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1.1 Need for Better Understanding  
of the Status and Performance of Extension  
and Advisory Services
Agricultural development is critical to the livelihoods of more than a bil-
lion small-scale farmers and other rural populations in developing countries. 
Challenges such as low productivity, persistent food insecurity and malnu-
trition, food price crises, natural resource depletion, changing and uncertain 
markets, environmental degradation, and climate change directly impact (and 
are impacted by) the agriculture sector and rural development. Agricultural 
extension and advisory services can help address these challenges by assisting 
farmers with advice and information, brokering and facilitating innovations 
and relationships, dealing with risks and disasters, and in many other ways 
(Babu and Joshi 2019; Kilelu et al. 2011; Hoffmann et al. 2009; Boteler 2007; 
van den Ban and Hawkins 1996). 

In the past, agricultural extension and advisory services (defined in 
Box 1.1) have shown significant and positive effects on knowledge, skills, 
income levels, technology adoption, crop and livestock yield, and productivity 
(Davis 2008), especially during the Green Revolution in Asia (Swanson and 
Rajalahti 2010). Studies of rates of return to extension generally show high 
numbers (85 percent on average), despite wide variation (Alston et al. 2000). 
More recently, several country-specific results have emerged as well. Empirical 
literature documents the positive effects of public expenditures on exten-
sion services compared to those on input subsidies (Benfica, Cunguara, and 
Thurlow 2015; Armas, Gomez Osorio, and Moreno-Dodson 2012; Allcott, 
Lederman, and Lopez 2006; Rosegrant, Kasryno, and Perez 1998), and other 
investments, such as rural feeder roads or irrigation infrastructure in Uganda 
(Pauw and Thurlow 2015) and irrigation in Mozambique (Benfica, Cunguara, 
and Thurlow 2015). Rigorous time-series analyses show high returns and pov-
erty reduction impacts of extension services in Ethiopia (Dercon et al. 2009). 
Nationally representative panel data in Malawi show that quality extension 

Chapter 1

1



and advisory services have contributed to greater farm productivity and 
increased food security (Ragasa and Mazunda 2018). Yet there has not been 
adequate documentation of policy and program constraints that extension 
services are facing, and there is limited evidence on what policy and program 
reforms are needed to increase the performance and impact of extension ser-
vices on development outcomes. 

Extension and advisory services are complex to study because they are 
often part of other agricultural intervention programs. In part, due to the 
nature of their design and implementation, which includes technical, social, 
and educational elements, their assessment on development outcomes remains 
a challenge. Extension systems can be quite complicated even within national 
boundaries. This is because countries have different agroecological zones with 
varying production systems, natural resource endowments, and extension ser-
vice needs. Moreover, most developing countries are moving from sole depen-
dency on public extension systems to pluralistic ones, in which extension 
services are also provided by a plethora of actors, including nongovernmental 
organizations (NGOs), farmer organizations, and the for-profit private sec-
tor. In a pluralistic extension system, service providers may have very differ-
ent objectives, goals, and motivations. For example, in some cases, extension 
services aim to primarily increase yields and income, while in others they may 
strive for greater women’s empowerment through education and skill develop-
ment. In still others, they may focus on increasing food security and nutrition 
outcomes. 

The increasing pluralism of extension in terms of types of organizations 
providing these services (and of their objectives, methods, and approaches) 
means that extension programs are becoming even more difficult to evaluate 
methodologically and to attribute causal impact on development outcomes 
(Ragasa and Mazunda 2018; Faure et al. 2016; Birner et al. 2009; Anderson 
2007). Basic data are difficult to obtain because of the increasingly pluralistic 
and decentralized nature of today’s extension services. Public extension ser-
vices are often subject to changes of policies of different governments because 
provision of extension services is not institutionalized through legislation. 

