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Abstract: Imo State, an Oil producing state in Nigeria isddéled with incidences of
environmental degradation that caused low food yectdn. Oil and Gas producing communities
are restive, resulting to conflicts and kidnapd. @&id gas multinationals introduced agricultural
extension services to educate farmers while Agrical Development Programmes also embark
on same. Smallholder farming system affected eidangaching methods of Private and Public
sector extensions. The farmers got confused duenit@d extension education techniques.
Objective(s): To: streamline extension educatiostesy to enhance farmer participation; Develop
synergistic system where Private and Public seextension interact before educating farmers;
Develop indigenous agricultural extension systemt thould consider peculiarities of Nigerian
Niger Delta region. Data were collected through isstnuctured interviews, focused group
discussion, personal observations and questionreira randomly selected farmers of both
sectors and extension officers. Simple descripstatistics and Likert-type scale were used.
Results showed Public sector extension without $edueducational programmes. Extension
agents of Public sector capitalized on non-funeiosystem to abandon education for Private
sector extension that linked extension to oil aad groduction. Results revealed most farmers in
oil producing communities taking extension as rigimd could not account for inputs under
REFILS. Subject Matter Specialists became moneys@ons and leaving farmers’ problems
unattended. Agricultural Extension sustainabilitpdices of Acceptability, Functionality,
Operability and Durability (AFOD) were developedhéeFe is need for a unified Extension
Education curriculum to be developed. Extensiondation should be subjected to Sustainability
test of AFOD. Concluded that Extension systems lshioet complementary.

Keywords: Agriculture, Agricultural Extension, SustainahjlitAFOD, Public and Private Sector
Extension.

Introduction

he Oil and Gas rich Deltaic region of Nigeria isdeaup of 9 states namely, Bayelsa, Rivers, AbiasEr

River, Akwa Ibom, Delta, Edo, Imo and Ondo. White tregion is centred within the Niger Delta Rivenp

and Abia are majorly on a larger land mass hencewdtyire is mainly their main stay. The stapledsdn
these states are mostly cassava, yam, cocoyamlamaip inclusive. Little fishing activities arercied out in Imo
and Abia States of the Niger Delta region of NigerYouths’ restiveness has been on its peak regult cult
activities, terrorism, armed robbery, kidnappingoag other known social vices. Surprisingly, the cmmities
within these oil and gas producing regions livaloject poverty as recommended by United Nationk litite or no
amenities like sustainable power / energy, portalgter, good road network and good health care/etglisystem.
The agitation for resource mismanagement got talihax when the youths from the Niger Delta duronge of the
country’s political era were invited to the courgncapital, Abuja to support the campaign of a Retial
candidate. It was clear then that the wealth geedry the Niger Delta was used for the developroémtnother
region, leaving its people to wallow in abject paye

The youths descended on the oil and gas instalktid the multinationals, accusing them of mastirding their
deprivation of developmental initiatives while allimg them to wallow in abject poverty. Majorly angpnhe
accusation is deliberate depletion of soil nutseie to oil and gas exploration and productioivitiets that that
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resulted to low yield. The Oil and Gas multinatisn@specially, the majors (Shell Petroleum Develepm
Company — SPDC, Total Exploration and ProductiogeNa Limited — TEPNG and Nigerian Agip Oil Company
NAOC) decided to adopt deliberate interventionshange the mindset of the community members, eslbedhe
Youths. Since agriculture is the main stay of teegle in Imo and Abia states, the multinationalpleyed the
services of Agricultural Extension Officers to pite Extension Services with emphasizes on sectoersion
Education that represents the PRIVATE Sector Extendraditionally, the PUBLIC sector is driven the Federal
Government of Nigeria through the Agricultural Dmment Programme (ADP) that educates farmers about
innovative agricultural practices with the sole afmmproved standard of living through increaséeld/and best
practice in agronomic practices.

On the other hand, the oil and gas multinationaigeted mindset change with emphasis on Extensioicdfion,
Agbamu 2005. To a greater extent, their extensitaif $1ad good salary package, Welfare and Logistics
Unfortunately, the Extension officers from bothtses talked to same farmers’ groups / individualkenteles or
target group. The Private sector Extension offigatiently spent more time during frequent visitsl &stablished
Small Plot Adoption Trials (SPATs) and Demonstnatots to drive home their extension messageslditian to
excursions to agricultural training institutes aesearch centres like International Institute faypical Agriculture
(IITA) and National Crop Research Institute (NCRaspectively. In this regard, they developed fodusegension
messages with practical connotations while the iPwslglctor bedeviled with lack of logistics, bureasies and poor
welfare services usually make “dash-in” visits b farmers without concise extension programmey Toally
depended on the private sector extension. Unforélyahey tried to stick to “unfocused extensioassages for the
farmers that nearly created conflict situation aeéming confusion among the farmers. Extension &udcwas
adulterated or rather slaughtered on the altaupfesnacy amongst Public and Private sector exterssistems.

