
Married 101 84.1 
Widow 8 6.7 
Widower 3 2.5 
   
Educational level   
Adult Education 4 3.3 
Primary 23 19.2 
Secondary 49 40.8 
Tertiary  44 36.7 
   
Household size   
1 – 3 12 19.2 
4 – 6 50 41.6 
7 – 9 42 35.0 
10 and above 5 4.2 
   
Farm size   
< 2 6 7.7 
2 – 4 62 79.3 
> 4 10 12.8 
   

Farming/work experience 
(farmers only)   

0 -10 33 42.3 
11 – 20 33 42.3 
21 – 30 10 12.8 
31 and above 2 2.6 
   
Farm enterprise (farmers only)   
Animal production 5 3.8 
Crop production 61 78.2 
Animal/crop production 14 18.0 

 
 
 
are within the ages of 40 to 59 years while (15.8%) falls 
within the ages of 20 to 39 years. The mean age of the 
respondents was 48.5 years. It shows also that 63.3% of 
the respondents were male while 36.7% of the 
respondents were female. This implies that majority of 
the contact farmers and extension agents are male.  
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Table 1 shows that 84.1% of the respondents are 
married, while 6.7% are single. This implies that there are 
more married contact famers and extension agents than 
unmarried contact famers. Table 1 reveals that majority 
of the respondents (40.8%) had secondary education, 
36.7% had tertiary education while 3.33% had adult 
education. Table 1 reveals that 41.6% has a household 
size of 4 to 6 members, which is the dominating 
household size in the area, 35.0% has a household size 
of 7 to 9, while 4.17% has a household size of 10 
members and above, which is the lowest household size 
of the area. The mean of the household size is 5.6. Table 
1 shows that a greater percentage of the contact farmers 
(79.5%) have land area from 2 to 4 ha while 7.7% have 
land area below 2 ha and 12.8% have land area above 4 
ha. Table 1 shows that 2.6% of the contact farmers have 
farming experience of 31 years and above. 12.8% have 
farming experience of 21 to 30 years while 42.3% have 
the lowest farming experience of 0 to 10 years. Table 1 
shows that more than half (78.2%) the respondents 
(contact farmers) engage in crop farming, while (18%) 
engage in both animal and crop farming. A small fraction 
(3.8%) of the contact farmers are animal farmers.  
 
 
Extension strategies for poverty reduction among 
respondents 
 
Comparing the strategies indicated by the extension 
agents and the contact farmers in Table 2, formation of 
farmer associations and community empowerment were 
the most selected. Community empowerment had the 
closest margin between the extension agents and the 
contact farmers indicated strategies. By taking a 
livelihoods and rights approach to reducing poverty, the 
empowerment of poor people to have the capacity to 
access new opportunities for wealth creation and cope 
with their vulnerability moves centre stage. Such 
empowerment enables poor people to build on their 
strengths and assets and to engage with local structures 
and processes. The above findings are in line with Percy 
and Tanko (2003), who posited that farmers have and will 
continue to manage their farming systems whether or not 
extension services are available. Extension services must 
recognize they are intervening in an ongoing system 
which the farmer has developed over a period of time, 
possibly many years. The choices farmers make are 
based on the knowledge they have and their survival 
strategies. Poor families know best what risks they can 
take and what factors affect their ability to improve their 
lives and to cope with adversity. Farmers usually know 
when they are losing potential profits or degrading their 
resource base due to more immediate short term needs, 
and do not do this by choice. Again, for extension to 
contribute to reducing poverty it is therefore important to 
recognize different and diverse livelihood strategies and 
the  multiples  use  and  reason   which   inform   farmers’  
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Table 2. Extension strategies for poverty alleviation. 
 

