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Abstract

The Social Structure of the Agricultural Extension

Services in the Western Province of Kenya

David K, Leonard

Agricultural extension visits in Western Province are heavily skewed
in favour of progressive farmers and are infreguemtly paid to the
mor~innovative majority. This pattern is certainly undesirable in
terms of income distribution but it zlso probably does not maximum
the possibilities for economic growth in agriculture. 1In a Tanzania
study, Thoden van Valzen argues that a similer distribution of
governmemt services is caused by the fact agricultural extension
officials are part of an isolated, cchesive, social elite and that
this involves them in 2. social class alliance and exchange of benefits
with the richer farmers. Data from ‘Western Province confirm that

the senior agricultural staff are part of an isolated, relatively
cohesive elite group. The junior staff, who are in direct contact
with farmers, form groups distinct from their seniors' however,

are local in their orientation, are part of the middle, not the upper,
rural elite, and are not very cohesive. Furthermore, neither their
middle elite social status nor any private exchange of ber=fits
account for their stress on work with progressive farmers. Instead,
it seems more likely that the progressive farmer bias is caused

by & combination of factors, imcluding extension ideology, the
psychological resnonse to receptivity ard distorted perceptions

of the rural reality.

DKL/ jnn.
4/1/1972,



THE SOCIAL STRUCTURE OF THE AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION
SERVICES IN THE WESTERN PROVINCE OF KENYA

David K. Leonard

In his study of Bulambia Division in the Rungwe District of Tanzania
Bonne Thoden van Velzen found that the social structurc af administration
was itself a constraint on soeialist and econcmie development. Government
employces were seen by peasants and by themselves as a highly eohesive,
mutually interdependent elite groupe. They had very frequent soeial contaet
with one another, apparently without regard for rank or speciality, but
interacted much less often with looal peasantse. Maintaining a relatively
high standard of living and speaking Swahili among themselves, they had a
paternalistic attitude toward peasanis and were disdainful of doing any
manual work. Those locals with whom government staff did have social eontact
were almost invariably rich farmerse. Staff built up a symbiotie relation-
ship with these rieh peasants, whieh involved the latter providing land,
food, and assistance on govcrnment projects to the staff.. They in their tumn
helped the well-off farmers with access to government aid, supported their
dominanee of loeal political institutions, and assisted in their ¢onfliets
with sther pcasants. Thce e¢onscquences of this soeial system were such that
staff werec themselves prime examples of inegalitarian behaviour and, in their
support for the rich pecasants, were reinforeing and aceentuating inequality
within the rural soceiety. Their isolation from poerer pecasants was such
that they scemed to learn little from them and to provide them with relati-
vely little in thce way of direct positive bencfits. The tension between rich
and poorer peasants was such that we may infer that diffusion of innovations _

from the first to the sccond was limited.l

For convenienoe uwe can summarizc Thoden van Velzen's argument in threc
propositiong: (1) the distribution ef cxtension benefits is,skecwed in favour
of the wzalthier farmers; (2) this favouritism accentuates rural inequality
and may prevent the maximum possible economic growth; and (3) part of the
reason for the inegalitarian administration of these programmes is that the
civil servantg‘responsible for agricultural extension arc part of zn isolated
oohesive, social clitc and that this involves them in a social class alliance

and exchange of benefits with the richer farmers.

-

Thoden van Vclzen's work seems to us to be provocative and important.
For this reason we propose to examine his propositions as they might apply to

the administration ef the extension services of the Ministry of Agriculture
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in the Western Province of Ecnya. The data analysed here are drawn from

two sources. The first is 213 interviews we conducted with junior extension
staff and 25 interviews with senior staff of the Ministry in
all of Western Provinec.  The former reprcsent a 40% rendom sample of

all junior staff in the Provinees” The latter eomprisc 85% of all senior
staff in the Provinec, ether than thosc assigned to the Provincial head-
quarters af the Ministry. The excluded senior staff were eithcr in the
Mechanization Division, which is not examined here, or wecre very ncw to

the Province at the timec of interviewing. The second set of data examined
here is drawn‘from a large survey of small farmers whieh the Agricultural
Btatisties Seotion of the Ministry ef Finance ana Beonomis FPlanning oonducied
during the 1970 long rains.4 The survey gives us detailed information on

637 randomly selected farmers in Western Province.5

1;__Thé Distribution of Extcnsion Benefits

From an analysis of the Agricultural Statisties data we oan gain
an accurate picture of the distribution of ;arious easily identified farm
eharacteristics.e The growing of hybrid maize is one of these. Maize is
the basic¢ food for the great majority ef people in Westcern Province, and
hybrid maize’is a relatively recent but well-established agrieultural innoves
tion in the arca. The package of hybrid sced and fertilizers was introducecd
in the Provinee in 1963, and hybrid maize (With or without chemical ferti-
lizers) is now grown by 48% of the farmers there. The return on the use
of the hybrid and fcertilizer package varies, but it is not likely 40 be
less than a 100% net profit over a farmer's extra eash investment. Thus,
a farmer is likely to have accepted hybrid maize if he has been innovative
avcr tde last few yearss Iionetheless, the use of hybrid secd varies from
an estimated high ef 80% of the farms in Kimilili (Bungoma) and Lurambi
(Kakamega) Divisions, where land holdings are large and maizc is a major
market crop, to a Low of 4% in the Central "and Southern Divisicns of Busia,
where soil and climate.are less favourable and where cassava eompetes with