To restore normalcy in the Extension Education degtelop a strategy that could accommodate bothoisect
extension services, this research work was conduttieaddress the gap created by this conflict s@nain
Extension Education Practices of Public and Prigatdors extension systems.

Objectives
The general objective of this research work waseteelop a robust agricultural extension educaticatesyy that
would be clientele friendly without the seemingpgdigty in content and context of messages.
Specifically, the objectives were to;
1. Streamline Extension Education system to enhamoeefa’ participation
2. Create a platform for synergy between Public andaRr sector Extension Officers before meeting
clienteles
3. Identify enablers of Extension Education that ccaddeveraged by both extension systems
4. ldentify indigenous extension education system tioald address the peculiarities of the Oil and f&ets
Niger Delta region of Nigeria.
5. Develop Extension Education Sustainability Indek$8) for Quality Control in Educating the Farmers.

Methodology

Imo State was created in the year 1976 during thigéigal balkanization of boundaries in Nigeria. antotal of 27
LGAs, only 2 (Oguta and Ohaji, Egbema) are witthie ©il and Gas producers of the State. Howeves stnuctural
arrangement has its own impediments towards pempeted development. This assertion is not covémeithe
scope of this work and should be left in abeyancahother research work.

The two LGAs are agrarian as stated earlier andlyndspend on rain-fed agriculture. The water-tabighin this

area is capable of sustaining farming even duriregight. To this effect, a total of 200 tuber craepniers was
selected for the study; a hundred each from thelit®&As. Fortunately, these farmers were served ki Bublic

and Private sector extension officers, what | refiérto as Guided Extension. Data were collectéaguSocused
Group Discussion (FGD). In this case, the faciitatwill always amplify consciously the low voiciesthe group to
establish some developmental points, Semi Strudtlmerviews (SSI), questionnaires and Personak@bsions
occasioned by personal experience. Analytical tasés]l were simple descriptive statistics and Likgre scale.
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Result and Discussions

4.1 Understanding Agricultural Extension MessagesJontent / Context) and Test Run before Educating
Farmers.

Table 1 Farmers perception on understanding /rlesbf Extension Education packages by Extensifinevf

Ext Sector Clarity of Ext Test Run (Demo
Type message in of Ext Education
content and No before Delivery  No Av % Yes Av % No
context (Yes)
(Yes)
Public Sector
Ext Officer 30 (30%) 70 (70%) 10 (10%) 90 (90%) 40 (20%) 160 (80%)
Private Sector
Ext Officer 80 (80%) 20 (20%) 85 (85%) 15 (15%) 165 (83%) 35 (17%)

Source: Field data 2014
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Figla. Farmers’ perception of knowledge level/Trest-of Ext Education messages by Public sector Ext

Perception of demonstrated understanding / Test-run
by Private sector Ext
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Figlb. Farmers’ perception of knowledge level/Trest-of Ext Education messages by Private Sector Ext

According to Ani 2013, Ogueri 2010 and Asiabaka 200nderstanding people (clientele) is the firsonity of
Extension Education. As shown in table 1 abovegtal bf 70% of farmers of the public sector extensdlo not
have clarity of the content/context of educatiomalssage to the farmers. Similarly, 90% of extensitioers have

69
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never tested their technology before deploymenfatmers through education. This could be as a treguhon
commitment occasioned by poor / weak welfare sesviteployed by the public sector extension.

On the other hand, 80% and 85% of the private sexttension respectively had clarity of extensidii@tional
message and also tested innovations before depidytm®ugh informal extension educational procés®ragely,
80% of the public sector extension is ignorant xteesion education messages and test run befoleydegnt
against private sector’s 17%. It appeared the put#ictor depended on the private sector in thevatgliof its
extension education messages. Consequently, itaggubealso that the public sector extension offidead no
focused extension education programmes unlike thoeinterparts in the private sector.

