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ABSTRACT: The study examined the effect of agricultural 

extension services on vegetable farmers` production in Ifon 

orolu local government area of Osun state. Simple random 

sampling techniques were used to sample a hundred (100) 

vegetable farmers across the study area. A structured 

interview schedule was used to elicit relevant information 

with the use of Questionnaires. The data obtained were 

subjected to descriptive percentages, frequency, Means, and 

inferential statistics. The findings showed that the area has 

young, old, Married, experienced individuals, and there was 

an equal proportion of both males and females engaged in 

vegetable farming. The majority were semi-literate since 

the highest Percentage 37.4% had primary education. The 

result showed that 50.5% took vegetable Farming as their 

major occupation while 49.5% had other occupations. The 

result showed 94.9% knew about agricultural extensions 

and 28.3% had extension offices in their area, 85.9% got 

information through group method discussion and 53.5% 

from the Extension weekly. The findings showed that 

90.9% had 1-5 acres of land for vegetables. Farming, 20.2% 

had benefited from agricultural fertilizer, and 3.1% on 

improved quality Seed, and 78.8% had not benefited from 

the extension services. The result showed that 65.7 had #1-

#1000,000 investment cost yearly before adoption and 

43.4% had an income of #300,000 -#500,000 after 

adoption yearly which proved that the extension services 

have really helped the vegetable farmers to increase their 

yield and income after the adoption of the extension 

services. The result also showed that 78.8% had problems 

with storage facilities, 69.7%with credit facilities, 76.8% 

with improved varieties, and 78.8% with inadequate 

information from the extension agent. It was concluded that 

the benefit and impacts of extension agents and their 

services on vegetable farmers are of great importance than 

the problem encountered, and moreover. It is also 

recommended that since some still encounter problems, the 

extension agent should therefore start to pay regular visits 

to their farms and efficient dissemination of the 

information to the other areas where they claimed not to 

have heard about extension agents and services. 

 

 

Keywords: Effect, agricultural extension, vegetable 

farmers, production 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Agricultural extension is a mechanism by which 
information on a new technology more effective 
management options, and better farming practices can 
be transmitted to farmers (Owens, et al., 2003).Extension 
agents interact with farmers, providing information and 
aiding in developing their managerial skills (Birkhaeuser, 
et al., 1991). In addition, extension   agents   disseminate  

 
 
 
 
information on crop and livestock practices, optimal input 
use, and consult directly famers on specific production 
problems, thus facilitating a shift to more efficient 
methods of production. Agricultural extension not only 
accelerates the diffusion process and the adoption of new 
varieties and technologies but also improves the 
managerial ability of famers   and   affects   the   efficient  



Official Publication of Direct Research Journal of Agriculture and Food Science: Vol. 7, 2019, ISSN 2354-4147 

Oluwalana et al.         437 
 
 
 
utilization of existing technologies by improving farmers’ 
technical know-how. Initially, agriculture was only 
concerned with the tilling of the soil from the crop stages 
in development. According to (Akinsanmi, 1991).However 
today, the term agriculture is usually more broadly 
defined as the cultivation of the soil, feeding, and  
management of crops and livestock, but also the 
preparation of plant and animal producer for the use of 
man and disposal of these products by marketing. 
Agriculture attains this glorious stage through schools 
and agricultural extension services to the rural famers. 
Agricultural extension is a system of disseminating 
agricultural information from the research institutes to the 
farmers within the shortest possible time (Erebor, 1997). 
More so, rural farmers are trained so as to acquire the 
necessary skills and knowledge required. According to 
Adeniji, (1991) agricultural extension programme in 
Nigeria started during the colonial era when the country 
was under British rule. They were initially done using 
mass method of extension communication through 
campaign to encourage people to grow crop for expert. 
One of such methods was issuing instruction to the 
people through their chiefs and village heads. Agriculture 
research station was introduced at moor plantation, 
Ibadan, to cover the western part of the country and 
Umadike to cover the Eastern part of the country. These 
stations were charged with task of developing crops 
based on technologies for adoption by farmers in various 
areas. Asiabaka, (2002) tried to look at Extension from 
modern perspective and thus, explained it from the aim, 
which extension seek to accomplish; which is to teach 
both the rural and urban clientele how to determined their 
problems and be able to rise to such problems using their 
own resources. He further explained extension as having 
three important dimensions namely; educational 
component, which involves changing the behavior 
complex and attitude of the people, economic dimension, 
which includes; increased income of the clientele, 
increased crop yield, better financial management, better 
methods of food preservation, social dimension, which 
also includes; improved health of the clientele, leadership 
development, better grooming, development.  
He summarized that the clientele of extension are not 
only farmers, rather other members of the communities 
who will benefit from the extension service and extension 
education. 

