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ABSTRACT An evaluation is essential in an attempt to assess the relative effectiveness of one approach against the
other. Many communication channels have been used in agricultural extension services and it is through evaluation
that appropriateness and effectiveness of such channels can be determined. To facilitate the task of evaluation
among researchers, it is necessary to put in place a model such as the one being proposed by this paper. In the model,
a professionally designed and packaged extension messages in form of improved agricultural technologies emanate
from an extension agency which constitutes the communication source. The next stage in the model is the use of
communication channels. This entails decision by the target audience to use a particular channel, amount of content,
and in a particular manner, which can be determined by many socio-economic variables. Effect of an extension
programme on the target audience through a particular channel can be operationalized through observable changes in
their attitude, knowledge and practice of the innovations leading to enhanced technical competence and increased

farm output.

INTRODUCTION

According to the model of social labour
division in western culture, technical knowledge
was generated by science and industry, trans-
ferred by extension services and utilized by
farmers. The introduction of western technology
to non-western farmers was intended to increase
their production capacity, income and standard
of living (Roth, 2001).

Essentially, extension is an educational pro-
cess with the aim of bringing about desirable
changes in people’s knowledge, attitude and
skills, which will contribute to better farm and
home practices and better family living. The
conceptual changes (knowledge and attitude)
must precede the technical change (action or
practice) and must be brought by education.
Extension evaluation is the process of deter-
mining the extent to which these desired beha-
vioural changes have been accomplished in ways
of thinking, feeling and acting. Evaluation helps
to determine the effectiveness of a programme
and also clarifies what is really being done and
how it is done (Janelid, 1972).

Communication is basic to any form of social
reality. According to McQuail (1978), communi-
cation serves the purpose of extending public
education and promoting innovation in agricul-
ture, health and population control. At the

practical level of causation, communication per-
forms the role of stimulating society to higher
ideals.

In the area of agricultural extension, communi-
cation can play an important role in raising the
productivity of farmers. The extension worker is
basically the source of new information. The
extension agents are however, few and reach only
a fraction of the farmers. The same information
can be diffused to much larger audience by using
the mass media. Dare (1990) and Moemeka (1990)
posited that the mass media should serve as
vehicles of non-formal education and help rural
people see opportunities they might otherwise
not see. This implies that mass media could
accelerate rural development through mediating
between the other actors in agricultural production
system. In addition, the mass media could promote
attitude change, extending public education and
advancing innovation diffusion in agriculture.

Media technology has been accepted as an
effective tool to bridge the geographical distance
between the message senders and receivers.
Extensive use of electronic and print media in
support of agricultural extension, diffusion of
information technology, social reforms, education
and health awareness can be seen all over the
world.

The bottom line of communication is that at
the end of any communication process, the ideas
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or messages must have been transferred and
received with little or no distortion. Asaresult of
growing influence of communication in various
forms and from different channels on the know-
ledge, attitudes and practices of human beings
generally, the concept is now widely seen and
recognized as important tool to bring about
desirable changes in social process in particular
and development in general.

Various communication channels are being
used in agricultural extension services. It is
through evaluation that the appropriateness and
effectiveness of such channels can be determined.
Such evaluation shall provide the necessary
feedback mechanism to media organizations,
extension agents and policy-makers. A good
starting point is formulation of a suitable
evaluation paradigm, which is the objective of
this paper.

THE CONCEPT AND MODELS OF
EXTENSION EVALUATION

Every extension activity involves a conscious
or unconscious appraisal of progress and
effectiveness. Objective and well-organized
extension studies conducted in cooperation with
rural leaders help make the extension programme
realistic in terms of people’s needs, justify the
investment of public funds and are educative to
those who participate.

According to van den Ban and Hawkins
(1996), evaluation is an action-oriented manage-
ment instrument and process. Information gather-
ed inthis process is analyzed so that the relevance,
effect and consequences of activities are deter-
mined as systematically and objectively as possi-
ble. Itis used to improve present and future activi-
ties such as planning, programming, decision-
making and programme implementation to achieve
extension policy goals more effectively. It
includes value judgements of the extent to which
these activities have proved to be worthwhile in
comparison with the resources need.

In view of competing demand for public funds,
programme managers are always required to
justify the continuity of their programmes by
providing valid and reliable data on which to base
their decisions.

