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Abstract | The responsibility of Extension Field Staff (EFS) is the dissemination of latest agricultural technologies to educate the farmers’ community about how to use new applications and techniques of modern technology for the purpose to increase agricultural production. The efficiency of EFS is, therefore, reflected by the farmers’ adoption level of modern recommended technology. The current study was designed and conducted during February 2018 for the purpose to find out self-perceived main constraints, affecting the efficiency of EFS in the province of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan. Five districts out of 26 were randomly selected one each from eastern, western, northern, southern, and central districts of the province. At second stage, two tehsils were randomly selected from each selected district for data collection. Data was collected personally through validated and pre-tested questionnaire from all the selected ten tehsils of the selected districts in which all EFS (95) respondents comprised of Field Assistants (FAs) and Agriculture Officers (AOs) served as respondents. Five-point Likert scale (Likert 1967) was used to record the response of respondents. Results showed that a majority of the respondents (85.3 %) were FAs by designation, almost half of them (50.5 %) were of middle age (> 35 to 50 years), majority (48.4 %) had education up to SSC with Diploma in agriculture, majority (81.1 %) were of rural background, and all had received trainings of different duration. Important constraints which affected the efficiency of EFS were lack of transport, political interference in transfers, large jurisdiction area, non-participation in policy decisions, unsatisfactory pay structure, unavailability of medical facilities, low opportunity of proper in-service trainings, poor linkages of agricultural extension with research wing and low social status. The Department of Agricultural Extension, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, is advised to adopt appropriate measures to address these constraints of EFS in order to enable them to efficiently deliver their services.
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			Introduction

			Agriculture serves as the major source of livelihood for rural people in Pakistan. It is the single main sector for the economy of the country because it provides industrial raw material to the agro-based industries of the country and also significantly contributes to foreign exchange earnings (UK Essays, 2018). It contributes about 18.9 % of the GDP and 42.3% of the employment of workforce (GOP, 2018-19). 

			Although necessary natural resources for agricultural production are abundant in the country, Pakistan still lags behind in agricultural productivity as compared to many other developing countries of the world. There is a wide yield gap in the country because actual yield is quite low than the potential yield of major crops (GOP, 2018). Low agricultural productivity may be connected to low or non-adoption of recommended agricultural technologies (Farooq et al., 2007). 

			The Agricultural Extension system strives to disseminate agricultural innovations to farmers and to educate them for the adoption of the disseminated techniques in order to increase their productivity (Yaseen et al., 2015). Agricultural Extension Department in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa province of Pakistan is mandated to bring desirable attitudinal change in farmers and to convince them to adopt the modern agricultural techniques aimed to uplift their socio-economic status by increasing their farm income.

			Agricultural EFS play the front-line role in agricultural extension system who keeps direct contact with the end users (farmers). They also have the pivotal role to educate and motivate the farmers for adoption of recommended technologies. It means the working efficiency of agricultural EFS can be measured by the extent of adoption of innovations by the farmers (Ahmed et al., 2014).

			There are many problems which prevents the effective services delivery of agricultural EFS in Pakistan. These problems may be physical, political, administrative, economic and professional in nature (Yaseen et al., 2015). Studies showed that agricultural staff was poorly trained in the Agriculture Department of the Punjab Government, Pakistan (Lodhi, 2003). It was also investigated that the office facility was not provided to the Field Assistants (FAs) at union council level and majority of the extension agents were not provided with essential teaching tools/facilities. Physical constraints such as unavailability of transport, internet, mobile phone, and audio-video aids affected the performance of extension field staff from an average to a great extent (Asif et al., 2014). Review studies investigated that the main problems of EFS in Pakistan were; lack of financial resources, unavailability of proper transport services, large jurisdiction area and weak coordination among relevant departments (Yaseen et al., 2015).

			In comparison to previous studies, this study has used a more comprehensive model to explain the effect of the studied factors on the working efficiency of extension field staff. Specifically, this study took a broader view of the problem and includes a set of internal as well as external factors in its theoretical framework. Apart from this, the choice of unique sample is also a major contribution of this study.

			 

			Objectives of the study

			
					To find out the physical, political, administrative, economic, professional and social factors affecting the working efficiency of EFS in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan.

					To forward recommendations based on results for future consideration.