Modern agricultural extension work in Nigeria today, 
covers a wide spectrum of services, which include; 
improvement in production, marketing, storage, 
processing, fish farming, agro-forestry, input supply and 
distribution, man-power development, home 
economics/women in agriculture, irrigation, land 
management, farm mechanization, erosion control, 
livestock management, human resources/development, 
administration/management, programme planning and 
evaluation, youth development programmes etc. 
(Balogun et al., 2009). The truth remains that   even   this  

 
 
 
 

linkage has not really improved the outlook of extension 
service hence (Buechler and Devi, 2002) mentioned the 
need for involving extension service in direct input 
distribution in addition to their educational services. The 
extension agents also have their problems and 
challenges, they are still few in number with low 
extension agents to farmers” ratio. While FAO 
recommends one extension ag,nt to 800 farmers, the 
ratio in Nigeria from 1:500 in Niger state to 1:5800 in 
Lagos state with national average of 1:1986 (Ihimodu, 
2002). They are also poorly motivated in terms of 
remuneration and provision of transport facilities to visit 
the farmers. They live far away from the farmers thereby 
minimizing interaction between them and the farmers. 
Jibowo (2000) had earlier asserted that if these and 
similar problems were solved, extension could become 
an instrument for effective agricultural development. On a 
general note, (Omokhaye, 2000) reported that the main 
problem of agricultural development in Nigeria is not the 
lack of technologies and scientific findings needed for 
economic and social change, but inadequate information 
on the usage of the improve technologies (Odebode, 
2008) also claimed that in many developing countries, 
including Nigeria, lack appropriate technological scientific 
knowledge application limits agricultural and economic 
progress (Idachaba, 1995) confirmed that there are 
enough packages on the technologies shelves and that 
the missing link is an effective agricultural system to 
disseminate available technologies. In addition, a number 
of developmental programme with extension component 
have been initiated in Nigeria over the years. Agriculture 
development since the independence 1962-1968 
development plan was Nigeria’s first national plan. 
Among several objectives, it emphasized the introduction 
of modern agriculture method through farm settlement, 
cooperative [nucleus] plantation, and supply of improved 
implements. Some of the specialized development 
scheme initiated during the period include: Farm 
settlement scheme, National Accelerated Food 
Production Programme (NAFPP), launched in 
1992.These area also a number of agriculture 
development intervention experiment which stated with 
World Bank funding with project at (Funtua, 1974), (Bida 
1979) (Gombe, 1974), Ilorin (1980), Ekiti (1981), and Oyo 
North (1982) agricultural development , the national 
accelerated food production programme (1974), River 
basin development authority (1977). Each of these 
programme has its primary objectives to stimulate the 
farmers or encourage the production of major staple crop 
through integrated use of improved agronomic practices, 
inputs etc. Emphasis was laid on rapid and effective 
transfer of improved technologies to the farmers in order 
to achieve increase in food and agricultural to offset food 
deficit and conserve foreign exchange (Maudar, 1972). 