S/N Strategies  Extension agents  Contact farmers 
Frequency** Percentage (%) Frequency** Percentage (%) 

1 Decentralization of extension  24 57.1  42 53.8 
2 Privatization of extension  13 30.9  37 47.4 
3 Commercialization of extension  20 47.6  16 20.5 
4 Participatory extension strategy  36 85.7  62 79.5 
5 Making extension demand driven  16 38.1  31 39.7 
6 Making extension market driven  12 28.6  20 25.6 
7 Focus on high value enterprises  19 45.2  28 35.9 
8 Formation of farmers’ associations  21 50.0  38 48.7 
9 Formation of self-help groups 24 57.1  38 48.7 
10 Farmer to farmer extension  28 66.7  20 25.6 
11 Community empowerment  32 76.2  59 75.6 

 

**Multiple responses, source: Field Survey, 2012. 
 
 
 
decision. Response from extension should involve 
equally diverse options for change which are appropriate, 
relevant and viable to the farmers’ situation. Increasing 
production and commercialization or modernization of 
agriculture are not the only routes out of poverty and in 
some cases are not appropriate choices. Pro-poor 
extension also needs to contribute to increasing farmers’ 
ability to make their own informed choices and to adopt 
different mixes of wealth generating and coping 
strategies which suit their particular situation and social 
and institutional assets. 

On community empowerment, Percy and Tanko (2003) 
also said pro-poor extension contributes to enhancing 
farmers and poor rural communities’ rights, knowledge 
and values to be recognized and for them to have greater 
voice in decision making for their own farm systems, at 
community level and in local development planning, as 
improved livelihoods. Extensionists become facilitators 
and builders of capacity as well as technical experts 
building from farmers’ positive livelihood strategies, 
assets, knowledge and beliefs. Farmers are clients and 
users of extension which should enable them to develop 
their own farming systems, and place effective demands 
for services. The extensionist facilitates farmers’ voice, 
empowerment and ability to make informed choices. This 
involves: participatory extension approaches which 
enable famers to determine and agree change; leaning, 
respecting, valuing and building on farmers’ knowledge, 
cultural norms and practice; awareness raising and 
participatory analysis of rights, responsibilities, benefits, 
equity issues and; confidence building, literacy and 
numeracy skills development, affirming farmers’ 
livelihoods strategies. 

Percy and Tanko (2003) also posited that farmer to 
farmer extension can bring extension closer to poor 
farmers, if it is aimed at strengthening the relationships 
between communities, service providers and government 
and build community capacity to provide their own 
services where possible. Exposure of farmers to other 
farmers and community initiatives enables new 

opportunities and linkages which builds farmers 
confidence in their own knowledge and ability to be 
manage. 

Formation of farmers’ associations facilitates the 
building of social capital. Social capital is the ability to 
facilitate collective action for mutual benefit through the 
organization and participation of farmers and rural 
people. Putnam (2000) differentiated social capital into 
two primary categories: bonding and bridging, both of 
which, can link producer groups to external markets or 
processing firms that can open up new market 
opportunities. Organizing women farmers is particularly 
critical in alleviating rural poverty since they utilize the 
additional income to improve family nutrition, pay school 
fees, especially for their girls and for health services. The 
most effective means of reaching the rural poor is 
through women’s groups. This is in line with Swanson 
(2004) who posited that building of social capital is a 
critical element in an overall agricultural development 
strategy aimed at reducing poverty. 
 
 
Role of agricultural extension in reducing poverty 
among respondents 
 
Table 3 shows the role agricultural extension play in 
reducing poverty among the respondents. 85.7% of the 
extension agents indicated improved livelihood while 
82.1% of the contact farmers indicated improved 
livelihood. 71.4% of the extension agents as well as 
53.9% of the contact farmers indicated technology 
generation, while 66.7% of the extension agents as well 
as 43.6% of the contact farmers indicated technology 
transfer. 66.7% of the extension agents as well as 70.5% 
of the contact farmers indicated education of farmers. 
19.1% of the extension agents, as well as 15.5% of the 
contact farmers indicated attitude change. Comparing the 
ways indicated by the extension agents and the contact 
farmers, improved livelihood was the most selected and 
had  the  closest  margin,  85.7% for the extension agents  
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Table 3. Role agricultural extension play in reducing poverty. 
  