While policy and development communities recognize the importance 
of understanding the issues, challenges, and constraints facing extension and 
advisory services (Pye-Smith 2012), very few studies are available to gain a 
regional and global perspective and a view of the global status of extension ser-
vices. Major data-collection efforts were undertaken in 1981, 1989, and 2009 
(Swanson and Rassi 1981; Swanson, Farner, and Bahal 1990; GFRAS 2012; 
see Chapter 2). These studies provide basic detailed information, but this type 
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of information goes out of date nearly as soon as it is collected. However, it 
is a valuable set of information that allows comparison over time and across 
regions. This is especially the case because the information has never been ade-
quately analyzed. Thus this book is an attempt to fill this gap.

A second gap in the extension services assessment literature is the lack of 
common framework and comparison of assessments on national or regional 
extension systems. While many country-level assessments have been con-
ducted, most of them are in unpublished and informal reports, and they have 
never had a common framework applied to enable cross-country compari-
sons. Chapter 3 addresses this second gap. Information regarding the perfor-
mance of extension services, linking national- or system-level assessments and 

Box 1.1  Defining agricultural extension and advisory services

Over time, the term “agricultural extension,” while still commonly used, is 
gradually being replaced by the term “agricultural advisory services,” indi-
cating a less top-down approach that views farmers and other producers as 
clientele. Some have extended the term even more broadly to “rural advisory 
services,” to include sources of livelihood other than agriculture and greater 
focus on the facilitation and brokerage role beyond technology transfer 
(Davis and Heemskerk 2012; Faure, Desjeux, and Gasselin 2012; World Bank 
2012; Swanson and Rajalahti 2010). Some refer to “nutrition and agricul-
tural extension and advisory services” to include nutrition information pro-
vision and behavior change communication for better health and nutrition 
outcomes (Fanzo et al. 2015; Kuyper and Schneider 2016). There are several 
definitions of extension or advisory services (see Faure et al. 2016). Other 
authors prefer to use the terms “communication” (Leeuwis 2004) or “facilita-
tive approach” (Ingram 2008) to emphasize the role extension plays in facili-
tating the negotiation between different actors to solve problems. 

For the purposes of this book, following Birner et al. (2009: 342), we 
define agricultural extension and advisory services as “the entire set of 
organizations that support and facilitate people engaged in agricultural pro-
duction to solve problems and to obtain information, skills, and technologies 
to improve their livelihoods and well-being.” Throughout the book we use 

“extension services,” “extension,” “agricultural extension,” and “advisory 
services” interchangeably to mean this broader definition of these services, 
and we use “extension organizations” or “service providers” and “extension 
agents” or “extension workers” to refer to the set of organizations providing 
extension and advisory services and frontline workers with direct contact to 
the rural communities, respectively.

Introduction and Motivation  3



program- and approach-level evaluations (as in Figure 1.1) is scanty. Many 
national-level diagnostic assessments are available and program- and approach-
level assessments are emerging (see summaries by Faure et al. 2016; Kondylis 
2019; Ragasa 2019; Ragasa, Spielman, and Place 2019). Chapters 4–8 look 
at performance of extension services in five countries and link three differ-
ent levels of assessments using primary and secondary data—in some cases, 
including evaluation of their impacts. 

There are many ways to assess agricultural extension and advisory services, 
from simply describing what exists in a country to measuring and explaining 
variations of performance and impact. Figure 1.1 shows a continuum of differ-
ent assessments and evaluations on extension services. The first set of assess-
ments are at a system level (national or subnational) and provide diagnostic 
assessment of the contextual factors and policies, conditions, and character-
istics of an extension system, usually conducted using descriptive, narrative, 
and qualitative assessment methods. The second set of assessments are at the 
program or project level, in which extension services are usually provided and 
bundled with other services and interventions. These are usually conducted 
using quantitative and/or qualitative impact evaluation methods. The third 
set are small-scale evaluations of pilots or field experimentation of a specific 
extension approach or design of an extension approach and are usually con-
ducted using quantitative and/or qualitative assessment methods. Rigorous 
randomized controlled trials are emerging that provide useful insights on 
which design or approach of extension service provision works or does not 
work, and which has the greater impact or is more cost-effective (see summa-
ries by Kondylis 2019; Ragasa 2019; and Ragasa, Spielman, and Place 2019).