maize as a food staple,

Different ¢ash producing farm enterprisecs are appropriate to each
of the ccologicul. zones in the Province; and the profitability f thesc
entcrprises varies oomsiderably. Grade dairy oows have a very high rcturn
on invcstment, wherecas the profitability ef eotton is relatively low. The
prices on the robusta type of coffec (but not thc arabisa) are so low now
that many owners of these trees do not comsider it profitable to care for
them or to harvest the berries. Nonctheless, owncrship of onc of thesc

farm enterprises docs indicatc that the farmer has had investment funds



available at some point in thc past and that he is now or was onoe deriving
a cash income from his produece. This marks him as becing of above average

wealth in what is still a predominately subsistance economy. Farmers with
such eash producing farm enterprises eonstitute 15% of the'total in Western

Provinee.

We can define a progressive farmer as one who Both uses hybrid maize
and has onc or more sash produeing -farm ecnterprises. Onty 10% of thc farmers
in Western' Province meet-these two criteria. Our impression is that this
definition approximates the minimum behaviour that Agrieultural staff in
Western Province expect of what they call a progressive -farmery Such a
farmer probably has been innovetive ever a fair period of time, has deccess
to small amounts of eapital, and is well=to-do rclative 4o his neighbours.
Conversely, we will define a man who has neither hybrid maize nor a’'sash
enterprise as a non=innovator. In Western Prdvinee, 47% of "the farmers-
fall into this sategory. For these farmers the adoption of new farming
methods is not a habit and acccss to investment eapitael is often a problem.

Table.le The Distribution ef Agricultural Enterprises Amonz Fdrms in
Western Province.

Have Cash No Cash
Farm Enterprise Farm Entcrprise Totals
Have Hywsrid .
Maize 10% 38% 48%
Have Ho Hybrid
Maize 5% | 47%- 52% -
Totals . 15% 85%

Based on a weighted sample of €37 farms. Exeludes Northern Division, Busia
and. thc settlement schemes in Bungoma and Kakamega Districtse. Data eocllecied
by the Agrisulfural Statisties Scction ef the Ministry of Finanee and Beonoe
mic Planning during the 1970 long rains.
A sash farm enterprise is defined as one of the following:
grade cattle, soffee, cotton or teca.

“ o
Of coursc, it does not follow automatically from a farmer's being

progressive that he is relatively riche For this reason the Agricultural
Statistics Section's survey data on cattle holdings is particularly inter—
esting.s In the past cattle were overwhelmingly the symbol and substanqgo
of wealth in rural Kenya. Although this traditional attachment to cattle
has diminished in Western Province, a Luhya's wealth is still likely to ®e
rcflected in his livestock holdings. Thus, it is interesting to note that
those who grow hybrid maize in Western Provinee are twice as likely to have

five or more cattle as those who do not grow it. (For the purposes of this
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excrcise one grade cow is counted as ,equal to two losal cattlce, the difference
in their market valuc.) : Furthcrmore, those whom we have defimed as progre—
ssive farmers arc enc cighth as ITikely %9 have no eattle as thosc whom we

have labled non-innovative. (Sce table 2)

Thus we see a fairly olcar rclationship betwecn progressivencss and
wealthe The only cxecption is that small eategory of farmcrs who have adopted
a sash erop but not hybrid maize. Thesc are very mueh like the poer farmers
in their livestoek wealth. The bulk of farmers in this eategory raise sotton
in Busia. As eotton secd is provided free to the grower, it is the one eash
erop whigh does not require a eapital investment to plant and henee is aewe~—
gsible to the poore - Unfortunately, cash investment is réquired for insceti-
sides if {the plant is to produce yields, so most farmers in this eategory

will ke disappointed by their harvest and remain peor.

Having identified thc proportions of farmers who can we ealled prog—
ressive and non=innovative, we now have a base line against whieh to ¢ompare
the actual distribution ef agrieuliural extension services. The basie tesh~
nique of extension in Western Province is visits to individeal farmers. On
average, 2.9 days in an agent's five day week will be spent on this activity.7
In our intervieuws we asked eaeh staff membcer who works in direct eontact
with farmcrs to name for ws all the farmers to whom he had paid exiension
visits in the previous wcek. For eaeh of these farmcrs wé Shen inquired
as to whether he grew hybrid maize and as to whether he had a sash farm
enterprises In the Provinec as a wholc, the average extcension agent spends
57% of his visits with progressive farmers (who are 10% s1 all farmers) and
6% of his visits with non~innovative ones (47% of the total). Thus extcnsion
attention is very grecatly skcwed in favour of the more progressive and weal—
thicr farmcrs, cxactly as Thoden van Velzen found in Rungwe, Tanzania.
Furthermore, the concentration on progressive farmers is achieved a% the
cxpense of the non~innovative ones. Farmers-who have either hybrid maize
or a eash erop but not both are 43% of the total and cxtension agents devote,
an average of 37% of thoir visits to them. A farmer in this middle category,
who has shown some innovetive drive, has about 1/7th the ehance thatia ppeg-
ressive farmer has  of receiving an cxtension visit. But his odds arc
still €.5 times thosc of a non=innovative farmcr, who has 1/44th the chanoc

of a progressive farmer. (Scc Fig.l.)
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Figure 1. The Distribution of Agrisultural Extcnsion Visits
Betwecn Progressive, Middle, and Non=innovative
Farmers.