Evaluation is essential in any attempt to
assess the relative effectiveness of one approach
against the other. It also makes room for constant
reassessment of the aims and objects of the
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programme, whether it is still following its stated

goals or has deviated. Italso allows for the setting

of new goals and incorporation of new ideas as
the programme continues.

Essentially, evaluation of communication
channels/media may seek to answer questions
such as:

(@ Are the communication channels/media
being used by the target audience?

(b) Are there any effects on the target audience
in terms of change in their attitudes, beha-
viour and practices as a result of utilization
of the channels/media?

(c) Do some channels/media seem more effective
than others in influencing target groups to
accept and practice recommended techno-
logies? If so, which one(s)?

(d) What is the cost of using one channel/media
compared to another?

The answers to these questions and other
similar ones provide basis for policy decision and
they may indicate what modifications may be
necessary in subsequent media programmes.

There are several alternative approaches to
extension programme evaluation. Making a
choice among these approaches is significant
since for each, there are different assumptions
about what data to collect, how to collect them,
and how to make judgement about success. The
following seven major models will provide a
sufficient choice for most extension evaluation
situations:

(i) Attainment of objectives model

(i) Goal-free model

(iii) Expertmodel

(iv) Experimental model

(v) Management decision model

(vi) Participatory evaluation model

(vii) Naturalistic model.

(i) Attainment of Objectives Model: This type
of evaluation begins with clarifying measurable
objectives and gathering of data that validate the
extent to which the objectives have been met.
This approach assumes that the success of a
programme can be determined by measuring
programme outcomes against its own goals and
objectives. For this model to be credible, an
essential feature should be added, namely the
evaluation of appropriateness of goals and
objectives, given the circumstances and needs
of farmers.

One of the limitations of this model is the fact
that programmes are often tempted to set goals
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quite low so that outcomes will be met easily,
thus appearing to be successful while ignoring
major challenges. Another limitation of this model
is that it fails to provide explanation for outcomes
by ignoring the extension process (Provus, 1971).

(ii) Goal-Free Model: The assumption in
this model is that outside evaluators do not know,
or need to know what the programme has intended
to accomplish but that it is the task of the
evaluators to uncover what is actually happening
relative to farmers’ interests regardless of stated
goals and intentions. The focus point is to
identify environmental and farming conditions
and then to compare these needs with what
people are actually experiencing as a result of the
extension programme. The gap is then viewed as
a starting point for making changes in the
programme (Scriven, 1972).

(iii) Expert Model: this approach relies on
expert judgement and usually documentation is
prepared in advance of experts’ visits. The experts
interview, analyze document, and make judge-
ments using their own judgement perspectives
or those set as standards by the outside organiza-
tions or stakeholders (Eisner, 1983). Teams of
experts are brought from bodies or organizations
like FAO, World Bank or Extension Systems from
several countries to make judgements and
comparisons regarding strengths and limitations.

(iv) Experimental Model: The aim of this
approach is to determine whether changes in
programme outcomes (learning accomplishments)
were due to the contributions of the programme
and not just to life’s experiences or from other
influences. The question asked by this model is
“were differences in sustainable agriculture
practice attributable to the programme?” The
simplest way to go about this is to determine
causality between the programme inputs and
comparable groups, a group that received the
educational treatment and group that did not.
This means that programme accessibility, at least
during the experiment is withheld from those
learners who serve as a control group (Murphy
and Marchant, 1988).

The limitation of this approach lies in the
difficulty in its operationalization. Due to the
nature of human subjects, the ethics of
withholding educational services and the
difficulty of controlling for external influences, it
is extremely difficult and costly to operationalize
this model.

(v) Management Decision Model: The

purpose of this model is to provide relevant infor-
mation as a management tool to decision-makers.
The assumption is that evaluation should be
geared to decisions during programme initiation
and operation stages to make results more
relevant at each particular stage. Participation of
stakeholders is central to the process because
evaluation should serve their decisions (Gold,
1988).

A limitation of this model is the tendency for
the decisions of major stakeholders to be viewed
as more important than those of various types of
farmers.

