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ABSTRACT 
 
  
 

 PERCEPTIONS OF AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION WORKERS (AEWs) ON 

THE PERFORMANCE AND IMPACTS OF DECENTRALIZED AGRICULTURAL 

EXTENSION: THE CASE OF EASTERN SAMAR AND LEYTE PROVINCES, 

PHILIPPINES 

   
 
  
 
Dario Agravante Cidro      Advisor: 
University of Guelph, 2015      Professor G.C. Filson 
 
  
      
This thesis is an investigation of the performance and impacts of decentralized agricultural 

extension in two provinces of the Philippines – Eastern Samar and Leyte. The study secured the 

perceptions of 141 agricultural extension workers (AEWs) and 22 key informants.  Secondary 

sources of information such as government reports and existing literature were examined to 

complement the primary survey data. The study employed a mixed method of research where the 

quantitative data was analyzed using SPSS and the qualitative results were grouped according to 

similar themes and ideas. The SPSS analyses include the descriptive data, Mann-Whitney U 

tests, and multivariate analysis using logistic regression. The results of the study suggest that the 

objectives of decentralizing agricultural extension has not met the expectations of AEWs and key 

informants due to key factors such as lack of funds at the local level, low priority for agricultural 

programs, and partisan politics. On the other hand, positive outcomes include timely release of 

salaries, direct access to human resource and financial resources at the local level, and proximity 

of AEWs to household family members. This study has proved that after 20 years of 

decentralization, the AEWs in Eastern Samar and Leyte provinces were dissatisfied with 



decentralization as expressed by their support for the renationalization of agricultural extension. 

The study likewise highlights the significance of the leadership qualities of local chief executives 

(Governors and Mayors), competence, and in-depth understanding of the value of agriculture and 

rural sector development. These characteristics are required for successful implementation of 

decentralized agricultural extension. The study recommends a nationwide survey on the impacts 

of decentralized agricultural extension to ascertain whether a majority of AEWs in the country 

favour renationalization of agricultural extension. It also calls for a stronger policy that will hold 

local chief executives accountable for failure of governance particularly in the field of 

agricultural and rural development. Finally, it encourages an active participation and sustained 

vigilance of various stakeholders to ensure that the principles of decentralization are adopted and 

practiced by local governments to meet the needs of the small and marginal farmers and 

fishermen at the local level.       
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Chapter 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 
Introduction 
 
        Decentralization is believed by many scholars and development practitioners to be 

an important tool in enhancing the efficiency of the delivery of services. This is because 

of the transfer of responsibilities from national governments to regional offices, from 

national government to provincial, city and municipal governments and even from 

national government to non-government sectors. Simply put, decentralization breaks the 

monotony of highly centralized governance where democratic participation from lower 

tier of governments is hardly heard of particularly when it comes to decision-making for 

national programs. In the Philippines, the decentralization of agricultural extension 

services from the central management of the Department of Agriculture to provincial, 

city, and municipal governments, epitomizes the objectives of decentralization to 

improve the efficiency and effectiveness of these services to farmers. Hence in 1991, 

when the Local Government Code of 1991 (also known as Republic Act 7160) was 

enacted into a law, it ushered a new era of independence among local governments as the 

clout of national government was diminished and continues to be diminished in programs 

concerning health, social services, forestry, and agricultural extension. 

        For more than twenty years, however, since agricultural extension was decentralized 

to provincial, city, and municipal governments, the debate on whether agricultural 

extension is better off under a decentralized system or under the administrative control of 

the national government, continues to attract the attention of personnel directly involved 

in agricultural extension work as well as from the national echelons of governance such 
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as the Department of Agriculture and the Philippine Congress and Senate. The 

contentious issue of either maintaining the status quo of decentralization or 

renationalizing the agricultural extension service have been met with differing opinions 

even among the personnel decentralized to local governments and even within the 

national leadership of Department of Agriculture. The seemingly irreconcilable 

differences among local personnel and national stakeholders in choosing whether to 

maintain decentralization or renationalize agricultural extension service, is further 

aggravated by the ongoing debate at the Philippine Congress and Senate about whether to 

push for a renationalized agricultural extension or adopt a modified decentralization 

scheme. These two options (renationalization versus decentralization) of policy reforms 

to the Local Government Code of 1991 becomes a polarizing issue in which the national 

and local governments’ stakeholders have to agree on which direction to take to ensure 

that farmers and the agriculture sector in the countryside will benefit most from the 

policy reforms and the subsequent programming changes that will follow.  

        In theory, decentralization is usually expected to enhance transparency and 

information flow, thus increasing accountability and responsiveness, and in turn 

improving service delivery. Under a decentralized governance, local governments are 

better able to match public goods to people’s preferences and provide these public goods 

at a lower cost. The theory of decentralization also points to increased productivity and  

efficiency as accountability becomes a central element in the implementation process. 

The element of accountability in decentralization is an offshoot of public participation 

geared towards better services for the people and reduced corruption in government 

bureaucratic transactions (Azfar et al, 2006).  
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          The practice of decentralization is however beset by many problems and challenges. 

Since the spread of decentralization in the 1990s, the experience of governments that  

adopted it have not been all that successful. Tanzi (1996, as cited by Mehrotra & 

Delamonica, 2007) argue that local bureaucrats are poorly trained resulting to 

inefficiency in delivering public goods and services. Thus, the issue of lack of training 

hinders effective decentralization. Moreover, Azfar et al (2006) argue that the quality of 

the skills and knowledge of civil servants are key dimensions of capacity building in local 

governments which are important factors in delivering public services. The lack of 

capacity among local governments to assume the responsibilities transferred to them by 

the central government undermines the effective implementation of decentralization. The 

rule of local elites and political dynasty in local governments could lead to a bias of 

services in favor of few and selected people, collusion in government projects and 

eventually it could encourage corruption in government transactions.           

         In view of these challenges and issues in decentralization, it is high time now to 

reflect and examine the performance of the key stakeholders in decentralized agricultural 

extension and how the subsequent impacts have improved the lives of farmers and 

fishermen in the countryside. This study, from a broader perspective, aims to elucidate 

the types of policy reforms that are needed and how programs can be improved to 

enhance their impacts on the productivity, income and well-being of people in remote and 

rural communities.  
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1.1. DECENTRALIZATION OF AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION UNDER THE  
       LOCAL GOVERNMENT CODE OF 1991  
 
1.1.2. The Landmark Laws: The Local Government Code (LGC) of 1991 and  
           the Agriculture and Fisheries Modernization Act (AFMA) of 1997  
 
 The Local Government Code of 1991 (Republic Act 7160) 
 
         The devolution of agricultural extension brought about by the enactment of the 

Local Government Code of 1991 is a landmark in Philippine agriculture as it moved the 

agricultural extension services even much closer to those it serves – the farmers. It 

devolved over 17,000 extension workers to more than 78 provinces and 1,000 plus cities 

and municipalities throughout the country.  Under the devolution, the local governments 

are mandated to lead the implementation of agricultural programs including the provision 

of support services that include manpower and financial assistance. 

        Since the devolution in 1993 (full transfer of personnel was completed two years 

after the enactment of the law in 1991), a mixture of success and “failure” stories marred 

its implementation at the provincial, city and municipal governments. According to 

Ocenar, et al (2004) the positive outcomes include “cooperation between local 

government units (LGUs) with the private sector and NGOs, recognition of the realities 

of globalization, and use of modern management communication” (p.7).  

         But while there are success stories like extension workers being transferred to local 

governments with higher income and enjoying better working conditions and support 

from the local government, those who were transferred to low income local governments 

suffered from lack of financial support from the local chief executive or from the local 

mayors. The details of the provisions in the Local Government Code of 1991 particularly 
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those concerning agricultural extension are discussed further in the succeeding chapter - 

Chapter 2.  

 
 The Agriculture and Fisheries Modernization (AFMA) Act of 1997 
 
           The Agriculture and Fisheries Modernization Act, otherwise known as AFMA, is 

undoubtedly one of the best laws that the country has ever enacted in favor of the 

agriculture sector. This law complements the Local Government Code of 1991 but a close 

scrutiny of the law would reveal some discrepancies and inconsistencies with some 

existing laws. The AFMA, since its implementation in 1998, has produced positive 

results but the potential of the law in terms its contribution to agricultural modernization 

has been hampered by an insufficient budget at the national level. 

           The major contribution of the AFMA to the agricultural extension sector is the 

creation of the Council for Extension, Research and Development for Agriculture and 

Fisheries (CERDAF). According to the provision of AFMA, CERDAF “will set policies 

in agriculture and fishery national research, development and extension. The Philippine 

Council for Agriculture, Forestry and Natural Resources Research and Development 

(PCARRD) has to coordinate with CERDAF in developing methodologies and systems 

for effective research, development, and extension planning in agriculture and fisheries” 

(p. 12). The Bureau of Agricultural Research (BAR) serves as the secretariat for R&D of 

CERDAF and provides leadership in the formulation of integrated research, development, 

and extension agenda and programs for both the national and regional levels 

(http://www.bar.gov.ph). 
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1.2. THE MANDATE OF STAKEHOLDERS IN DECENTRALIZED  
       AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION 
 
Barangay Council 

        The functions and responsibilities of Barangay Council are stipulated in Chapter 2 

(General Powers and Attributes of Local Government Units), Section 17 (described as the 

Basic Services and Facilities) of the Local Government Code of 1991. The Barangay, as a 

local government entity, has eight (8) major functions: 1) agricultural support services 

which include planting materials, the distribution system and operation of farm produce 

collection and buying stations; 2) health and social welfare services which include 

maintenance of barangay health center and day-care center; 3) services and facilities 

related to general hygiene and sanitation, beautification, and solid waste collection; 4) 

maintenance of katarungang pambarangay (peace and justice council); 5) maintenance of 

barangay roads and bridges and water supply systems; 6) infrastructure facilities such as 

multi-purpose hall, multi-purpose pavement, sports center,  and other similar facilities; 7) 

information and reading center; and 8) satellite or public market, where viable (Tabunda 

& Galang, 1991) (see Table 2.1).  

        In this study, the performance of the barangay council is evaluated regarding how 

well they have implemented the provisions directly related to the agriculture sector which 

include whether the barangay operates a planting materials distribution system, conducts 

farm produce collection and buying stations, and functions as a satellite or public market. 

The study likewise included the inquiry on whether the institutional support of the 

barangay council has been evident in the experience of AEWs regarding the provision of 

adequate support to the extension activities of the AEWs and the feedback on the 
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extension needs of the people.  

 

City and Municipal Local Governments 
 
       The functions and responsibilities of the city and municipal local governments are 

stipulated in Chapter 2 and section 17 of the LGC of 1991. The Code has 12 main 

functions for municipal governments and among which is the agriculture sector. The 

specific responsibilities mandated to the municipal governments which are related to 

agriculture are the following: 1) extension and on-site research services and facilities 

related to agriculture and fishery activities which include dispersal of livestock and 

poultry, fingerlings, and other seeding materials for aquaculture; 2) palay (rice), corn, and 

vegetable seed farms; 3) medicinal plant gardens; 4) fruit tree, coconut, and other kinds 

of seedling nurseries; 5) demonstration farms; 6) quality control of copra (coconut) and 

improvement and development of local distribution channels, preferably through 

cooperatives; 7) inter-barangay irrigation systems; 8) water and soil resource utilization 

and conservation projects; and 8) enforcement of fishery laws in municipal waters 

including the conservation of mangroves (Tabunda & Galang, 1991: II-8 & 9). 

Panganiban (1998) reported that important factors of development in a community can be 

largely controlled and influenced by local government by virtue of its broadly defined 

policy-making, administrative, and regulatory powers over a large spectrum of activities. 

Tapales (1998) also added that LGUs have the prerogative to determine priorities in the 

administration of certain services or the earmarking of resources. Panganiban (1998) 

further explained that for this reason, it is important to understand how specific areas of 
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responsibilities can help in providing the tools for harnessing the source of energy in the 

direction of the local economy.  

 

Provincial Governments   

         The functions and responsibilities of the provincial local governments are also 

stipulated in Chapter 2 and Section 17 of the LGC of 1991. The provincial government 

has twelve functions which ranges from industrial research and development services, as 

well as transfer of appropriate technology, social welfare services, improvement of 

infrastructure, investment services, tax information and collection, inter-municipal 

telecommunications services and tourism development and promotion programs. The 

functions related to the agriculture sector are the following: 1) agricultural extension and 

on-site research services and facilities which include the prevention and control of plant 

and animal pests and diseases; 2) dairy farms, livestock markets, animal breeding stations, 

and artificial insemination centers; and 3) assistance in the organization of farmers’ and 

fishermen’s cooperatives and other collective organizations, as well as the transfer of 

appropriate technology (Tabunda and Galang, 1991: II-9) 

 
 
Civil Society (NGOs and POs) 
 
        The role of NGOs and POs is highlighted in the Local Government Code of 1991 

under Chapter 4 (Relations with People’s and Non-Governmental Organizations), 

sections 34 to 35. Under Section 34, the local government units (LGUs) are mandated to 

promote the establishment and operation of NGOs and people’s organizations as active 

partners in local autonomy. Section 35 of the Code explicitly highlights the collaborative 
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and cooperative nature of the relationship between local governments and the NGOs/POs. 

In this section, the LGUs may enter into joint undertakings with NGOs/POs that will 

engage the civil society in delivering basic services, capability-building and livelihood 

projects, develop local enterprises that will improve productivity and income, agricultural 

diversification, rural industrialization, promoting ecological balance, and enhancing the 

socio-economic and social well-being of the people. The local governments are further 

instructed under Section 36 to provide financial assistance and other logistics support to 

civil society in pursuit of economic, social, environmental and cultural projects within the 

jurisdiction of the local government units.   The role of civil society is further emphasized 

on Section 108 of the Code which states that civil society should be represented in local 

development councils (LDCs). The civil society comprised of the NGOs, people’s 

organizations and other private agencies such as the socio-civic and religious 

organizations are significant in complementing government resources needed to address 

the needs and challenges of the agriculture sector. The civil society can serve as a fund 

conduit for agricultural projects to be implemented at the local level and they also 

provide some manpower resources particularly in providing technical assistance. During 

the Aquino administration (1986-1992), the civil society, particularly the NGOs, were 

given tremendous support to engage in livelihood activities and economic enterprises to 

address rural and agricultural development. Since then, NGOs have been an active 

partner of the government and farmers’ associations in agricultural programs particularly 

in improving yields, value adding of agricultural produce and training. Schmitt et al 

(2000) citing Davison (1983) state that involving the private sector leads to wider and 

more rapid dissemination of information compared to working exclusively with 
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producers. Antholt (1991) states that the private sector can be a “force multiplier” in 

bringing new information to farm families which is essential in agricultural extension. 

Moreover, the private sector, according to Schwartz and Kampen (1992), can reduce the 

financial and managerial burden on public sector organizations because of their ability to 

share public/private funding of some agriculture-related services. Couto and O’Donnell 

(1991) claim that the private sector has become greater investors in research, technology 

transfer and education. The 1991 Local Government Code provided the legal 

infrastructure to institutionalize the participation of the private sector, including non-

governmental organizations (NGOs), in local governance within the broad context of 

people empowerment. Under the Code, local government units are encouraged to 

promote the establishment and operation of people’s and non-governmental organizations 

to become active partners in the pursuit of local autonomy (Brillantes, 1998). 

 

Farmers’ Associations (FAs) 
 
        The Farmers’ Association, although not explicitly mentioned in the Code, is an 

important entity in a decentralized agricultural extension because of its ability to 

represent farmers’ interests in agricultural development. In the rural community, the FA 

is the immediate organization that the farmers can have membership with. Membership in 

this organization gives the farmer an avenue where he/she can share his/her practices in 

agriculture, solicit support and help from other members in his/her agricultural 

production endeavors and even personal circumstances, and sense of belongingness with 

other farmers in the community thereby enhancing the camaraderie, friendship and 

fellowship with the rest of the farming community. In the Philippines, the FAs are 
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important partners in agricultural development because of their legal identity to transact 

business with other organizations. Moreover, the majority of government support for 

farmers such as loans and training are channelled through the farmers’ associations. Any 

farmer who is a member of an FA automatically has access to the assistance offered by 

government agencies, NGOs, and other private institutions. The FAs also serve as the 

direct link or contact of AEWs in the community  which helps the extension worker in 

mobilizing the farmers for any agricultural program or project to be introduced or 

implemented in the community.     

 
Agricultural Training Institute (ATI) 
 
      The Agricultural Training Institute (ATI) serves as the training arm of the Department 

of Agriculture (DA) for all capacity building programs intended for the AEWs in the 

country. The institute also provides the training needs of other stakeholders such as the 

NGOs and other private institutions that require technical assistance in agricultural 

production. The institute also collaborates with other government agencies such as the 

local governments and other attached agencies of the Department of Agriculture, and 

private organizations to improve and to hasten the delivery of training requests from 

various sectors.    

 

Department of Agriculture (National Office) 
 
      The Department of Agriculture, national or central office, governs 47 other 

government institutions attached to the DA either as a bureau (8), regional office (16), 

and as government-owned and controlled corporation (23). It has also special 

programs/projects tied with other local and international institutions. The department 
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provides technical and financial support to local governments for their agriculture and 

fishery needs.  

 

Department of Agriculture (Regional Office) 

         The regional office of the Department of Agriculture serves as the representative of 

the national Department of Agriculture in its transactions at the regional, provincial, city 

and municipal levels. The regional office provides technical and financial assistance to 

the agriculture, fishery and livestock programs/projects of the local governments. 

Ocampo (1998) reported that with increased autonomy, regional offices (also known as 

regional field units) and serve more actively as extensions of the national government as 

they blend their own identities and interests unique and diverse to the location, natural 

endowments, and culture where these regions are situated. Moreover, Ocampo (1998) 

added that these regional offices and LGUs are then given, or they assume more 

“frontline” functions for the national government or new ones of their own choosing, 

including production of new goods and services and the performance of central-like 

functions at their levels (e.g., planning, evaluation, and control).          
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Table 1.1. List of Devolved Basic Services and Facilities in the Agriculture Sector 
 
Local government 
level 

Devolved services 

 
Barangay 
 
 
 
 
City/Municipality 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Province 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Agricultural support services which include the following: 

• planting materials distribution system; and 
• operation of farm-produce collection and buying 

stations 
 
Extension and on-site research services and facilities related to 
agriculture and fishery activities which include the following: 

• dispersal of livestock and poultry, fingerlings, and other 
seeding materials for aquaculture 

• palay, corn and vegetable seed farms, medicinal plant 
gardens, fruit tree, coconut, and other kinds of seedling 
nurseries; 

• demonstration farms; 
• quality control of copra and improvement and 

development of local distribution channels, preferably 
through cooperatives;  

• interbarangay irrigation system;  
• water and soil resource utilization and conservation 

projects; and  
• enforcement of fishery laws in municipal waters, 

including the conservation of mangroves 
 
Agricultural extension and on-site research services and 
facilities which include the following: 

• prevention and control of plant and animal pests and 
diseases;  

• dairy farms, livestock markets, animal breeding 
stations, and artificial insemination centers; and  

• assistance in the organization of farmers’ and 
fishermen’s cooperatives and other collective 
organizations, as well as the transfer of appropriate 
technology.  

 
Source: Adapted from Manuel S. Tabunda and Mario M. Galang (1991). Primer: Local 
Government Code of 1991, p. 109.  
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1.2.1. Classification of the Municipalities 
  
        An integral part of the study involves the assessment of the performance of various 

sectors involved in agricultural extension particularly the Local Government Units 

(LGUs) at the provincial, municipal and barangay levels, the Department of Agriculture 

(national and regional office), Agricultural Training Institute (ATI), Farmers’ 

Associations (FAs), civil society (NGOs and POs), and the agricultural extension workers 

(AEWs) as well. In this study, however, much emphasis is given on the performance of 

the local government units especially the city/municipal and provincial governments 

because of the bulk of responsibilities given to these entities under a decentralized 

agricultural extension system. Since local governments (both provincial and 

city/municipal levels) are classified according to income levels, the degree of 

performance, especially the allocation of resources, may vary from a low income local 

government to a high income local government. Panganiban (1998) emphasized that 

important factors of development in a community can be largely controlled and 

influenced by local governments by virtue of their broadly defined policy-making, 

administrative, and regulatory powers over a large spectrum of activities (p. 260). Hence, 

it is significant to assess how these local government units perform in certain government 

programs within the varying capabilities and resources of these local governments.   

     The classification of the municipalities is based on the following criteria:  income and 

the population.  However, the 1991 Local Government Code added land area as third 

criterion. It has substantially increased the minimum requirements for income and 

population for the creation of all units. The Code requires the Department of Finance, the 

National Statistics Office, and the Land Management Bureau of the Department of 
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Environment and Natural Resources to certify that the minimum requirements are indeed 

fulfilled by the concerned units. The standards are established to ensure the viability and 

capacity of the local government units to provide the essential services to the people  

(Cabo, 1998).  

 
1.2.2. Levels of Classification 
 
      The Bureau of Finance, under the Local Government Code of 1991, has classified the 

local government units (LGUs) in the Philippines into six (6) levels of classification 

depending on the income, land area, and the population of the LGU (Table 2.2, Table 2.3 

and Table 2.4). Over the years, the average annual income requirement for each level of 

classification has increased. For instance, the average annual income requirement for a 

sixth class municipality classification in 1996 was P 2.5 million - but it has now increased 

to P 15 million.  