S/N Roles 
Extension agents 

 
Contact farmers 

Frequency** Percentage (%) Frequency** Percentage 
(%) 

1 Education of farmers  28 66.7  55 70.5 
2 Family support  18 42.9  27 34.6 
3 Improved livelihood 36 85.7  64 82.1 
4 Attitude change and participation in change programs 8 19.1  12 15.4 
5 Increased production  13 31.0  34 43.6 
6 Community development  23 54.8  28 35.9 
7 Assist in coping and thriving  14 33.3  20 25.6 
       

8 Moving people into more wealth generating 
enterprises 29 69.1  29 37.2 

       
9 Provision of credit facilities and subsidies 20 47.6  27 34.6 
10 Provision of social, physical and institutional facilities  16 38.1  23 29.5 
11 Technology generation  30 71.4  42 53.9 
12 Technology transfer  28 66.7  34 43.6 

 

Multiple responses, Source: Field Survey, 2012. 
 
 
 
and 82.1% for the contact farmers. Percy and Tanko 
(2003) explained that improved livelihood is brought 
about through: understanding the factors which mitigate 
or worsen poverty and potentials for sustainable 
livelihood strategies; diversification and specification; 
balance between security and income generation; 
sustainable, cost effective, efficient, appropriate and 
affordable options rather than maximum production with 
high input, costs and risk; information provision on 
external trends, opportunities and threats, new options 
and opportunities for production, financing, markets, 
linkages etc; capacity building/training in analysis of 
options, business skills, marketing, integration of 
enterprises.  

The above findings are in line with Christoplos (2010), 
who posited that extension and rural advisory services 
(RAS) are crucial to putting farmers’ needs at the centre 
of rural development, ensuring sustainable food security 
and poverty reduction, and dealing with risks and 
uncertainty. Knowledge-sharing mechanisms must focus 
on critical areas including protecting natural resources, 
productive farming processes, product development, 
marketing skills, nutritional needs, and household health. 
Improving institutional capacity in extension for better 
knowledge sharing will help us to achieve the Millennium 
Development Goals (MDGs) and any future Sustainable 
Development Goals. As stated in MDG1, cutting hunger 
is the top social priority. By ensuring that farmers have 
information, skills, markets, technologies, and other 
services, extensions and advisory services can improve 
the quality, diversity, volume, and accessibility of food to 
tackle hunger and malnutrition. Extension outreach to 
families in the form of educating for nutrition, developing 

skills for preparing food, and promoting health will also 
help mitigate the impact of hunger and malnutrition in 
communities. 

MDG1 also aims to reduce poverty. As one half the 
world’s poor are smallholder farmers, extension services 
that provide information, training, linkages for marketing, 
price discovery, and economic skills provide mechanisms 
to break the poverty cycle. There is a further role for 
extension outreach to individuals and families by 
providing information and training on family financial 
planning, and identifying and developing local handicrafts 
and products to market and sell, that will also help to 
alleviate poverty. Extension also plays a key role in 
sharing information to further environmental sustainability 
– including limiting deforestation, fostering biodiversity, 
and protecting water. 
 
 
Effectiveness of the strategies  
 
Table 4 shows the distribution of strategies for poverty 
alleviation based on their effectiveness. 50.00% of the 
respondents indicated that demand driven is fairly 
effective, while 11.90% indicated that the demand driven 
is not effective. 59.52% of the respondents indicated that 
community empowerment is effective, and 16.67% 
indicated that community empowerment is very effective. 
Out of the 42 respondents, 40.48% indicated that market 
driven is fairly effective, while 14.29% indicated that 
market driven extension is not effective. Out of the 42 
respondents, 42.86% indicated that farmer to farmer 
extension is effective, 19.05% indicated that farmer to 
farmer extension is very effective, while 14.29% indicated  
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Table 4. Distribution of strategies based on effectiveness. 
 