The objectives of this book are to assess extension and advisory services in 
a cross-country comparative context in the following two ways: 

1.	 Provide a description and comparison of the existing extension services 
in the regions and countries under consideration focused on a set of 
characteristics; and

2.	 Provide an assessment of the performance of extension services pro-
vision and impact evaluation of extension approaches in selected case 
study countries. 

Objective 1 addresses specific extension characteristics from the best-fit 
framework (these include governance structures, capacity, management, and 
advisory methods) and offers a global overview based on primary data and 
regional and country cases based on both primary and secondary data (Part 1 
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of the book). Objective 2 undertakes in-depth country case studies based on 
both primary and secondary data (Part 2 of the book). Part 2 attempts to illus-
trate the three levels of assessments in Figure 1.1 in a particular country. Some 
country cases have richer illustrations of second and third sets of assessments 
than others due to the availability of primary and secondary data and past 
evaluation studies. 

1.2 The Best-Fit Framework for Assessing 
Extension Services
The importance of a comprehensive and reliable system of assessing extension 
systems and their reforms cannot be debated. Such studies help practitioners 
decide which factors influence the effectiveness of particular extension pro-
grams, and what modifications need to be made for future improvement. In 
fact, it is important to build the capacity of practitioners to design extension 
systems that are most suited to contextual realities and harness the potential 
of NGOs, the private sector, and other stakeholders (Birner et al. 2009; Babu, 
Sette, and Davis 2015; Babu and Joshi 2019).

To better analyze extension systems, a comprehensive framework that 
takes into account heterogeneity within and between countries is necessary 

Figure 1.1  Different levels of assessment of extension services

System-level
assessment and policy-level

analysis

Program- or project-level
evaluation

Approach-level
assessments (pilots and
field experimentation)

Source: Authors.
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to guide their assessment. Birner and colleagues produced such a framework 
in 2006 (Birner et al. 2009). The framework was designed for analyzing and 
designing pluralistic extension systems. Although it has often been referred to 
in the literature (for example, Herrera et al. 2019; Davis and Spielman 2016; 
Faure et al. 2016; Álvarez-Mingote and McNamara 2018), it has not been sys-
tematically applied to evaluate and compare country extension systems or pro-
grams. The best-fit framework provides an impact chain to comprehensively 
analyze extension and advisory services by examining the overall environment 
(frame conditions), the characteristics of the extension that are affected by 
the frame conditions, extension performance, primary outcomes in terms of 
farmer behavior, and the ultimate impact (Figure 1.2). The framework can be 
used to develop assessment tools for agricultural advisory services, to inform 
processes of reforming the services, and to guide interdisciplinary research. It 
is unique because it uses insights from different disciplines, which were previ-
ously treated separately in the literature. The framework can help policymak-
ers and analysts to move from theoretical discussions to an evidence-based 
best-fit approach. It helps users to disentangle elements of advisory services by 
distinguishing between the following extension characteristics: (1) governance 
structures, (2) capacity, (3) management, and (4) advisory methods (Birner et 
al. 2009). 

These four characteristics are all variables that can be manipulated by 
implementers in response to the prevailing contextual factors such as pol-
icy environment and production systems. Thus they are important factors 
that can be changed by governments and implementing agencies to affect 
the performance of the system—and thus the ultimate impact. The “gover-
nance structures” refer to the institutional setup of extension services. They 
include the role of the public sector in extension services, level of privatiza-
tion, degree of decentralization, funding mechanisms, and coordination and 
linkages. “Capacity” refers to the human and organizational competencies 
in the system as well as the financial and physical assets. “Management” is 
the way in which extension services are managed within the respective gover-
nance structures. This includes training and retraining efforts, organizational 
management procedures carried out, incentives and methods of performance 
assessment of individual agents, and monitoring and evaluation of the ser-
vices. Organizational capacity and management are combined in several of the 
country chapters. “Advisory methods” are used by extension services field staff 
in interactions with farmers and other clientele. Our analysis focuses on these 
four choice variables because they are the factors that can be directly changed 
by extension agencies. It is rather more difficult to effect changes at the wider 
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policy environment or farming systems (contextual factors that affect the 
choice of extension characteristics). 