 
Table 1.2. Levels of Classification of Municipalities in the Philippines 

Class Average Annual Income 
 

First 
 
P 55 M or more 

 
Second 

 
P 45 M or more but less than P55 M 

 
Third 

 
 35 M or more but less than P 45 M 

 
Fourth 

 
P 25 M or more but less than P 35 M 

 
Fifth 

 
P 15 M or more but less than P 25 M 

 
Sixth 

 
Below P 15 M 

Source: http://www.nscb.gov.ph/activestats/psgc/articles/con_income.asp 
(Date retrieved : August 18, 2012) 
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Table 1.3. Levels of Classification of Provinces in the Philippines 

Class Average Annual Income  

First P 450 M or more 

Second P 360 M or more but less than P 450 M 

Third P 270 M or more but less than P 360 M 

Fourth P 180 M or more but less than P 270 M 

Fifth P 90 M or more but less than P 180 M 

Sixth Below P 90 M 

Source: http://www.nscb.gov.ph/activestats/psgc/articles/con_income.asp 
(Date retrieved : August 18, 2012) 

Table 1.4. Criteria for Creation, Merger, Division and Conversion of Local 
Government Units according to the 1991 Local Government Code 

 
LGU 

 
Population 

 
Land Area 

 
Income 

 
 
Province* 

 
250,000 

 

 
2,000 sq. km 

 
P90 M or more 

 
City* 

 
150,000 

 

 
100 sq. km 

 
P 55 M or more 

 
Municipality 

 
25,000 

 

 
50 sq. km 

 
P 15 M or more 

 
Barangay 
 

 
2,000** 

  

*Province and city must comply with income criterion and with either the population or 
land area requisite. 
**For barangays within Metro Manila and highly urbanized cities, the population 
requirement is at least 5,000. 
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1.3. THE CONSEQUENCES OF DECENTRALIZING AGRICULTURAL  
       EXTENSION: ISSUES AND CHALLENGES (1994-2010) 
 
         As early as 1994, barely three years after the passage of the Local Government 

Code of 1991 which decentralized the agricultural extension service in the country, a 

study was conducted by Tucker and Baliña (1994) in six municipalities in Leyte province 

to assess the impacts of decentralizing agricultural extension. The study which elicited 

perceptions from Mayors, municipal agricultural officers/municipal agriculturists, and 

agricultural extension workers (AEWs) on the status of decentralized agricultural 

extension, disclosed several problems which include budgetary constraints, 

demoralization of AEWs, uncertainty of employment, stagnant salaries, inadequate 

training and opportunity for professional growth, politicization and lack of leadership 

(see Table 1.5).  In the province of Luzon, another pioneering study on decentralized 

agricultural extension was conducted by Tiwari (1994). Tiwari found that AEWs were 

being delegated with non-agricultural extension functions such as collecting market stall 

fees and other administrative duties that the local government would assign to them. 

Tiwari (1994) also reported unstable budget for local agricultural programs which 

hindered the effectiveness in the delivery of agricultural extension services. 

     The issues and challenges identified by Tucker and Baliña (1994) and Tiwari (1994) 

preceded a list of negative consequences of decentralizing agricultural extension in the 

Philippines over the next twenty years. The results of studies conducted on decentralized 

agricultural extension showed commonalities over time and one can deduce that some of 

the issues and challenges in decentralizing agricultural extension have been persistent 

since the implementation of decentralization. Foremost of these issues is the lack of 

funding to support the various programs and activities for a more efficient and effective 
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agricultural extension service. Several studies (see Tucker & Baliña, 1994; Alcober & 

Malvicini, 1994; Tiwari, 1994; Manero (1998) as cited by Magno, 2001; Mascarinas, 

2000; Contado, 2002; Cidro & Radhakrishna, 2003; Ponce, 2006) have affirmed that the 

inadequate funding support has immobilized some services that were previously being 

rendered by AEWs. The issue of funding has also impacted on the remuneration and 

benefits of AEWs as they receive less salary (Tucker & Baliña, 1994; Magno, 2001) 

compared to their counterparts at the national level. The conduct of farmers’ classes and 

training may be hindered also due to lack of supplies (Alcober & Malvicini, 1994) 

needed to carry these tasks and activities of AEWs. Saliot (2007) disclosed that even after 

several years of implementing decentralized agricultural extension, local governments 

still depend on the national government for funding on local agricultural programs 

including agricultural extension services. The reluctance of local government leaders to 

draw funds from local coffers could be attributed to some extent, to the non-priority 

treatment of agriculture programs by local officials (Alcober & Malvicini, 1994; Saliot, 

2007).  

     Besides inadequate funding and funding-related challenges, several work-related 

issues were also identified by some researchers examining the impact of decentralized 

agricultural extension. Tucker and Baliña (1994) reported some issues such as stagnant 

salaries of AEWs compared to their counterparts at the national government agencies, 

less benefits, unstable job security tenure, a bleak career path, and absence of in-service 

training to improve their capacity. Moreover, Alcober & Malvicini (1994) reported the 

lack of supplies for different activities of AEWs as another issue in decentralized 

agricultural extension. Some AEWs also experienced being demoted in rank and salary 
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including being displaced and misplaced in their job assignments (Magno, 2001). This 

situation is further aggravated by the lack of training and professional development for 

AEWs (Magno, 2001; Cidro & Radhakrishna, 2003; Saliot, 2007; Tabianan, 2010) which 

give them little or no chance at all to improve their career. The diminished logistics and 

support to the AEWs complemented with uncertain future of their career as AEWs has 

led to the demoralization, low morale and motivation of the AEWs (Tucker & Baliña, 

1994; Alcober & Malvicini, 1994; Mascariñas, 2000; Cidro & Radhakrishna, 2003).  

     The system and the mechanism by which the decentralization was structured also led 

to some structure-related and disagreements of functions among stakeholders. Manero 

(1998) as cited by Magno (2001) reported some unclear delineation of responsibilities 

and functional relationships among stakeholders probably because of lack of definite 

guidelines and the supporting logistics to implement some functions and responsibilities. 

The fragmented implementation of agricultural programs (Manero (1998) as cited by 

Magno (2001), poor personal relations among linkage actors (Cardenas et al, 2000), lack 

of involvement of local officials in the planning and policy formulation for agriculture 

sector (Magno, 2001) and lack of support from the local chief executives 

(Governors/Mayors) (Cidro & Radhakrishna, 2003), has further exacerbated the already 

weak structure at the local level. Furthermore, Saliot (2007) pointed out that 

“municipalities are too small operational units in agricultural extension (p. 72)” which is 

not feasible in creating a fully-organized extension system (that is, the presence of subject 

matter specialists) considering the structure and logistics capacity of local governments.    

          The lack of coherence and coordination of agricultural extension at the local level 

particularly between the local governments and national agencies has marred the 
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implementation of decentralized agricultural extension (Contado, 2002). The lack of 

cooperation among stakeholders could be attributed to some policy-related and 

implementation-related problems in partnerships (Sumayao, 2002) owing to inconsistent 

policies (Manero, 1998 as cited by Magno, 2001; Contado, 2002) and undefined 

functional relationship between the national government and the local governments 

(Saliot, 2007). The decentralization of agricultural extension has also led to the 

weakening of the extension-research link ((Manero (1998) as cited by Magno (2001;  

Sumayao, 2002; Contado, 2002) and weak knowledge management (Ponce, 2006), which 

further caused the decline of access to agricultural information and technologies by the 

AEWs.  

     The implementation of decentralized agricultural extension has also been impacted by 

common local governance issues such as partisan politics and interference of politicians 

in some agriculture programs (Tucker & Baliña, 1994; Cidro & Radhakrishna, 2003; 

Ocenar et al, 2004). The occassional meddling of local politicians who influence the way 

agricultural programs are implemented (that is, changing the intended recipients or 

beneficiaries of certain programs) has tainted the sincerity of the local governments to 

render where service is needed most. The presence of graft and corruption among 

government dealings as well as rent-seeking behavior have also been detrimental in the 

implementation of decentralized agricultural extension (Ocenar et al, 2004). Indeed, 

according to Tucker and Baliña in 1994, decentralized agricultural extension has been 

beset by lack of leadership at the local level. This is especially true in local governments 

where support for agricultural extension and agriculture program in general has declined 

over the years.  
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     Other issues and challenges under a decentralized agricultural extension identified by 

some scholars and practitioners include the lack of monitoring and evaluation of 

agricultural extension projects (Sumayao, 2002), inadequate use of mass media in 

technology and information promotion including the commercialization and promotion of 

technologies (Contado, 2002), and lack of formal documentation of farmers’ feedback on 

their experiences on various technology tried by farmers in their farms (Cardenas et al, 

2000). Indeed, the absence or lack of focus on the outcomes of educational component of 

agricultural extension (Ponce, 2006) has led to mere quantification of intervention to 

farmers such as reporting accomplishments on the number of bags of seeds distributed, 

number of farmers attendance in training, number of fertilizers distributed (in bags/in kg), 

and other quantifiable inputs. The in-depth evaluation of how these agricultural extension 

projects have benefited in increasing farmers income, raising the standard of living and 

other improvements of the well-being of farmers and their families, have been given less 

attention. The absence of an adequate budget for institutional development to address 

extension-skills development among LGU personnel, extension facilities development, 

and improvement of organizational management (Ponce, 2006) have compounded the 

perennial challenge on how decentralized agricultural extension has benefited the farmers 

and rural communities.  
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Table 1.5. Issues and Challenges of Decentralized Agricultural Extension: A Review  
                 1994 – 2010 (16 years)1 
 

Major Issues/Challenges Details/Description 
 
Lack of funding 

 
delayed release of  funds; budget instability; inadequate 
travel allowance; absence of budget for institutional 
development; LGUs dependence on the national 
government for funding  
 

 
Career-related and other 
work/administrative 
concerns of AEWs 

 
less benefits; job insecurity; no career ladder; delegation 
of non-agricultural extension functions and activities to 
AEWs; lack of supplies; displacement of AEWs and 
misplacements in work assignments; demotion in rank 
and salary of AEWs; inadequate travel allowance; 
inadequate and low salaries of AEWs; inadequate  budget 
to address extension-skills development among LGU 
personnel 
 

 
Institutional constraints  

 
disparity in remuneration between high and low-income 
local governments; non-priority treatment of agriculture 
programs under the local governments; low morale and 
motivation of AEWs (demoralized staff); unclear 
delineation of responsibilities and functional relationships 
among stakeholders; poor personal relations of linkage 
actors; inadequate monitoring and evaluation; persistence 
of graft and corruption; lack of awards/incentive 
programs that encourage good and best practices at the 
local level; undefined functional relationship between the 
national government and the LGUs; absence of an 
national agency for agricultural extension at the national 
level; municipal governments are small operational units 
for agricultural extension; and improvement of 
organizational management  
 
 
 

1 The studies highlighted in this review are not comprehensive compilation of studies conducted on 
decentralized agricultural extension in the Philippines. The researcher believes that a separate project which 
will endeavour to gather research findings from all over the country is needed to fully comprehend the 
impact of decentralization based on empirical evidence. Up to this day, twenty three years after the Local 
Government Code of 1991 was approved, a comprehensive and a nationwide study to evaluate the impact 
of decentralized agricultural extension is yet to be conducted.        
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Issues related to agricultural 
extension and general 
agricultural research and 
development (R&D)   

 
weak extension-research link; fragmented implementation 
of agricultural programs; lack of documentation of 
farmers’ feedback on technology tried on-farm; 
inadequate use of mass media in technology and 
information promotion; lack of coherence and 
coordination of agricultural extension; technology 
commercialization and extension; absence or lack of 
focus on the educational component of agricultural 
extension; absence of budget for institutional 
development to address extension-skills development 
among LGU personnel; weak knowledge management; 
and extension facilities development 
  

 
Capacity building  

 
no in-service training; lack of training and professional 
development for AEWs; absence of budget for 
institutional development to address extension-skills 
development among LGU personnel  
 

 
Politics and other politically-
related issues  

 
politicization; excessive partisan politics and political 
interference; rent-seeking behaviour  
 

 
Local leadership issues   

 
lack of leadership; lack of involvement of local officials 
in the planning and policy formulation for agriculture 
sector; LGUs lack of initiatives to outsource funding; 
inadequate support from the local chief executives 
(Governors/Mayors) 
  

 
National policy-related 
concerns   

 
inconsistent policies; policy-related and implementation-
related problems in partnerships; absence of  hierarchical 
authority on agricultural extension program in the 
provinces; national agencies do not prioritize devolution 
even with increasing budget allocations 
  

Cited references: 
Tucker & Baliña (1994), Alcober & Malvicini, (1994); Tiwari (1994); Manero (1998) as 
cited by Magno, 2001; Brillantes (1999) as cited by Magno, 2001); Mascarinas (2000); 
Cardenas et al,  (2000); Magno (2001); Contado (2002); Sumayao (2002); Cidro & 
Radhakrishna (2003); Ocenar et al (2004); Ponce (2006); Saliot (2007); Bautista (2007); 
Tabianan (2010) 
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1.4. CURRENT POLICY INITIATIVES TO AMEND THE LOCAL  
       GOVERNMENT CODE OF 1991  
 
       The status of decentralized agricultural extension in the country is at the crossroads 

of policy reform. On top of the policy agenda is whether to re-nationalize or re-centralize 

the agricultural extension service in which congressional and senate bills have been filed 

both at the House of the Representatives (Congress) and Philippine Senate. To date, five 

bills have been filed at the Philippine Congress (House of Representatives) to amend the 

provisions of decentralized agricultural extension, while four bills are in for deliberation 

at the Philippine Senate.  

     In July 2007, the former secretary of Department of Agriculture, Salvador Escudero 

III, filed the House Bill (H.R) 1431 “An Act Reverting to the National Government the 

Discharge of Basic Agricultural Functions and Responsibilities Devolved to Local 

Government Units and Amending for the Purpose Republic Act 7160, otherwise known 

as the Local Government Code of 1991” (H.R. 1431, 2007). Four other representatives 

joined Rep. Escudero in supporting the passage of the bill, however this bill remained 

unapproved until the 15th Congress opened in June 2010. Rep. Escudero re-filed the same 

bill as H.R. 464. Subsequently, this bill was co-authored by 10 other representatives in 

the Congress (H.R. 464, 2010). 

     The bill, however, was counteracted by four other bills in the Congress – House Bill 

No.  248, House Bill No. 3592, House Bill No. 4011, and House Bill No. 5109. These 

four proposed bills have similar titles which read as “An Act Prescribing the 

Strengthening of the National Extension System to Accelerate Agriculture and Fisheries 

Development, Appropriating Funds therefore and for other Purposes,” which contradicted 

Rep. Escudero’s proposal to revert back to the national government the functions of 
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agricultural extension. Instead, it upholds the decentralization of agricultural extension 

but to the provincial level (H.R. 248, 2010; H.R. 3592, 2010; H.R. 4011, 2010; H.R. 5109, 

2010). Had these four bills been approved in 2010, the AEWs will be under the 

administrative control and supervision of the provincial government/provincial governor 

where they are assigned. The proposed bills also include the creation of the Philippine 

Agriculture and Fisheries Extension Agency (PAFEA) which will replace the current 

Agricultural Training Institute (ATI), creating the positions of the Provincial Agriculture 

and Fisheries Officer (PAFO), Assistant PAFO for Fisheries Development, Assistant 

PAFO for Agriculture Development, City Agriculturist & Fisheries Officer (CAFO), and 

Municipal Agriculture & Fisheries Officer (MAFO). The bills also proposed to promote 

the “Farmer to Farmer” approach in agricultural extension. These bills - HB 248, HB 

3592, HB 4011, and HB 5109 – however, did not receive a final approval by the 

Committee on Agriculture and Food prior to the May 2010 elections. The “Agriculture 

and Fisheries Extension Act of 2010” therefore failed to amend the policy on the Local 

Government Code of 1991.     

     In the 16th Congress (2013-2016), four Philippine senators have filed bills to amend 

the Local Government Code of 1991 particularly the provisions concerning the 

decentralized agricultural extension. Senate Bill 20, proposed by Senator Francis 

Escudero, support the renationalization of agricultural extension where the functions and 

responsibilities including the supervision of AEWs will be under the administrative scope  

of the national Department of Agriculture (S. 20, 2013). However, the senate bills 

proposed by Senator Loren Legarda (S. 681), Senator Jinggoy Estrada (SB 835) and 

Senator Joseph Victor Ejercito (S. 895), supports the decentralization of agricultural 
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extension services including the personnel to the provincial government, including the 

creation of Philippine Agriculture and Fisheries Agency (PAFEA) (S. 681, 2013; S. 835, 

2013; S. 895, 2013). In essence, the senate bills proposed by Senators Angara, Estrada 

and Legarda, complements the proposed House Bills 514 and 2804 at the House of the 

Representatives (H.R. 514, 2013; H.R. 2804, 2013). With the contradictory bills filed 

both at the Congress and at the Senate, further deliberation of the proposed bills are laid 

on the table.  

 
1.5. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY  
 
       This study primarily focuses on evaluating the performance and impacts of 

decentralized agricultural extension on farming communities and agricultural extension 

workers (AEWs). The study also provides an analysis of the implications of the 

decentralization policy and practice of agricultural extension, in general. The evaluation 

of performance and impacts of decentralized agricultural extension will ultimately lead to 

further analysis on whether maintaining the status quo of decentralization or reverting to 

renationalization will provide better extension system. (see Figure 2.1).  

       The issue of renationalization or decentralization (either provincial decentralization 

or municipal decentralization), however, does not only address the challenges and 

potentials of agricultural extension (such as technological constraints, performance of 

stakeholders, access to resources, adherence and adoption of extension principles), but as 

well, it must confront the necessary policy reform to make extension more effective. 

Policy reform is essential in ensuring that decentralization adapts to the dynamics of 

changing times especially with the onset of climate change, globalization and other 

global problems impacting the agriculture sector. Because the decentralized policy of 
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agricultural extension in the country has been around for 23 years now, the issue of policy 

tenure becomes essential in determining whether over time, the policy has been 

responsive to the needs of the farmers and whether it has been complementary to the 

needs of the agriculture sector. A critical reflection on the impact of policy tenure of 

decentralization is needed to inform the policy makers on whether the policy has 

accomplished its targets within the prescribed period of time.  

       The outcomes of policy reform and policy tenure directly impact the programming 

reform in agricultural extension as they inform the kinds and types of programs within a 

prescribed period of time. These programs could either be short-term or long-term and it 

also includes the stakeholders involved, implementation strategies, and the funding 

requirements needed to accomplish the programs.  

         The performance of various stakeholders in the implementation of a decentralized 

agricultural extension system is critical because one of the key driving principles of 

decentralization is local participation. The performance of stakeholders is captured in the 

framework by determining the status of capacity development of AEWs, ascertaining the 

quality of local governance and leadership, and assessing the financial and logistics 

capacity of the various agencies involved in decentralization. The success of 

decentralized agricultural extension, to some extent, could be attributed to how various 

stakeholders play their roles and responsibilities under a decentralized system and how 

engaged they are in the implementation of agricultural programs.  

          The assessment of impacts on farming communities is significant because the 

ultimate outcome of a decentralized agricultural extension is an improved productivity, 

increased income and enhanced well-being of farmers and rural communities. 
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Determining the impacts of decentralized agricultural extension system on farming 

communities is made possible by examining their production targets and the yields they 

obtain, income derived from agricultural production, and how they are able to access the 

basic necessities of life such as education, shelter and health. 
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Figure 1.1. The Conceptual Framework of the Study 
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        While this study does not engage in securing production data and yield including 

farmers household income, it does attempt to capture the public good externality of 

agricultural extension. It is argued that the impact of positive and negative externality of 

agricultural extension is highly influenced whether extension is decentralized or 

centralized. However, regardless of whether agricultural extension is decentralized or 

renationalized, the notion that agricultural extension is a public good creates a platform 

for a more aggressive implementation of agricultural extension programs that aims to 

address the needs of the small and marginal farmers in rural communities.   

      The implications of the study, which will form part of the general recommendations 

based on the results on evaluation of performance and impacts of decentralized 

agricultural extension, will conclude the study. The implications will primarily focus on 

the reforms needed for the decentralization – both policy and tenure - of the Local 

Government Code of 1991 particularly on agricultural extension. It will also seek to 

identify key measures that will improve agricultural extension programs as well as 

enhance the capacity building initiatives for AEWs. Finally, it will argue for the public 

good externality of agricultural extension which is essential for addressing challenges in 

agricultural extension. 

 

1.6. GENERAL PURPOSE, OBJECTIVES AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS  

        The decentralization therefore of agricultural extension in the Philippines merits 

some critical evaluation on the impacts and performance of the policy and how the 

implications will influence in pursuing reforms given the consequences it has impacted to 

the farmers and fishermen, agricultural extension workers, and the extension service itself. 

30 
 



 

Given the nationwide scope of decentralization, the author then chose to limit the study 

locations that will present a case study on the performance and impacts of the 

decentralized policy of agricultural extension. The key question of this study – how did 

decentralization perform at the local governments and what were the impacts? – provided 

guidance to specific objectives and research questions posed in this study.  

 

1.6.1. Purpose and Objectives 

The general purpose of this study is to evaluate and compare the performance and 

impacts of decentralized agricultural extension service under a decentralized policy 

between the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte in the Philippines. This study secured 

the perspectives of the agricultural extension workers (AEWs) and some key informants 

involved in agricultural extension services in both provinces. The four objectives of the 

study include the following:  

          1.  Determine the socio-economic and demographic characteristics of the AEWs in  

               Eastern Samar and Leyte provinces.  
 
          2.  Assess the performance of various stakeholders under a decentralized  

               agricultural extension.  

          3.  Examine the impacts of decentralization of the agriculture sector particularly to  

               to the agricultural extension workers and to the farming communities.  

          4.  Reflecting upon the above-mentioned objectives, the study will provide the  

               implications on agricultural extension for program and policy reforms.  
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1.6.2. Research Questions 

In response to the bills proposed at the Philippine Congress and Senate calling for 

reforms and amendments of the Local Government Code of 1991, particularly on 

agricultural extension, this study has also included the following research questions: 

 

          5. Do you favor the renationalization of the agricultural extension? Why or why     

              not?  

          6. Which decentralization level do you favor, decentralization to provincial  

              government or decentralization to city/municipal government? 

The combination of the research objectives and research questions in the inquiry of the 

performance and impacts of decentralized agricultural extension are designed to 

determine how agricultural extension service can move forward in the provinces of 

Eastern Samar and Leyte, and provide some insights and implications as well to other 

provinces in the country facing similar circumstances.  

 
 
1.6.3. Significance of the Study 
 
        This study is timely and relevant given the initiatives at the Congress and the Senate 

to amend the Local Government Code of 1991 to improve the effectiveness of a 

decentralized agricultural extension. The failure of the previous bills to pass for final 

approval in the past two congresses (14th and 15th Congress) spanning from 2007 to 2013, 

is an indication that evidence needed for reforms are not well-substantiated and are less 

convincing to the members of both the Congress and the Senate. Moreover, the 

contradicting positions of the Department of Agriculture (DA) and the Agricultural 
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Training Institute (ATI) on whether the agricultural extension will be renationalized or 

not, have impacted the response of the Committee on Local Government and the 

Committee on Agriculture and Food Security. During the joint meeting of the two 

committees on January 2011, the two committees recommended that the DA and ATI to 

further study their policy proposals. The stalemate between the DA and ATI has resulted 

in further delay in discussing and negotiating the right and appropriate policy reforms on 

decentralized agricultural extension almost 23 years since the decentralization was 

enacted in 1991.  Since January 2011, the meeting of the joint committees of the local 

government and agriculture and food security has been put on hold causing even more 

delay in instituting policy and programming reforms on the decentralized agricultural 

extension. The much-needed policy reforms become central and significant with its three-

pronged objective: to be able to contribute to the scholarship of decentralized agricultural 

extension, to recommend policy reforms that will amend the Local Government Code of 

1991, and to influence changes in the programming aspects of agricultural extension 

programs and activities at provincial, city and municipal local governments.  