			

			Materials and Methods

			Universe of the study

			The universe of the study was the whole province of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan which consists of twenty-six (26) districts. The province is situated in the Northwest of the country between 31o 15o and 36o 57o North latitude and 69o 5o and 74o 7o East longitude. The total area of the province is 74,521 square km, with 1.88 million ha as cultivated area (Agricultural statistics of Pakistan). The climate of the province changes according to the elevation as the mountainous areas at the northern part of the province are cold in the winter and cool in the summer season and while coming towards south, the temperature increases markedly. Physical conditions of the province has also a great variation, and a major part consist of mountainous areas with agriculture as the main economic activity. The province is popular for the production of quality fruits such as apricot, apple, peaches, plums, walnuts, etc. Production of off-season vegetables during the summer months at the higher elevated areas of the province makes the province more important and increases its climatic versatility. The off-season vegetables are sold at higher prices in the big cities of the country (GOP, 2017). 

			Selection of sample

			A multi-stage sampling technique was used in which five (5) districts were randomly selected one each from the eastern, western, northern, southern, and central districts of the province. The selected districts were: Swabi, Charsadda, Upper Dir, Karak, and Mardan. At second stage, two tehsils were randomly selected from each of the five selected districts and thus data were collected from the selected ten tehsils. All the agricultural EFS (95), including FAs and Agriculture Officers (AOs) serving in the selected ten tehsils, served as respondents for data collection. Out of the total EFS respondents, 14 were AOs and the remaining were FAs by designation.

			[image: ]

			Figure 1: District wise distribution of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa on map.

			Data collection and information tools

			Factors affecting the performance of EFS were divided into physical, political, administrative, economic, professional, and social factors. Levels of the effect of the given factors were broadly categorized as ‘no effect’ and ‘yes effect,’ and the later was further categorized into ‘very low, low, medium, high, and ‘very high’. Respondents were asked about the different problems which they perceived to have affected their performance. A validated and pre-tested structured questionnaire was used for the collection of data. A five-point Likert Scale (Likert, 1967) was employed for information collection.

			 

			Data analysis

			Statistical analysis was carried out by employing SPSS and descriptive statistics such as means; frequencies and weighted scores were used, and results were interpreted accordingly.

			Results and Discussion

			Demographic characteristics of EFS

			Outcomes of the Table 1 showed that a majority of the respondents (85.3 %) were FAs by designation, almost half of them (50.5 %) were of middle age (> 35 to 50 years), majority (48.4 %) had education up to SSC with diploma in agriculture, majority (81.1 %) were of rural background, and all had received trainings of different duration.

			Table 1: Demographic characteristics of the EFS respondents.

			
				
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Age (years)

						
							
							Percent

						
					

					
							
							Up to 35

						
							
							21.1

						
					

					
							
							> 35 to 50

						
							
							50.5

						
					

					
							
							> 50

						
							
							28.4

						
					

					
							
							Experience (years)

						
					

					
							
							Up to 10

						
							
							38.9

						
					

					
							
							> 10 to 20

						
							
							13.7

						
					

					
							
							> 20

						
							
							47.4

						
					

					
							
							Designation

						
					

					
							
							Agriculture Officers (AOs)

						
							
							14.7

						
					

					
							
							Field Assistants (FAs)

						
							
							85.3

						
					

					
							
							Education level 

						
					

					
							
							Secondary (SSC) with Diploma

						
							
							48.4

						
					

					
							
							Intermediate with Diploma

						
							
							20.0

						
					

					
							
							Bachelor with Diploma

						
							
							10.5

						
					

					
							
							Master with Diploma

						
							
							6.3

						
					

					
							
							M.Sc. (Hons.) Agriculture

						
							
							13.7

						
					

					
							
							PhD

						
							
							1.1

						
					

					
							
							Field of specialization 

						
					

					
							
							Agronomy

						
							
							6.3

						
					

					
							
							Agriculture Extension

						
							
							2.1

						
					

					
							
							Plant Breeding and Genetics

						
							
							2.1

						
					

					
							
							Horticulture

						
							
							3.1

						
					

					
							
							Soil and Environmental Sciences

						
							
							1.0

						
					

					
							
							Training

						
							
							100

						
					

					
							
							Background

						
					

					
							
							Rural

						
							
							81.1

						
					

					
							
							Urban

						
							
							18.9

						
					

				
			

			Source: Field survey.