4.2 Indicator of Farmers’ Understanding of Extensim Education Packages from Extension Officers

Table 2. Frequency of visits to Farmers’ Farms

Extension Education Frequency of 2 Frequency of 1 Frequency of Total
Sector visits per month visits per month No visit per

month
Public Sector Extension 5 (5%) 30 (30%) 65 (65%) 00 (100%)
Private Sector Extension 80 (80%) 17 (17%) 3 (3%) 100 (100%)

Source: Field data 2014

As indicated in table 2 above, only 5% of the puiskctor extension achieved the target of 2No sidareducation
visits per month while the private sector recor® 6. In contrast, 65% of the respondents insisbed public
sector extension officers did not make any montiidjt as against 3% of the private sector extensidre reasons
adduced to this was as a result of unavailabilitiogistics to the public sector extension henaytheem to have
depended on the private sector extension and refiédputs there-from.

4.3. Joint Monthly Technology Review Meeting (MTRM)to Strengthen Extension Education
Table 3. Attendance of Joint MTRM by Public andvBté sector Extension

Attendance of Joint by bothFrequency Percentages
extension sector in the last

Yes 30 15

No 170 85

Total 200 100

Source: Field data 2014

Joint Ext Education Visits by Public and
Private sectors Ext

Jointvisits
15%

Fig 2: Joint visits for Effective Extension Educati
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Joint Monthly Technology Review Meeting (JMTRM)dsmonthly training forum for professionals incluglithe
subject matter specialists (SMS) to update thedmkadge in various aspects of Extension Educatidnjest matter.
Challenges are tabled, analysed, discussed antiosslyproffered by the SMS. In table 3 above, altof 30 (15%)
of the respondents agreed knowledge of such meetifigis was corroborated by the public and privsetetor
extension officers during the Focused Group Disous§-GD). The implication of this was a clear afse of
synergy by the public and private sector extensifficers before educating farmers. There seemdaetmnternal
competition instead of complementation which maxtersion education unhealthy services in the NageNiger
Delta region. Absence of synergy amongst developraetors have been identified as major impedimeots
sustainable rural development in Nigeria (Adesagieal 2012, Ogueri, 2012, Ogueri and Nnadi, 2010ueDi,

Asiabaka, 2002, Ukpongson and Onu 1998.

4.4 Sustainability of Extension Education

Table 4. Enablers of Extension Education

S/N  Enablers of Extension Very Satisfactory = Moderately  Low None
o] Education Satisfactory (S) Satisfactory  Satisfactory Satisfactor
(VS) (MS) (LS) y (NS)
1 Knowledge of subject matter 150 (75%) 30 (15%) (3%) 5 (3%) 5 (3%)
2 Demonstration of Topic 20 (10%) 42 (21%) 88 (44%) 28 (14%) 22 (11%)
3 Frequency of Visit 165(83%)*** 20 (10%) 10 (5%) 5(3%) 0 (0%)
4 Willingness to learn by farmers  -(0%) 2 (1%) (350) 183 (92%) 10 (5%)
5 Access to Land 1 (0.5%) 2 (1%) 10 (5%) 20 (10%) 167 (84%)
6 Access to Credit 7 (3.5%) 6 (3%) 10 (5%) 147474 30 (15%)
7 Access to Market 155 (78%)** 14 (7%) 20 (10%) 5 (3%) 6 (3%)
8 Input Availability / Timeliness 125 (63%)* 54 (20) 20 (10%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%)
9 Acceptability of innovations 100 (50%) 60 (30%) 0 @5%) 10 (5%) 10 (5%)
10 Functionality of Intervention 175(88%)**** 20 (10%) 3 (2%) 2 (1%) 0 (0%)
*
11 Capacity to operate techniques
taught to farmers. 45 (23%) 50 (25%) 10 (5%) 50 (25%) 45 (23%)
12 Diffusion of Innovations taught
to farmers 170 20 (10%) 5 (3%) 5 (3%) 0 (0%)
(85%)****
13 Examinations of farmers. -(0%) 5 (3%) 5 (3%) (3%) 180 (90%)
Source: Field data 2014
K:;::f‘égi‘if' Sustainability Indices of Ext Education
facilitator Frequency
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Fig 3: Sustainability Indices of Extension Educatio
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The 5-point Likert-type scale in table 4 itemizéiteen (13) enablers of extension education whiglmplication

should drive SUSTAINABILITY of Extension Educatidmased on Acceptability, Functionality, Operabilépd

Durability (AFOD), Ogueri and Nnadi 2010. It wasddeed that the enablers with highest percentagesdo very
satisfactory category should weigh greater inflgewith regard to sustainability against the enableith the least
scores in the same category.