       This study contributes to the growing body of knowledge on the impacts and 

performance of decentralized agricultural extension particularly on the unique 

characteristics or factors that  makes decentralization work given the challenges related to 

the structure, governance, culture and resources (both financial and manpower) in a 

developing country like Philippines. Moreover, it also recommends some measures that 

will guide in what specific details of policy reforms should be pursued in amending the 

Local Government Code of 1991 (see Tabunda and Galang, 1991) particularly those 

provisions concerning the country’s agricultural extension service. Finally, whether 
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agricultural extension is decentralized or renationalized, the findings of this study will 

suggest some programming changes that will improve the impact and performance of 

agricultural extension workers (AEWs) and other stakeholders involved in the agriculture 

sector.  

 

1.6.4. Location of the Study  
 
     The study was conducted in the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte, Philippines. 

Both provinces belong to the 6 other provinces comprising the Eastern Visayas region or 

Region 8 composed of provinces in the Leyte and Samar islands. The study location 

represents a high-income (Leyte) and a low-income province (Eastern Samar). The Leyte 

province belongs to the first class provinces category while Easten Samar is considered a 

third class province based on its income. The provinces were chosen as study sites due to 

the familiarity of the researcher with the region and due to the established working 

relationship with the provincial agriculture offices of the said provinces including with 

the regional office of the Department of Agriculture located in Tacloban City, Leyte.  
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Summary 

           The introduction of the Local Government Code of 1991 to further revolution the 

decentralization policy of the national government has achieved both positive intended 

consequences and negative unintended impacts. The way to move forward is to examine 

how the policy worked at the provincial, city and municipal governments, so that 

necessary reforms can be instituted.  

       To date, there are proposals both at the Philippine Congress and Philippine Senate to 

amend the Local Government Code of 1991 which impacts on the services and goods 

provided by agricultural extension. However, there are some contradictory provisions 

which need to be ironed out before amendments are made. The house bill H.R. 1322 and 

senate bill S. 20, propose that there be a complete turn-over of agriculture functions and 

responsibilities including the personnel from the provincial and municipal local 

governments to the administrative control of the Department of Agriculture. On the other 

hand, house bills H.R. 514 and H.R. 2804; and senate bills S. 681, S. 835, and S. 895 

support the decentralization of agricultural extension services up to the provincial level 

including the creation of Philippine Agriculture and Fisheries Extension Agency 

(PAFEA) which will replace the Agricultural Training Institute (ATI) once approved. 

     The Philippine experience on decentralized governance is also mixed with positive 

and negative results. To some local governments, the local autonomy has improved the 

initiatives, resourcefulness, and innovations of local leaders in providing timely and 

quality services to their constituents. On the other hand, some local leaders have abused 

their authority leading to graft and corrupt practices, including rent-seeking and 

preferential attention to the local elites. Overall, the practice of decentralized governance 
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in the country is continued struggle to promote transparency, accountability and better 

delivery of services for the people. It also encourages the participation of civil society 

and other private groups to ensure that the gains made by decentralized governance will 

be sustained.  

          The decentralized agricultural extension service in the country is at the crossroads 

of policy and programming reform. The contradicting bill proposals at the Philippine 

Congress and Senate, whether to revert the agricultural extension to the national 

government, or to decentralize it to the provincial level, needs a careful study of its 

implications to rural and agricultural development. The impact of the policy reforms 

including the policy tenure should consider the small and marginal farmers and fishermen 

is imperative and how they can contribute in attaining a vibrant, economically-improved, 

and sustainable rural communities in the countryside. The conceptual framework, 

objectives and research questions of the study attempt to address this gap but a wider 

nationwide study is still needed to fully determine the impacts and performance of the 

decentralized policy of agricultural extension in the country. 
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Chapter 2 
 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
Introduction 
 
       This chapter presents five major sections that comprise the review of literature for 

decentralized agricultural extension in the Philippines. The first section, contextualizes 

the political decentralization in the Philippines by providing the historical background of 

decentralization in the country. It highlights the history of decentralization even before 

the introduction of decentralization policies in late 1950s and early 1990s. The second 

section, describes the changes in the policy directions of decentralization under various 

Philippine presidents from early 1900s until 2010. It also highlights how agricultural 

extension has been impacted in light of the changing policies of decentralization. The 

third section highlights the definition of decentralization and other concepts related to 

Philippine agricultural extension. This section also provides the conceptual relationship 

of decentralization and agricultural extension. The last two sections – sections 4 and 5 – 

describe the forms of decentralization and its implications on the agricultural extension 

service in the country.  Section 4 describes the forms of decentralization – delegation, 

deconcentration, privatization, and devolution – and how they impact in terms of 

programming and policy directions in agricultural extension. Section 5 further elucidates 

the operationalization of agricultural extension in the context of deconcentration and 

devolution. The discussion of these section uses the term “devolution” or “devolved” 

(similar to Chapter 1) due to the nature and type of decentralization that occur in 

agricultural extension. The debate between the appropriateness of deconcentration and 

devolution is likewise presented in this section. A brief summary concludes this chapter.    
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2.1. UNDERSTANDING THE POLITICAL DECENTRALIZATION OF 
AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION IN THE PHILIPPINES: HISTORY AND 
POLICY BACKGROUND  

2.1.1. Contextualizing Political Decentralization of Agricultural Extension in the                                 

Philippines 

History of Decentralization in the Philippines2 

       The adoption of decentralization policy in the Philippines is not new compared to the 

wave of decentralization that occurred in the early 1980s brought by the structural 

adjustment program of the World Bank to the developing countries. Long before the 

introduction of decentralization by World Bank in the 1980s in almost 70 countries 

around the world, the Philippines already had a long history of decentralization even prior 

to the pre-colonization era of Spaniards in 1521. 

       The first attempt in the Philippines to decentralize local governments coincided with 

the installation of the first Philippine Republic in 1898 when the central government 

reorganized and “Filipinized” the provinces and municipalities and provided for a system 

of indirect elections. The Malolos Constitution of 1899 provided for the “most ample 

decentralization and autonomy” for local governments which paved for the direct election 

of local officials and the introduction of provincial and municipal taxation (Brillantes, 

1988:134). 

       The decentralization of Philippine government continued during the American 

colonial period (1902-1935) whereby the municipal, city, and provincial governments 

were further modified. However, despite the pursuit of the central government to grant 

autonomy to local governments, “the tradition of centralism was not radically changed”.  

2 This history of decentralization in the Philippines is adapted partially in toto from Manuel S. Tabunda and 
Mario M. Galang (1992), A Guide to the Local Government Code of 1991, pp. I-6 to I-8. 
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The 1935 Constitution which was adopted during the Commonwealth period (1935-1945) 

provided for the general supervision of the local governments by the President and the 

centralist trend continued, largely due to the strong leadership of then President Quezon 

(de Guzman, Reforma and Panganiban 1989:211). 

       After the World War II in 1945, the decentralization trend in Philippine government 

continued particularly between 1946 and 1972. In 1950, then President Quirino created 

the moderately successful National Planning Commission which was tasked with 

preparing regional plans and integrating and coordinating the various plans of the 

regional urban areas. The concept of regionalization was adopted in 1956 when the 

country was divided into eight regions “in order to provide greater uniformity and 

standardization in the decentralization of government functions” (Brillantes, 1988:140). 

       In 1959, the Republic Act 2264 (Local Autonomy Act) granted greater fiscal and 

regulatory powers to municipal and city governments, and diminished national control 

over the budgeting and some planning and implementing functions of the provincial 

governments. A year later, Republic Act 2370 (Barrio Charter) granted barrios legal 

status as quasi-municipal corporations governed by an elective council and given certain 

fiscal and administrative powers. This was later amended in 1963 by Republic Act 3590 

(Revised Barrio Charter). Moreover, the introduction of Republic Act 5185 

(Decentralization Act of 1967) increased the financial resources and power of local 

governments and broadened their discretion in making fiscal, personnel and other 

substantive decisions (Panganiban 1998). Thus, the creation of development authorities 

and regional planning boards which started in 1961, constituted definite attempts of the 
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central government to deconcentrate or transfer administrative planning and development 

to lower levels (Brillantes, 1988).  

       The Martial Law period (1972-1981) of then President Marcos ushered in the 

adoption in 1972 of the Integrated Reorganization Plan which re-divided the country into 

11 (later 12) regions based on the homogeneity of the areas in terms of geography, 

economy, and culture and the capability to stimulate and sustain development activities. 

To further operationalize the delegation of authority to the regional levels, substantive 

and administrative authority were given to the regional offices, the Regional 

Development Councils were created to decentralize the planning process, and the 

Integrated Area Development (IAD) approach was adopted (Brillantes 1988:143). 

       The 1973 Constitution gave President Marcos the legislative power to create, merge, 

divide, abolish, and alter the boundaries of local government units and to appoint and 

remove local officials. A radical change in the structure and functions of local 

government units was made at this time. 

        It was also during the incumbency of Marcos when Batasang Pambansa 337 (Local 

Government Code) was promulgated in 1983 to implement the 1973 constitutional 

mandate. This contained several significant provisions that aimed to foster 

decentralization goals in the country, such as the principle of liberal interpretation of 

local government powers. 

        The Code emphasized the corporate personality of local governments while 

retaining the basic structure of the mayor-council type. It clearly defined the roles and 

functions of LGUs, their relationship with the national agencies, and the degree of 

supervision by the national government. Notwithstanding the 1973 Constitution and the 
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Code’s pro-decentralization provisions, Marcos consolidated his authoritarian hold on the 

country by actually pursuing generally pro-decentralization activities. However, the 

Marcos regime can be credited for its efforts to deconcentrate central government 

functions to field and regional offices (de Guzman, Reforma, Panganiban, 1989:213-217). 

       The Government of President Aquino, through its ‘Policy Agenda for People-

Oriented Development,’ has committed to pursuing greater decentralization to attain its 

development goals and objectives. The 1987 Constitution devotes an entire article on 

local governments which includes some significant provisions such as:  

• The territorial and political subdivisions shall enjoy local autonomy (Section 2); 
• Congress shall enact a local government code which shall provide for a more 

responsive and accountable local government structure instituted through a 
system of decentralization…(Section 3);    

• Each local government unit shall have the power to create its own sources of 
revenues and to levy taxes, fees, and changes subject to such guidelines and 
limitations as the Congress may provide, consistent with the basic policy of local 
autonomy…(Section 5); and 

• Local government units shall have a just share, as determined by law, in the 
national taxes which shall be automatically released to them (Section 6). 

     

    The creation of autonomous regional governments (Sections 1, 15-21), metropolitan 

authorities (Section 11), and the formalization of interlocal cooperation (Section 13) are 

also provided for in the Constitution. 

         The Aquino administration has implemented projects that are expected to contribute 

to the realization of decentralization and local autonomy, the principal program being the 

Pilot Decentralization Project implemented in Laguna, Tarlac, Negros Occidental, Davao 

del Norte, and Batanes. The coverage of this program was later expanded to include the 

other 14 other provinces. This project aims to identify and provide the structures, 

mechanisms, and resources necessary to support local autonomy and ensure effective 
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local governments. It served to identify policy recommendations and mechanisms that 

were later incorporated in the Administration Bill on the local government code 

submitted to Congress in mid-1989 eventually resulting in the Local Government Code of 

1991.   

       Thus in 1991, a few months prior to the national and local elections in 1992, the 

Local Government Code of 1991 (or Republic Act 7160) was approved and became law. 

The enactment of the law is considered as one of the most influential laws in Philippines 

politics that significantly reduced the clout of “imperial Manila” (a term coined by AB 

Brillantes, 2003) which has historically left the Visayas and Mindanao regions beholden 

to the power and influence of national leaders based in Manila and who were mostly 

coming from the Luzon regions. Several national services such as social services, health, 

forestry, police power, and agricultural extension (see Table 1) were devolved to the local 

governments.  

       The results of the elections in May 1992, however, proved disastrous for the author 

of Local Government Code of 1991, former senator Aquilino Q. Pimentel, Jr., considered 

the Father of Local Government Code in the Philippines. Anecdotal stories pointed to his 

loss in the elections due to the ire of the devolved agricultural extension workers who 

aggressively campaigned against him for a senatorial post. After the May 1992 elections, 

the negotiations and arrangements of physical transfer of personnel and facilities from the 

national Department of Agriculture began at the provincial, city, and municipal levels. By 

January 1993, as observed by the author, some provincial governments replaced their 

provincial agriculturist especially if the incumbent provincial agriculturist was identified 

as being unsupportive to the elected governor. The agricultural extension workers 
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assigned to the provincial agriculture office with special designation for administrative 

and technical services were then assigned to various municipalities in the province 

especially those that were identified to be politically against the incumbent governor.   

 

2.1.2. The Metamorphosis of the Policy Perspectives on Agricultural Extension: The  
           Pre-Martial Law Years until the Gloria Macapagal Arroyo Government 

         The creation of the Philippines’ Department of Agriculture dates back to June 23, 

1898 during the term of President Emilio Aguinaldo. During this time, the Department 

was called the Department of Agriculture and Manufacturing which was basically 

involved on the development of agricultural products such as rice as well as catering to 

the technical needs of the fishing, forestry, and mining sectors. No activities related to 

agricultural extension were reported during this period (www.da.gov.ph). 

        In July 1910, the public agricultural extension in the country emerged with the 

creation of the Demonstration and Extension Division which was tasked with doing 

extension work under the Bureau of Agriculture. The Bureau of Agriculture which was 

created in 1902 mainly catered to the crops and livestock sector during that time. In 1929, 

the Bureau of Agriculture was split into two bureaus – the Bureau of Animal Industry 

(BAI) and the Bureau of Plant Industry (BPI). The Agricultural Extension Division 

remained with the Bureau of Plant Industry but the extension workers whose background 

was in poultry and livestock were transferred to BAI. Moreover, the agricultural 

extension service was only serving the nearby areas of Manila.  By 1936, the Provincial 

Agricultural Extension Service was created through the Commonwealth Act No. 85. 

        As the demand for extension service for the poultry and livestock sector increased, 

the Bureau of Animal Industry organized a Livestock Extension Division in 1938 to carry 
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out the livestock extension work. With the growing agriculture sector and to further 

accelerate agricultural development in the country, a survey was conducted in 1949 to 

determine the challenges and problems besetting the agriculture sector. The survey also 

intended to recommend some measures to solve the complications affecting the economic 

stability of the country. One of the findings of the survey was related to extension – that 

is, despite the existence of extension work, the extension service is carried out by 

different offices. The survey mission therefore recommended the consolidation of all 

extension services under one agency. Hence, the Bureau of Agricultural Extension 

(BAEx) was created in July 16, 1952 to serve as the educational arm of the government 

as mandated by Republic Act No. 680. The Bureau of Agricultural Extension, more 

popularly known as BAEx, had the objective in improving rural life through the 

strengthening of agricultural extension organization and services. The extension 

personnel disseminated useful and practical information on agriculture, soil conservation, 

livestock, fisheries, forest conservation, public lands and natural resource laws, home 

economics, youth development, food and nutrition, and family planning. 

        In 1963, however, the Diosdado Macapagal government passed the Agricultural 

Land Reform Code of 1963. One of the provisions of the Code renamed BAEx into the 

Agricultural Productivity Commission (APC) wherein the extension activities were 

realigned with the Land Reform Program. Under the Code, the Agricultural Productivity 

Commission was geared to accelerate progressive improvement on the productivity of the 

farms, the advancement of farmers and the strengthening of the existing agricultural 

extension services through the consolidation of all promotional, educational, and 

informational plans of the government. In another twist of fate in 1972, under the 
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leadership of President Ferdinand Marcos, the government issued Presidential Decree No. 

1 dated September 24, 1972 complemented with the Presidential Letter of 

Implementation No. 1 dated November 1, 1972, restoring the original name of the Bureau 

of Agricultural Extension from the Agricultural Productivity Commission (APO, 1974). 

       From 1972 to 1991, the Philippines’ agricultural extension system instituted some 

major changes in its organizational structure. Prior to reorganization in 1978, the Ministry 

of Agriculture had several line agencies responsible for agricultural extension services 

which include the Bureau of Agricultural Extension (BAEx), the Bureau of Plant Industry 

(BPI), the Bureau of Animal Industry (BAI), and the Bureau of Soils (BS). In addition, 

other ministries such as the Ministry of Agrarian Reform and the Ministry of Local 

Government and Community Development had their own extension agents involved in 

agricultural and rural development activities in the countryside. 

        In the late 1970s, the personnel of the Bureau of Agricultural Extension (BAEx) 

grew larger due to the transfer of personnel from the Ministry of Human Settlements who 

joined the throng of the extension workers at the BAEx. During that time, the 32 

colleges/universities of agriculture in the country also had their own extension personnel 

and collectively accounted for about 10% of total government expenditure in extension. 

Accordingly, the Philippines did not suffer from lack of human resources in extension 

during that period. However, serious questions were raised about the efficiency and the 

effectiveness of the numerous and independent agencies resulting in duplicated and 

therefore wasteful efforts in the technology delivery system of the country (APST, 1986). 
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Marcos Government (December 30, 1965- February 25, 1986) 
  
         The agricultural extension programs during the Marcos administration flourished 

with the presence of the Bureau of Agricultural Extension (BAEx). The support services 

for farmers and rural families were delivered by specialists that catered to the farmers, 

rural women, and rural youth. At a glance, one could surmise that the whole target was to 

get the rural family involved in various agricultural programs of the government. The 

government personnel assigned to teach and provide extension services to farmers were 

called Farm Management Technician (FMTs) while the personnel assigned to teach rural 

women various home technologies were called Home Management Technicians (HMTs). 

For the youth sector, a Farm Youth Development Officer (FYDO) was assigned to take 

charge of the activities of the rural youth particularly those involved in the 4-H Club. The 

national programs implemented at the local level were heavily dependent on the 

centralized decisions at the central management of the Department of Agriculture.  

         The agricultural extension programs during the Marcos administration were vibrant 

and dynamic. The activities for the rural organizations like Farmers’ Association, RIC 

and 4-H Club were sustained and well-funded. Commodity specialists (like Rice and 

Corn, Rice-Fish Culture, etc) were assigned in each province and were made to provide 

technical assistance to the farmers who would be interested in venturing with the said 

technology. Subject Matter Specialists (SMS) were also available at the provincial offices 

of the Department of Agriculture providing technical know-how to extension personnel. 

          It was during the Marcos administration that the Philippines was able to export rice 

in 1968 with the strong support of International Rice Research Institute (IRRI). The 

government and IRRI launched the Masagana 99 rice program which increased rice 
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production in the country for a short while. As observed by the author, the morale of the 

AEWs during this time was high and the confidence of the farmers on the capability of 

the AEWs was tremendous.  

 
Corazon Cojuangco Aquino Government (February 26, 1986- June 30, 1992) 
 
        The Aquino government ushered a new direction and mechanism in serving the rural 

sector and particularly the farmers. In her desire to curb bureaucracy, her government 

abolished the Bureau of Agricultural Extension (BAEx) in 1987 but created the 

Agricultural Training Institute (ATI), the training arm of the Department of Agriculture. 

A national memorandum was also issued making the AEWs Generalists instead of 

focusing on just one commodity. Hence, the former FMT has to be knowledgeable on 

home management and youth development to be able to cater to the whole farming 

community. The AEWs were also assigned with three to five barangays/villages, 

depending on farming population and proximity of the areas, with the notion that the new 

AEW will serve the whole technical needs of the community. This brought some 

confusion and massive disarray as some of the AEWs have been trained in a particular 

subject like crop production or animal production.  

         The state colleges and universities (SCUs) in this regard, also adjusted the 

curriculum offered for agriculture students whose target employment is extension work. 

For instance, at Visayas State College of Agriculture (currently the Visayas State 

University), the courses that the students have to complete for the degree in agricultural 

extension included courses on agronomy, horticulture, home management, farm 

machinery, poultry, ruminant, hog, animal health, agricultural economics, and rural 

sociology.   
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         Under the Aquino government also, the role of civil society and NGOs were given 

importance and much emphasis in the implementation of rural development particularly 

livelihood and other empowerment tools. The AEW have had their performance 

scrutinized as generalists and preferential attention was not given to the delivery of the 

goods and services in agricultural extension. Access to funds by NGOs was highly 

commendable and many cooperatives and associations have benefited from the Aquino 

government.  

 
 
Fidel Valdez Ramos Government (July 1, 1992- June 30, 1998)  
 
          The Ramos government introduced the Medium term Development Plan (MTPDP) 

which focused on identifying Key Production Areas (KPAs). It was during the term of 

Ramos that the full implementation of the Local Government Code of 1991 was realized. 

In June 1993, the full transfer of manpower and assets from national government to local 

government was completed.  

          Based on the personal observation of the author, one of the drawbacks of the 

transfer was the lack of nationwide training in terms of the new responsibilities and duties 

that the devolved personnel would encounter in the local governments. For instance, the 

lack of preparation of project proposals proved to be a disadvantage for the local 

agriculturists because of their inability to lobby for funds – mainly because of the failure 

of many to submit tangible proposals to the Municipal Mayor or to the Local Council. 

The needed skill in project proposal making was not fully encouraged before the 

devolution because of the top-down approach of project management. Before devolution, 

local municipal agriculturists and AEWs were used to receiving and implementing 
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programs from the national level, hence, the aspect of project proposal making was left in 

the hands of the technical staff at the central office. The needed management expertise of 

the new agriculturists was insufficient at the LGUs as they began to manage and 

implement local agricultural programs.                        

           The Agriculture and Fisheries Modernization Act (AFMA) was enacted during the 

term of President Ramos. This landmark law of Philippine agriculture does not only 

provide the strategies, mechanisms and funds for an efficient R&D sector but it includes 

agricultural extension as well. While many have critiqued the AFMA law for its 

grandiose purpose and lack of funds to implement it, the Department of Agriculture and 

its cluster agencies have started doing the reforms that the AFMA law has mandated. For 

instance, the creation of the CERDAF spearheaded by the PCARRD is currently 

operational. Moreover, the Bureau of Agricultural Research (BAR) is also serving as the 

secretariat of the extension research agenda for the whole Department of Agriculture. 