II. The Prozressive Farmer and Economic Growth

Is the stress that is placed on progressive farmers in cxtension
work neccssarily undcsirable? After all, the mass of extension workers openly
and eonsciously favour an emphasis cn progressive farmgrs. In a Tanzania-
wide opinion survcy of farmer esontact extension agents, R.G. Saylor found
that 87% agrce with the statement ™If I worked most of the time with a
fecw of the better farmers, I weuld get bettcr results™., This sentiment was
expressed despite the fact thet it runs eontrary to the offieial poliey of

the Tanzanian Ministry of Agricultume, Food and Co—opcratives.

As Thoden ven VelZcn notcs in his article, there are powerful arguments
associatcd with the "betting on the strong"™ position. It was once the official
ideology of agricultural extension throughout East Africa, and it is widely
acecpted by extecnsion offieials in Kenya. The stratcgy soncentratcs on
getting the most rcccptive farmers (i.e. progressive) in an area to adopt a
new agrieultural practise and then letting the innovation diffusc to other
farmers by thce force of their examplec. We have neither the evidenee nor the
inelination to settle the debate over the progressive farmer strategy for
Kenya, but we do have a few tentative thoughts based on a small number of
interviews which we condustcd with farmers in the Vihiga Division of Western
Province. At least some farmers who have no pcrsonal contact with extension
workers arc getting new agricultural information from other farmers who do

have such oomtacts. Thus diffusion of new information does occur. Nonetheless,
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it seems to us that this second-~hand information oftcn loscs something in
the process of transmission. The several farmcrs who we intervicwed who
had heard of a hykrid maize innovation only through other farmers had no
idea if the shangc would increase yieldsc9 Without yield information, an
innovation sommunieated to others sarrics litile sonviction and is unlikely
to be adopted. Yet it is uncommon for farmers in Western Province 1o freely
reveal the amount of profit they have made from ar imnovation. Publieized
ineoms differcntials may give rise to a higher tax assessment, inereascd
gsoeial obligations, jealousies, or ewvcn, rarcly, accusations of witchcrafte.
Thus most Luhya farmcrs probably require a new institutional sontext in whieh
disonssions on profits are expected in order to talk readily about ylelds.lo
This problem is important, for the diffusion of innovations strategy decpends
on widcsprecad sommunisation of agricultural information. The strategy is

unsound wherc there are sosial barriers 1o the transmission process.,

Whatever the advantages of the progressive farmer as a diffusion point
for information, it seems undesirablc +that the method should be translated
into an undifferentiated philorophy of working only with progressives.

When a broadly appliecsble innovation, sush as hyvrid maize, is first being
introduced, i% may bc wise to begin with the progressives as being those

most able and willing to take the assosiafed risks. Ones fthc new practice

has gained a foothold, howcver. 1% would secem dosirable to shift attention
toward the less innovative farmers so as o spced the spread of adoptions

It san be inferred from Table 3 that, sueh a stratcgie changc in focus does

not oocur. General cxtcension agents; who carry the burden of work on hybrid
maife, give only a- tiny proportion of their time $o0 the half of the Frovince's
farmers who do not grow it. Further, they devolc at lcast as many visits to
progressives as do their specialist wolleaguces, who have mush more justifi-

cation for working with an advanced elicntcle.

Tavle 3. Average Percentage of Extension Visits to Progressive and.chziggggg_éve
Farmers_Bv Azcents with Differing Wunntlons . -
Average % to Avcrage % to None-
Progressive Farmers innovative Farmers’
Funstion:
Gencral (88) 60 3
Coffee (10) 91 0
Animal Eusbandry (7) 57 0
Supervisory  (13) 52 4
IDA Loans (19) 39 5
Cotton (9) . 57 - 19
Veterinary (32) 17

411 (178) 57 6



It is also intceresting that those ¢extension agents who give the least
attention to progressives arc those eoncentrating on loan investigations and
that those who wori most with poor farmcrs are veterinary and eotton specia-
listse The arcas in vwhieéh a2 farmer is most likely to expressly demand an
agents services are loans and veterinary medicinee. Despit the fact that
wcalthier farmers (by virturc of having more cetitle and bettecr oredit worthi-
ness) are morc likely to ask for thesec serdics than arc the non—progressives,
the latter receive a better share of the attention of these speeialists than
they do in other extcension fields. Thus, progremsive cattle owners receive
only 7,times the attcntion given by veterinary staff to non~-innovative cattle
owncrs, whereas the ratio for agricultural visits between progressive and
nen~innovative farmers is 44:1. This phenomenon suggests that general exten—
sion agents are overemphasiZing progrcssive farmcrs, even within the framework
of a "betting on the strong" approache That this bias in farmer visits ean
be overeome to,some, extent cven within the present system is suggested by the
sotton workers, who, faeed with a campaign to extend cotton asreage, are
rcaching out to somec previously non~innovetive farmcrse. This is nol 4o deny
the diffieulties of working with poor farmers. ,As wc noted eorlier, it is”
casy to g¢t eotton planted, as the seed is free, but hard to gct it adequately
sared for, as the purchasc of insecticides takcs moncys ‘To convince a farmer
to plant cotton when he has n¢ prospect of finding the cash for its earc is
self-defeatings. Nevertheless, the data reported .carlier on livestock holdings
suggests that a third of the noneinnovetive farmers could sell one cow in order

to make azlternate investmentse.