Therefore, the table above revealed that the mgsbitant enablers of Extension Education were;
* Functionality of Interventions (88%)
» Diffusion of Innovations taught to farmers (85%)
»  Frequency of visits to farmers farms (83%)
» Access to Markets (to ensure income generation) 78%
* Knowledge of subject matter by Extension OfficétS%)
e Input availability / Timeliness in supply (63%) and
* Acceptability of Innovations (50%)

Surprisingly, one would have thought that accefitabdf innovations / interventions would have h#te
highest weight as it does with rural developmetgrirentions (Ogueri 2012) to enhance ownership eRevis

the case apparently because facilitators of Exden&iducation programmes MUST demonstrate mastery of
subject matter and ability to communicate to thdasstanding of the rural farmers before acceptgtshould

be considered. Therefore, the communication abdftghe Extension officers both for the public aivate
sectors is sine qua nun to educational transfoamati

Therefore, Sustainability Of Extension Educatiordépendent on Functionality of interventions, Diffan of
innovations, Frequency of visits, Access to Marleetd Educators knowledge of subject matter.

Conversely, least enablers of extension educatiere wnajorly examination of farmers (90%) and actess
land 84%. It therefore means that extension educat@n be effective without the above mentioned&bkers.
It could be that there are close substitutes @rdttives or that these enablers could be ignoii#tbut any
effect on extension education.

Indigenous Components of Extension Education Systefar the Niger Delta Farmers
During the Focused Group Discussion (FGD) amongsibus stakeholders of Extension Education in thgeN
Delta region of Nigeria, namely — Public sectoression officers, Private sector extension officand the farmers
(recipients) of innovations / intervention, theigehous components that could assist effectivensite education
in the Niger Delta were deduced as follows;
» Establish local timing to enhance attendance otaftional programmes / on-farm classes through the
use of local tidal gauge
» De-emphasize financial gains as such comparisomyalvprompt agitations because of oil and gas
contractors
» Re-design extension education curriculum to incloilend gas politics education
» Extension officers in the Niger Delta region witted to be tutored on the relationship betweenrall a
gas exploration and production facilities espegitiie sub-surface and surface facilities engingerin
activities before they could educate the farmers.
» Extension officers in the Niger Delta environmenisinbe above average in intelligence and should
have good command of oratory to convince theimtéikes.
» Extension education of the Niger Delta farmers nmhestskewed to target youths with a blend of
recreation in order to reduce incidences of cultikiinapping, sea piracy, rape and other sociasvic
raging high in the region.

Conclusion and Recommendations

The foregoing has exposed seeming laxity amondstigosector extension officers due to over depengem the
private sector extension system. It was discovératithe beneficiaries of extension education oftde things for
guaranteed especially when interventions were ftoenprivate extension system. This may not be umected
with the notion of multinationals exploring and &ipng hydrocarbons that seemingly belonged toitigéggenes of
the areas. Unfortunately, indigenous people alvedgisn ownership of hydrocarbon sub-surface deposidardless
the sub-surface structural formations and depestraovements of hydrocarbons. This situation magfiecting
agricultural extension delivery system in the @ilayas producing communities in Nigeria; Ani, eR@lL5, Uzoho,
et al 2015, Ogueri 2012, Ogueri, Nwachukwu and Wmma2010, Ukpongson and Asiabaka, 2000, Ukpongadn a
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Onu 1998,. To this effect, there had being a génelings that every intervention as a result afeasion
education was a form of compensation to farmetfénoil and gas producing communities in Nigeribe Public
and Private sectors extension should be complengerdach other instead of competition in order ttivee
Sustainable extension education as identified.

This study concluded therefore that Sustainablersion Education is a sine qua non to farmers’ gbanf attitude
towards adoption and diffusion of innovations. Satfitudinal change will lead to increased produttand ceteris
paribus, to increased farm income. It is againg Hackground that extension education could beenmdhigh
school curriculum in Nigeria.
The following recommendations were rather inevigahl move extension education to the next level.
+« Public and Private sectors extension should devatapoperationalize common curriculum of extension
education
% To enhance effectiveness of extension educatioth brtension sectors should conduct Joint Monthly
Technology Review Meeting (JMTRM) before reaching t their clienteles.
% Every Extension Education process should be sudgjettt SUSTAINABILITY test as identified in this
study, namely;
-Functionality and Diffusion of innovations (prodsiof extension education)
- Frequency of visits to the clienteles’ farms
- Access to markets to avoid wastages and lowened income
- Knowledge of Subject Matter by facilitators oftemsion education and
- Inputs availability / Timeliness in delivery taers
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