The logic of the best-fit framework is that users must first consider contex-
tual factors or framework conditions (Boxes A–D in Figure 1.2) that influ-
ence how extension should be structured and organized (Boxes E–H) to reach 
optimum performance (Box I). The ultimate impact of the services (Box K), 
however, depends on changes (in attitudes, opinions, knowledge, etc.) at the 
farm household level (Box J). The contextual factors, or frame conditions, are 
outside the control of extension and include the policy environment, capac-
ity of potential service providers from all sectors, farming and market systems, 
and community aspects such as education levels and land size. The frame con-
ditions affect the characteristics of the extension. Characteristics include gov-
ernance structures, capacity, management, and advisory methods used. The 

Figure 1.2  Best-fit framework for analyzing and designing pluralistic extension services 
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characteristics lead to the performance of the system. The performance can 
be judged by indicators such as relevance, timeliness, efficiency, and so forth. 
Performance leads to behavior of farm households, such as changing attitudes 
or adoption of techniques.

Based on the best-fit framework, this book analyzes and synthesizes new 
data that has been collected over the past five to ten years from a series of case 
studies examining the status and characteristics and, in some cases, the per-
formance of agricultural extension and advisory services around the world. 
It provides practitioners and policymakers with descriptive information on 
extension services, makes cross-country comparisons using the best-fit frame-
work, and overviews impact assessments of extension. The publication offers a 
common framework with which to examine the practices of countries and to 
make cross-regional and cross-country comparisons using the best-fit charac-
teristics. Recommendations and policy implications are provided for improv-
ing extension globally. Using the best-fit framework for analysis, the book 
provides overall guidance on the process of evaluating advisory services sys-
tems while exemplifying global practices through various case studies. This 
publication is less an academic book than a guide on the process of assess-
ments and a showcase of results. Not only is it intended as a general reference 
guide; the book sets the standard for policy analysts and managers worldwide 
who wish to apply similar systems-level evaluation methods in their country.

1.3 Organization of the Book
This book is divided into two parts. Part 1 (Chapters 2 and 3) focuses on the 
global assessment of extension systems and the features of extension services 
that are referred to as “characteristics” in the best-fit framework. An overview 
of the global landscape is presented in Chapter 2, followed by a comparison 
of these best-fit characteristics at the country and regional level in Chapter 3. 
Chapter 2 analyzes governance structures, including the legal status of pro-
viders, capacity (especially in terms of staffing), management, and advisory 
methods and clientele. Chapter 3 provides a synthesis of information from 
in-depth country and regional assessments that were conducted mainly since 
2015. These assessments took place with various partners and projects; to pull 
out comparisons of the national systems, we applied the best-fit approach. 
This analysis provides a snapshot of extension services, zooming in at coun-
try or regional level. It does not address the performance or the impact of 
extension services. The country cases in Chapter 3 were chosen purposively 
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based on availability of relevant data and how recently the data were collected 
(within the past 5 to 10 years). For the country descriptions of extension and 
advisory services, the studies had to contain recent and in-depth analysis on 
agricultural extension and advisory services at the country or regional level.1 
Furthermore, the information had to include relevant data about the best-fit 
characteristics. 

Part 2 focuses on the performance of extension systems using in-depth 
country case studies from Brazil (Chapter 4), Uganda (Chapter 5), Ethiopia 
(Chapter 6), Malawi (Chapter 7), and the Democratic Republic of the Congo 
(Chapter 8). These countries were chosen purposively based on (1) major 
knowledge gaps and relatively few assessments available; (2) availability of pri-
mary and secondary data to analyze; (3) empirical application of the best-fit 
framework; and (4) diversity of systems to enable comparisons and contrasts. 
“Brazil” (Chapter 4) offers evidence related to implementation of a new exten-
sion policy and system. “Uganda” (Chapter 5) provides a rich body of evidence 
on extension reforms over the years. The Ethiopia case (Chapter 6) represents 
the largest extension cadre and largest investments in extension systems in the 
continent and among the largest in the world, while “Malawi” (Chapter 7) 
and the “Democratic Republic of the Congo” (Chapter 8) represent cases with 
limited public investment in extension systems and an increasing role of non-
government actors. The Democratic Republic of the Congo case presents a 
postconflict country with enormous agricultural potential. The DRC and 
Malawi also represent cases with limited availability of past assessments but 
recent new large-scale data within the best-fit framework in the past five years, 
which enabled the detailed analyses presented in this book. 