			Physical factors

			Table 2 shows the transport problem’ fell in between medium’ and high categories. Similarly, unavailability of technical literature, lack of internet facility, unavailability of computers and offices’ location rated between low and ‘medium’ categories. All the remaining physical problems showed their existence between the categories of very low and ‘low’ one. The relative ranking showed that ‘transport problem’ with mean value 3.73 ranked 1st followed by non-availability of technical literature’ and lack of internet facility which were respectively ranked 2nd and 3rd with mean values 2.87 and 2.85. Non-availability of office furniture, office stationery and lack of fax facility with mean values 1.61, 1.49 and 1.21 were ranked 8th, 9th and 10th, respectively. These results shows that ‘transport problem’ of EFS affect their working efficiency from medium to a high level, which needs to be addressed on priority basis, followed by ‘non-availability of technical literature’ and ‘lack of internet facility.

			Political factors

			Table 3 shows that among the political problems of EFS, transfers are placed between medium and high categories and postings/appointments and promotion between the very low and low one. The relative ranking showed that ‘transfers, postings/appointments, and ‘promotion’ with mean values 3.10, 1.21, and 1.09 were respectively ranked 1st, 2nd, and 3rd. The above results showed that posting/appointment and promotion of EFS is mainly merit-based which definitely contributes to improved working efficiency of EFS. However, the political involvement in the transfer of EFS may be discouraged for further improvement of their work efficiency.

			Administrative factors

			Table 4 shows that ‘large jurisdiction area and ‘non-participation in policy decisions grouped between medium and high categories and ‘assignment of non-professional duties and lack of working coordination among staff’ showed their existence between low and medium one. All the other administrative problems placed between very low and low categories. The relative ranking showed that large jurisdiction area, non-participation in policy-decisions and assignment of non-professional duties with mean values 3.32, 3.31, and 2.86 were respectively ranked 1st, 2nd, and 3rd. These results show that the required number of EFS may be appointed to deliver their services in time. Similarly, EFS may be involved in the process of decision-making, and their non-professional duties are minimized.

			Table 2: Perception of EFS regarding effect of physical factors affecting their working efficiency.

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Factors

						
							
							Response

						
							
							Level

						
							
							WS

						
							
							Mean

						
							
							RO

						
					

					
							
							No

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							VL

						
							
							L

						
							
							Med.

						
							
							H

						
							
							VH

						
					

					
							
							Percentages

						
					

					
							
							Physical factors

						
					

					
							
							Transport

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							98.9

						
							
							-

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							45.3

						
							
							31.6

						
							
							21.1

						
							
							351

						
							
							3.73

						
							
							1st

						
					

					
							
							Residential

						
							
							22.1

						
							
							77.9

						
							
							35.8

						
							
							33.7

						
							
							6.3

						
							
							-

						
							
							2.1

						
							
							126

						
							
							1.70

						
							
							7th

						
					

					
							
							Computer

						
							
							11.6

						
							
							88.4

						
							
							20.0

						
							
							44.2

						
							
							12.6

						
							
							6.3

						
							
							5.3

						
							
							188

						
							
							2.24

						
							
							4th

						
					

					
							
							Telephone

						
							
							14.7

						
							
							85.3

						
							
							29.5

						
							
							44.2

						
							
							7.4

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							3.2

						
							
							152

						
							
							1.88

						
							
							6th

						
					

					
							
							Internet

						
							
							10.5

						
							
							89.5

						
							
							7.4

						
							
							26.3

						
							
							36.8

						
							
							10.5

						
							
							8.4

						
							
							242

						
							
							2.85

						
							
							3rd

						
					

					
							
							Fax

						
							
							33.7

						
							
							66.3

						
							
							53.7

						
							
							11.6

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							-

						
							
							-

						
							
							76

						
							
							1.21

						
							
							10th

						
					

					
							
							Office location

						
							
							15.8

						
							
							84.2

						
							
							18.9

						
							
							37.9

						
							
							24.2

						
							
							3.2

						
							
							-

						
							
							171

						
							
							2.14

						
							
							5th

						
					

					
							
							Office furniture

						
							
							18.9

						
							
							81.1

						
							
							43.2

						
							
							30.5

						
							
							4.2

						
							
							2.1

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							124

						
							
							1.61

						
							
							8th

						
					

					
							
							Office stationery

						
							
							15.8

						
							
							84.2

						
							
							51.6

						
							
							26.3

						
							
							5.3

						
							
							-

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							119

						
							
							1.49

						
							
							9th

						
					

					
							
							Technical literature

						
							
							-

						
							
							100

						
							
							-

						
							
							21.1

						
							
							70.5

						
							
							8.4

						
							
							-

						
							
							273

						
							
							2.87

						
							
							2nd

						
					

				
			

			VL: Very low; L: Low; Med.: Medium; H: High; VH: Very high.