With all of these ongoing activities, one can surmise that the AFMA law has been 

influencing the agriculture sector including agricultural extension.  

        One of the drawbacks of the CERDAF is the lack of representation from the local 

government sector. Hence, the extension programs, thrusts and directions of the 

CERDAF may not necessarily reflect the actual needs and conditions at the local level. 

Also, without necessary consultations with the LGUs, the possibility of duplication and 

overlapping programs may happen between and among national agencies.       

 
Joseph Ejercito Estrada Government (July 1, 1998- January 20, 2001) 
 
         The Estrada government has bannered its agriculture programs as “pro-poor” and 

biased to the “masses”. During the term of Estrada, most of the agriculture programs 
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from the Ramos administration were continued. The national government, through the 

Department of Agriculture, implemented a nationwide food security program which 

encouraged the participation of provincial governments. Before the end of his unfinished 

term brought by impeachment, Estrada funneled funds for local governments to 

implement food security programs.     

         Despite the many critics on the personal behavior of Estrada during his presidency 

(such as work ethics, alcohol consumption, and gambling), his administration favoured 

agriculture programs not just in rhetoric but with tangible accomplishments such as the 

holding of a national food security contest among provinces and increasing the budget of 

the national agencies (such as the Department of Agriculture) with agriculture component. 

 
 
Gloria Macapagal Arroyo Government  (January 21, 2001- June 30, 2010) 
 
          The Arroyo government continued to implement the agriculture programs initiated 

under the Estrada administration. However, the program labels were changed to fit the 

new Arroyo government. For instance, the former “Erap sa Makamasa Program” was 

changed to “Ginintuang Masaganang Ani Program but the implementing rules and 

regulations of these programs were the same as during the Estrada administration.  

          In the early years of the Arroyo government, the Fulbright-Philippine Agriculture 

Scholarship Program was launched through US funding under the PL 480 program to 

boost the capacity building of the agriculture sector. The program provided additional 

opportunities of academic training from government and non-government sectors that 

could enhance the technical expertise of those serving the agriculture sector. Another 

milestone in this program is the inclusion of agricultural extension as one of the major 
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areas for study under the scholarship where several scholars completed their agricultural 

extension degrees from US universities. The program’s impact in providing training and 

scholarship to decentralized agricultural extension workers (AEWs) is however dismal. 

There is no AEW that became a recipient of this scholarship since 2001 up to this day.  

         Although it can be claimed that agriculture has been one of the focused sectors of 

the Arroyo government, the efforts of the Department is tainted by scandalous 

transactions in some of its programs. Widely criticized by local journalists, the fertilizer 

scam involving Php 728 million pesos is no doubt an eyesore to the Arroyo 

administration. The investigation at the Senate and Congress involved several key 

officials identified with the President which include her husband – the First Gentleman. 

Many believed that the funds were used to ensure the victory of President Arroyo during 

the 2004 elections. Arroyo now languishes in jail after being convicted of plunder under 

the incumbent government of Benigno Aquino III.  

 

 
2.1.3. Political Decentralization and Devolution of Agricultural Extension in the  
          Philippines 
 
         As the call for national government to involve the civil society in rebuilding 

democracy and in restoring democratic institutions particularly at the grassroots level, the 

1987 Constitution under the Corazon Aquino government laid the foundation in 

establishing a “pro-people” agenda of meeting a just and a humane society. Owing to the 

political crisis and social injustice prevalent during the dictatorship of Marcos, the 

Aquino leadership vowed to win people’s support in its quest for a “pro-people” 

government. Critical to this objective is giving powers and responsibilities to local 
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leaders in provincial, city and municipal governments deemed important partners in 

development. Hence, political decentralization and devolution was inevitable to restore 

public trust and to ensure that the gains of the new democracy are translated in 

meaningful grassroots development and citizen participation.  

         Decentralization is believed by many scholars and development practitioners to be 

an important tool in enhancing the efficiency of the delivery of services because of 

transfer of responsibilities to local governments and other lower tier in governance. For 

instance, Smith (1997) cited three reasons why governments have been decentralizing 

agricultural services: (1) to roll back the role of the central state due to past failures in 

handling the complexities of locality-specific issues; (2) the inability of governments to 

continue to finance a whole range of services; and (3) the view that democracy is best 

served through devolved functions that enhance participation at the local level (Smith, 

1997:65). Although decentralization is not a panacea for all the ills and problems in 

agricultural extension, it provides an alternative that could be pursued to effect change 

and positively impact development.  

     The literature is replete with various meanings and definitions of decentralization. For 

this thesis, the definition of United Nations (UN) and United Nations Development 

Programme (UNDP) will be adopted. Decentralization is described by the UN and UNDP 

as follows:  

Decentralization, or decentralizing governance, refers to the restructuring 
or reorganization of authority so that there is a system of co-responsibility 
between institutions of governance at the central, regional and local levels 
according to the principle of subsidiarity, thus increasing the overall 
quality and effectiveness of the system of governance, while increasing 
the authority and capacities of sub-national levels…decentralization could 
also be expected to contribute to key elements of good governance, such 
as increasing people’s opportunities for participation in economic, social 
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and political decisions; assisting in developing people’s capacities; and 
enhancing government responsiveness, transparency and accountability 
(UNDP, 1999:5). 

           Recent views on decentralization include those of Ahmad & Brosio (2009) who 

defined decentralization as a “process through which the role and functions of the 

subnational governments are expanded. This expansion can take place through three main 

different processes – political decentralization, fiscal decentralization and regulatory 

decentralization” (125).  Other contemporary definitions of decentralization include 

Vrangbaek (2007:45) “transfer of formal responsibility and power to make decisions” 

and Parkins (2006) “clear delegation of authority” (as cited by Dubois & Fattore, 

2009:709). Furthermore, Meyer-Emerick et al (2004:231) similarly state that 

decentralization implies that “sub-districts have legal authority over their own source of 

funding and that their responsibilities are permanent.” Most notably, definitions often 

stress decentralization of resources or functions, or both. An example of the definition 

describing resources is that of Zajda (2008:8) in which the author stresses that 

decentralization is the “process of delegating power and responsibility concerning the 

distribution and the use of resource.” The recent work of Dubois and Fattore (2009) 

provides a background of the evolution and development of decentralization as an 

organizational theory. Their examination of definitions and paradigms associated with 

decentralization under public management is a great contribution in the science and 

practice of local governance. 

      The evolution of theoretical perspectives on decentralization, as described by Dubois 

& Fattore (2009), is essential in laying out the framework in assessing the impact of 

decentralization on agricultural extension. However, a critical analysis of what particular 
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reforms and impacts are to be assessed should guide researchers and practitioners as to 

what particular typology or paradigm in decentralization would be appropriate.  Besides 

the typology offered by Dubois and Fattore (2009), the historical background of 

decentralization is also essential in its definition as it provides the context during which 

the typology was developed. For instance, Conyers (1985) highlights five dimensions 

characteristic of all decentralization efforts. They are (1) the functions over which the 

authority is transferred; (2) the type of authority or power transferred with respect to each 

function; (3) the level (s) or area(s) to which authority is transferred; (4) the individual or 

agency to which authority is transferred at each level; and (5) the legal or administrative 

means by which authority is transferred” (cited by Christoplos & Farrington, 2004:27). 

On the other hand, Rondinelli & Cheema (1983:10) disclosed three “converging forces” 

that paved the way for the interest and adoption of decentralization as a new approach in 

implementing development programs and projects. These “forces” include: (1) 

disillusionment with the results of highly centralized planning and control of 

development activities in the 1950s and 1960s; (2) implicit requirements in the growth-

with-equity policies of the 1970s; and (3) increasing difficulty to plan and administer all 

development activities effectively and efficiently from the center as societies become 

more complex and government activities begin to expand.  

           The decentralization of public agricultural extension in the Philippines is therefore 

reflective of a national policy committed to democratic principles of governance in 

addressing the issues and challenges critical to agricultural and rural development. 

Moreover, it seeks to find solutions with the active participation of locally elected 

officials, the civil society, the farmers’ groups, and other stakeholders in agricultural 
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extension, and translating this partnership and cooperation for a more vibrant economy 

and better lives of farmers and other people in rural communities. 

2.1.3.1. The Theoretical Framework of the Relationship between Decentralization  

              and Agricultural Extension 

      The theoretical framework on the relationship of decentralization and agricultural 

extension of this study is guided by the theoretical perspectives on decentralization 

offered by Miraftab et al, (2008), Mangahas & Astillero (2003) and Smith (2001) [see 

Figure 1.1]. The contemporary views of these authors could be traced to the earlier 

concepts on decentralization by Cheema and Rondinelli (1983). 

Figure 2.1. Conceptual Framework of the Relationship of Agricultural Extension 
Service and Decentralization 
 

 
 
Source: Author (with reference to Miraftab et al., 2008; Mangahas, & Astillero, 2003; 
Smith, 2001)  
      
 
        Miraftab et al (2008, as cited by Betancur, 2009) elucidates the significance of 

decentralization in agricultural extension as it leads governments closer to the people 

55 
 



 

whom they serve (in this case, the farmers), encourages inclusion and transparency in 

decision-making (policies, programs and funding), increases the efficiency of goods and 

service delivery, maximizes the use and reach of public resources, and increases social 

capital. Mangahas and Astillero (2003) on the other hand, underscore the positive 

outcomes of improved capacities, improved living conditions and better quality of 

services under decentralized governance. The theoretical underpinnings of 

decentralization is further elaborated by Smith (2001, as cited by Balisacan 2006) in 

which he stresses that decentralization as development strategy, aims to achieve better 

delivery of service, encourage democratic participation of all stakeholders, establish a 

close link with the people, and adopt accountability measures to ensure that the outcomes 

of decentralization are met. The decentralization of agricultural extension in principle is 

the most ideal setup as transactions at the local level become more efficient, effective and 

transparent. Centrally-managed agricultural extension programs typically involve hefty 

bureaucratic procedures, so a switch to decentralized extension programs can save time in 

the implementation process with manpower and funding becoming more accessible at the 

local level.    

        The relationship of decentralization and agricultural extension is so crucial in 

agricultural development because of the vital impacts that decentralization has on 

agricultural extension. When agricultural extension is decentralized, the immediate 

outcomes include bringing people closer to the government, anticipates better quality of 

services, efficient delivery of goods and services, and easier access to public resources 

and maximizing the use of these resources. Other than these immediate outcomes, 

decentralization can also improve living conditions, enhance capacities, increase social 

56 
 



 

capital and encourage inclusion and transparency in decision making (Miraftab et al 2008, 

Mangahas & Castillero, 2003; Smith 2001).  

          Despite these ostensibly positive outcomes of decentralization, the current 

literature on approaches to decentralization which have been adopted by many countries 

around the world provide mixed results of its practice. The benefits and disadvantages of 

decentralization in agricultural extension are alluded to in some of the literature 

particularly those studies that focused on examining the impacts and performance of 

decentralized governance.  

 

2.1.4. Forms of Decentralization and its Implications in Philippines’ Agricultural  
 
             Extension 
 
           The World Bank describes different types of decentralization which includes 

political, administrative, fiscal and market decentralization. The three major forms of 

administrative decentralization, on the other hand, include deconcentration, delegation 

and devolution. Conversely, Cheema and Rondinelli (1983) describe the four forms of 

decentralization as delegation, deconcentration, privatization, and devolution. Delegation 

refers to the transfer of managerial responsibility, authority and decision-making from the 

central government to other agencies outside the bureaucratic structure of the central 

government itself. There are specified and defined roles and functions that the delineated 

agency has to take over with indirect control from the central or national government. 

Deconcentration, on the other hand, refers to the transfer of administrative roles, 

workload and authority to lower levels within a particular national or central agency or 

ministry. These authorized agencies are usually established in the regional field offices or 
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provincial levels and can take some responsibility for decision-making and fiscal matters, 

depending on the guidelines and rules set by the central agency. Privatization, as another 

form of decentralization, is the transfer of responsibility and functions from central 

government to private enterprises, non-government organizations and voluntary agencies. 

Once the transfer of responsibility is handed to these private organizations, the central 

government relieves itself from control and accountability of the decentralized functions. 

         The most common and adopted form of decentralization is devolution. It is the 

transfer of responsibilities – from management to fiscal matters – from the central 

government to local governments. The local governments (or sub-national units) or local 

government units (LGUs) could either be provincial, city or municipal governments. 

Cheema and Rondinelli (1983) emphasized that devolution is meant to “create and 

strengthen” (p. 22) local governments through devolved functions and authority. 

Although specifications for devolution may be valid from a theoretical or even legal 

perspective, the actual requirements for an authentic devolution are less stringent in most 

developing countries. In fact, while central governments delineate some primary 

responsibilities to local governments, there are still some functions that central 

governments retain such as supervisory powers and provision of financial assistance. 

There is also a tendency for the central government to subsume the local governments in 

its national development plans and goals, hence, making the LGUs act consistently in 

performing their functions towards attaining these national policies, plans and programs 

(Cheema and Rondinelli, 1983:23).  

             Devolution encourages the local population to be critically involved in local 

planning and decision-making by way of representation and adoption of participatory 
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processes (Ribot, 2002). The local programs are therefore expected to be more locally-

oriented and responsive to the needs of the local population.   

 
2.1.5. Deconcentration versus Devolution: The Case of the Philippines 
 
          The comparison between deconcentration and devolution in the Philippines is a 

solid example where the two forms of decentralization can be compared and analyzed by 

reflecting and assessing its impact on the agriculture and rural sector in the country. The 

devolution of agricultural extension service which was enacted through the Local 

Government Code of 1991, paved the way for the transfer of more than 17,000 

agricultural extension workers from the central government to local government units in 

1993. The move was hailed as a triumph against the so called “imperial Manila” in which 

the control of government resources and manpower are highly centralized leaving little 

space of power and autonomy for local governments. Since the devolution in 1991, the 

local government units in the country received greater financial allocation through its 

share in the Internal Revenue Allotment (IRA). Additional personnel were also added to 

its roster of employees as devolved agricultural extension workers were now absorbed by 

the local government units. 

         The challenge however of making devolution work under local governments has 

placed the local government leaders under a litmus test of their competence to manage 

financial and manpower resources, ability to generate additional income for the local 

government, and the character to rise above the influence of partisan politics, rent seeking, 

and corruption. The devolution has led to the discovery of new and emerging leaders in 

local governments with professionals such as engineers, medical doctors, and educators 

joining the bandwagon of local politics. At the same time, it has also entrenched some of 
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the “political dynasty” of known families where it has been common to field another 

family member in the local elections once the term of office has ended. In some cases, 

there are local governments where the parent, either the mother or father, is the mayor 

while the son or daughter is the vice-mayor of the locality. 

         The devolution of agricultural extension service in the Philippines and some other 

services such as health, social, police and forestry sector has encountered several 

challenges and concerns that need to be addressed to make devolution work. While its 

success stories should not be discounted, there are more cases of failures that require 

further examination and scrutiny so that reforms could be instituted to achieve more 

positive impacts of devolution. The complacency of the national government regarding 

the realities of the devolution is counter-productive. In the agriculture sector, the decline 

of quality of agricultural extension services since the devolution has been observed and 

has been a subject of debate whether the time has come to bring the devolved agricultural 

extension workers back to the administrative control of the government. Could this be 

another example of “wrong assignments” which is observed by Smoke et al (2005) in 

China where rural education is devolved to local governments which have no resources 

and administrative capacity to respond? In these two cases of decentralization, one could 

surmise that deconcentration could have been a better option because of the responsibility 

that rests on the central agency to provide the necessary support to these agencies.  

         Furthermore, in the case of devolution in the Philippines, poor local governments 

with lower tax bases or less capacity to raise taxes and revenues have also a smaller share 

of the IRA being given to local governments. The higher the income generated by local 

governments, the higher their share of IRA. In most cases, poor local governments should 
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be accorded a higher IRA share because of needed investments for infrastructure, 

education and other basic social services. The poor LGUs have also to compete with 

richer LGUs in terms of fund sourcing to other agencies. Since most of the grants need 

proposals that are well-written and comprehensive, the poorer LGUs are at a 

disadvantage because of lack of competent staff who can prepare compelling proposals.  

Tucker and Baliña (1994) mentioned that several mayors voiced some concerns like 

“devolved responsibilities are not accompanied by enough devolved money” and that 

“devolution is good for rich municipalities, but it creates financial problems for poor 

municipalities” (page 3). They also reported that even municipal agriculturists have 

lamented that the devolution has meant stagnant salaries, loss of benefits and incentives, 

elimination of a career ladder, losses of job security and opportunities and fewer 

professional development opportunities. Several municipal agriculturists stated that terms 

of employment and job security are worse especially in economically depressed 

municipalities (Tucker & Baliña, 1994:3)  

          Deconcentration, on the other hand, has its merits and disadvantages too in the 

agriculture sector. One of the merits of deconcentration is the capacity and the mobility 

of regional and provincial entities to monitor and evaluate agriculture projects. The 

higher level of training among personnel at regional and provincial offices provides them 

the expertise and capability to monitor and evaluate projects efficiently. The availability 

of transportation through service vehicles and travelling allowances provided for 

personnel at the regional and provincial offices make the services readily available and 

accessible to farmers. On the other hand, the capacity of the devolved agricultural 

extension workers (AEWs) at the local governments may not be enough to do tasks such 
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as monitoring and evaluation due to lack of training. The frequency of visiting farmers 

and their farmlands may be affected also due to lack of service vehicles and inadequate 

travel allowance at the local governments. In this scenario, the adoption of 

deconcentration as an approach would be more beneficial to the farmers. 

          The effectiveness of one approach clearly depends on the necessary support 

available for a particular approach. If a particular local government has enough funds to 

send its devolved AEWs for further training and professional development, the quality of 

the knowledge and skills of AEWs could be at par with the personnel at the regional and 

provincial levels. Moreover, if adequate funds are available too at the local government, 

enabling them to provide necessary travel allowances to AEWs, the frequency and the 

timeliness of visiting farmers may be more improved compared to the technical staff of 

the regional and provincial offices. The efficiency of the approach could also be 

influenced by the leadership ability of the local government leaders particularly in 

securing funds from other external agencies (devolution) and the ability of the 

regional/provincial heads to secure additional funding for their projects other than the 

budget allocated by their offices (deconcentration).  The quality of personnel and/or 

technical staff of both local governments and regional/provincial offices will influence 

the effectiveness of the approach too – whether deconcentration or devolution. The level 

of knowledge and skills, commitment and dedication to work, resourcefulness and other 

positive attributes of a civil servant will certainly impact of the delivery of services to 

local people.          
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Summary  

      This chapter has introduced the most important issues of concern that this dissertation 

deals with relating to the decentralization of agricultural extension in the Philippines. The 

historical background of the decentralization policy of the government and how it 

evolved over the years under different governments has provided a rich context on how 

agricultural extension has progressed for the last 60 years. The decentralization or local 

autonomy experience among local governments in the Philippines historically dates even 

before the re-discovery of the nation by Ferdinand Magellan in 1521. Several laws have 

been enacted even before the passage of the Local Government Code of 1991 which 

paved the way for the decentralization of agricultural extension to the provincial and 

local governments in the country. 

      The impact of decentralization on various components of local governance has been 

mixed with good and bad results all over the world. The benefits and disadvantages of 

decentralization should serve as the basis for policy and program reforms to ensure that 

the basic tenets of decentralization – faster and efficient delivery of services, will be 

sustained at the local level. The lessons learned will lead to identifying of bottlenecks 

resulting from decentralization – whether structural, financial, cultural, organizational – 

that will guide the stakeholders in more effective implementation of decentralized 

governance. 

        The decentralization of agricultural extension in the Philippines has helped create 

agriculture programs and projects that are based on the needs and capacity of the local 

farmers. However, there are several issues and challenges connected with its 

implementation including the inadequate funding for agricultural programs, logistics 
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support, human resource-related problems, and some structural issues, brought by 

conflicting interests among local governments and national agencies. To date, the 

accomplishments of decentralized agricultural extension can be seen with local leaders 

who have prioritized agriculture in their governance. Incentives and rewards systems 

should be institutionalized to improve the performance and impacts of decentralized 

agricultural extension.  
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Chapter 3 
 

RESEARCH METHODS 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The research methodology chapter describes the general purpose of the study including 

the specific objectives and research questions aimed at accomplishing the needed 

information in evaluating the perceived performance and impacts of decentralized 

agricultural extension in the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte, Philippines. This 

chapter also elucidates the research design which combines quantitative and qualitative 

techniques to triangulate the research results and outcomes. The details of determining 

the population and sample of the study, the process of developing the survey 

questionnaire including its pilot testing and establishing the questionnaire’s validity and 

reliability are likewise described in this chapter. Finally, this chapter presents the 

methods used in collecting data both primary and secondary sources, as well as the 

statistical tests and data analysis used to summarize the results and to generate the 

implications and conclusions of the study.  

 
3.1. Research Design 
 
This study used a multi-strategy research design employing quantitative and qualitative 

methods (Bryman, Bell & Teevan, 2012) to meet the objectives of evaluating the 

performance and impacts of a decentralized agricultural extension. The quantitative 

method included a survey, while the qualitative approach used key informants (KI) 

interviews and to a lesser degree, focus group discussion (FGD). The data from both 

quantitative and qualitative methods were complemented by literature review and 
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secondary information such as reports at the regional, provincial and municipal levels.  

Although the bulk of the data came from the survey conducted among the agricultural 

extension workers (AEWs) in the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte, the focus group 

discussion (FGD) and key informants interviews complemented the data collected from 

the survey. The survey instrument likewise included some qualitative sections which 

provided an avenue for the respondents to further explain their views on certain issues by 

responding to the open-ended questions. From the perspective of a quantitative research, 

this study used descriptive correlation design (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003) using 

parametric and nonparametric tests to measure the significant differences of responses 

between the AEWs from Eastern Samar and from Leyte provinces. The qualitative 

methods using FGD and key informants interview, on the other hand, complement the 

responses in the quantitative method provided by the AEWs. The primary data is 

comprised of completed survey instruments by AEWs including results from the FGD 

sessions and key informants interviews. Primary data containing basic agricultural 

information from municipalities were also collected from both provinces, while 

secondary data (mainly reports) were taken from the provincial agriculture offices of 

Eastern Samar and Leyte provinces. Other information was also secured from the 

provincial budget offices of both provinces and from the local municipal agriculture 

offices. Other secondary data were taken from existing literature on decentralization in 

the Philippines.  