Overall, the countries selected present a wide spectrum of different sys-
tems operating in two different continents. The book attempts to compare 
and contrast them and to synthesize the lessons learned. Table 1.1 shows the 
empirical basis of the included studies. These in-depth country cases thus pro-
vide a good illustration and comparison of the types of methods, datasets, 
indicators, and analyses to conduct systems-level assessments of extension 
services. Furthermore, we include cases from various parts of Asia and Latin 
America in Chapter 3. Chapter 2 is global in scope and covers all regions. 
Admittedly, the regional balance, especially for the country case study chap-
ters in Part 2, is not ideal, since African countries have a heavy focus and only 

1	 The oldest reports are from 2009; however, these country cases also have data from 2014 
and later.
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Table 1.1  Empirical basis of the studies included in the book

Book 
section Focus area/region focus Type of empirical data Dates 

Part 1

Chapter 2 Global assessment of current 
extension programs. This part 
focuses on the features of exten-
sion services that are referred to 
as “characteristics” in the best-
fit framework described in this 
chapter: governance structures 
and legal status of providers, 
capacity in terms of staffing, and 
extension methods and clientele. 

Primary data from a 1980 survey, 
which was an update of an earlier 
1975 survey, compiling informa-
tion on extension staff numbers 
and qualifications, objectives, 
mechanisms for public participation 
in governance, and client groups 
served. 

Primary surveys from the FAO 
1991 data were gathered through 
a mail-type questionnaire sent to 
154 FAO member countries. Some 
132 organizations in 113 countries 
responded.

Questionnaires developed in 
English, French, and Spanish were 
sent out to key informants (heads 
of departments) in government 
extension departments in more 
than 160 countries. Data were 
obtained from 347 organizations in 
81 countries.

Swanson and 
Rassi (1981)

FAO 1991 (data 
collected in 
1989)

GFRAS 2012 
(data collected 
2009–2012)

Chapter 3 Comparison of these best-fit 
characteristics at the country 
and regional levels. Provides a 
synthesis of information from 
in-depth country and regional 
assessments that were conduct-
ed over the past five years or so. 
These assessments took place 
with various partners and proj-
ects; to pull out comparisons of 
the national systems, we applied 
the best-fit approach described 
in this chapter. It is a snapshot of 
extension services zooming in at 
the country or regional level.

Number of in-depth reports, mainly 
out of extension projects and 
manuscripts and five country cases 
described in Chapters 4–8 in this 
book. Mainly secondary sources 
of information (except for the five 
country cases in Part 2, which used 
primary data).

Various between 
2012–2018; see 
Chapter 3 for 
more details

Part 2

Chapter 4 Brazil Survey of 1,000 farmers and 87 
extensionists in 5 territories in 3 
states (purposively selected for low 
Human Development Index, high 
concentration of family farmers 
and rural settlements, presence 
of black farmer communities 
and indigenous populations, and 
municipalities with low economic 
dynamism).

2014–2015
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the Brazil case comes from outside the African continent. Ideally we would 
have included country cases from all major regions of the world. However, the 
authors and editors were constrained by lack of available primary and second-
ary data, available literature, and authors and writing teams who could write 
up their work. Recent lessons from large countries such as India and China are 

Book 
section Focus area/region focus Type of empirical data Dates 

Chapter 5 Uganda Survey of 208 agricultural exten-
sion agents done by IFPRI and 
Makerere University.