To this point we have indicated somec resecrvations about the effective-
ness of the progressive farmer approach as an optimum strategy for diffysing
innovations. We also have argucd that even if the stratcgy is acceptcd, many
actual and potential farm innovators arc being ignored through a concentration
on the most progressive cultivatorse. If thesc points are accerted, it foliows
that the currcnt distribution of extension servicces in Westerm Province is
not maximizing the possibilities for ecconomic growthe We feel that a broader
rangs of extcnsion oontacts woubd probably lead to profitable innovetions
achicving wide-sprcad acwccepiance more rapidly. Further, that the bulk of
these services is being provided to the progressive and wecalthicr farmers
means that they also are hclping to increase the gap between the rich and
the poor. We do not mean herc that rural incquality is causcd by the agri-
ecultural extcnsion services. The farmers who arc alrcady somewhat bpetter
¢ff than their neighbours are in thc best position to invest in new, profit—
able farm cntcrprises, and wc must cxpect that they will do so and ‘hence
increase their wealthe If the farm economy is based on land, labour, ocapital

and knowledge, those who have more of these will make morc money from their



-8 =

farming. But it does not follow that those who have the most of the first
three should also be provided with a- disproportionate advantage by cxtension
workers with respccet to tcchnical knowledgee From th¢ point of view of inceme
distributiona and coonomic growth, thce middle farmcr, who has some vapital
and a demonstrated interest in shangc, would secm the rational targcet for
extension. Aithough evidence is laeking, it secms likely that profitable
innovations will spread specdily $o0 his more progressive neighbours {(more
quickly than the other directicn). The less wealthy also will be provided
with a rcsource (kmowledge) which will partly sompensate for his disadven—

tage with respceet to capital.

ITI. The Sccial Systems of the Agricultural Steff:

le have accepted Thoder van Velsen's propositions that the distribution
of extension benefits is skewed in favour of thec more progressive and weal—
thicr farmers; that this favouritism docs not produce the maximum in econo—
mis growth and that it inereases rural inequality. We now necd to examinc
his proposition that this inegalitarian behaviour is partly causcd by thc
faet that agricultural extension agents are part of an isolated, cohesive
sceial elite. This requires that we begin with a detailed analysis of the

soclal sitructure of the Ministry of Agriculture in WesternFProvince,

. Let us start with an outlinc of the formal structure of agricultural
administration. . .(See Fig.2). At the district level, the Ministry is headed
by a District Agricultural Officcr (DAO). He is supported at the headguarters
¥y several specialist personncl of both degree (Agricultural or Veterinary
Officer) and diploma levels (Assistant Agricultural or Livestoek Officer).

In charge of cach division is an Assistant Agricultural Officer (AAO), who

is sometimes joined by a Livestock Officer (10). At the divisional head—
quarters there are usually a few holdcrsof certificates in agriculture
(Agricultural Assistants, AAs) or veberinary mcedicine (&nimai Health-Assis—
tants - AHAS). These Ais znd AHAs will be performing specialist duties, such
as proeessing IDA loans, farm plenning, and organizing 4-K Clubs. Very
occasjonally thesc Ads and AHAs may be assisted by a Junior Agricultural
Assistant or Junior Animal Health Assistant, who lack ,any formally recog-
niscd training in agriculfurce. Xach location will havc a tecam of extension
workers, varying in size from seven to twenty-onc. The agricultural part of
this team will be headcd by a kocation .Agricultural Assistant (IAA) and will

be ¢omprised of AAs and JAAs. In addition the Veterinary Division will be
represented by one to seven AHAs and JAHAs, Most of this team will be assigned
1o specific sub-locations for general extension work, although the Animal Health
personncl and one or two Agricultural oncs may work on a speciality, such as

coffeec or cotton, ovcr the centire location.
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The Animal Health personnel used to have an autcnomous organization
from that of the Agriculturec staff, although the basic sharacteristics of
the two groups are quite similar. ZEather than further complisatc the folloe
wing presentation with two parallel sets of statisties, we will exelude the

junior veterinery staff from our analysis from here forward.

Following the generally acccpted convention, we will term those staff
who have degrees or diplomas scnior staff and thosec who have certificates or

no formal training junior staff. To state it another way, those whose title

includes the word "Officer" are senior staff and thosc whose designation
involves the word "Assistant" are junior staff. As a rule junior staff work
in or near their home area, while senior staff work cutside it. In order bo
more easily discuss the AAs who arc in charge of locations or on divisional
dutics (and who enjoy superior status and responsibility to the other junior
staff) we will label them senior AAs.