			Table 3: Perception of EFS regarding effect of political factors affecting their working efficiency.

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Factors

						
							
							Response

						
							
							Level

						
							
							WS

						
							
							Mean

						
							
							RO

						
					

					
							
							No

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							VL

						
							
							L

						
							
							Med.

						
							
							H

						
							
							VH

						
					

					
							
							Percentages

						
					

					
							
							 Political factors

						
					

					
							
							Transfers

						
							
							3.2

						
							
							96.8

						
							
							-

						
							
							15.8

						
							
							61.1

						
							
							14.7

						
							
							5.3

						
							
							275

						
							
							3.10

						
							
							1st

						
					

					
							
							Postings/appointments

						
							
							50.5

						
							
							49.5

						
							
							43.2

						
							
							4.2

						
							
							-

						
							
							2.1

						
							
							-

						
							
							57

						
							
							1.21

						
							
							2nd

						
					

					
							
							Promotion

						
							
							53.7

						
							
							46.3

						
							
							42.1

						
							
							4.2

						
							
							-

						
							
							-

						
							
							-

						
							
							48

						
							
							1.09

						
							
							3rd

						
					

				
			

			VL: Very low; L: Low, Med.: Medium, H: High, VH: Very high; WS: Weighted score; RO: Ranked order.

			Table 4: Perception of EFS regarding effect of administrative factors affecting their working efficiency.

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Factors

						
							
							Response

						
							
							Level

						
							
							WS

						
							
							Mean

						
							
							RO

						
					

					
							
							No

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							VL

						
							
							L

						
							
							Med.

						
							
							H

						
							
							VH

						
					

					
							
							Percentages

						
					

					
							
							Administrative factors

						
					

					
							
							Non-professional duties

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							98.9

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							27.4

						
							
							60.0

						
							
							5.3

						
							
							5.3

						
							
							244

						
							
							2.86

						
							
							3rd

						
					

					
							
							Non-cooperation of superiors

						
							
							8.4

						
							
							91.6

						
							
							37.9

						
							
							42.1

						
							
							9.5

						
							
							2.1

						
							
							-

						
							
							151

						
							
							1.74

						
							
							5th

						
					

					
							
							Non-cooperation of colleagues

						
							
							10.5

						
							
							89.5

						
							
							41.1

						
							
							44.2

						
							
							3.2

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							-

						
							
							136

						
							
							1.60

						
							
							7th

						
					

					
							
							Non-cooperation of subordinates

						
							
							8.4

						
							
							91.6

						
							
							42.1

						
							
							38.9

						
							
							10.5

						
							
							-

						
							
							-

						
							
							144

						
							
							1.66

						
							
							6th

						
					

					
							
							Low knowledge level of training staff

						
							
							56.8

						
							
							43.2

						
							
							24.2

						
							
							16.8

						
							
							2.1

						
							
							-

						
							
							-

						
							
							61

						
							
							1.49

						
							
							9th

						
					

					
							
							Lack of working coordination among staff

						
							
							5.3

						
							
							94.7

						
							
							11.6

						
							
							69.5

						
							
							9.5

						
							
							4.2

						
							
							-

						
							
							176

						
							
							2.07

						
							
							4th

						
					

					
							
							Large jurisdiction area

						
							
							5.3

						
							
							94.7

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							3.2

						
							
							63.2

						
							
							18.9

						
							
							8.4

						
							
							299

						
							
							3.32

						
							
							1st

						
					

					
							
							Non-participation in policy-decision

						
							
							5.3

						
							
							94.7

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							8.4

						
							
							58.9

						
							
							12.6

						
							
							13.7

						
							
							298

						
							
							3.31

						
							
							2nd

						
					

					
							
							Unfair performance evaluation

						
							
							22.1

						
							
							77.9

						
							
							63.2

						
							
							14.7

						
							
							-

						
							
							-

						
							
							-

						
							
							88

						
							
							1.19

						
							
							8th

						
					

				
			

			VL: Very low; L: Low, Med.: Medium, H: High, VH: Very high; WS: Weighted score; RO: Ranked order.

			Table 5: Perception of EFS regarding effect of economic factors affecting their working efficiency.

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Factors

						
							
							Response

						
							
							Level

						
							
							WS

						
							
							Mean

						
							
							RO

						
					

					
							
							No

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							VL

						
							
							L

						
							
							Med.