(vi) Participatory Evaluation Model: This
model assumes a democratic participatory
process along with autonomy on the part of
educators and learners at the local level. The
purpose of the model is, therefore, for extension
educators and farmers themselves to initiate a
critical reflection process focused on their own
activities. This is a form of what is called
“participatory action research” (Brunner and
Guzman, 1989).

(vii) Naturalistic Model: The assumption of
this model is that programme is a natural
experiment and that the purpose of evaluation is
to understand how the programme is operating
in its natural environment. The model assumes
that programmes are negotiated realities among
the significant stakeholders and that evaluation
serves this value-laden negotiation (Guba and
Lincoln, 1989). Another purpose of this model is
to diagnose or to identify the causes of certain
behaviour on the part of some farmers, agency
staff or other development actors (Murphy and
Marchant, 1988).

Data should be collected and analyzed from
multiple perspectives. The outcome of the
evaluation is dialogue concerning disagreements
about objectives, expectations, problems, oppor-
tunities, policies, procedures and suggested
changes in methods or activities. Many positive
collaborative changes can be made through this
model of evaluation if conflict resolution skills
are combined with evaluation.

It can be seen from the foregoing discussion
of evaluation models that different types of
evaluation approaches (or models) have their own
strengths and limitations. The expert model, for
example, most often focuses on data from inputs,
activities and participation while the goal-free
model tends to focus on individual change, orga-
nization change or community change, ignoring
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the inputs and activities. The attainment of
objectives model compares the philosophy, goals
and objectives of inputs to the extent of individual
or organizational change outcomes. The natural-
istic model emphasizes understanding activities,
participation and reactions as proce-sses that
occur within cultural, economic and political
contexts.

When an agricultural extension programme is
to be evaluated, there are many questions to
answer. The principal one is how farmers (learners)
experience the learning process and what they
actually learn (the outcome of learning), their
knowledge, attitudes, skills and aspirations and
their behaviour change. An evaluation can also
focus on the extension educator and the content,
processes, and resources that are needed. Since
learning is always a social phenomenon, an
evaluation can focus on the social environment,
organizational context, and the relevance of
language, culture, and sometime public policy to
learning. Educators tend to focus on questions
that serve their own perspective. Similarly, learners
(farmers) may be interested in questions that
serve their purpose.

A MODEL FOR EVALUATION OF USE
AND EFFECT OF COMMUNICATION
CHANNELS IN AGRICULTURAL
EXTENSION

Figure 1 is a model for evaluating the use and
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effect of communication channels in agricultural
technology transfer designed by the authors of
this paper.

The general objective of any extension service
delivery programme is to bring about change in
attitude, knowledge, practices, yields, income and
standard of living of the farmers. The realization
of this objective can be facilitated through dis-
semination of relevant information on improved
farm technology to the farmers using mass media
and/or interpersonal channels of communication.

Improved farm technology messages are
professionally designed and packaged by the
extension agencies, which constitute the commu-
nication sources. The messages which may
include use of neem extract for farm produce
storage, use of herbicides, treatment of livestock
diseases with local herbs, vaccination against
livestock diseases, use of improved crops/live-
stock variety, etc are disseminated through
interpersonal and/or mass media channels to the
target audience, the farmers. The interpersonal
channels are extension agents, contact farmers,
opinion leaders, friends, fellow farmers, neigh-
bours, relations while mass media are radio,
television, journals, newspapers, extension
bulletins or newsletters, film shows, posters,
handbills. The specific objectives of an inter-
vention programme can be derived from the
general objective of extension service of the
extension agency concerned

The message sender or communicator and the

EVALUATION

COMM. EXTENSION COMMUNICATION CHANNEL EFFECT ON
SOURCE MESSAGES CHANNELS USAGE FARMER
* Use of neem dust Interpersonal Mass media Decision to
for farm produce > N use channel; in:
Extension storage * Extension * Radio and frequency —P Sfﬁ;\t?fug;
i * Alley cropping ..] agents * Television of use *
agencies * Rabbit production il * Contact Farmers | * Newspapers - *é?,%vgreadc%ece
* Livestock disease * '?P'n'é’” leaders| * Film shows
control * Friends * Bulletins
* High yielding * Relatives * Handbills
varieties, etc TTTTT
P> Message Determining Variables
~¢----- Feedback * Channel Attributes

* Audience personal and
socio-economic characteristics.