 
3.1.1. Population and Sample of the Study  
 
The choice of agricultural extension workers (AEWs) as the main population of this 

study is based on the premise that AEWs are directly involved in the planning, 
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implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of agricultural programs and projects in city 

and municipal governments. As frontline workers in the agricultural extension service, 

the AEWs are knowledgeable about the existing conditions of farming and rural 

communities where they are assigned and they are also well-informed on the climatic 

conditions, socio-economic situation, demography, culture, and other unique 

characteristics of the farmers and the communities where they serve. Moreover, the 

AEWs also have direct access to farmers’ feedback and sentiments about their 

experiences on agricultural technologies and information, farming practices, and even 

experiences on agricultural programs and projects that are either implemented or funded 

by government or non-government agencies. The body of knowledge and experiences on 

various aspects of agricultural extension received by the AEWs over the years illuminates 

the issues and challenges faced by farmers which could lead to potential programming 

changes and policy reforms both at the national and local levels.  

     The AEWs as study population for agricultural extension research is wide and popular 

in many parts of the world. Some of the recent studies involving the perception of AEWs 

include determining the behavioral beliefs of AEWs in Trinidad who participate in 

international extension (Harder et al, 2011), determining professional competency level 

and job performance of AEWs in Bhutan (Rigyal & Wongsamun, 2011), and assessing 

the role of women in agriculture and their access to inputs, information and technology in 

Iran (Abi-Ghanem et al, 2013). Furthermore, four other studies in agricultural extension 

exist where AEWs perception is used to explain certain phenomenon include determining 

the programming competencies of AEWs in Caribbean countries (Harder et al, 2012), 

ascertaining attitudes of AEWs towards people with mental health issues (Hossain et al, 
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2010), assessing the hybrid rice promotion program in the Philippines (Cidro & 

Radhakrishna, 2006), and identifying constraints and strategies towards cost-sharing of 

delivering technology in Nigeria (Chukwuone et al, 2006).  Other research areas in 

agricultural extension where self-perception of AEWs is measured include training needs 

(Chizari et al, 2006; Cho & Boland, 2004; Erbaugh et al, 2007; Tladi, 2004; Al-Rimawi, 

2003) and job satisfaction (Agunga et al, 1997; Ladebo et al, 2005; Schmiesing et al, 

2003).  

         The population of this study consisted of the AEWs from Eastern Samar (N=77) 

and from Leyte (N=139) with a combined total of 216 AEWs. The total population of 216 

does not reflect the actual number of AEWs from both provinces because the AEWs who 

were hired after the implementation of the Local Government Code of 1991 were 

excluded from the population. For instance, in Eastern Samar, the total population of 

AEWs is 132 but 52 of them were hired after the implementation of the decentralized 

agricultural extension. The population for Eastern Samar should have been 80 (132 less 

52) but one AEW died and two retired from the service at the time of the survey. There 

were instances however, where the AEWs got only their regular appointment after 1991, 

but have been in the agricultural extension service on a contractual/casual appointment 

prior to the decentralization. These AEWs were included in the population of the study. 

The final list of the population for the study was agreed to and confirmed by the human 

resources management offices of both provinces and the municipal agriculturists of the 

local government units.  

     A total of 54 of AEWs from Eastern Samar and 87 AEWs from Leyte participated in 

the survey conducted from March to April, 2011 in the provinces of Eastern Samar and 
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Leyte. The conduct of focus group discussion and key informants interview were done in 

between the days of collecting surveys from the AEWs. A schematic presentation of the 

population and sample for the study is shown in Figure 4.1. 

     Since the AEWs from both provinces were under municipalities with varied income 

levels (from sixth class to first class municipalities), a stratified random sampling 

procedure was used to secure the representation AEWs in the sample. Stratified random 

sampling procedures were used to ensure that subgroups within the population are 

adequately represented in the sample (Creswell, 2003; Graziano & Raulin, 2004; Bryman 

et al, 2012). This entailed dividing the population into subgroups or strata, and taking a 

random sample from each stratum. In this study, the subgroups or strata of AEWs 

represented the different classes or income levels (6) of municipalities in the Philippines. 

Hence, the samples of the study were taken from first class municipalities, second class, 

third class, fourth class, and fifth class municipalities. Although the classification of 

municipalities is up to sixth class, there are no municipalities in the provinces of Eastern 

Samar and Leyte that belong to the sixth class municipality. The sample drawn from each 

income level classification was in proportion to the AEWs to the population with the 

same income level.  

     The original target for the sample was 64 for Eastern Samar and 102 for Leyte at 95% 

confidence level and a confidence interval of five. A combined total of 166 respondents 

from both provinces was targeted in this study. The sample size was obtained using the 

sample size calculator of Creative Research Systems website. The population of AEWs 

from both provinces was obtained from the records of the Office of the Provincial 

Agriculturist (OPA) in Leyte and from the Office of the Provincial Agricultural Services 

69 
 



 

(OPAS) of Eastern Samar. The sample size for each class or income level of municipality 

was then obtained using a stratified random sample. The response rate for Eastern Samar 

was 84.37% (54/64) while for Leyte, it was 85.29% (87/102).  

 

Figure 3.1. Schematic Presentation of the Population and Sample of the Study 
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3.1.2. Instrumentation 
 
     A seven section survey instrument was used to collect data from the devolved 

agricultural extension workers (AEWs). The face and content validity of the instrument 

was addressed by submitting the instrument to a panel composed of the Graduate Thesis 

Committee members and some faculty members from the Department of Political 

Science and Department of Agricultural and Food Economics, all based from the 

University of Guelph. The survey instrument was also reviewed by some staff members 

from the Agricultural Training Institute (ATI), Eastern Visayas Integrated Agricultural 

Research Center (EVIARC) and from the provincial agriculture offices of both provinces. 

Two professors in agricultural extension at Visayas State University also reviewed the 

instrument particularly the principles and concepts of agricultural extension prior to the 

pilot testing of the survey instrument in Biliran province.  

         The survey instrument is divided into three major parts: 1) the evaluation of the 

performance of the various stakeholders including a self-evaluation of AEWs on their 

performance as extension workers under a decentralized agricultural extension; 2) the 

evaluation of the impacts of decentralization to the farming and fishing sectors and/or 

communities as well as impacts to the AEWs; and 3) socio-economic and demographic 

characteristics of the AEWs.   

     Section one of the survey instrument entitled “Evaluation of the Performance of the 

Various Stakeholders” gathered the perceptions of the AEWs on the performance of 

various stakeholders when agricultural extension was decentralized. This section is 

comprised of eight sub-sections which evaluated the performance of the barangay council, 

city/municipal governments, provincial governments, regional office of the Department 
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of Agriculture, national/central office of the Department of Agriculture, Agricultural 

Training Institute (ATI), civil society (NGOs/POs), and the farmers’ associations (FAs).   

     Under Section one, the Barangay Council (sub-section 1) was evaluated using five 

statements where the AEWs indicated their level of agreement and disagreement with 

these statements by choosing either agree, disagree, or I am not sure. The City/Municipal 

Government (sub-section 2), on the other hand, was evaluated by 16 statements and four 

open-ended questions. The first nine statements were measured by using a five-point 

Likert scale that ranged from 1= Strongly Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree or 

Disagree; 4=Agree; and 5=Strongly Agree. A second set of statements composed of 7 

statements were measured from a scale of 1 to 10 - where 1 is the lowest rating, 5 is just 

good enough and 10 as the highest rating. The open-ended questions sought the 

perceptions of AEWs on the advantages and disadvantages of decentralized agricultural 

extension, barriers to successful implementation of decentralized agricultural extension 

and their subsequent suggestions to improve agricultural extension under a decentralized 

governance. It also included a question on whether the AEWs favour the decentralization 

of agricultural extension to the local governments. A third sub-section, the Provincial 

Government (sub-section 3), had 18 statements to evaluate the performance of the 

provincial governments. The first set of 11 statements were measured by AEWs by 

indicating their level of agreement and disagreement through a Likert-typle scale 

consisting of 1= Strongly Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree or Disagree; 4=Agree; 

and  5=Strongly Agree. The second set of statements comprised of seven statements were 

measured by another Likert-type scale consisting of 1= Least Effective; 2=Less Effective; 

3=Fairly Effective; 4=Effective; and  5=Highly Effective. These 7 statements were rated 
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twice by the AEWs to determine their evaluation of agricultural extension before and 

after the implementation of the Local Government Code of 1991. This sub-section also 

included three open-ended questions which inquired whether the AEWs agree that the 

provincial government provides adequate financial support to the Provincial Agriculture 

Office,  whether they favour that AEWs be under the administrative control and 

supervision of the provincial agriculture office rather than the city/municipal agriculture 

office, and a justification to their answer why they favour or do not favour putting AEWs 

under the administrative control and supervision of the provincial agriculture office rather 

than the city/municipal agriculture office.  

     Another sub-section is the evaluation of the regional office of the Department of 

Agriculture (sub-section 4). This stakeholder was evaluated by AEWs by rating the 

effectiveness of the regional office using a Likert-type scale consisting of 1= Least 

Effective; 2=Less Effective; 3=Fairly Effective; 4=Effective; and  5=Highly Effective. 

These 7 statements were also rated twice by AEWs to determine the perceptions of 

AEWs on the effectiveness of the DA regional office before and after the implementation 

of the Local Government Code of 1991. This section had one open-ended question which 

determined the working relationship between the DA regional office personnel and the 

AEWs from the city/municipal governments. The fifth stakeholder evaluated by the 

AEWs is the national/central office of the Department of Agriculture (sub-section 5). 

This section contained 11 statements where AEWs rated the statements with a scale 

consisting of 1= Strongly Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree or Disagree; 4=Agree; 

and  5=Strongly Agree.  
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     Another stakeholder evaluated under Section 1 is the Agricultural Training Institute or 

ATI (sub-section 6). Two open-ended questions were responded to by the AEWs – one 

was regarding the strengths of ATI as a training institution and the other was pertaining 

to the suggestions of AEWs on how ATI can improve its training services. The seventh 

stakeholder evaluated by the AEWs is the civil society (sub-section 7) which is 

comprised of NGOs and POs. This section had two open-ended questions responded by 

the AEWs. The first question dealt with the significant contributions of the civil society 

in the implementation of decentralized agricultural extension and the second question 

solicited the AEWs’ suggestions on how to increase the participation of NGOs and POs 

in a decentralized agricultural extension. The eight stakeholders evaluated by the AEWs 

is the Farmers Associations or FAs (sub-section 8). The FAs were evaluated in relation to 

its significant contributions in a decentralized agricultural extension. In this section, the 

AEWs also provided their suggestions on how the participation of FAs can be increased 

in the implementation of a decentralized agricultural extension. The overall performance 

of all eight stakeholders were evaluated by the AEWs using a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 is 

the lowest rating, 5 is just good enough and 10 as the highest rating.  

        Section two of the survey instrument is a self-evaluation of AEWs on their 

performance as extension workers under a decentralized system. This section consisted of  

14 statements which represented six major themes of their job conditions at the local 

governments. These themes included their (1) evaluation of their technical services 

provided to farmers and other clientele, (2) their experience of capacity development and 

professional growth under a decentralized governance, (3) the logistics support under the 

local governments, (4) working relationships with the local government, (5) personal 
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satisfaction and contentment in their job, and (6) an evaluation of a rural development 

principle. The AEWs evaluated this section using a Likert-type scale with the following 

values: 1= Strongly Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree or Disagree; 4=Agree; and  

5=Strongly Agree. The AEWs also rated their overall performance with a scale of 1 to 10 

– with 1 as the lowest rating, 5 just good enough and 10 as the highest rating. This 

section also included some questions which elicited their views on the renationalization 

of agricultural extension, creation of the Philippine Agriculture and Fisheries Extension 

Agency (PAFEA), and whether they favour AEWs being under the administrative control 

of the provincial government.  

         Section three of the survey instrument dealt with 14 constraints previously 

identified by several studies which hinder the effective implementation of decentralized 

agricultural extension. The AEWs ranked the five major constraints with 1 as the highest 

constraint (rank 1) and 5 as the fifth-ranked constraint (rank 5). The 14 constraints ranked 

by the AEWs are the following: (1) insufficient funds of the LGUs to implement 

agricultural development programs; (2) lack of capacity building for AEWs;  

(3) demotion in rank and salary of AEWs; (4) inadequate monitoring and evaluation;  

(5) inconsistent and fragmented implementation of agricultural policies and programs;  

(6) inadequate use of mass media in information and technology promotion; (7) lack of 

coherence and coordination of agricultural extension within the entire country; (8) weak 

linkages among research, development and extension (RD&E); (9) unclear delineation of 

responsibilities and functional relationships among national government agencies and 

other stakeholders; (10) lack of involvement of local officials in the planning and policy 

formulation for agriculture sector; (11) massive partisan politics and political 
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interference; (12) lack of support from the local chief executives (Governors and 

Mayors); (13) low morale and confidence of AEWs; and (14) lack of awards and 

incentives programs that will encourage good and best practices at the local level. These 

constraints were based on studies by Manero (1998), Brillantes (1999), Magno (2001), 

Contado (2002), Cidro & Radhakrishna, (2003), Ocenar et al (2004), Ponce (2006) and 

Saliot (2007).  

        Section four evaluated the perceptions of AEWs on 15 principles and concepts of 

agricultural extension and rural development. The AEWs rated their level of agreement 

and disagreement of these principles and concepts by using a Likert-type scale consisting 

of  1= Strongly Disagree; 2=Disagree; 3=Neither Agree or Disagree; 4=Agree; and  

5=Strongly Agree. This section also included the rating of AEWs on the usefulness of 

different sources of agricultural information which are significant in the delivery of 

information and technology to farmers and other clientele. The scale under this section 

consisted of the Likert type answers, 1= Least Useful, 2= Somewhat Useful; 3= Useful 

and 4= Very Useful. This section also included an open-ended question which solicited 

the views of AEWs on the important reforms needed to improve the positive impact of 

agricultural extension to farmers and to farming communities in general (see Appendix A 

– Survey Questionnaire) 

     Section five of the survey instrument contained 14 statements depicting positive 

impacts of decentralization to farming communities which the AEWs rated for their 

satisfaction. The rating of these impacts consisted of the following values 1= Very 

Unsatisfactory, 2= Unsatisfactory, 3= Fairly Unsatisfactory, 4= Satisfactory, and 5= 

Highly Satisfactory. The positive impacts included increased production of cereals 
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(particularly rice and corn), vegetables, rootcrops, poultry, hog, and increased capacity of 

farmers to adopt technology. It also included the increase of income, productivity, self-

reliance, entrepreneurial skills of farmers, and well-being of farm families. Moreover, the 

impacts also included the improved cohesiveness of the farming communities, 

functionality of rural organizations, and increased number of cooperatives. This section 

likewise presented the rating of the AEWs on how different farming and fishing sectors 

were affected by decentralization. The degree to which these sectors were affected 

consisted of the following scale: 1= not affected at all; 2= least affected; 3= moderately 

affected; 4= affected; and 5= severely affected. The various farming and fishing sectors 

include the following: upland farmers, small/marginal vegetable growers, rice farmers, 

small poultry farmers, small hog farmers, cattle raisers, carabao raisers, rice seed growers, 

commercial vegetable growers, commercial poultry farmers, commercial hog growers, 

commercial cutflower farmers, small/marginal fisherfolks and commercial fish operators.  

        Section six of the survey instrument dealt with the impacts of decentralization on the 

AEWs. This section contained 13 outcomes which reflect major extension activities of 

the extension workers, outcomes on the improvement of technical expertise of AEWs, 

and outcomes related to the job satisfaction and general well-being of the AEW under a 

decentralized system. The AEWs rated the outcomes with the following Likert-type 

scale: 1 = very unsatisfactory; 2 = unsatisfactory; 3= fairly satisfactory; 4= satisfactory;  

5 = highly satisfactory.  

        Section seven of the survey instrument contained the socio-economic and 

demographic characteristics of the agricultural extension workers (AEWs). The socio-

economic and demographic characteristics included the following: gender, age, marital 
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status, employment status, monthly gross income, level of education, membership in 

professional organizations, and length of service as agricultural extension worker. Section 

seven also include information on the number of farmers being served in the area of 

assignment, number of barangays served, and the most frequently asked crop and animal 

commodity for technical assistance. Moreover, a number of open-ended questions were 

also included in this section such as constraints that hinder the AEWs in visiting their 

area of assignment, advantages and disadvantages of decentralized agricultural extension, 

and inquiry on how the negative impacts of decentralization be mitigated. The personal 

aspirations for farmers and fisherfolks as well as the aspirations for AEWs themselves 

concluded the survey instrument.  

 

3.1.3. Establishment of Validity and Reliability 

3.1.3.1. Review of Survey Instrument by Panel of Experts 
 
The survey instrument for this study was reviewed by a panel of experts comprised of the 

Dissertation Research Committee members and three faculty members from other 

departments at the University of Guelph. The survey instrument and key questions for the 

focus group discussion (FGD) and key informants interview were also reviewed by some 

colleagues in the Philippines which include two faculty members from Visayas State 

University (VSU), four technical staff from the Office of the Provincial Agriculturist 

(Leyte) and one technical staff from the Eastern Visayas Integrated Agricultural Research 

Center (EVIARC). The recommendations, suggestions, and corrections of the expert 

panel were used to modify the instrument which included adding new statements, 

eliminating statements that were deemed not relevant, and clarifying some statements to 
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improve the content and face validity of the instrument. Following the validation of the 

instrument by the Dissertation Research Committee, an authorization for research for 

human subjects was obtained from the Research Ethics Board (REB) at the University of 

Guelph.      

3.1.3.2. Pilot Testing of the Survey Instrument 
 
The survey instrument was pilot tested in the province of Biliran, Philippines – a nearby 

province of Leyte. Twenty (20) technical staff members from the Office of the Provincial 

Agriculturist and from the Office of the Provincial Veterinarian (OPV) involved in 

extension work under the provincial government of Biliran participated in the pilot 

testing of the survey. These 20 technical staff members from the Biliran province were 

not included in the final sample. The reliability of the survey instrument was tested by 

calculating the Cronbach’s alpha using data obtained from the pilot test. Cronbach’s 

alpha can be applied to survey instruments with items that are scored with three or more 

possible values (Krejcie and Morgan, 1970; Bryman et al, 2012). The Likert-type scale 

used for this study satisfies the conditions for using Cronbach’s alpha. The reliability 

coefficients for all the eleven sections of the instrument ranged from 0.656 to 0.957 for 

the pilot study and after revisions, from 0.884 to 0.963 for the final study (see Table 3.1). 

The Evaluation of the Local Government Code of 1991, one of the sections of the survey 

instrument during the pilot testing received a low value of Cronbach’s Alpha at 0.399, 

hence, it was dropped in the final survey instrument.   
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Table 3.1. Reliability Coefficients for the Pilot Study and Final Study on the Comparative                    

                 Evaluation of the Performance and Impacts of Decentralized Agricultural  

                 Extension: The Case of Eastern Samar and Leyte Provinces, Philippines  
 

Section 
Number  of 

Items/ 
Statements 

Value of Cronbach’s Alpha 
Pilot Study Final Study 

Biliran 
(n=20) 

Eastern 
Samar  

& Leyte 
(n=142) 

1. Performance Evaluation of the City/Municipal 
Government*  

9 0.893 0.902 

2. Performance Rating of the City/Municipal 
Government on Various Indicators*****  

7 0.933 0.918 

3. Performance Evaluation of the Provincial 
Government*  

11 0.926 0.949 

4. Rating of Effectiveness of the Provincial 
Government***  

Before: 7 
After:   7 

0.921 
0.768 

0.940 
0.913 

5. Rating of Effectiveness of the Department of 
Agriculture Regional Office***  

Before: 7 
After:   7 

0.948 
0.857 

0.929 
0.918 

6. Performance Evaluation of the Department of 
Agriculture (National)*  

11 0.874 0.884 

7. Performance Evaluation of the Agricultural 
Extension Workers (AEWs)* 

14 0.656 0.870 

8. Evaluation of the Local Government Code of 
1991 

13 0.399 dropped in the 
final survey  

9. Evaluation of the Principles and Concepts of 
Agricultural Extension* 

10/15 0.957 0.936 

10. Impacts of Decentralization on Farming 
Communities**** 

14 0.954 0.963 

11. Impacts of Decentralization to Various 
Farming and Fishing Sectors**** 

10/14 0.956 0.957 

12. Impacts of Decentralization to AEWs**  12/13 0.828 0.957 

Likert-type scale: 
* 1= strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3= neither agree or disagree; 4= agree; 5= strongly agree 
** 1= very unsatisfactory; 2= unsatisfactory; 3= fairly satisfactory; 4= satisfactory; 5= highly  satisfactory 
*** 1= least effective; 2= less effective; 3= fairly effective; 4= effective; 5= highly effective 
**** 1= not affected at all; 2= least affected; 3= moderately affected; 4= affected; 5= severely affected 
***** 1 = lowest score; 5 = just good enough; 10 = highest rating (scale of 1 to 10)  
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3.1.4. Data Collection 
 
The survey administration was personally conducted by the researcher beginning in the first week of 

March 2011 for the province of Leyte and first week of April for the province of Eastern Samar. The 

researcher had to follow-up at least twice to the municipalities whose AEWs were not able to submit 

the completed survey instrument after the first round of data collection two weeks after the 

distribution of the survey instrument. Prior to data collection, the provincial agriculture offices of 

Leyte and Eastern Samar had identified some technical staff members who would help the researcher 

in reminding the AEWs for the collection date of the surveys.  

        Prior to survey administration, the respondents were informed in writing through the Municipal 

Mayor that he/she was randomly selected to participate in the study. In the communication sent to 

the local Mayor, the purpose and significance of the study was emphasized including the rights of 

the research participants. During the delivery and distribution of surveys to the respondents, the 

researcher also verbally informed objectives and significance of the study including the rights of the 

respondents. The respondents were given a copy of the approved authorization to conduct research 

with human subjects from the Research Ethics Board of the University of Guelph including the 

Consent Form. All respondents signed the consent form prior to filling in the survey instrument. The 

researcher discussed the contents of the Consent Form and emphasized the potential risks and 

discomforts in joining the study, potential benefits to participant and to the society, payment for 

participation, confidentiality, participation and withdrawal, and rights of research participants. All 

participants in the FGD and key informants interview also signed the consent form prior to the 

commencement of research activity. Some key informants opted to respond the questions in writing 

instead of personal interview due to their availability. The schedule to pick up the completed 

questions by the key informants depended on the time set by the key informants.  
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3.1.4.1. Survey Administration 

The survey instruments for agricultural extension workers (AEWs) were delivered to the offices of 

the Municipal Agriculturists of the municipalities involved in the study. Prior to the distribution of 

the survey, a courtesy call was made to the Municipal Agriculturist and to the Municipal Mayor or to 

the highest ranking local official representing the Mayor. The research objectives and expected 

outcomes of the study were explained to the Municipal Agriculturist, local officials, and to the 

agricultural extension workers as well. The completed survey instruments were collected by the 

researcher after three days. In some cases, particularly with remote municipalities, the researcher 

stayed overnight and waited for the extension agents to finish the survey. The completed surveys 

were encoded immediately after collecting.   