So much for formal hicrarchies. What then arc the eharaeteristics of
the informal social system of the agricultural administration? My main data
for studying this question arec the friendship ehoices of staff. At the end
of each interview, which was vcry much werk oriented, we asked, "Now finally,
we find that an cxtension agent's work is often helpcd or hindered by his
personal relations with those around hime. For this rcason we would be grate-
ful if you would name for us your friends whom you sec recgularly." Where the
respondent was unclear, we stated that we were interested in his friemds in
this general geograpbical area and that our guostion included all tyves of
friends. After this first qucfy was answered, we probed with "Now, in addition,
what (other) fricnds do you have in the Mingstry of Lgriculture?' In total
we rcecorcd up to 15 fricndship choices of which no more than 10 were from
outside the Ministry of Agriculture. In orly a vcry few cases were these
upper limits reachecd. In addition we ascertained the nature of each friend's
occupation and wherc he lived. Co~opcration in answering all these questions
was generally very good. In using this sociometric data to deseribe the in—
formal social system of the Ministry of Agriouliture, w¢ do not want to imply
that social structure consists only of friendship pattcrnse. This is obviously
not the tase. When onc claims another as his friend, onc is not saying either
that he secs this person often, or that he doecs not interact frequently with
others. A friendship ehoice only indicates those with whom one likes or would
like to have contact. Nonetheless, this information is extremely uscful in
locating thce boundarics of peoples! affections, which in turn is helpful in 4dentify

status and other barriecrs beiween pcople.
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Our first problem is to cstablish thc social units we are to analysce.
If we define a socially salient group as onc within which friendships are
formed, it is clear that we ecan takc the Ministry of Agrioulturc as a mean—
ingful unit to its staff. &r avcrage of 51% of thce friends named. by senior
gtaff arc from within Agriculture, prior fo any probing by us in this direc—
tion. - dJunior staff name an avsrage of 24%1 which indieatcs a less intense
but still significant soecial involvement in the Ministry. For senior staff
an average of 37% of their friends are in other Government cmployment and
only 12% are not civil servants. JuniPr'staff namc an average of 35% in othcr
Government cmpléyment and 41% outside bf thc civil service. Thoden van Velzen's
proposition that Goverrmert employees are enmcshed in an almost exelusively
civil servant social circuit is verified for thc serior staff. dunior staff in
Kakamcge ore only predominatcly involved in Government eircles, however,
and retain a significant numbcr of sontacts outsidece Onc explanation for
the difference betueen  junior and senior staff in this regard is that the,
latter are morc distant from their places of birth, and, more importantly,

t
live in Government staff sompoundse.

The Ministry of Agriculturec itself is not an wndifferentiated social
unit. The senior staff at district headquarters tend to be a soeially eohesive
group, and this:soeial system reachcs out in a weak but distineb- manner %o
include thce senior staff in the divisions. Kerlingcer suggests that we measure
the oochesiveness of a group by the proportion of reciprocal friendship choices
made out of the number possible.” On this measure the ratio among the head—
quarters staffs of the threes districts are .30, .33, and .17. The figures
for the whole senior staff in these districts arc «19; .13, and .06. Another
way 30 mcasure thc same phenomenon is to give thc average proportion of other
group members which individuals name as their fricnds. Here the headquarters!
figures arec 42, 50, and .30, while those for the full districts are «36; .30,
and .16, The involvement of thc divisional AAOs and LOs in a district wide
senior staff social systeam is clearly weak, although cxistent. This is not
surprising as they would need transportation to rzach their countcrparts,
and this is a notoriously scarce rescurce in the Ministry. Although the oohe~
siveness for twe of the three headquarters tcam is moderately good, it docs
gseem low for groups which share common offices, a common speciality, and
common problemse. The high rates of transfor in the Kenyan senior c¢ivil service

doubtless depress the levels of group cohesion.

The junior staff at location lcvel are very weak in their cohesiveness.

The average proportion of other group members named as friends is .26 (with a
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range of .06 to .46)° The proportion of reciprocal fricndship choices
avcrages only .06 (with a range from .00 to «25). Dcspite these low figurcs,
46% of thc Ministry fricnds that an individual namcs are working in the same
location with him, and we estimatc that an additional 27% arc in another part
of thc same division. Furthecrmore, nc less than 05% of the junior staff ame
named as a friend by at lecast one other junior mcmber.12 Thesc statistics
indicate to us thet the lcvel of junior staff intcraction is by no means as
grcat as Thoden van VelZen's work would have suggested. Nometheless thore
does appear to bec somc kind of wcak informal social systcm among jupior staff,
focusecd on thc location and cven more wcakly including thce division, but not

rcaching beyond ite.