S/N  Statement /strategies  
Number and percentage of respondents 

NE (%) FE (%) E (%) VE (%) 
1 Demand driven is okay for farmers  5 (11.90) 21 (50.00) 13 (30.95) 2 (7.14) 
2 Community empowerment   10 (23.81) 25 (59.52) 7 (16.67) 
3 Market driven extension  6 (14.29) 17 (40.48) 11 (26.19) 7 (16.67) 
4 Farmer to farmer extension  6 (14.29) 10 (23.81) 18 (42.86) 8 (19.05) 
5 Participatory extension service   12 (28.57) 18 (42.86) 12 (28.57) 
6 Formation of self help groups 1 (2.38) 9 (21.43) 21 (50.00) 11 (26.19) 
7 Formation of farmer associations  2 (4.76) 10 (23.81) 19 (45.24) 11 (26.19) 
8 Focus on high-value enterprises  4 (9.52) 18 (42.86) 17 (40.48) 3 (7.14) 
9 Commercialization of extension  7 (16.67) 23 (54.76) 8 (19.05) 4 (9.52) 
10 Privatization of extension  10 (23.81) 20 (47.62) 7 (16.67) 5 (11.90) 
11 Decentralizing of extension 17 (40.48) 8 (19.05) 8 (19.05) 9 (21.43) 

 

NE: Not effective FE: Fairly effective E: Effective VE: Very effective. Source: Field Survey, 2012. 
 
 
 
that it is not effective. 42.86% of the respondents 
indicated that participatory extension service is effective, 
while 28.57% indicated that participatory extension 
service is fairly effective. Half of the respondents 
(50.00%) indicated that formation of self help groups is 
effective, while 2.38% indicated that it is not effective. 
45.24% indicated that the formation of farmer 
associations is effective, while 4.76% indicated that 
formation of farmer associations is not effective. Less 
than half of the respondents (42.86%) indicated that 
focus on high-value enterprises is fairly effective, 40.48% 
indicated that it is effective, while 9.52% indicated that it 
is not effective. More than half of the respondents 
(54.76%) indicated that commercialization of extension is 
fairly effective, 19.05% indicated that it is effective, while 
16.67% indicated that commercialization of extension is 
not effective. 47.62% of the respondents indicated that 
privatization of extension is fairly effective, 16.67% 
indicated that it is effective, while 23.81% indicated that 
privatization of extension is not effective. From Table 4, 
40.48% of the respondents indicated that decentralization 
of extension is not effective, while 19.05% indicated that 
decentralization is effective.  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
The major extension strategies for poverty alleviation 
include participatory extension strategy, community 
empowerment, formation of farmer’s associations, etc. 
The result showed that the major roles agricultural 
extension play in reducing poverty include improved 
livelihood, education of farmers, increased production 
and others. Agricultural extension plays a vital role in 
alleviating poverty. Based on the findings of this study, 
community empowerment was found to be the most 
suitable strategy for alleviation poverty. There is a greater 
chance that people, farmers will participate in extensions 

activities and high income ventures if they are 
empowered. Emphasis should be made on education so 
as to equip the people with the necessary information 
they need to move out of poverty. Farmers should be 
encouraged to form association so as to enable them 
easily obtain loans and credit facilities, as well as pool 
resources together. The following recommendations were 
made: 
 
1. Agricultural extension should be decentralized so that 
the central government provides extension services, 
private firms, non-governmental organizations and other 
bodies provide extension services. 
2. Farmers should be encouraged to form associations so 
as to enable them build social capital, pool resources 
together and obtain loans and credits easily from financial 
institutions. 
3. Participatory extension service should be practiced 
which enable farmers to determine and agree change. 
When farmers determine changes, they agree to it and 
actively partake in it. The changes should be such geared 
towards improving their livelihood, and income.  
4. Emphasis should be made on education so as to equip 
the people with the necessary information they need to 
move out of poverty. 
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