 

3.1.4.2. Focus Group Discussion (FGD) 

A focus group discussion (FGD) was conducted for farmer-leaders in Leyte. Twelve (12) farmer-

leaders from various farmers’ groups and cooperatives attended the FGD held in Jaro, Leyte on 

February 23, 2011. The FGD session was assisted by three technical staff members from the 

provincial agriculture office of Leyte and by some AEWs from the municipal agriculture office of 

Jaro, Leyte. In Eastern Samar, the FGD was deferred due to the unfamiliarity of the prospective 

farmer-leaders participants to the decentralization. The researcher initially contacted some officers of 

the Provincial Agriculture and Fishery Council (PAFC) to ascertain their familiarity of these farmer-

leaders on decentralized agricultural extension. The expected participants from PAFC whom the 

researchers had met in the early 1990s were no longer members of the PAFC. The new set of 

officers who got involved in the activities of PAFC beginning early 2000 were not confident to make 

comparison between the agricultural extension service before and after decentralization, hence, the 

FGD for farmer-leaders was cancelled. The FGD for provincial staff of Eastern Samar and Leyte 
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were held on March 10 and April 10, respectively. Seven staff members from the Provincial 

Agriculture Office of Eastern Samar participated in the FGD session which lasted for more than an 

hour and thirty minutes. On the other hand, eight provincial staff members from the Office of the 

Provincial Agriculturist joined the FGD session for the province of Leyte.  

 

3.1.4.3. Key Informant Interviews (KIIs) 

The key informants of this study consisted of technical staff members from the Agricultural Training 

Institute (ATI), provincial agriculture offices of Eastern Samar and Leyte provinces, and from the 

regional office of the Department of Agriculture. Some of the key informants opted to fill in the 

questions for key informants instead of a face to face interview. The key informants also included a 

GTZ technical staff involved in GTZ’s decentralization project in Philippines and a consultant from 

IDRC’s local government project in Mindanao. The interview and data collection for key informants 

took place mostly in the government offices where the key informants are stationed, and the data 

gathering was done between March 22 and May 30, 2011.   

 

3.1.4.4. Secondary Data Collection 

Additional data from the local agriculture offices were collected also during the conduct of this study. 

The secondary data includes some basic agricultural information about the municipality which 

includes the number of barangays/villages in the municipality, crops and animals raised in the 

municipality, training/seminars conducted for farmers, total population of farmers, monthly income 

of farmers, manpower resource of the local agriculture office and monthly traveling allowance of the 

AEWs. The data also included information on the agricultural programs/projects within the 

municipality, list of agricultural facilities, types and kinds of support services for farmers on the 

agricultural production level of the municipalities, support services for AEWs, and incentives for 
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AEWs. Furthermore, the data likewise included information on the sources of funds for local 

agricultural programs, local initiatives in agricultural and rural development, and constraints and 

challenges in crop and animal production. The researcher was able to secure reference and 

publications about decentralization in the Philippines from the National College of Public 

Administration and Governance (NCPAG) of the University of the Philippines. Materials from the 

Center for Local and Regional Governance (also known as Asian Resource Center for 

Decentralization) which is hosted by UP-NCPAG were also obtained. The researcher also did some 

research at the national library of the Department of Interior and Local Government (DILG) in 

Manila but most of the unpublished theses examined general public administration and local 

governance. These references were complemented with other books, publications, and journal 

articles from international sources.    

 
Attendance to Research and Development (R&D) Regional Meeting 

The researcher was able to secure some opinions on decentralized agricultural extension from R&D 

personnel during regional meeting of the Visayas Consortium for Agriculture and Resources 

Program (VICARP)-Regional Research and Development Group (RRDG) and Regional Research, 

Development and Extension Network (RRDEN)-Technical Working Group (TWG) in Ormoc City, 

Leyte on March 9, 2011. This forum is joined by academicians, researchers and the private sector 

involve in R&D. The researcher was given time to ask some questions of the attendees regarding 

positive and negative impacts of decentralization, challenges to a decentralized agricultural 

extension and suggestions to improve the current state of the agricultural extension service in the 

region.        
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3.2. DATA ANALYSIS 

The survey data for this study was analyzed using the Statistical Program for Social Sciences 

(SPSS). The statistical modes of analysis included measures of central tendency, significance testing, 

T-Test for Independent Sample Means, Mann-Whitney U test, paired samples analysis, ANOVA, 

and principal component analysis (PCA).  Responses to the open-ended questions in the survey 

summarized and categorized into themes and conceptual groupings to determine patterns and themes 

of these responses. Table 8 provides the details for the mode of data analysis of the various sections 

of the survey instrument. The responses for the Focus Group Discussion and Key Informants 

interview were categorized for similar themes and concepts.  

Table 3.2. Mode of Analysis for the Study (Survey Questionnaire) 

Sections Description Mode of Analysis 

 Section 1 Evaluation of the Performance of Various 
Stakeholders  (Barangay Council, 
City/Municipal Government, Department 
of Agriculture, Agricultural Training 
Institute, and the Civil Society) 

descriptive statistics (means, 
percentages, ranking), paired 
samples statistics, Mann-Whitney 
U test, principal component 
analysis, categorization of similar 
themes and concepts (for open-
ended questions) 

 Section 2 Evaluation of the Performance of the 
Agricultural Extension Workers  

descriptive statistics (means, 
percentages, ranking), paired 
samples statistics, Mann-Whitney 
U test, principal component 
analysis, categorization of similar 
themes and concepts (for open-
ended questions) 

 Section 3 Constraints in the Effectiveness of 
Decentralized Agricultural Extension 

descriptive statistics (means, 
percentages, ranking) 

 Section 4 Evaluation of Some Principles and 
Concepts of Agricultural Extension 

descriptive statistics (means, 
percentages, ranking), paired 
samples statistics, Mann-Whitney 
U test, principal component 
analysis, categorization of similar 
themes and concepts (for open-
ended questions) 

Section 5 Impacts of Decentralization to Farming 
Communities 

descriptive statistics (means, 
percentages, ranking), paired 
samples statistics, Mann-Whitney 
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U test, principal component 
analysis 

Section 6 Impacts of Decentralization on 
Agricultural Extension Workers (AEWs) 

descriptive statistics (means, 
percentages, ranking), paired 
samples statistics, Mann-Whitney 
U test, principal component 
analysis 

Section 7 Socio-Economic, Demographic 
Characteristics and Work-related 
Information of the Respondents 

descriptive statistics (means, 
percentages, ranking), ANOVA, 
categorization of similar themes 
and concepts (for open-ended 
questions) 

 
 
 
3.3. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY  
 
         The study’s foremost limitation is the inability to secure the perceptions of farmers on how 

decentralized agricultural extension had impacted their productivity, income level and their overall 

well-being as a result of decentralizing agricultural extension. While the researcher believes that 

agricultural extension service could only be one of the many factors that contribute to agricultural 

productivity, an increase in income and improved well-being of farmers, it is imperative to quantify 

and qualify the contribution of agricultural extension so that the efficiency and effectiveness of 

decentralized agricultural extension will be measured and evaluated. Moreover, the perception, 

experience and observation of farmers on decentralized agricultural extension would shed light on 

how agricultural extension service have improved and whether it became more effective and 

efficient after it was decentralized. The main reason why the farmers were not included in the study 

was due to the lack of research funding that could have allowed the researcher to hire enumerators 

and data encoders to facilitate timely data gathering and encoding within the time framework of the 

study. Second, the membership list of farmers at the provincial offices of Eastern Samar and Leyte 

were not updated, hence, the difficulty of determining the actual population of the farmers which 

would be the basis of sample for the farmers. Third, a random questioning of some farmer-leaders in 

Eastern Samar and in Leyte during the initial stages of the study revealed that some of these farmers 
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are not knowledgeable about the Local Government Code of 1991 or the decentralized agricultural 

extension.  Another limitation of the study is the inability of the researcher to secure the perceptions 

of the local chief executives, particularly the Governors and Mayors, who would have shared their 

opinions and thoughts on some of the issues and challenges mentioned in some literature on 

decentralized agricultural extension. Logistics and time constraints on the part of the researcher 

hindered the inclusion of the local chief executives in the study.  

       Moreover, the in-depth interviews with some stakeholders, particularly the retired provincial and 

municipal agriculturists and other officials of the different government agencies and non-

government organizations involved in agricultural extension  was no longer pursued due to time 

constraints and the difficulty of tracking the whereabouts of these officials.    

 

Chapter Summary 

         The multi-strategy research design which employed both quantitative and qualitative 

techniques in accomplishing the research objectives and research questions of the study, generated 

sufficient data and information about the performance and impacts of decentralized agricultural 

extension in the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte in Philippines.  The combined quantitative 

and qualitative research methods complemented by participation of multi-stakeholder research 

participants who are knowledgeable of local agricultural extension enabled the researcher to conduct 

a robust triangulation of the research results. The primary and secondary data sources including the 

literature review provided a good foundation, relevance and usefulness of the implications and 

recommendations of the study. Despite the non-inclusion of other key stakeholders in the 

decentralized agricultural extension, particularly the farmers and the local chief executives 

(Governors and Mayors), the research methodology has to some extent, incorporated perceptions of 
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these stakeholders on decentralized agricultural extension as reflected in the survey instrument and 

guide questions in the focus group discussion (FGD) and key informants (KI) interview.  

         The survey data generated from the questionnaires completed by the frontline workers in 

agricultural extension in the country – the agricultural extension workers (AEWs) – provided a 

deeper understanding of their perceptions, observations and experiences of more than 20 years of 

decentralized agricultural extension. The socio-economic data, demographic characteristics, and 

personal aspirations for farmers and for AEWs themselves allowed for a cross-examination of their 

responses beginning with the descriptive data, the paired sample statistics and Mann-Whitney U tests, 

and finally principal component analysis and logistic regression.  

         The participation of other stakeholders in the study through the focus group discussions (FGD)  

and key informants (KI) interview – particularly the staff members from the Agricultural Training 

Institute (ATI), the technical staff from the provincial agriculture offices of Eastern Samar and Leyte, 

and some regional staff of the Department of Agriculture (DA) in Region 8 – has enriched the data 

for the study as their opinions and perceptions either agreed or disagreed the responses of the AEWS 

in the survey data.  Undoubtedly, the triangulation of the research data beginning from the survey 

data completed by the AEWs and then complemented with summarized themes and patterns of the 

responses from the FGD and key informants (KI) interview, and finally incorporating the primary 

and secondary data sources from the provincial and municipal governments, has enhanced the depth 

and rigor of the study.  
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Chapter 4 

 
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

 

Introduction 

          This chapter presents the descriptive statistics of the socio-economic profile and demographic 

characteristics of the 141 respondents including their responses to the open-ended questions in the 

survey instrument. The age, gender, and marital status of respondents form part of the demographic 

characteristics of the AEWs while the employment status, monthly income, and educational level 

describes some of the basic socio-economic profile of the respondents. The information on the 

internet connectivity of the AEWs, popular crops and animals in need of technical assistance, 

affiliation to professional organizations, and the sources of information for their extension work are 

included to secure some glimpse on work-related conditions and professional network of the AEWs. 

The personal aspirations of the AEWs for the farmers and rural families they serve including their 

aspirations for themselves are likewise presented in this chapter to dig into the human side of the 

agricultural extension work of the AEWs. The notion that AEWs are primarily inclined towards 

dissemination of agricultural information and technology in agriculture depicts a typical technically-

oriented job which could be devoid of human values, emotion, and compassion. As their aspirations 

unfold, it opens a new hope for decentralized agricultural extension in the two provinces of Eastern 

Samar and Leyte. These aspirations may bring reforms in the agriculture sector, albeit not in their 

time, but perhaps in the succeeding generation of new agricultural extension workers.  

 
4.1. Socio-Economic Profile and Demographic Characteristics of AEWs in Eastern Samar and 
Leyte provinces 
 
4.1.1. Age, Gender and Marital Status 

         The majority of the AEWs (76.3%) from both provinces were over the age of 50 (see Table 

4.1). The province of Eastern Samar has a higher percentage of AEWs over 50 (81.25%) compared 
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to the province of Leyte (73.5%). The average age of AEWs in both provinces is 54 years old. Both 

provinces have a higher number of female AEWs (64.5%) compared to males (35.5%). The Leyte 

province has slightly higher percentage of female AEWs (65%) compared to Eastern Samar (63%), 

but Eastern Samar has slightly higher percentage of male AEWs (37%) compared to Leyte province 

(34%). Most of the AEWs are married (82%) while single and widowed AEWs comprised 10% and 

7%, respectively. 

         The fact that the majority of the AEWs (76.3%) over the age of 50 in both provinces implies 

that within the next 15 years, the agricultural extension service in Eastern Samar and Leyte will have 

a new generation of workforce. Both provinces should then resort to a long-term plan of recruiting 

future AEWs so that the retired AEWs will not leave a vacuum in terms of their service for the 

farming and fishing communities. The province of Eastern Samar which has a higher percentage of 

AEWs over 50 (81.25%) compared to the province of Leyte of 73.5%, might consider laying out a 

plan of recruitment ahead of Leyte province. Both provinces might consider also forging a 

partnership with the state colleges and universities (SCUs) in the region to ensure a bachelor’s 

degree curriculum in agriculture and agriculture-related field that will be relevant to the needs of the 

farmers and fishermen in the province.  

  

4.1.2. Employment Status and Monthly Income of AEWs 

         All of the AEWs (100%) from both provinces have regular/permanent status as employees of 

the local government units. The gross monthly income of AEWs from Eastern Samar (Php 14,606 = 

CDN 365) is higher than the AEWs from Leyte (Php 13,081 = CDN 327). The monthly income of  

AEWs from Eastern Samar is higher by Php 1,525 (CDN 38 dollars) (see Table 4.1). Among the 5 

different class municipalities in both provinces, the first class municipalities have the highest 
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average gross monthly income of Php 15,798 (CDN 395 dollars ) while those AEWs in the fifth 

class municipalities receive the lowest average salary of Php 11,773.39 (CDN 294 dollars ).  

         The tenured and regular status of all the AEWs (100%) from both provinces is advantageous to 

the AEWs because of the benefits and privileges accorded by the government to regular/permanent 

employees as compared to contractual personnel. Upon retirement or in case of disability, the AEWs 

are assured of financial support that will help them in their retirement days or in their disabled status. 

The gross monthly incomes however of the AEWs are still low compared to some salaries in the 

national agencies and private agencies. The gross monthly income of AEWs from Eastern Samar 

(Php 14,606 = CDN 365) which is higher than the AEWs from Leyte (Php 13,081 = CDN 327) for 

about Php 1,525 (CDN 38 dollars), is not a big difference if monthly expenses will be deducted to 

their gross income. The major expenses of AEWs would include food, school fees and tuition for 

children, transportation, and costs associated with home repairs. Other expenses would include some 

occasional borrowings of relatives and friends, social gatherings (such as birthdays and celebration 

of town fiesta), and other unfortunate events such as death in the family (or even relatives and close 

friends), or sickness that may occur within the family.  

         In both provinces, the AEWs belonging to the  first class municipalities have the highest 

average gross monthly income of Php 15,798 (CDN 395 dollars ) while those AEWs in the fifth 

class municipalities receive the lowest average salary of Php 11,773.39 (CDN 294 dollars ). The 

disparity in remuneration of the AEWs between the high income and low income municipalities has 

previously been reported in some studies (Tiwari 1994; Tucker & Baliña, 1994; Cidro & 

Radhakrishna, 2003) as another setback in decentralized agricultural extension. Recently, Senator 

Loren Legarda, one of the four Philippine senators advocating for the amendment of the Local 

Government Code of 1991 particularly on the provisions related to agricultural extension, has 

pushed hard in amending the Code due to low salary of AEWs in the fifth and sixth class 
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municipalities.  

4.1.3. Educational Attainment of the Respondents 

         Most AEWs from both provinces have completed a college degree while about 9% (n=13) 

completed a master’s degree program. About 24% of AEWs have currently obtained some credits 

towards a master’s degree program. No one reported to be enrolled or currently enrolled in a PhD 

program. The province of Leyte has higher number of AEWs who completed a master’s degree 

(12%) compared to Eastern Samar (6%). Moreover, there are more AEWs in Leyte (29%) who 

obtained credits towards a master’s degree compared to AEWs in Eastern Samar (15%)  

(see Table 4.1). In terms of membership to professional organizations, a majority of the AEWs 

(64%) from both provinces have no affiliation to any professional organization(s).  

          The aspiration to pursue graduate degrees and advance their level of education is evident 

among AEWs in Eastern Samar and Leyte provinces. About 24% of AEWs have currently obtained 

some credits towards a master’s degree program while 9% (n=13) completed a master’s degree 

program.. The higher percentage of AEWs from Leyte completing a master’s degree and obtaining 

some credits towards a master’s degree could be attributed to the proximity of AEWs in Leyte to 

academic institutions in Tacloban City and within the province. There are more institutions offering 

graduate degrees in public administration, education and extension in Leyte compared to Eastern 

Samar. Some AEWs in Eastern Samar are even pursuing advance degrees are enrolled in Tacloban 

City. The institutions in Leyte include the Visayas State University (VSU) which offers advanced 

degrees in agriculture and agricultural extension, Leyte Normal University (LNU), Eastern Visayas 

State University (EVSU), and some private schools such St. Paul University and AMA University. 

In Eastern Samar, only the Eastern Samar State University (ESSU) would offer advanced degrees in 

agriculture, extension and public administration being the only university in the province.   
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Table 4.1. Gender, age, marital status, employment status, monthly gross income and  
                  educational attainment  of the respondents 

Demographic Data Eastern Samar 
(n=54) 

Leyte 
 (n=87) 

Total 
(n=141) 

1) Gender 
Male 20 (37%)  30 (34%) 50 (35.5%) 
Female 34 (63%) 57 (65%) 91 (64.5%) 
 Eastern Samar 

 (n=48) 
Leyte 

 (n=83) 
Total 

(n=131) 
2) Age 
Average/Mean 53.75  53.66  53.69  
Less than 50 years old 9 (18.75%)  22 (26.5%) 31 
50 years old and above 39 (81.25%) 61 (73.5%) 100 (76.3%) 
 Eastern Samar  

(n=53) 
Leyte  

(n=85) 
Total 

(n=138) 
3) Marital Status 
Single  5 (9%) 9 (11%) 14 (10%) 
Married 43 (81%) 70 (82%) 113 (82%) 
Separated 0 1 (1%) 1 (0.7%) 
Widowed 5 (9%)  5 (6%) 10 (7%) 
 Eastern Samar  

(n=53) 
Leyte 

 (n=85) 
Total 

(n=138) 
4) Employment Status 
Permanent 53 85 138 
 Eastern Samar  

(n=47) 
Leyte  

(n=82) 
Total 

(n=129) 
5) Monthly gross income/salary* 
Average/Mean 14,606.00 13,081.00 13,476.00 
First class municipalities (n=26)   15,798.80 
Second  class municipalities (n=15)   13,396.66 
Third class municipalities (n=23)   13,615.48 
Fourth class municipalities (n=42)   12,922.40 
Fifth class municipalities (n=23)   11,773.39 
 Eastern Samar  

(n=53) 
Leyte  
(n=85) 

Total 
(n=138) 

6) Educational Attainment 
College degree 42 (79%) 50 (59%) 92 (67%) 
With some MS/MA/MM units 8 (15%) 25 (29%) 33 (24%) 
Graduate of MS/MA/MM 3 (6%) 10 (12%) 13 (9%) 

 
 Eastern Samar  

(n=50) 
Leyte  
(n=85) 

Total 
(n=135) 

7) Membership with professional organization 
Yes 18 (36%) 31 (36.5%) 49 (36%) 
No 32 (64%) 54 (63.5%) 86 (64%) 
Note: *In sections where the amount and value of Philippine currency is presented, an equivalent amount in 
Canadian dollars is likewise presented with an exchange rate of $1 Canadian dollar to Php 40 Philippine 
pesos. 
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4.2. Other Work-Related Information on AEWs  
 
4.2.1. Crops and Animals Raised 

        The most popular crop in Eastern Samar (n=45) needing technical assistance is rice (91%, 

n=41). This is followed by vegetables (38%, n=17) and then rootcrops (7%, n=3). The list of crop 

commodity needing technical assistance also includes corn while some AEWs have reported 

seaweed production and bangus and tilapia culture as commodity inquired by farmers for technical 

assistance. 

        In the province of Leyte (n=81), the most popular crop sought for technical assistance by 

farmers is rice (91%, n=74) which is similar to the province of Eastern Samar. Vegetables come in 

second (31%, n=25) followed by corn (12%, n=10). Other crops sought by farmers for technical 

assistance include rootcrops, mungbean and fruit trees. 

       Data from World Health Organization (WHO) reports that Filipinos have the lowest per capita 

consumption of vegetables in the Southeast Asian region as compared to its neighbours. The 

Filipinos, in general, has a per capita consumption of 60 kg per year which is lower compared to  

Vietnam, Thailand, and Cambodia (IRIN Report, 2014). To intensify the vegetable consumption 

among Filipinos, several vegetable production programs are in place such the Gulayan sa 

Eskuwelahan (Vegetable in the School) Project of the National Nutrition Research Council which is 

a nationwide campaign strategy implemented in elementary schools.    

         For livestock, poultry and ruminant production, swine is the most in-demand animal for 

technical assistance as reported by AEWs in Eastern Samar (n=45) and Leyte (n=79). In Eastern 

Samar, 80% (n=36) of the respondents disclosed swine as the number one livestock sought for 

technical assistance while in Leyte, 87% (n=69).  In general, swine production in the Philippines 

should be improved as demand for its meat is substantial. According to World Almanac, Philippines 

is the 8th largest pork producer in the world with an average annual production of 1.3 M kg. 
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        The second most in-demand animal in both provinces is water buffalo (locally called carabao) 

which accounts for 44% (n=20) and 42% (n=33) in Eastern Samar and Leyte, respectively. In 

Eastern Samar, other livestock sought for technical assistance by farmers include cattle and poultry. 