But do the scnior and junior staff social systcms overlap? If they
do, they arc certainly not cchesive, for knly one Officer (anAAO) makes a
reciprowal fricndship choieec with a junior staff membcr. If we include all
of the senior staff in our analysis, thc statistics show clcarly that they
do not belong to the jupior staff social systems and viee versa. But we wish
to arguc that the Luhya, i.c. local, members of scanior staff are involved
in the junior staff systems, weak as they arc, and that thc others arc isolated:
from them. In order to make the point, let us compare the two groups of senior
staff with thc senior AAs, who are the junior stafi with any eomparablc status
and visibility. Table 4 shows how the Luhya scnior staff arc seen in ways
very similar to thoe scnior Ahs while both are quitc differcnt from the none
Luhya senior staff. Table 5 takes the point furthcr by demonstrating that

Luhya senior staff themselves relate socially tc their juniors much more than

Table 4. The Frecqucncy With Which One is Famed a Friend by Junior Staff

Avcrage times Number in

choscn oatcgory
Non—Luhya Senior Staff 1.79 14
Luhya Scnior Staff 4.48 11
Senior AAs 4.21 34
Othcr Als 3.82 ' 45
JAAs 2.16 89

Table 5. Freoucncy with which One Namcs Non=—Senior AAs and
JAls as Frignds

Average HNumber Number in
of Choices Category
Non~Luhya Senior Staff .21 14
Luhya Senior Staff l.27 11
Senior AAs 2.41 31

do the¢ir non—local colleagues. All of this means that Luhya members of scnior
staff, empecially if they arc stationed in a division, arc often part of the

divisional informal social system of the junior staff (although not quite as
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much as their senior Ahs are). The other senior staff arc isolated from
their subordinatcs! informel ncetworks. Thus for any one area there are

iwo distinct soeial systems, a junior and a scnior one, and usually only the
Luhya scnior staff enjoy the possibility of overlapping membership. On a
divisional basis it is e¢lecar that Thoden van Velzcen's suggestion that the
staff social systcm is strongly eohesive and undiffercniiated is not appli=-

cable to Western Provincce.

Having estoblished their distinetness,; lct us now procecd to analyse
the senior and junior staff systems separatcly. We might begin by asking
whet is the soelal status of the people with whom scnior staff associate?

The pettern is guitc differcnt beiween thosc stationed at the district hcad—
quarters and those in the divisions. Table 6 analyses the friends chosen
outsidc of Agriculture and presents the average percent chosen at each status
level. We sec that district senior staff draw 83% of their friends from
people of cquivalent status to themselves, in cffcet the highest status group

in the area. Soeially speaking, this makes them very isolated from the reali-

Table 6, Average Percentagc of Fricnds Choscn From Fach Status Category

Status or Eguivalent Respondcent
of Friends
Distrist Divisional All Senior

Senior Staff Senior Staff Staff -
District head of dept. 81% 13% 37%
Divisional head of dept. or
district aid 22 36 29
Chicfs, Teachcrs- 10 20 15
Lesser employees; tradcrs,
farmcrs 7 30 19

ties of their areas. The divisional staff namc friends in this high level
group only 49% of the time. Honethcless, this is far in cxccss of the 14%
or less namcd in this catcgory by senior Als, and supports thc hypothesis
that when divisional senior staff do interact with farmers, the farmcrs are

almost certainly rich ones.

Turning agein to the junior staff soeial systems, we have alrcady
cstablished that these groups are not very cohcsive or intense, drawing only
24% of their members' friendship choiees. Thc social units secm concentrated
on the location although thcy involve divisional lcvel intcraction as well.
Approximately 73% of the friends that Junior staff name in the Ministry live
Within their home division and 46% are members of their location work group.
Junior staff friendships with non-Ministry pcoplc are even lcss eosmopolitan
Forty-five percent of these live in tho extension agent's home sub-loeation,

and 30% morc are from within his location.



~ 13

What is th¢ social status of the friends with whom the junior staff
intcract socially, and, by inference, what social status do they assign to
themselves? We asked respondents to tell us what kind of work each friend
does. On this basis each non=Ministry frierd was assigned to onc of four
predetermincd status categories and the percentage of friends in these cate-
gories was calculated for cach responden‘t.l3 Table 7 defines the four sate-
gories and gives the average percent of friends in cach one. From these
figures it scems clear that junior staff sce themsaelves as part of thce rural

elite, but in the lower or middle part of that group. The data confirm our

Table T _
in Various Status Categorics
Percent Category Exemplary Dcefinition
7 High Chicfs, headmasters, County Counciilors,
big businessmen, octher relatively. well=tcedoe
39 Upper Middle School tcachcrs, sub-~chiefs, modcrete business-
men, hig farmcrs, middle salaried group.
33 Micddle Small busincssmen, traders, modecrate farmers,
Lesser employed.
20 Low - hverage farmers.

impression that they belong to a status a bit lower than that of a primary
sehool teachcer. As the Western Province progressive farmer fits more into
the middle status group, the agriéultural extcension agent is probably more
often his social equal rathcr than his status supericr; esontrary to what is
suggee{ed by Thoden van Velzen's analysis. MNonctheless, these data do support
his assertion that staff associate very largely with the richer peasants in
their sosial sontacts with farmers. The approximately 90% of the rural popu~
lation whish falls into the Low Status category rcecived only 20% of the

friendship choices.

IV, The Cauges of Extension Bias

Is it then true that agricultural extension staff visit progressive
farmers becausc theses are their acquaimbanccs or are the people mest like
themselves socially? Our limited evidence indicates that the answer is nce
There is no pogitive corrclation between the perccentage of an agent®s high
and upper middle status friends and the proportion of his visits which he
devotes to progressive farmers (r=-ewl2. Sige= 08). . If anything, there is
a slight tendency for those who namc the smallest percentage of friends in
the high and upper middle groups to give a larger proportion of their time
t0 progressive farmers than do the staff who idembify more with the elite.