						
							
							H

						
							
							VH

						
					

					
							
							Percentages

						
					

					
							
							Economic factors

						
					

					
							
							Unsatisfactory pay structure

						
							
							2.1

						
							
							97.9

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							24.2

						
							
							55.8

						
							
							6.3

						
							
							10.5

						
							
							280

						
							
							3.01

						
							
							2nd

						
					

					
							
							Non-payment of TA/DA in time

						
							
							5.3

						
							
							94.7

						
							
							5.3

						
							
							38.9

						
							
							38.9

						
							
							4.2

						
							
							7.4

						
							
							245

						
							
							2.68

						
							
							3rd

						
					

					
							
							Unavailability of medical facilities

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							98.9

						
							
							-

						
							
							9.5

						
							
							62.1

						
							
							14.7

						
							
							12.6

						
							
							311

						
							
							3.31

						
							
							1st

						
					

				
			

			VL: Very low; L: Low, Med.: Medium, H: High, VH: Very high; WS: Weighted score; RO: Ranked order.

			Table 6: Perception of EFS regarding effect of professional factors affecting their working efficiency.

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Factors

						
							
							Response

						
							
							Level

						
							
							WS

						
							
							Mean

						
							
							RO

						
					

					
							
							No

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							VL

						
							
							L

						
							
							Med.

						
							
							H

						
							
							VH

						
					

					
							
							Percentages

						
					

					
							
							Professional factors

						
					

					
							
							Incompatibility of syllabi with field situation

						
							
							9.5

						
							
							90.5

						
							
							-

						
							
							22.1

						
							
							55.8

						
							
							11.6

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							250

						
							
							2.91

						
							
							3rd

						
					

					
							
							Low opportunity of in-service training

						
							
							-

						
							
							100

						
							
							-

						
							
							4.2

						
							
							70.5

						
							
							21.1

						
							
							4.2

						
							
							309

						
							
							3.25

						
							
							2nd

						
					

					
							
							Low access to AV aids

						
							
							2.1

						
							
							97.9

						
							
							-

						
							
							75.8

						
							
							8.4

						
							
							9.5

						
							
							4.2

						
							
							224

						
							
							2.41

						
							
							4th

						
					

					
							
							Poor linkage of agric. Extension with Research wing

						
							
							-

						
							
							100

						
							
							-

						
							
							-

						
							
							15.8

						
							
							47.4

						
							
							36.8

						
							
							400

						
							
							4.21

						
							
							1st

						
					

				
			

			VL: Very low; L: Low, Med.: Medium, H: High, VH: Very high; WS: Weighted score; RO: Ranked order.

			Table 7: Perception of EFS regarding effect of social factors affecting their working efficiency.

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Factors

						
							
							Response

						
							
							Level

						
							
							WS

						
							
							Mean

						
							
							RO

						
					

					
							
							No

						
							
							Yes

						
							
							VL

						
							
							L

						
							
							Med.

						
							
							H

						
							
							VH

						
					

					
							
							Percentages

						
					

					
							
							Social factors

						
					

					
							
							Low social status

						
							
							8.4

						
							
							91.6

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							23.2

						
							
							61.1

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							5.3

						
							
							248

						
							
							2.85

						
							
							1st

						
					

					
							
							Illiteracy/low literacy of farmers

						
							
							-

						
							
							100

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							53.7

						
							
							34.7

						
							
							9.5

						
							
							1.1

						
							
							243

						
							
							2.56

						
							
							2nd

						
					

					
							
							Non-cooperation of farmers

						
							
							2.1

						
							
							97.9

						
							
							-

						
							
							71.6

						
							
							21.1

						
							
							5.3

						
							
							-

						
							
							216

						
							
							2.32

						
							
							3rd

						
					

				
			

			VL: Very low; L: Low, Med.: Medium, H: High, VH: Very high; WS: Weighted score; RO: Ranked order.

			Economic factors

			Table 5 shows the unavailability of medical facilities’ and ‘unsatisfactory pay structure rated between the categories of medium and high one and ‘non-payment of TA/DA in time’ between ‘low’ and ‘medium’ one. Relative ranking of economic problems indicates that ‘unavailability of medical facilities’, ‘unsatisfactory pay structure’ and ‘non-payment of TA/DA in time’ with mean values 3.31, 3.01, and 2.68 were respectively graded as 1st, 2nd, and 3rd. It can be inferred from the above results that the ‘medical facilities’ and ‘pay structure’ of EFS may be made competitive, followed by timely processing of their TA/DA bills. The current findings have also been identified in some previous studies (Ahmed et al., 2014, 2016).