Fig. 1. Extension communication channels use-effect evaluation model
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receiver must be connected to each other and
channels of communication serve as physical
bridges between them. No matter how important
the message, it will not get through to the
intended audience without proper selection and
use of channels. Channel use entails decision by
the target audience to use a particular channel
and the frequency of use.

Individuals use communication channels
within the information environment whose
message contents are consistent with their
personal, socio-economic and attitudinal predis-
positions such as age, sex, marital status,
household size, farm size, income, educational
level, social participation and attitudes towards
change. Channel availability, accessibility and
credibility will also to an extent determine their
use. For acommunication channel to be selected
for use by a farmer, that source must first be
available and accessible, and secondly, the farmer
must perceive it as trustworthy and qualified to
offer advice on the topic being discussed. Time
of broadcast/publication, quality of reception/
printing, relevance of message as well as language
compatibility are other determining variables that
can also affect the decision by the farmer to use
or not to use a particular channel.

Evaluation provides an avenue for obtaining
information on the effect of the extension
programmes on the target audience. Evaluation,
also called success assessment, compares the
“should” and “is” levels or “expected” and
“actual” levels with one another and to establish
whether and to what extent the communicator has
achieved the goals defined in the extension
programme.

The communication effect on the target
audience can be operationalized through observ-
able changes in their attitude, knowledge, skills
and practices of improved farm technologies.

It is expected that the communication effect
as a result of the exposure to extension messages
through a communication channel should be
passed back to the communication source in form
of feedback. This is what makes the communi-
cation process complete. Feedback is a control
device and an important indicator of communi-
cation success or failure and helps identify areas
requiring modification or further enquiry. Thus
feedback can be positive, that is, when the intend-
ed effect of message is achieved or negative, that
is, when the intended effect of a message is not
achieved. Feedback may be weak and delayed

like in the mass media communication or imme-
diate and sharp as in the interpersonal
communication.

In conclusion, the model posits that appro-
priate communication channel use is a basic con-
dition for realizing the desired communication
effect (knowledge gain, attitude change and
innovative behaviour of farmers). Personal/socio-
economic characteristics of an individual as well
as some attributes of communication channel
influence the decision to use its content. Evalua-
tion provides the avenue for determining the extent
to which the communication goals in terms of
effects have been achieved.

There is no one best universal way to conduct
an extension evaluation. Some approaches are
probably better than others for addressing
particular types of questions or concerns. Most
evaluations, however, have at least five major
elements viz: (i) focus questions (ii) objects or
events to be evaluated (iii) data or evidence (iv)
analysis and interpretation using judgement
perspectives, and (v) judgements, conclusions
or findings. Approaches, purposes or models may
vary but these elements will be present in one
form or another.

Some evaluation situations require quanti-
fication and measurement while others require
qualitative, descriptive and subjective data. A
mixed-methods approach may, however, be better.
For example, a mix-methods approach can lead to
better understanding and appreciation of
phenomenon under evaluation and provide
triangulation, convergence and corroboration of
results from different methods. The “communi-
cation channels Use-Effect Evaluation Model”
being posited by this paper is therefore based on
a mixed-methods approach phenomenon.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

An extension package in form of improved
agricultural technologies or recommended
practices emanates from an extension agency,
which constitutes the communication source. The
extension messages are passed to the target
audience, the farmers, through some chosen
communication channels. The next stage of the
model is the use of communication channels. This
entails decision by the target audience to use a
particular channel, amount of content and in
particular manner. Individual characteristics,
expectations, and perception of a channel, the
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degree of access to it, etc can lead to decision to
use or not to use its content.

Effect of a channel on the target audience can
be operationalized through observable changes
in their attitude, knowledge, skills and aspirations
leading to enhanced adoption, technical compe-
tence and increased farm output or yield. Exclu-
sive effect of communication channels can be
determined by testing for significant difference
in knowledge of some subject matter between
users and non-users of the channels. Relevant
statistical tests can also be carried out to determine
the effect of other intervening variables such as
personal and socio-economic characteristics of
the farmers.

There is a feedback mechanism, which seeks
from the actual audience, information and
reactions, either about sociological, psychological
or other group characteristics, their frequency and
distribution, or about communication effects
which are made known to the message source
and media organizations. The model postulated
represents this entire complex.
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