Living Standard Measurement 
Survey, nationally representative 
data collected by Uganda Bureau of 
Statistics.

2007

2016–2017

Chapter 6 Ethiopia Household survey of 7,500 house-
holds in selected regions (where 
the Agricultural Growth Program 
was implemented). 

Central Statistical Agency annual 
survey

Survey of 237 extension agents

Survey of 896 extension agents

2011, 2013

2005–2017

2009

2017

Chapter 7 Malawi Nationally representative survey of 
3,001 households, 2 rounds

Survey of 30 service providers and 
71 extension agents, focus group 
discussions in selected commu-
nities 

Malawi integrated household panel 
surveys 

2016, 2018

2017, 2019

2010, 2013, 
2016

Chapter 8 Democratic Republic of the 
Congo  

Interviews with 45 key informants

Survey of 55 Agricultural Manage-
ment Councils

Survey of 181 community organi-
zations

Survey of 107 extension organiza-
tion heads 

Survey of 163 extension agents

Survey of 3,110 households in 
randomly selected treatment and 
control communities as part of 
the midline assessment of the 
Food Production, Processing, and 
Marketing project

2010–2011

2011

2011

2011

2011

2014

Source: Authors.
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documented elsewhere (Glendenning and Babu 2011; Babu et al. 2013; Babu 
et al. 2015). A recent volume (Babu and Joshi 2019) covers the current trends 
in extension reforms in the South Asia region.

1.4 Overview of Findings
The global analysis of extension systems provided throughout this book 
points to a number of policy implications across the best-fit characteristics, 
implementing policies to improve governance and coordination, undertake 
curricula reform, provide incentives to staff, and use appropriate methods 
to enhance financial sustainability and to achieve greater scale. The analy-
sis and case studies show that with regard to governance structures, exten-
sion and advisory services have become much more pluralistic. There are 
more than 1 million public and private extension officers today, but their 
roles are becoming less clearly defined with the outreach of information and 
communications technologies, the use of lead farmers (essentially volunteer 
extension agents), and the use of other individual service providers in vari-
ous agricultural value chains. The public sector, usually ministries of agricul-
ture, is responsible for the overall coordination and regulation of extension. 
This coordination is becoming crucial to take advantage of the different types 
of providers and deal with the emerging challenges of the day such as climate 
change and malnutrition of all forms. The coordination and regulation of 
the many providers is now an issue that governments must address; “Brazil” 
(Chapter 4) and “Malawi” (Chapter 7) show innovative mechanisms to deal 
with such coordination. However, the linkages between extension services, 
research, and farmer feedback mechanisms remain weak (Chapter 3). 

For pluralism to work, policies are needed to provide the overall frame-
work within which multiple actors can work. But many countries do not have 
a specific policy for extension and advisory services; these are usually rooted 
in broader agricultural sector development policies (Chapter 3). The findings 
indicate that Brazil and Ethiopia stand out as having in place the best exten-
sion services policies and accompanying implementation mechanisms. Most 
countries lack an explicit extension policy, causing them to rely solely on gen-
eral agricultural strategies to guide extension services provision. 

Financing of extension services is, in most cases, insufficient and often 
donor-driven with limited thought given to financial sustainability. The per-
formance of extension services is hampered by a shortage of funding, espe-
cially in terms of operational costs and sufficient staffing numbers. Country 
studies indicate that there is a lack of cost-effective ways to increase coverage 

12  Chapter 1



and provide services to many unserved or underserved areas. Furthermore, 
extension services may be duplicated in some areas by different sets of agents 
serving the same group of farmers. Nevertheless, there are promising moves 
toward cofinancing and farmer contributions in Latin America and Senegal. 
Certain advisory methods, such as use of information and communications 
technologies and farmer advisers, can also enhance efficiency of service provi-
sion and thus financial sustainability. 