In Leyte, the AEWs reported goat, cattle and poultry as other livestock sought by farmers for 

technical assistance.   

 

 
4.2.2. Length of Service 
 
         A majority of AEWs in Eastern Samar (n=51) has served in the extension service from 21 to 30 

years in service (65%, n=33) while another 27% (n=14) has served between 31 to 40 years. About 

8% of the AEWs served the extension service for 19 to 20 years (n=4). Most of the AEWs in Eastern 

Samar were recruited prior to the enactment of the Local Government Code of 1991 (96%, n=49). 

In Leyte province, on the other hand, the AEWs that served 21 to 30 years in the extension service 

constituted 49% (n=42) while those that served between 31 to 40 years constituted 29% (n=25). The 

number of AEWs that served between 19 to 20 years is comprised of 21% (n=18). About 86% 

(n=69) of AEWs in Leyte received their appointments as AEW prior to the implementation of the 

Local Government Code of 1991. Fourteen percent (n=11) were recruited after the enactment of the 

Code. However, majority of these AEWs were already working in the extension service on a 

contract-based positions. 

 
4.2.3. Number of Barangays Served 

        The majority of AEWs in Eastern Samar (n=46) are serving 2 to 3 barangays which accounts 

for 69% of all AEWs (n=32). Only 17% of AEWs are currently serving 4 to 7 barangays (n=8) while 

13% of AEWs are serving more than 10 barangays (n=6). Some of these AEWs serving more than 

10 barangays could be considered as serving on a municipal-wide basis.         
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        In Leyte province (n=81), 42% of the AEWs are serving 3 to 5 barangays (n=34). The AEWs 

that serves 6 to 9 barangays constitute 23% (n=19) while 34% (n=28) serves more than 10 barangays. 

The occurrence of AEWs serving more than 10 barangays could be also considered municipal-wide 

similar to Eastern Samar province. In some municipalities, the coverage of the AEWs have become 

municipal-wide as they are based on the municipal agriculture office and serve the barangays on an 

on-call basis. Some of these barangays are situated in coastal areas and some barangays are 

identified for crop production for easier monitoring and implementation of crop-related projects and 

activities.  

 

4.2.4. Number of Farmers served 

          In Eastern Samar (n=42), the lowest number of farmers served by AEWs is 30 (n=2) and the 

highest number is 7,500 (n=1). A majority of AEWs in Eastern Samar (88%, n=37) is serving 300 

farmers. About 57% (n=24) is serving up to 100 farmers.  

          In Leyte (n=74), the lowest number of farmers served by AEWs is 50 plus (n=1) while the 

highest number of farmers served is 20,000 plus (n=1). The AEWs serving up to 300 farmers is 

comprised of served 51% (n=38) while 23% (n=17) are serving about 201 to 300 farmers. Forty six 

percent (n=32) serves more than 401 farmers.  

 

4.2.5. Internet Connectivity of AEWs  

          Most of AEWs from both provinces have no internet connectivity (67%). The AEWs from the 

province of Eastern Samar has a lower incidence of internet connectivity (17%) compared to AEWs 

in Leyte (39%). Only about 30% of AEWs from both provinces signified that they have internet 

connectivity in their local agriculture office or workplace (see Table 4.2).     
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         The internet connectivity of AEWs has become a necessity to hasten the delivery of 

agricultural information and technology to farmers. The access to internet either in the workplace or 

in the neighbourhood where AEWs live is an important facility to keep AEWs updated on the 

current and latest available agricultural information and technology which in turn, they can share 

with farmers. The low connectivity of AEWs in both provinces – only 3 for every 10 AEWs agree of 

internet connectivity in their office or workplace is rather low considering the investments of various 

national agencies to revolutionize the transfer of information through internet and cellular phones.   

The Open Academy for Philippine Agriculture (OPAPA), for instance, is a testament to the multi-

stakeholder convergence to hasten the delivery of technology and information through the web.          

Several government agencies such as the Department of Agriculture (DA), Department of Science 

and Technology (DOST) and other international organizations like International Rice Research 

Institute (IRRI) joined forces in 2003 to launch the OPAPA. It re-engineered the use of information 

and communication technology (ICT) in agricultural extension particularly the use of internet and 

cellular phones. For OPAPA to be effective in Eastern Samar and Leyte, the provincial governments 

of both provinces have to complement the program by purchasing more computers installed with 

internet connection to increase the access of AEWs to the information posted in the web. The lower 

incidence of internet connectivity (17%) of AEWs in Eastern Samar compared to Leyte’s AEWs 

(39%) will entail more work for the provincial government and the municipal governments in 

Eastern Samar to provide the infrastructure and logistics needed to improve access to web based 

information and technologies.  

 
Table 4.2. Status of internet connectivity of the local agriculture office 

Status Eastern Samar 
 (n=53) 

Leyte 
 (n=85) 

Total 
(n=138) 

    
With internet (Yes) 9 (17%) 33 (39%) 42 (30%) 

Without internet (No) 44 (83%) 48 (56%) 92 (67%) 
I don’t know 0 4 (5%) 4 (3%) 
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          The use of internet and computers for agricultural extension in the provinces of Eastern Samar 

and Leyte should be embraced with great interest and caution. The internet and mobile phones are 

powerful tools to make agricultural information and technology seamless and connected 24/7, 

however, consideration should be emphasized on the access to internet and computers of AEWs, 

their computer literacy level, and the amount of time they can actually spend on internet. The use of 

internet and computers may entail additional training for AEWs for them to get familiarized with its 

use and relevance to agricultural extension.  

 

4.2.6. Sources of Agricultural Information and Technologies  

         Among the extension approaches and sources of agricultural information and technologies used 

by AEWs in Eastern Samar and Leyte provinces, the top five most useful approaches and/or sources 

of information are 1) technology demonstration,  2) training/workshops, 3) educational tour/field 

tour, 4) fellow AEWs and 5) leaflets and other print materials (Table 4.3).  The bottom three with 

means ranging from 2.34 to 2.72 are 1) traders/agribusinessmen, 2) seed companies and 3) agro-

chemical companies. The source of information with the highest mean is technology demonstration, 

3.76 (SD=.43) for Eastern Samar and 3.85 (SD=.42) for Leyte. The lowest mean is agro-chemical 

companies, 2.34 (SD=.79) for Eastern Samar and 2.51 (SD=.81) for Leyte.  

        Based on the results of principal component analysis (PCA), AEWs from both provinces largely 

have the same perception except that the AEWs in Leyte are more likely to say that seed companies 

provide them with useful information than were the AEWs from Eastern Samar (p<.019). The 

proximity of AEWs to branch offices of seed companies in Tacloban City (Leyte) could be the 

biggest factor why AEWs in Leyte are most likely to benefit timely and updated information from 

seed companies.       
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Table 4.3. Sources of agricultural information among AEWs in Eastern Samar and Leyte  
 

Source of Information 
Eastern Samar Leyte 

n Mean SD Rank n Mean SD Rank 
Technology demonstration 51 3.76 .43 1 86 3.85 .42 1 
Training/workshops 51 3.70 .46 2 85 3.83 .37 2 
Educational tour/field tour 51 3.56 .57 3 86 3.60 .62 4 
Fellow AEWs 49 3.45 .61 4 84 3.62 .51 3 
Leaflets and other print 
materials 

51 3.35 .63 5 86 3.35 .69 5 

Radio broadcast 50 3.32 .65 6 86 3.24 .73 7 
Provincial Agriculture Office 50 3.18 .48 7 85 3.28 .59 6 
DA regional office staff 51 3.11 .65 8 85 3.28 .73 6 
Posters 51 3.06 .58 9 85 3.13 .81 9 
Internet 51 3.02 .93 10 86 3.15 .95 8 
Billboards 50 2.88 .66 11 85 3.01 .79 10 
Traders/agribusinessmen 51 2.65 .82 12 82 2.72 .79 12 
Seed companies 50 2.64 .83 13 84 2.96 .79 11 
Agro-chemical companies 50 2.34 .79 14 84 2.51 .81 13 
**significant at p<0.05 (sig value is .027, df = 132; mean difference = -.32429 (Source: Seed companies) 
Likert-scale: 1= least useful; 2= somewhat useful; 3= useful; 4= very useful 
 
 
 
4.2.7. AEWs’ Professional Network and Membership to Professional Organization 

       In terms of membership to professional organizations, the majority of the AEWs (64%) from 

both provinces have no affiliation to any professional organization(s) which is largely due to the 

absence of a national professional organization that would be exclusive to AEWs in the country. The 

professional organizations in the Philippines that AEWs may apply for membership are mostly 

specialized such as the Pest Management Council of the Philippines (PMCP), whose members are 

graduates or currently working on pest management-related jobs in academe, research or private 

companies. Another organization is the Philippine Society of Agricultural Engineers (PSAE) whose 

members are limited to licensed agricultural engineers in the country. Most of these organizations 

have annual membership fees and dues as well as regular meetings which could be costly for AEWs. 

The only organization that would cater to the profession of agricultural extension is the Philippine 

Extension Network (PEN) – a professional organization of extension advocates who are mostly in 
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the academe and national government agencies. They hold a national conference every two years 

and their funding is mainly provided by the Agricultural Training Institute (ATI). The organization 

was created through the assistance of the Asia-Pacific Extension Network (APEN) which is based in 

Australia.   

 

Chapter Summary 

          The current socio-economic and demographic characteristics of the AEWs in the provinces of 

Eastern Samar and Leyte presents a rather grim reality of conditions of public sector employees 

working in agricultural extension – ageing, lacking capacity building, declining motivation to work 

as impacted by socio-economic and political factors, and wrestling with political interference and 

partisan politics – which in turn could diminish the overall productivity of their performance as 

agricultural extension workers. The challenges that the AEWs are facing could also have negative 

impacts on other sectors such as the local economy, agricultural production and marketing, food 

security, nutrition, post-harvest technology and post-production processing, farmer’s and rural 

families health, and the overall well-being of rural populations.  

          Rice, as the main staple food of the Filipinos, remains the most in-demand crop in the 

provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte needing for technical assistance. However, production and 

consumption of other crops such as vegetables and rootcrops should also be promoted to ensure food 

security and to provide adequate sources of nutritious food for the rural families. On the livestock 

production, swine health and production needs considerable attention as the main livestock 

commodity sought by farmers for technical assistance. Ample training for farmers including 

livelihood and financial assistance should be provided to farmers to meet the demand of the 

population.  

          The propensity to put high hopes on internet ICT technology as another strategy to 
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disseminate agricultural information and technology to farmers is faced with contradictions at the 

local level. First, the amount of materials available for dissemination is immense particularly those 

information produced by national agencies such as the Department of Agriculture and Department of 

Science and Technology including its attached agencies. The challenge of bringing this information 

and the subsequent adoption by farmers remains a critical factor in the information-dissemination 

and innovation-diffusion in agricultural extension. Second, the infrastructure at the local level such 

as the availability of computers and internet connectivity remains a major bottleneck. Putting 

resources heavily on internet therefore is counterproductive to the overall goal of efficient and 

effective technology transfer. The investment on internet should be examined closely so that more 

funding could be allocated to improve the presence and visibility of AEWs in rural areas.    

          Despite some challenges in the socio-economic and work-related conditions of the AEWs, the 

resilience and endearing hope of AEWs for better future, as inscribed in their aspirations for the 

farmers and rural families they serve, will remain as their beacon to continue to serve the Filipino 

farmers. Their resolve and unwavering dedication to extension service despite the struggles and 

challenges they have endured for more than 20 years of decentralized agricultural extension will 

serve as an inspiration for the succeeding generations of agricultural extension workers in the 

country. 
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Chapter 5 

 
THE PERCEPTION OF AEWs AND KEY INFORMANTS ON PERFORMANCE AND 

IMPACTS OF DECENTRALIZED AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION 
 
 

Introduction 

         This chapter, which presents the survey results completed by AEWs and the summary of key 

informant (KI) interviews, is divided into two sub-sections which disclose the perception of AEWs 

and the key informants on the performance of various stakeholders under a decentralized agricultural 

extension (first section) and the subsequent impacts of decentralization on farming and rural 

communities (second section). The second section also describes whether the perception of AEWs 

on the basic knowledge and principles of agricultural extension have changed over the course of 

decentralization.  

         The first section, perceived performance of various stakeholders in decentralized agricultural 

extension, covers three major stakeholders in decentralization – the local governments, the national 

agencies, and the civil society. The local governments include the provincial level, city and 

municipal governments, and the barangay/village councils. The stakeholders at the national level 

include the Department of Agriculture (national and regional office) and the Agricultural Training 

Institute (ATI). The civil society, on the other hand, is represented by the NGOs, POs, and the 

Farmers’ Association (FA). The rating and ranking of AEWs from both provinces were compared 

and analyzed with the Mann-Whitney U test, paired sample correlation, and principal component 

analysis (PCA).  

         The second section, on the other hand, describes the impacts of decentralization on various 

farming and fishing sectors such as the upland farmers, rice farmers, and poultry farmers in the 

farming sector and small fishermen and commercial fish operators in the fishing sector based on 

AEWs perception. This section presents various statements describing impacts and is rated by AEWs 
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through a Likert-type scale. The outcomes of evaluation – highest and lowest means and first-and 

last-order ranking - were compared to ascertain the degree of similarities and differences between 

the two provinces.  

The results of the key informant (KI) interviews complement the survey results completed by the 

AEWs.  The selected key informants are familiar and knowledgeable with the agricultural extension 

situation of these provinces having been involved in implementing various agricultural programs and 

projects in different municipal governments in the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte. 

The presentation of research results begins with the quantitative data based on the survey conducted 

among AEWs in both provinces. Open-ended questions representing the qualitative aspect of the 

survey is also presented to complement the quantitative results. The summary of the key informant 

(KI) interview follows after the survey result. The agreement and disagreement of key informants 

views on the perceptions of AEWs on the performance and impacts of decentralization are likewise 

presented to enrich the arguments on whether the agricultural extension have been better off under a 

decentralized system.  

 
5.1. AEWs Perceived Performance of various Stakeholders in Decentralized Agricultural   
       Extension 
 
5.1.1. The Local Government Units (LGUs) – Provincial, City/Municipal & Barangay Council 
 
Evaluation of Barangay Council   
 
       The survey results suggest that AEWs in both provinces gave a low rating to the statement, there 

are buying stations or collection of farm-produce at the barangay level. The mean for Eastern Samar 

is 1.81 (SD= .52) while the mean for Leyte is 1.87 (SD= .52).  Another statement, the Barangay 

Council operates a satellite public market at the barangay, was also rated low with Eastern Samar 

obtaining a mean of 1.98 (SD=.45) while the mean for Leyte is 1.99 (SD=.49). The AEWs tend to 

disagree with these statements compared to the affirmative response of the other three statements – 
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(a) the Barangay Council is effective in providing feedback on the extension needs of the rural 

people; (b) the Barangay Council is helpful in the distribution of planting materials at the barangay 

level; and (c) the Barangay Council provides adequate support to the extension activities of the AEW 

in the barangay. There are no significant differences in the rating of AEWs between the two 

provinces (Table 5.1).  

        The low rating given by AEWs in both provinces to the statements, there are buying stations or 

collection of farm-produce at the barangay level and the Barangay Council operates a satellite 

public market at the barangay, signify that such facilities and service have not been established, or 

sustained, or even existed in the barangays where the AEWs are assigned. Moreover, the non-

operation of buying stations or farm-produce collection at the barangay level implies that the 

production level of farmers – be it crops or livestock - is not enough to warrant a marketing outlet of 

farm produce within the area. In most cases, people living in the barangays buy their food (rice, 

vegetables, spices, canned goods, fish, dried fish, and meat) from the town centers or downtown   

including basic necessities such as kerosene, feeds, and other household needs. There are barangays, 

however, in both provinces, which serve as a collection center or farmer’s market where people go to 

sell and buy agricultural produce. The location for this collection center within the barangay is 

strategic and it is usually found in a junction or major route where consumers have easy access to 

this location. Although this kind of marketing activity does not happen every day (it could be once a 

week, biweekly or monthly), this provides an avenue for trading local produce and thus contributes 

to the informal economy in rural areas.  

       The non-existence and non-operation of buying stations and farm-produce collection at the 

barangay level should signal an alarm to the provincial and municipal governments that more 

programs and support services are needed to increase crop and livestock production.  The increase in 

production should not only be viewed as a strategy in improving farmers’ income but also on the 
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overall food security and nutrition of rural families. The need to intensify production and improve 

yields of farmers will greatly influence the food consumption and nutritional status of the vulnerable 

rural population particularly the young children and the elderly. While the Code encourages an 

establishment of such buying stations in every barangay, the establishment of buying stations may 

not be practical and viable considering some factors such as the size of the community (the 

community with small population may not have the advantage of an economies of scale), the 

resources within the community (availability of inputs such as seeds and fertilizers), available  

infrastructure within the community (irrigation, farm-to-market roads, drying pavement, etc), and 

other socio-economic and cultural factors.       

 
 
Table 5.1. Mean scores and ranking of the level of agreement and disagreement of AEWs’ with  
                 the statements evaluating the Barangay Council  
 

Statement 
Eastern Samar Leyte 

n Mean SD Rank n Mean SD Rank 
The Barangay Council is effective in 
providing feedback on the extension 
needs of the rural people. 

53 1.39 .59 1 86 1.51 .69 2 

The Barangay Council is helpful in 
the distribution of planting materials 
at the barangay level. 

52 1.50 .67 2 83 1.48 .59 1 

The Barangay Council provides 
adequate support to the extension 
activities of the AEW in the 
barangay 

53 1.58 .63 3 85 1.67 .73 3 

There are buying stations or farm-
produce collection at the barangay 
level. 

53 1.81 .52 4 86 1.87 .52 4 

The Barangay Council operates a 
satellite public market at the 
barangay. 

53 1.98 .45 5 85 1.99 .49 5 

Likert-scale: 1 = agree; 2 = disagree; 3 = I am not sure 
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Evaluation of the City/Municipal Government  

        The overall rating of AEWs from both provinces on the  9-item statements evaluating the 

performance of the city/municipal governments did not portray a positive outlook on 

decentralization as majority of the ratings did not reach the satisfactory level. The statements with 

the highest mean in Eastern Samar and Leyte - the city/municipal government is capable of 

addressing the food security issues at the local level (mean = 3.25; SD = 1.05) and the agriculture 

extension services have improved under the leadership of the city/municipal government (mean = 

2.92 ; SD = 1.16 ) – respectively, did not even reach the satisfactory rating at 4. Both provinces have 

the same statements that are ranked in the bottom four – ranked 6th to 9th (Table 5.2). The statement 

with the lowest mean is the city/municipal government offers some competitive promotion for the 

professional growth of AEWs where the mean for Eastern Samar is 2.02 (SD = .86), while the mean 

for Leyte is 1.67 (SD= .80).  The rating for three statements yielded significant difference for the two 

provinces, where the rating is significantly lower for Leyte than Eastern Samar. These statements 

are: (1) the city/municipal government is capable of addressing the food security issues at the local 

level (2) the city/municipal government provides adequate rewards/incentives program for AEWs; 

and (3) The city/municipal government offers some competitive promotion for the professional 

growth of AEWs. 

        The evaluation rating of AEWs from both provinces on all statements rated did not reach the 

satisfactory level which is 4. The statement with the lowest mean for both provinces, the 

city/municipal government offers some competitive promotion for the professional growth of AEWs,   

(Eastern Samar is 2.02 and Leyte is 1.67), suggest that the AEWs from both provinces agree that the 

city/municipal governments failed to provide an environment where AEWs can pursue professional 

growth and improve their career at the helm of city/municipal governments. The ability of 

city/municipal governments to respond to the AEWs desire for professional growth could be 
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hindered by the lack of financial resources to offer scholarships and professional training within and 

outside the country to advance the skills set and knowledge of these devolved AEWs. In most cases, 

professional development through training and graduate studies are made possible to AEWs through 

invitations by training agencies such as the Agricultural Training Institute (ATI) and by local and  

Table 5.2.  Mean scores and ranking of AEWs level of agreement and disagreement on the  
                  statements evaluating the city/municipal governments 
 

Statement 
Eastern Samar Leyte 

n Mean SD Rank n Mean SD Rank 
The city/municipal government is 
capable of addressing the food security 
issues at the local level. 

51 3.25 1.05 1 86 2.88 1.03 2 

Decentralization in general is effective 
in attaining food production targets at 
the local level. 

53 2.94 1.09 2 86 2.73 1.16 5 

The fishery-related  extension is better 
under the leadership of the 
city/municipal government 

53 2.81 1.14 3 87 2.84 1.07 4 

The agriculture extension services have 
improved under the leadership of the 
city/municipal government. 

53 2.77 .99 4 87 2.92 1.16 1 

The city/municipal government provide 
adequate support for the material needs 
of the AEWs (such as training materials, 
vaccination equipment, etc) in support 
to effective performance of their 
functions and responsibilities. 

53 2.71 1.13 5 87 2.87 1.10 3 

The city/municipal government is 
providing adequate travel allowance to 
Agricultural Extension Workers 
(AEWs) 

53 2.51 1.18 6 87 2.41 1.18 6 

The city/municipal government has its 
own capacity building program (training 
and educational opportunities) for 
AEWs. 

53 2.39 1.09 7 87 2.13 1.00 7 

The city/municipal government 
provides adequate rewards/incentives 
program for AEWs. 

52 2.07 1.02 8 87 1.73 .83 8 

The city/municipal government offers 
some competitive promotion for the 
professional growth of AEWs. 

53 2.02 .86 9 86 1.67 .80 9 

Overall Mean         
Likert-Scale:  
1 = very unsatisfactory, 2 = unsatisfactory, 3 = fairly satisfactory, 4 = satisfactory, 5 = highly 
satisfactory 
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international academic institutions who offers scholarships and funding support. There are cases, 

however, that even when the AEWs receive such training and graduate scholarship, the local Mayor 

does not allow them to attend due to the disruption of service and also due to inability of the 

city/municipal government to provide the necessary counterpart funding required by host institutions. 