Consequently, the most effective strategic option on 
extension worker has is to employ appropriate methods 
and innovation   that  would   facilitate   farmer’s  decision  
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making process of the specific adoption activities 
(Contado, 1997). The linkage between technology 
development diffusion, acceptability and adoption by 
farmers are very important in achieving the objective of 
food sufficient in Nigeria. Odeomara, (2002) opined that 
the obvious advantages of are not enough to ensure its 
adoption. But that adoption will depend on a number of 
factors such as the technologies being compatible with 
the value, belief and past experience of individuals in 
social system. This could be achieved through farmer’s 
involvement in participatory research and extension 
(Ellis-Jones, et al., 2005). Also the implementation of on 
farm adaptive Research (OFAR) in  Nigeria, which  
brought together scientist, extension staff and farmers in 
direct contact, must be seen as a gradual agrarian 
revolution towards the transformation of the peasant 
agricultural production nationwide. Extension is an on-
going process of getting useful information to people and 
then in assisting those people to acquire the necessary 
knowledge, skill and attitudes to utilize effectively these 
information and technology. Thus extension is central in 
the agricultural development process, both in terms if 
technology transfers and human resources development 
(Samanta, 1993). The objective of this study is to access 
the effect of agricultural extension service on vegetable 
farmers’ production in Ifon Orolu local government area, 
Osun state. 
      
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Study area 
 
This study was carried out in Orolu local government in 
Osun State, Nigeria. Its headquarters at Ifon town (Ifon 
Osun) at 7’52’00’N 4’29’00E / 7.8667’N 4.48333’E.It has 
an area of 80km and a population of 103,007 at the 2006 
census. Ifon is a large town in Osun state, it consist of 
many great chiefs and compounds. They include 
Laaropo, Eleese, Sobaloju, Aaje, Ooye, Asade, Ile oba, 
respectively and to mention few. It is a great kingdom of 
the descendants of Obatala, and has about seventy-four 
(74) villages surrounding the town. The town has an 
official post of office, library and a local government, 
predominantly fertile and grassy forest suitable for 
farming and agro-forestry. They are well known for 
farming and carving. It has a noble stream named Owela 
on its boundary with Lille Township. It has many attribute 
for tourist attraction. 
 
 
RESULTS AND DISSCUSSION 
 
Table 1 revealed that 49.5% were female while 50.5% 
were male; this shows that there is an equal proportion of 
both male and female involved in vegetable farming. 
22.2% are between 31-40 years, 26.3% are between  41- 
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50 years, 47,.5 are between 51-60 years while 4% are 
between 61 years of age. The table also reveals that 
18.2% had no formal education, 24.2% had adult 
education, 37.4% had primary education while 20.2% had 
secondary education, this implies that majority of the 
respondent in the study area are semi-literate since the 
highest percentage  are semi-literate since the highest 
percentage which is 37.4% had primary education. The 
table also shows that respondent have household size of 
more than 5 members which made them has higher 
responsibilities of providing for their household. The table 
also revealed that 59.5% were Islam,31.3% were 
Christian, while 9.0% were traditional, this shows that 
majority of the respondent were Islam in the study area. 
The table also shows that 50.5% took vegetable farming 
as their major occupation while 49.5% had other 
occupation, this shows that majority of the respondent 
depends on vegetable farming as their source of income 
in the area, 5.1% had 1-9 years of farming experience 
while 41.4% has 20 years and above farming experience. 
The table also shows that 14.1% had less than 1 hectare 
of farmland, 30.3% had 1 hectare, 25.3% were between 
the range of 2-3 hectare, 29.3% were between 4-5 
hectare, while 1.0% were above 6 hectare of farmland, 
this shows that majority of the respondent have enough 
farm size for vegetable farming since most of them have 
acres of land in the study area. The table also shows the 
annual income of the respondent, 9.1% had less than 
#50,000, 32.3% were betwen #50,000-#100,000, 21.2% 
were between #101,000-#150,000, while 37.4% were 
above #151,000. Table 2 shows the source of information 
used by the vegetable farmers in the study area. The 
table revealed that 94.9% knew about agricultural 
extension while 5.1% of the respondent does not know 
about agricultural extension, this shows that majority of 
the respondent knew what agricultural extension is all 
about. The table also revealed that 71.7% of the 
respondent do not have extension office in their area 
while 28.3 has extension office in their area which could 
have help them improve in their farming. Table 2 also 
shows that 9.1% do not get information from extension 
agenr,2.0% get information daily, 53.5 get information 
weekly,26.3% get information monthly while 9.1% get 
information yearly from the extension agent, this shows 
that  majority of the respondent get information weekly 
from the extension agent. The table also revealed that 
9.1 received information on the control of vegetable 
diseases, 1.0% received information on chemical usage, 
3.1% received information on farm management 
practices and 45.5% received all of the information from 
the extension agent. The table also shows the methods 
used in getting information from the extension agent, 
5.1% get information by individual method, 85.9 get 
information by group method, 6.1% by mass media while 
3.1% do not get information extension agent through any 
of these means, this shows that majority of the 
respondent get information in groups in the study area.  
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Table 1: Socio-economic characteristics of the respondent 
in the study area. 
 