Nor docs it seem credille.to argue; as Thoden van Velzen does, that extension
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services arc being provided to progressive farmers in Westcrn Province as

a reward for their help in official and privete affairs. This cxchange of
benefits does occur in Kenya, but it will not serve as a dominant cxplanatory
variable.l4 Thosc services that are most dcesirablc to progressive farmers —
loans and vetcrinary mcdicine — are better distributcd among the classes of

farmers than are thce other types of extension visitse.

Extcnsion agents makc morc visits to the most imnovative farmers than
is raticnal cven within the framework of g progressive-farmer stretegy. But
they seem to us to do so for considcrably less exciting reasons than a social
class alliance or a trade—off in favours. Tirst, many cextension ageuts believe
in thc stratcgy as an undifferentiatcd one of always stressing the progressives.
They would accept the figures on visit diffcrentials given here as a reflec—
tion of a sound approach. The progressive farmcr idecology is a strong one
in cxtension cireles. Officers are not yet aware of misgivings about the
stratcgy that are now being expressed in asademic oircles. and its acknowledged
problcems arce often dismissed as incevitabilities. Furthermore, cxtension agents
sce their funetion primarily as that of maximizing economic growth, not as
assuring a better distribution of income. This rcasoned,; sonscious policy
choiee is obviously the major cause for stress cn progressive farmers.l5 None—
theless, it is tryc that thce bias toward progressive farmers alsc cxisis for
veterinary visits, wherc no issue of cextcension stratecgy is involved. The
rational arguments for stress on the progressives are probably butressed by
unconscious variablese. Onc of these is that a2 visit to a progressive farmer
is psyochologically morc satisfying. Onc oan cxpect to encountcr lcess resis-—
tance to ncw or difficult farming practices, and onc is more likely to sece a
changc on that particular farm. Thercfore, the agont feels he is getting. ¢
retter rcesults, as did thc extension workcrs polled in Tanzania by Saylor,
It is emoticnally difficult to aceept that a belter long-run, total impact
may be achicved in one's arca by working with somewhat less receptive farmers.
Net effccts arc nard to sce whereas the contactecd farmer is immediatc and
real. The sccond reason for junior staff visiting progressive farmers is
thet these formers arce the ones most likely to complain to a senior offioer
if extension is not provided to thecm. AAs and JAAs do only a small amount
of work and often scem to orgarize themsclves informally to reduce the amount
of cffort they put into their jobs.16 In such a situation, the agent sces
the complainers and forgets the rest. This helps o oxplain the fact that
those junior staff working on specialities for whioch there is wide demand
also show thc broadest distribution of their scrvices. Finally, extension -
ignores poor farmcrs because it has a distorted pieture of the small agriocul=

turc world. Scnior staff in particular arc likely to have an optimistic view
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of thc degree of acceptance of modern farming. Joseph Ascroft was told by
agricultural officers in Ilycri that Tctu Division had 100% aeceptance of
hybrid maize, but his random survey of 354-farmers found only 31% growing
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the crop. The- social isolation of senior staff from the areas in which
thcy are working hclps sustain thesc distorted perceptions. Even junior
staff, who arc largcly drawn from the communitics in which {they work, have
an optimistically biased view of their arcas. This is well illustrated by
the reactions of the AAs who eonductcd the preliminary survey of farmers
for the eurrcnt Vihiga Division cxtension experiment. Confrontcd with a
genuinely random sample, they confessed that they had ncver rcalized that
such poor people even existed in the arcas in which they were working.

That they ncglcetcd these farmers partly out of ignorance is shown by the
fact that these AAs apparcnily now have a strong commitment to working with
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these rural poor.

In surmary, Thoden van Velzen is eorrcct that the distribution of exe
tcension is skewed in favour of the wealthier farmers and that this favouri=
¥ism czecontuates rural.inquality, and probably prevents the maximum possible
overall economie growth, In fact, this phenomenon is probably general %o
all agrieultural extcnsion systems and only the degree of the problem varias;lg
Our data from Westcrn Province also eonfirm that the senior agrieultural,
gtaff are part of an isolated, rclatively cohcsive elite group.. We found,
however, that the junior staff, who arc in eontact with farmers, form groyps
distinct from thcir seniors' and that they are local in their orientation,
part of the middle, nct the upper, rural eliic, and are not very eohesivec.
Coneequently they arc only partizlly isolated from their eormmmities.
Purthermére, neithcr their middlc elitc social status nor ony privede exchange
of bencfits accounts for their stress on work with precgressive farmers. Thus
this proposition of Thoden veon Velzen's is not sustained in Western Kenyza.