			Professional factors

			Table 6 shows that poor linkage of agricultural extension with research wing was placed between high and very high categories and low opportunity of in-service training between medium and high ones. Similarly, incompatibility of syllabi with field situation’ and ‘low access to AV aids are placed between low and medium categories. Relative ranking shows’ poor linkage of agricultural extension with research wing’ ranked 1st with mean value 4.21 followed by low opportunity of in-service training, and incompatibility of syllabi with field situation’ with mean values 3.25 and 2.91 were respectively ranked as 2nd and 3rd. The problem of ‘poor linkage of agricultural extension with research wing’ has also been highlighted as a major obstacle in previous studies (Yaseen et al., 2015). Although Table 6 shows that all EFS were trained, but their training may be insufficient due to some reasons. Similarly, incompatibility of syllabi with field situations’ and ‘poor access to AV aids’ may be addressed so as not to hamper the efficiency of EFS.

			Social factors

			Table 7 shows that low social status, illiteracy of farmers and non-cooperation of farmers with EFS were rated between low and medium categories. The relative ranking shows that low social status, illiteracy of farmers and non-cooperation of farmers with EFS having mean values 2.85, 2.56, and 2.32 were respectively ranked as 1st, 2nd, and 3rd. The above results shows that the studied social factors do not affect the efficiency of EFS up to a high or very high extent. However, if these obstacles are removed or further minimized, it will improve their working efficiency.

			Conclusions and Recommendations

			The present research study concluded that the main constraints which affected the efficiency of EFS in the province of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa were: ‘unavailability of transport facility, political involvement in transfers, large jurisdiction area, non-participation in policy-decisions, unavailability of medical facilities, unsatisfactory pay structure, poor linkage of agricultural extension with a research wing, low opportunity of proper in-service training and low social status.

			
					Government should appoint the required agriculture professionals in Agriculture Department (extension wing) so that EFS deficiency be removed.

					Government and non-governmental organizations should impart extensive in-service agricultural trainings to EFS, and their involvement should be ensured in policy formulation.

					Government should provide proper facilities to extension professionals so that young competent EFS can join the department.

					Transfer of EFS employees should be freed from political interferences.

					Government should pay attention to coordination between Agricultural extension and research wings.

			

			Novelty Statement

			Novelty of this study is using of more variables in each model to highlight significant impact on the policy formulation about agricultural extension and subsequent improvement in agricultural productivity in the KP Province.
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Abstract | The responsibility of Extension Field Staff (EFS) is the dissemination of latest agricultural
technologies to educate the farmers’ community about how to use new applications and techniques of modern
technology for the purpose to increase agricultural production. The efficiency of EFS is, therefore, reflected by
the farmers’adoption level of modern recommended technology. The current study was designed and conducted
during February 2018 for the purpose to find out self-perceived main constraints, affecting the efficiency of
EFS in the province of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan. Five districts out of 26 were randomly selected one
each from eastern, western, northern, southern, and central districts of the province. At second stage, two
tehsils were randomly selected from each selected district for data collection. Data was collected personally
through validated and pre-tested questionnaire from all the selected ten tehsils of the selected districts in
which all EFS (95) respondents comprised of Field Assistants (FAs) and Agriculture Officers (AOs) served
as respondents. Five-point Likert scale (Likert 1967) was used to record the response of respondents. Results
showed that a majority of the respondents (85.3 %) were FAs by designation, almost half of them (50.5 %)
were of middle age (> 35 to 50 years), majority (48.4 %) had education up to SSC with Diploma in agriculture,
majority (81.1 %) were of rural background, and all had received trainings of different duration. Important
constraints which aftected the efficiency of EFS were lack of transport, political interference in transfers, large
jurisdiction area, non-participation in policy decisions, unsatisfactory pay structure, unavailability of medical
facilities, low opportunity of proper in-service trainings, poor linkages of agricultural extension with research
wing and low social status. The Department of Agricultural Extension, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, is advised to
adopt appropriate measures to address these constraints of EFS in order to enable them to efficiently deliver
their services.
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Introduction industrial raw material to the agro-based industries
of the country and also significantly contributes to

Agriculture serves as the major source of livelihood  foreign exchange earnings (UK Essays, 2018). It
for rural people in Pakistan. It is the single main  contributes about 18.9 % of the GDP and 42.3%
sectorfortheeconomyofthecountrybecauseitprovides of the employment of workforce (GOP, 2018-19).
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