Variable (N=99) Frequency Percentage 

Gender   

Female 49 49.5 
Male 50 50.5 

Age   

31-40 22 22.2 
41-50 26 26.3 
51-60 47 47.5 

Marital status   

Married 83 83.8 
Divorced 2 2.0 
Widowed 14 14.2 

Education level   

No formal education 18 18.2 
Adult education 24 24.2 
Primary 37 37.4 
Secondary 20 20.2 

Household size           

1-5 3 3.0 
6-10 55 55.6         
11 and above 41 41.4 

Religion             

Islam 59 59.6 
Christianity 31 31.3 
Traditional 9 9.1 

Other occupation       

 No   
 Yes   

Farming year of experience   

1-9 years 5 5.1 
10-19 years 20 20.2    
20-29 years 41 41.4 
30-39 years 27 27.3 
40-59 years 6 6.1    

Farm size   

Less than 1acre 14 14.1 
1 acre 30 30.3   
2-3 acre 25 25.3 
4-5 acre 29 29.3 
6 and above 1 1.0   

Annual income    

Less than 50,000 9 9.1 
50,000-100,000 32 32.3  
101,000-150,000 21 21.2    
151,000 and above 37 37.4   

Source: Field survey, 2019 

 
The table also shows the social group each respondent 
belong to, 43.4% belong to monthly or daily contribution 
while 11.1% do not belong to any social group, this 
shows  that majority of the respondent belong to the 
cooperative society in the study area in  order to support 
their vegetable farming. Table 3 shows the information on 
the benefit of extension services to vegetables farmers in 
the study area. The table shows that 1.0% have been in 
vegetable farming less than 5 years, 13.1% were 
between 6-10 years, 58.6% were between 11-30 years 
while 27.3% were above 30 years, this revealed that 

majority of the respondents were into vegetable farming 
for a long period of time. Table 3 also revealed the 
production level of the respondent, 16.2% were less than 
5 baskets, 36.4% were between 10-15 baskets, and 
47.5% were between 16-30 baskets. The table also 
shows the land size used in vegetable farming, 1.0% had 
no land, 90.9% were between 1-5 hectares, 7.1% were 
between 6-10 hectres while 1.0% was above 11 hectare, 
this shows that majority of the respondent had between 
1-5 heactre of farmland for vegetable farming. The table 
shows the method used in clearing   land,   13.1%   used  
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Table 2: Sources of information used by vegetable farmers 
in the study area. 
  

Variable (N=99) Frequency percentage 

Agricultural extension   

No 5 5.1 
Yes 94  

Information                             

No 9 9.1 
Daily 2 2.0 
 Weekly 53 53.3 
 Monthly 26 26.3 
 Yearly 9 9.1 

 Information received   

No information 9 9.1 
 New improved variety 3 3.0 
Control of Vegetable 38 38.4 
Chemical usage 1 1.0 
All of the above 45 45.5 

Information method   

Individual method 5 45.5 
Group 85 85.9 
Mass media 6 6.1 
None 3 3.0 

Social group   

Coop society 43 43.4 
Vegetable farmer association 20 20.2 
 Monthly contribution 25 25.3 
None 11 11.1 