The bias of junior staff toward progressive farmcrs seems to be better explaincd
by 2 eombination of an imperfect undcrstanding of thc progressive farmer
strategy, a weak eommitment to their work, the pattern of farmer demand for
extension services, and a somewhat distortcd perception of thz proportion of
rural sociectics made up of progressive farmers. An even morc optimistic view

of their arcas is held by the senior staff and is doubtless sustained by the
isolation of all except the officers of local origin from their subordinates

and the local cormunitye. The explanations which we have advenced for the
progressive farmer bias leave us mere hopeful than would the exchange and

social elass alliance proposition ef Thoden van Velzen. The factors we have

advanced as leading to thce disadvantage of the lcss wealthy farmers may be
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orgenizationally manipulable. The skew might well bc lessencd by Ministry
programmes that sarefully redefincd cxtension stzategy, developed very
specific guidelines for working with the middle or cvea bottom rungs of
farmers, and gave the agent some s0lid basis for resisting progressive
farmer demands. Thus the sosial barriers to a morc agalitarian administra—

tive penetration of the countryside may be surmountable.
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FOOTNOTES

1.

2e

4.

Se

HeUoE. Thoden ven Velzen, "Staff, Kulak and Peasant™,

prececding whaptcr in this velume.

These data were collectced during 1970 and carly 1971 while I was a
Junior Rescarch Fellow of the Institutce for Devclopment Studies of

the University of Nairobie. The research preject out of which.these
data are drawn has been supported gencrously by the Institute. I

also would likc to express my,appreciaticon for $he inwvaluable rescarch
assistance of Bernard Chahilu, Edwin A. Luchemo, Jack K. Tumwa, and
Humphries W!Opindi. Thanks are also duc to Neils Roling for sommcnts
on an earlier draft of this paper.

Dotails,of the sampling stratcgy followed may be found in David ¥,
Leonard, Humphrics W'Opindi, Edwin ‘A. Luchemo, and Jack K. Tumma,
"The Work Forformance of Junior Agricultural Extension Staff in
Western Provinoes Basic Tables™ (Wairobi:. Institute for Development
Studies, University of Nairobi, 1971), psl. Notc too that the settlo—
ment schemes in Kokamega and Bungome werc not studied and that on

the wasis of random selection, the lNorthern Divigion of Busia Distriet
did not. fall in thc sample.

We are ecxbremely grateful to the Ministry for meking these data
available to us. The analysis and intcrpretation of these data are
our eompletc rcsponsibiliiy, and the vicws crpressed should not be
interpreted as reflecting thosc of the Agricultural Statistiss Seetion
nor of the Kenya Government.

This rumbcr of 637 excludos intorviews conducted on scttlement schemes
and in thc Northern Division of Busia District. Neithcr of these

had becn included ir our initial study of cxtcnsion workers, and they
were cxuluded herc so as to give us comparable information between the
two scts of material.

I am grateful to my colleague W. Ouma Oyugi for this insight, which he
gained during rescarch in South Fyanza.

D.X. Leonard, "Orgenizational Structures for Productivity in Agricul~

tural Extension", in D.K. Leonord, editor, Rural Administration in

Kenya (Nairobi: East African Litersture Burcau, forthcoming)..

R.G. Seylor, "An Opinion Survey of Pwana Shembas in Tanzania®, (Dar Es
Salaam: Economic Rescarch Burcau, University of Dar Es Salaam, 1970)
Pp. 12, 17.
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9, David K. Leonard with Bernard Chahilu and Jack Tumwa, "Somc Hypothesis
Concerning thc Impact of Kenya Governmont Agricultural Extension on
Small Farmers™, (Wairobi: Institwte for Devclopment Studies, University
of Neirobi, 1970) pp. 6, T, 10-12, 13.

16. I am indcbted to former chief Mathew Mwenesi for this partieular point
and to him and former loeational elerk Benjamin Kapitain for confirming
my intuition on this gencral problem.

11. TFred N. Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioural Rescarech (New York: Holt,
RineHart ond Winston, 1964) p. 559.

12. As our sampling unit was the location and not the division we only

~rarely intcrviewgd all thc staff in a division. This mcans that some
staff may have had friends who would have named them but whom we missed.

13. My Luhya rcsearch assistants and I established these catcgories on the
vasis of our pcreeptions of status differcnitiz in Western Provinee.
They arc judgemental only and are copcen to eriticism, cven though we
believe them to be basically ascuratc. The main problem with the
classifieation system eonecrns the placement of farmers who arc not
running largc eommercial enterpriscs. Cencrally; what wc have here
termed the progressive farmers would have been put in the Middle sate-
gory and all others in the Low ore. Unfertunatcely, there were doubte—
less srrors of judgement here when the coding was done in the interview.
We believe that this proklem was not seriocus enough t0 invalidatc the
resulis.

14. Mr. J.D.Ne Olcwe, now of the Institute for Devclopment Studies,
University of ¥airobi, has some information on sueh trading of favours
in the co-operatives in the Kisumu arca.

15. That what we have reported of cxicnsion Rehaviour is c¢onsistent with
intended action was firmly driven home in a discussion we had with
Mr. Kimani, the¢ Provincial Director of Agrieulture, and Mr. Gatheru,
$he Provincial Farm Managoment Officcr. Both men arc in positions too
high for them to he influenced in this poliey decision by the social
persuagions or favours of loeal farmers.

16. Leonard, "Organizational Structurcs for Productivity in Agrieultural
Extension®,

17. Joseph Aseroft, "The Tetu Extcnsion Pilot Project" (paper read zt the
Workshop on Strategies for Improving Rural Welfare, University of Nairobi,
1971), pe 17