Capacity of extension services includes the staff numbers, training level, 
skills, infrastructure, and financial resources. Capacity levels in all the case 
studies were low in general. Numbers of extension agents from the public sec-
tor were seldom sufficient for the job at hand, and there were high vacancy 
rates and turnover in some countries. Most countries have a poor extension 
agent-to-farmer ratio, and many of the extension agents in Africa struggle 
with mobility and poor transport infrastructure. Salaries are normally low, 
especially in the public sector, and there are few rewards or recognition. The 
foundational training for extension agents usually focuses on technical topics 
and may miss out on functional skills that are also needed for extension. 

With regard to management, there are a number of mechanisms that can 
be used to ensure better management such as market-orientation or demand-
driven services as well as monitoring and evaluation (M&E). Many coun-
tries are putting in place demand-driven or client-oriented mechanisms and 
M&E systems to ensure that extension services are more participatory and 
thus more relevant to farmers, in particular to the underserved, women (for 
example, in Latin America), and indigenous groups (for example, in Brazil). 
The increasing use of multistakeholder networks, innovation platforms, and 
other demand strategies are contributing to these efforts. Chapters 2 and 3 
address the huge gaps in data, capacities, and funding to do so. Chapter 3 and 
Chapter 9 provide guidance to policymakers to operationalize the collection 
of best-fit indicators at the country or provider level, with some recommended 
indicators. 

An increasingly wide range of methods was used to provide advisory ser-
vices (see Table 3.1), and the use of digital approaches has increased. Farmer 
field schools—a participatory, group-based adult education approach—are 
widely used today (Chapter 5 and Chapter 8). Group methods and demonstra-
tions remain effective approaches; and private-sector extension and the use of 
lead farmers is growing and used worldwide. Market-oriented extension has 
frequently and appropriately become the focus for extension activities, partic-
ularly along value chains (Chapter 2). This was a big focus in Latin America. 
However, capacities and appropriate information to meet farmers’ needs and 
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provide market-oriented extension were often lacking; Central Asian and 
Caucasus countries in particular struggled with relevant ability to provide 
extension services. 

Reaching women and youth continue to emerge as trends over the past 
few decades in the analysis. Evidence from Uganda (Chapter 5) furthermore 
suggested the need to increase the number of female agents to exploit their 
great potential to reach women and the poor. Other newer trends in extension 
include the use of information and communications technologies, the Internet 
of Things, market-orientation, and urbanization of extension services. 

The concluding chapter draws several major policy insights. First, there is a 
need for an explicit policy or strategy for extension service provision that iden-
tifies design and implementation issues along with funding and coordination 
mechanisms for effective delivery of extension services to clientele. Second, 
funding mechanisms must be optimized to increase the sustained financing 
of the extension services and to reduce donor dependency and funding uncer-
tainty from political shifts. Combining traditional and innovative modern 
approaches to extension service provision can reduce the cost and increase effi-
ciency of services. Third, increasing the pluralistic nature of extension services 
calls for better coordination of players in the system to avoid duplication and 
maintain quality of services. 

Fourth, sharing of organizational strategies and goals, jointly setting pri-
orities for extension services, and managing resources are key programmatic 
aspects of running an extension system effectively. Fifth, for effective manage-
ment it is important to have functioning monitoring and evaluation systems, 
both for assessing performance and for continuous learning and improve-
ment of the extension services. Sixth, the technical, managerial, and leader-
ship capacities of the extension personnel should be continuously updated for 
improving institutional innovations and to increase the reach to clientele in 
various agroecological zones. 

Seventh, the advisory method needs to be context-specific and should take 
into account the information needs of producers and their ability to absorb 
and use the information. While traditional means such as on-farm demon-
strations are still effective, sharing technologies through digital technologies 
has been shown to be successful. Adopting a mixed-method means to increase 
knowledge access by farmers requires constant updating of advisory methods. 

Finally, the concluding chapter highlights several other policy, institu-
tional, and programmatic recommendations for improving extension ser-
vices globally. These include cross-cutting issues such as climate change, 
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nutrition, youth, and gender, and other challenges related to the transforma-
tion of food systems that call for a new generation of extension worker who 
will be a problem solver and broker of knowledge rather than just a technol-
ogy disseminator.
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