 
 
 
machineries, 83.8% used hired labour,3.0% used family, 
75.8% confirmed that their farm is close to the village. 
The table also shows the importance extension program 
to vegetable production. 69.7% confirmed that extension 
program does not add any importance to their production 
while 30.3% confirmed that extension program help their 
vegetable production, 75.8% do not benefit from the 
program,20.0% benefited provision of fertilizer, 3.0% 
benefited from improved quality seed, while 20.0% 
benefited from farm implement free of charge. The table 
also shows the benefit level of respondent production, 
72.7% had no benefit,6.1% were increased in yield, 2.0% 
were quality seed, while 1.0% were all,. The table also 
shows the percentage of the yield increase in the study 
area where 84.8% had no yield increase, 6.1% were 
between 31-50% were above 60% increase, the implies 
that is no yield increase in their production as the majority 
said it is an outcome of the low benefit level to the 
respondent from the extension service. The table also 
revealed the investment cost before adoption where 
65.7% were between #100,000, and 2.0% were between 
#3000,000-#5000,000 this shows that majority of the 
respondent investment cost was at the range of #1-
#1000,000. The table also shows the investment cost of 
the respondent after adoption of the extension program, 
51.55% were between #3000, 000-#5000, 000, and this 
also shows that majority were between the ranges of #1-
#1000, 000 in the study area. Table 3 also revealed the 

total income of the respondent before adoption of 
extension service, 3.0% were at range of #1-100, 000, 
21.2% were at the range of #1-100,000-#300,000, 49.5% 
were at the range of #300,000;#500,00, while 35.4% 
were #500,000 and above , this shows that majority earn 
between #300,000 between #300,000-#5000,000 and 
had only little increase annually after adoption extension 
service . the total income gotten and after adoption of 
extension service are still the same in the study area. 
Table 4 shows the vegetable farmers perception on 

extension service. It revealed that 30.3% of the 
respondent agreed to hearing about extension service 
before, 65.7% strongly agreed, 3.0% disagreed, while 
1.0% strongly disagreed. Also assisted before, 10.0% 
agreed, 17.2% strongly agreed, 30.0% disagreed, while 
42.4% strongly agreed, 18.2% disagreed while 20.2% 
strong disagreed. 10.0% of the respondent agreed to 
adopted innovation through extension services, 17.2% 
strongly agreed, 40.4% disagreed, and 32.3% strongly 
disagreed. Well response to the farmers, 19.2% agreed, 
20,.2% strongly agreed, 30.3% disagreed while 30.3% 
strongly disagreed. 10.1% of the respondents agreed that 
extension service have importance on their vegetable 
production, 16.2% strongly agreed, 23, 2% disagreed 
while 50.55 strongly disagreed. 10.1% of the respondents 
agreed that it helped to increase their yield, 17.2% 
strongly agreed, 23.3% have agreed to discontinue the 
adoption of extension  service,  10,1%   strongly   agreed,  
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Table 3: Benefit of extension service on the vegetable farmers in 
the study area. 
 

Variable (N=99) Frequency percentage 

Vegetable farming   

Less than 5 years 1 1.0 
6-10 years 13 1.0 
11-30 years 58 58.6 
Above 30 years 27 27.3 

Production level    

Less than 5 basket 16 16.2 
10-15 basket 36 36.4 
16-30 basket 47 47.5 

Vegetable land     

1-5 acres 90 90.9 
6-10 acres 7 7.1 
11-30 acres 1 1.1 

Land clearing     

Machineries 13 13.1 
Hired labour 83 83.8 
Family labour 3 3.0 
Farm closeness   
No 75 75.8 
Yes 24 24.2 

Extension program   

No 69 69.7 
Yes 30 30.3 

Benefit   

No 75 75.8 
Provision of Agric. fertilizer                                                     20 20.2 
Improved quality seed 3 3.0 
Farm imp free charge 1 1.0 

Benefit level    

No 75 75.8 
Increased in yield 6 6.1 
Increase income 17 17.2 
Quality seed 2 2.0 
All 1 1.0 
Others 1 1.0 

Yield (%)   

No 84 84.8 
31=-50 6 6.1 
Above 60 increase 9 9.1 

Investment cost   

1-100,000 65 65.7 
101,000-300,000 21 21.2 
3000,000-5000,000 15 15.2 

 Income before adoption   

1-1000,000 3 3.0 
101.000-3000,000 21 21.2 
3000,000-5000,000 49 49.5 
5000,000 and above 26 26.5 

Income after adoption   

1-1000,000 2 2.0 
101,000-3000,000 19 19.2 
301,000-5000,000 43 43.4 
000,000 and above 35 35.4 

 
20.2% disagreed while 42.4% strongly disagreed. 23.2% 
of the respondent agreed to encourage others to adopt 
extension services, 52.5% strongly agreed, 18.2% 
disagreed while 10.1% strongly disagreed. 

Table 5 shows the problem faced by extension services 
on vegetable farmers/farm in the area.100.0% were pest 
disease, this implies that majority of the farmers are 
having issues with the pest and disease   affecting   the  
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Table 4: Vegetable farmer’s perception on extension service in the study area. 
 
Perception statement A SA D SD 

Heard extension service before 30(30.3) 65(65.7) 3(3.0) 1(1.0) 
Assisted by extension agent before 10(10.1) 17(17.2) 30(30.3) 42(42.4) 
Consulted Agric. agent before 40(40.4) 21(21.2) 18(18.2) 20(20.2) 
Adopted any innovation 10(10.1) 17(17.2) 40(40.4) 32(32.3) 
Do they respond well 19(19.2) 20(20.2) 30(30.3) 30(30.3) 
Extension program important 10(10.1) 16(16.2) 23(23.2) 50(50.5) 
Increase in yield 10(10.1) 17(17.2) 23(23.2) 49(49.5) 
Help to increase income 12(12.2) 16(16.2) 15(15.2) 53(53.5) 
Discontinue the adoption 27(27.3) 10(10.0) 20(20.2) 42(42.4) 
Encourage others to adopt 23(23.2) 52(52.5) 18(18.3) 10(10.1) 

NB   Agreed: A=       Strongly agreed=SA          Disagree=D       strongly disagreed=SD 
 
 

Table 5: Problem faced by vegetable farmers on 
extension service in the study. 
 
Variance (N=99) Frequency Percentage 

Pest and diseases   

Yes 99 100.0 

 Production cost   

 No 81 81.8 
 Yes 18 18.2              

 Language       

 No 91 91.9 
Yes 8 8.1 

Storage facilities   

No 22 22.2 
Yes 77 77.8 

Land tenure   

No 30 30.3 
Yes 69 69.7 

Seed problem    

No 88 88.9 
Yes 11 11.1 

Fertilizer availability   

No 55 55.6 
Yes 44 44.4 

Improve varieties   

No 23 23.2 
Yes 76 76.78 

Price instability   

No 41 41.4 
Yes 58 58.6 

Poor marketing                    

No 67 67.7 
Yes 32 32.3 

Poor transportation   

No 70 70.7 
Yes 29 29.3 

Inadequate information     

No 21 21.2   
Yes 78 78.8 
Area                   
Okiti 24 24.2 
Ikosin 9 9.1    
Ajibola 2 2.0 
Aba wale 16 16.2  
Olupomu 30 30.3 
Araomi apata 18 18.2 
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Table 6: Regression analysis. 
 
Variance Co efficient Standard error Significant 

(Constant) 0.324 0.448 0.471 
X Education level 0.063 0.058 0.280 
X Farm year 0.174*** 0.066 0.010 
X Annual income 0.315*** 0.061 0.000 
X Agricultural extension 0.202 0.260 0.439 
X Social group -0.124** 0.053 0.022 
X Investment cost -0.303* 0.158 0.058 
X Adoption 0.006 0.102 0.955 
X Total income 0.016 0.129 0.901 
X Income after adoption 0.257 0.125 0.043 
R 0.561   

***Significant at 1%, **Significant at 5%, and *Significant at 10% level 

 
 
vegetable farm, 18.2% are having problem with high cost 
of production while 81.8% are not having problem with 
the high cost of production. The result also reveals that 
91.9% are not having problem language barrier with only 
8.1% of them are facing the problem 22.2% are not 
having problem with storage facilities while 77.8% were 
facing the problem, 74.7% were not having problem with 
land tenure while 25.3% are facing the problem. The 
table also shows that 30.3% are not having problem with 
credit facilities while 69.7% are facing the problem, this 
implies that majority of the farmers are not receiving 
capital but only depend on themselves in financial aspect. 
Table also shows that 11.1% are having problem with 
seed production while 88.9% are not having the 
problems, the table also shows that 44.4% are having 
problem with fertilizer availability while 55.5% are not 
having the problem of fertilizer availability. The table also 
shows that 23.2% are not having problem with improved 
varieties while 76.8% are facing the problem. Table 5 
also shows the problem of price instability,41.4% were 
not facing the problem while 58.6% were facing the 
problem, which occur due to the change of weather 
(season). The table also the problem of poor marketing, 
67.7% are not facing problem while 32.3% are facing the 
problem. The table also shows that 70.7% were having 
good road and easy transportation while 29.3% are 
facing poor transportation. The table also revealed that 
21.2% are having problems with information insemination 
while 78.8% are facing the problem of inadequate 
information from extension agent; this implies that 
majority of the respondent knew of the existence of 
agricultural extension agent but most of them are not 
receiving adequate information from the agent. The table 
also shows the suggested area where extension agents 
needs to extend to concerning vegetable 
farmers/producers,24.2% were Okiti, 9.1% were Ikosin, 
2.0% were Ajibola, 16.2% were Aba wale, 30.3 were 
Olupomu while 18.2% were Araromi apata.                        

Table 6 revealed that vegetable farmers years of 
experience and annual income were positively significant 
at 1%, membership of association and income after 
adoption were significant at 5% while investment cost 
before the adoption of extension service has a negative 

relation, this with vegetable farmers performance (in 
production level), but significant at 10%. This implies that 
farmers years of experience, annual income, membership 
of association and income after the adoption of extension 
service increased the vegetable farmers performance in 
the terms of their level of production, because, on 
increase in any of these variables will probably increase 
farmers production because of the role of the extension 
service adopted by the farmers. However, investment 
cost before the adoption of agricultural extension service 
has a negative relationship to farmers performance, this 
could however reduced the level of production because 
the farmers could not have any contact with extension 
officers, but contact with extension agent has a positive 
impact with the farmers performance (production level) 
though was not significant. 
R was 0.561, which implies that 56.1% of the variation in 
the perception of the vegetable farmers could be 
explained by the model specified, while 43.9% could be 
captured by the error term. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
From the result of the study, it can be concluded that the 
impact of the agricultural extension agents on vegetable 
farmers/production cannot be underestimated. It was that 
most of the vegetable farmers that adopted the extension 
services had no regret whatsoever after the adoption. 
Most of the benefits and assistance they got from the 
extension agents include the provision of fertilizers, 
supply of quality seeds which were planted by the 
farmers on order to have a better yield than their previous 
yield. It was also found that some of the famers had no 
problem after they had adopted the innovation, but many 
still complained of inadequate information from the 
extension agents’ inconsistency in the helped rendered to 
them, problems of pest and diseases, inadequate capital 
to continue the adoption and so on. 

Furthermore, it was concluded that, based on the result 
of the study, the benefit and impacts of extension agents 
and  their services on the vegetable farmers are of great 
importance than the problem encountered, and moreover  
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the adoption has a generally helped to increase their 
yield, total income and production level. 
 
Recommendations 
 
Based on the findings of this research, the following are 
recommended: From the course of study, it is 
recommended that since some still encounter problem, 
the extension agent should therefore start to pay regular 
visits to their farms and be consistent in their help 
rendered to the vegetable farmers and moreover, assist 
the farmers to get loan from the government easily in 
order for the farmers not to discontinue the adoption due 
to inadequate capital to continue the adoption. It is also 
recommended that since some of the respondents have 
not yet adopted extension agent’s service and are 
adamant to their old ways of production, they should try 
to adopt the services now in other to also enjoy the 
benefit that is already being enjoyed by the fellow 
vegetable farmers. And the extension agent should also 
ensure an efficient dissemination of their information to 
the other areas where they claimed not to have heard 
about extension agents and their services.  
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