These counterpart funding requirements include transportation cost, lodging and accommodation of 

AEWs during the training, and other incidental costs involved in attending the training. In cases 

where the local government’s counterpart is not provided (for instance transportation cost) due to 

lack of funds, the AEW must shell out the expenses from his/her own pocket. The lack of 

opportunities for professional growth provided by the human resources department of city/municipal 

governments compels the AEWs to seek outside funding to avail training. This entails the AEWs to 

take the initiative in securing training for themselves by being resourceful in initiating contacts with 

other agencies, checking online resources and maintaining communication with friends and 

acquaintances at training centers or with the institutions that offer training programs, scholarships, 

short courses and other educational support for government personnel. This scenario of lack of 

funding and other challenges under the municipal governments has reiterated Saliot’s (2007) claim 

that indeed municipal governments are small units for agricultural extension. 

       Based on Mann-Whitney U tests, the AEWs in Eastern Samar were more likely to agree that the 

city/municipal government offers competitive promotion for the professional growth of AEWs than 

were the AEWs in Leyte (p <.013). Also, in Eastern Samar the city/municipal government is 

perceived to be more capable of addressing the food security issues at the local level than in Leyte  

(p<.042).  Despite the significant differences in rating, the overall assessment of these statements is 

still bleak considering that the values fall under the unsatisfactory and fairly satisfactory category. 
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Evaluation of the Provincial Government 
 
         The effectiveness of the provincial government in implementing agricultural extension services 

and in evaluating various agricultural programs and projects was measured by a 7-item statements 

which were ranked by the respondents from 1 (least effective) to 5 (highly effective). The AEWs 

evaluated and ranked these statements before the onset of decentralization and after they were 

devolved to the local government units.  

        The results of independent samples t-test suggest a significance difference between the two 

provinces on the statement “promptness in responding requests to technical assistance support at the 

city/municipal level”. The statement was ranked higher by AEWs from Leyte (rank 4) compared to 

AEWs from Eastern Samar (rank 7) before the decentralization of agricultural extension (see Table 

5.3).  However, the t-test results after the decentralization, showed no significant difference. AEWs 

in both provinces have almost ranked the statements similarly except in the first two statements, 

“promptness in responding requests to technical assistance support at the city/municipal level” 

(rank 1 in Eastern Samar but rank 2 in Leyte) and “coordination with city/municipal governments in 

implementing agriculture projects” (rank 1 in Leyte but rank 2 in Eastern Samar) (see Table 5.3). 

The paired sample T-test done showed no significance between the two provinces before and after 

the decentralization.   

        The evaluation of the AEWs on the effectiveness of the provincial government in implementing 

and evaluating various agricultural extension services was measured by 7-item statements which 

were ranked by the respondents from 1 (least effective) to 5 (highly effective) before and after the 

decentralization. The statement, “promptness in responding to requests to technical assistance 

support at the city/municipal level”, which was ranked higher by AEWs from Leyte (rank 4) 

compared to AEWs from Eastern Samar (rank 7) before the decentralization, suggests that the 

AEWs in Leyte experience more response from their requests for technical assistance from the 
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provincial government compared to AEWs from Eastern Samar. The proximity of the provincial 

agriculture office of Leyte to the regional office of the Department of Agriculture which is both 

located in the city of Tacloban, would facilitate faster and easier communication between the two 

agencies to respond for technical assistance in the municipalities in Leyte. Also, before  

 
Table 5.3. Ranking and status of AEWs rating on the effectiveness of the Provincial  
                 Agriculture Office in various agricultural extension activities before and after   
                 decentralization   
 

 
Statement 

Eastern Samar Leyte 
  
 n 

 

Means  
Status 

 
n 
 

Means  
Status  

Before 
 

After 
 

Before 
 

After 

 
Evaluation of agriculture projects 
at the city/municipal governments 

 
52 

 
3.73 

 
2.62 

 
decrease 

 
82 

 
3.82 

 
2.48 

 
decrease 

 
Capacity building program 
(training, short courses, etc) for 
AEWs in the province 

 
51 

 
3.70 

 
2.18 

 
decrease 

 
81 

 
3.94 

 
2.42 

 
decrease 

 
Monitoring of agriculture projects 
implemented at the 
city/municipal governments. 

 
52 

 
3.69 

 
2.62 

 
decrease 

 
81 

 
3.86 

 
2.55 

 
decrease 

 
Coordination with city/municipal 
governments in implementing 
agriculture projects. 

 
52 

 
3.67 

 
2.67 

 
decrease 

 
80 

 
3.87 

 
2.64 

 
decrease 

 
Consultation with city/municipal 
governments in prioritizing 
agricultural programs/projects at 
the local level 

 
50 

 
3.62 

 
2.55 

 
decrease 

 
81 

 
3.74 

 
2.44 

 
decrease 

 
Provision of incentives and/or 
rewards for AEWs 

 
50 

 
3.42 

 
2.12 

 
decrease 

 
80 

 
3.65 

 
2.29 

 
decrease 

 
Promptness in responding 
requests for technical assistance 
support at the city/municipal 
level 

 
51 

 
3.37 

 
2.68 

 
decrease 

 
82 

 
3.83 

 
2.56 

 
decrease 

      
 
 
decentralization of agricultural extension, the provincial agriculture office of Leyte was under the 

jurisdiction of the DA regional office, hence, it was easy for the DA regional office to allocate 
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resources, both manpower and financial, because they belong to the same agency. Unlike the 

decentralized system, the provincial agriculture office becomes independent of the regional office of 

DA, hence, the request for technical assistance would follow the bureaucratic procedure where the 

provincial governor has to request the regional office for technical assistance and have this request 

approved before the technical support team could be deployed to the province. The process therefore 

became cumbersome especially if approving officials have travelled and are away. Moreover, if 

counterpart funding is involved, the processing and disbursing of provincial funds may take a while 

adding to the waiting period of the whole process of securing technical assistance. 

         The evaluation of AEWs from both provinces after the decentralization showed no significant 

differences (see Table 5.3). This result suggests that AEWs from both provinces did not perceive any 

significant improvements of assistance being provided by the provincial agriculture office to the 

municipal governments after the agricultural extension service was decentralized to the municipal 

governments. The perception of no significant improvement in terms of assistance from the 

provincial government to the municipal governments could be first attributed to the lack of existing 

agricultural programs and projects being implemented by the provincial agriculture office in the 

municipalities. In some cases, some of the provincial programs/projects are even funded by the 

national Department of Agriculture or some other bilateral/multilateral donors. The funding 

allocation provided by the provincial government to the provincial agriculture office is another 

setback as limited funding will not enable the provincial agriculture office to respond to the needs of 

municipalities within the province. In both provinces, some provincial staff members interviewed by 

the researcher regarding funding allocation revealed that different governors have varying priorities 

in the agriculture sector including the pet projects that they want to pursue. In Eastern Samar, for 

instance, a key informant revealed that a previous governor had focused on the “peace and order” 

situation in the province where the bulk of assistance went to rehabilitating the lives of rebel 
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returnees by providing livelihood assistance through agricultural programs and fisheries projects. 

The other sectors needing further assistance such as rice production, livestock and poultry programs, 

and vegetable production, received mediocre financial support which was just enough to maintain 

status quo.  

       Moreover, another key informant from the province of Eastern Samar lamented that a previous 

governor of the province refused to collaborate with the regional office of the Department of 

Agriculture. This governor funded only the salaries of the personnel of the provincial agriculture 

office and some basic operations of the office such as maintaining provincial vegetable nursery and 

logistics for provincial meetings. According to the key informant, this governor essentially forfeited 

the national programs of the Department of Agriculture coursed through the regional office because 

of her refusal to enter and sign a memorandum of agreement (MOA) with the Department of 

Agriculture, which is a requirement for the assistance to be released to the province.  

      In another instance, a previous governor in the province, who claimed to be concerned with the 

plight of farmers, purchased mechanical tractors and other machines for distribution to farmers’ 

organizations and farmer-leaders according to a technical staff member in the provincial agriculture 

office in Eastern Samar. The distribution however was marred with controversies with some farmers 

complaining that only those who were identified to have politically supported the governor received 

the equipment. Apparently, the names of the beneficiaries were scrutinized to determine whether 

they supported the governor in the previous elections or not. Some farmers who received the 

machines also complained of some missing parts such as bolts including the substandard 

performance of the machine. At the end of this governor’s term, some politicians and some 

provincial staff alluded to the fact that the equipment purchased for the “agricultural mechanization” 

project had been highly overpriced. One municipal agriculturist in the northern part of the province 

complained that since decentralization was implemented, four previous governors had called for a 
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comprehensive provincial development plan which includes agriculture as one of its priority agenda. 

For every workshop he attended towards developing this provincial development agenda, the 

previous development plans accomplished by the previous governors were never referenced or used 

at all as the basis for a new provincial development plan. He lamented the waste of resources and 

time in duplicating similar activities or grandiose plans which were not maximized at all to address 

the challenges of the agriculture sector in the province, particularly in addressing the needs of the 

small operation farmers and fishermen. 

         In the province of Leyte, on the other hand, a key informant disclosed that a provincial 

governor had the habit of reverting funds intended for the agriculture sector to other provincial 

government projects. While there may be no corruption of government funds, the funding allocation 

that would have further improved the agricultural production capacity of farmers were spent on some 

non-agricultural projects that were deemed a priority by the governor. Another governor in the 

province had installed a seemingly thick bureaucracy – where anyone needing to meet the governor 

has to pass several assistants before getting final access to the governor. While this process could 

just be a unique management style of the governor, the long period of waiting may jeopardize some 

projects in need of immediate decision and attention by the highest official in the province. 

         The results of Mann-Whitney U test comparing the perception of AEWs in Eastern Samar and 

Leyte on the effectiveness of the provincial agriculture office in various agricultural extension 

activities suggests that there were no significant differences on the effectiveness of the provincial 

agriculture offices after the decentralization. However, the AEWs in Leyte were more likely to say 

that they were effective in responding to requests for technical assistance support at the 

city/municipal level before the decentralization compared to AEWs in Eastern Samar. (p<.003). 
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5.1.2. The National Government Agencies – Department of Agriculture (national and regional 
offices) and the Agricultural Training Institute (ATI)  
 
Evaluation of the Department of Agriculture Regional Office   

       The evaluation of the performance of the regional office of the Department of Agriculture was 

measured by 7-item statements with AEWs comparing their perceptions on these statements before 

and after the decentralization. The AEWs in both provinces ranked the statement - capacity building 

program (training, short courses, etc) for AEWs in the province - as the highest indicator for 

effectiveness before the onset of decentralizing the agricultural extension. This signifies that AEWs 

from both provinces agree that capacity building before the decentralization was better compared to 

the decentralized agricultural extension. The AEWs in Leyte has a slightly higher mean (mean = 

4.21, SD = .78) compared to Eastern Samar (mean = 4.11, SD = .78) but has no significant 

difference. The statement, consultation with city/municipal governments in prioritizing agricultural 

programs/projects at the local level, was ranked lowest by both provinces before the onset of 

decentralization (see Table 5.4). Two statements have a significant mean difference between the two 

provinces – 1) provision of incentives and/or rewards for AEWs and 2) consultation with 

city/municipal governments in prioritizing agricultural programs/projects at the local level. 

        On the evaluation of the DA regional office after the decentralization, the effectiveness of the 

regional office has declined on most of the 7-item statements compared to the evaluation of the 

AEWs before decentralization. The results showed no significant differences on the means between 

the perceptions of the AEWs from the two provinces. The top ranked statements for both provinces 

after decentralization are provision of incentives and/or rewards for AEWs and coordination with 

city/municipal governments in implementing agriculture projects with a rating of 3 (fairly effective). 

The lowest ranked statement for both provinces is capacity building program (training, short 

courses, etc) for AEWs in the province which has a rating of 2.47 which is between less effective and 

fairly effective (see Table 5.4). 
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Table 5.4. Ranking and status of AEWs’ rating on the effectiveness of the Department of  
                Agriculture’s regional office before and after decentralization  
  
 

 
Statement 

Eastern Samar Leyte 
 
n 
 

Ranking  
Status 

 
n 
 

Ranking  
Status  

Before 
 

After 
 

Before 
 

After 

 
Capacity building program 
(training, short courses, etc) for 
AEWs in the province 

 
52 

 
4.11 

 
2.41 

 
decrease 

 
82 

 
4.21 

 
2.54 

 
decrease 

 
Monitoring of agriculture projects 
implemented at the 
city/municipal governments. 

 
51 

 
4.08 

 
2.76 

 
decrease 

 
82 

 
4.10 

 
2.66 

 
decrease 

 
Coordination with city/municipal 
governments in implementing 
agriculture projects. 

 
52 

 
4.07 

 
2.91 

 
decrease 

 
83 

 
4.15 

 
2.83 

 
decrease 

 
Evaluation of agriculture projects 
at the city/municipal governments 

 
50 

 
3.94 

 
2.89 

 
decrease 

 
80 

 
4.06 

 
2.58 

 
decrease 

 
Promptness in responding 
requests for technical assistance 
support at the city/municipal 
level 

 
52 

 
3.88 

 
2.48 

 
decrease 

 
82 

 
4.03 

 
2.75 

 
decrease 

 
Provision of incentives and/or 
rewards for AEWs 

 
52 

 
3.80 

 
2.91 

 
decrease 

 
83 

 
4.13 

 
3.02 

 
decrease 

 
Consultation with city/municipal 
governments in prioritizing 
agricultural programs/projects at 
the local level 

 
52 

 
3.67 

 
2.73 

 
decrease 

 
82 

 
4.02 

 
2.55 

 
decrease 

 
 

        Overall, the AEWs in Leyte have higher rating on the overall performance of DA regional 

office at 6.30 compared to Eastern Samar of 5.40.  

        The high ranking of AEWs from both provinces on the statement - capacity building program 

(training, short courses, etc) for AEWs in the province - indicates that before the introduction of 

decentralized agricultural extension, the capacity building program of the Department of Agriculture 

to continually upgrade the knowledge and skills of AEWs was consistent and regular compared to 
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the current state agricultural extension at provincial and city/municipal governments. The capacity 

building of AEWs under the municipal governments declined due to a myriad of factors and 

foremost of which is the inadequate funds at the local level particularly those belonging to the fourth, 

fifth and sixth class municipalities.  

        This result suggests that without the intervention of the regional office of the Department of 

Agriculture particularly on capacity building, the upgrading of knowledge and skills of the AEWs 

will be stagnant. Unless the DA regional office institutionalized a capacity building program for 

AEWs in the region in collaboration with the Agricultural Training Institute (ATI), the needs of the 

AEWs for new agricultural information and technologies will always be in jeopardy. Regardless of 

whether agricultural extension is decentralized or renationalized, the assistance of the regional office 

will always be significant in ensuring that AEWs are kept abreast with the latest results of 

agricultural research and current updates on technologies in agriculture.     

        The results of the Mann-Whitney U tests regarding the AEWs evaluation of the Department of 

Agriculture’s Regional Field Office before the decentralization reveals that, the AEWs in Leyte were 

significantly more likely to agree that there is effective consultation with city/municipal 

governments in prioritizing agricultural programs/projects at the local level (p<.019). The AEWs in 

Leyte are more likely to agree as well compared to the AEWs from Eastern Samar that the provision 

of incentives and/or rewards for AEWs were better before the decentralization of agricultural 

extension (p<.033).  

       On the evaluation of the DA regional office after the decentralization, the effectiveness of the 

regional office has declined on most of the 7-item statements compared to the evaluation of the 

AEWs before decentralization. Moreover, there were no significant differences on the means, 

between the perceptions of the AEWs from the two provinces. The decline on the effectiveness of 

the regional office of the Department of Agriculture could be attributed to the relationship between 
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the provincial leadership (as represented by the provincial governor) and the leadership of the 

regional office of DA (represented by the regional executive director). According to a key informant 

from the DA regional office, there have been cases where there is a clash of decisions in terms of 

implementing programs at the provincial level against certain protocol of national agricultural 

programs. For instance, in the case of the rice program, the Department of Agriculture sets the 

criteria for the beneficiaries of the program and yet, in some cases, the governor may override on 

what is required on the program regarding beneficiaries and may insist of his/her own criteria in 

selecting beneficiaries of the program. The prerogative of the governor in the final decision of 

selecting beneficiaries will be most likely justified and agreed upon by other program implementers 

as the highest official of the province. In some cases, implementers and technical staff at the DA 

regional office would discover that some of the program beneficiaries/recipients are favoured groups 

or individuals of the governor, regardless of whether they met the selection criteria or not. 

Unfortunately, some of the farmers and fishermen who would have benefitted most from the 

agricultural and fishery programs are excluded and therefore no longer serviced due to political 

interference and partisan politics.   

       Furthermore, the results of the Mann-Whitney U test comparing the perceptions of AEWs on the 

effectiveness of the Department of Agriculture’s Regional Field Office after the decentralization, the 

results suggest that AEWs in Eastern Samar were more likely to say that there is effective evaluation 

of agriculture projects at the city/municipal governments than the AEWs in Leyte (p<0.37). 

        Overall, the AEWs in Leyte has a higher rating on the overall performance of DA regional 

office at 6.30 compared to Eastern Samar of 5.40 which suggest that more AEWs in Leyte recognize 

the good performance of the DA regional office. The performance rating of the DA regional office 

could be attributed to some factors and one of which is the proximity of the AEWs in Leyte to the 

DA regional office which could lead to better working relationship between the technical staff of the 
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DA regional office. The presence of the regional office within the province of Leyte offers a big 

advantage to the AEWs in Leyte because of easy access to technical assistance. The distance that the 

AEWs from Eastern Samar have to travel to reach the regional office could be a deterrent to 

accessing technical services of the regional office. 

        The difference in the working relationship between the AEWs in Leyte and Eastern Samar to 

DA regional staff is sometimes explained on how well the AEWs in Leyte would treat the regional 

technical staff when visiting their municipalities. The anecdotal of story of a technical staff member 

from the DA regional staff monitoring DA-funded projects in Eastern Samar revealed that some 

AEWs in Eastern Samar would deliberately stay away from him while monitoring the projects in the 

province. The absence of AEWs during his monitoring trips hinders him from securing the latest 

updates on the progress of the project as well as to get some written reports. Some technical staff 

members from the DA regional office who were involved with some projects in the provinces 

complained of the difficulty of receiving reports from AEWs in Samar Island which include the 

province of Eastern Samar.  

     Another factor that could explain the higher rating of AEWs from Leyte on the performance of 

the DA regional office is the visibility and the frequency of visits of technical staff to Leyte 

compared to Eastern Samar. The proximity of Leyte province to the regional office compared to 

Eastern Samar allows the technical staff to visit more municipalities in Leyte compared to Eastern 

Samar. The province of Leyte has also a better road network compared to Eastern Samar which is 

more convenient and comfortable to travel. The last factor could be the hostile attitude of the 

provincial leadership in most provinces in the Samar Island which could impact on the frequency of 

visits of the technical staff from DA regional staff as well as put a strain in the working relationship 

of AEWs and technical staff. According to a key informant from the DA regional office, the 

anecdotal belief that Samar Island provinces are less favored for agricultural programs could be a 
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source of “animosity” as some AEWs from Eastern Samar complained of delayed releases of funds 

and inputs for certain collaborative projects as well as delay in receiving incentives from the regional 

office.  

       The capacity building of AEWs is the indicator that has declined severely for both provinces – 

from number 1 spot before decentralization to number 6 and 7 spots after decentralization for 

Eastern Samar and Leyte, respectively. There are two implications here: first, the effectiveness of the 

DA regional office in providing training and educational opportunity has declined severely, partly 

due to the transfer of the responsibility from the national to the local. Secondly, the role of ATI as 

the training arm of the Department of Agriculture has been strengthened and therefore was given the 

mandate based on the Executive Order No. 23. Thirdly, this could imply also that the AEWs limited 

understanding of the decentralization policy that indeed their capacity building now rests with the 

municipal governments they belong has impacted their perception on this indicator. The expectation 

of AEWs from the DA regional office to provide training is no longer warranted under a 

decentralized system of agricultural extension because the Code explicitly commands the municipal 

governments should take charge of the capacity building.       

       The perception on the effectiveness of the DA regional office in monitoring the agriculture 

projects implemented at the city/municipal governments has declined for Eastern Samar but 

maintained for the province of Leyte. As discussed in Chapter 5, the perception that the monitoring 

of DA regional office has declined could be partly due to the strained relationship between the DA 

regional technical staff and the AEWs in Eastern Samar. In Leyte, this perception is maintained 

despite the decentralization. 

         The perception of the AEWs in Eastern Samar regarding the effectiveness of the DA regional 

office in the coordination with city/municipal governments in implementing agriculture projects has 

increased since decentralization, while in Leyte the AEWs perceived that it has not changed at all. 
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The decentralization has therefore not impacted the coordination of the DA regional office in the 

province of Leyte.  

 
Evaluation of the Department of Agriculture Central/National Office 
 
       A 13-item set of statements describing various tasks and expectations of AEWs from the 

national/central office of the Department of Agriculture in the implementation of a decentralized 

agricultural extension were used to evaluate the perceived performance of the DA central/national 

office. The first three statements with highest mean ranking ranging from 3.94 to 4.32 (for Eastern 

Samar) and 4.04 to 4.36 (for Leyte) were the same for both provinces (see Table 5.5). These 

statements include the following: (1) “the AEWs expect the Department of Agriculture to provide 

training and/or educational opportunities to extension workers to improve their capacity”; (2) “the 

recruitment of AEWs by the Department of Agriculture could be more objective due to less partisan 

politics”; and (3) “despite decentralization, the Department of Agriculture is still considered as a 

potent source of support for agricultural extension services”.  

        The first statement, “the AEWs expect the Department of Agriculture to provide training and/or 

educational opportunities to extension workers to improve their capacity”, suggests that AEWs from 

both provinces are yearning for the Department of Agriculture to continue in providing training to 

enhance the capacity of AEWs. Moreover, the high ranking for this statement signify that capacity 

building is an overlooked issue under a decentralized agricultural extension, hence, the need to 

intensify the training and professional development opportunities for AEWs. The provision, however, 

of training and other capacity building opportunities for local agricultural staff members faces a lot 

of barriers at the municipal level. As Saliot (2007) pointed out, municipalities are too small to fully 

function with an independent agricultural extension unit, hence the ability to provide a meaningful 

and sustained capacity building for AEWs would be costly for one municipal government. A viable 

option for these municipalities is to forge an inter-local cooperation where they will share the costs  
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Table 5.5. Mean scores and ranking of AEWs evaluation on the performance of the Department of  
                 Agriculture’s national/central Office 
 

Statement 
Eastern Samar Leyte 

n Mean SD Rank n Mean SD Rank 
The AEWs expect the Department of 
Agriculture to provide training and/or 
educational opportunities to extension 
workers to improve their capacity.    

53 4.32 .82 1 87 4.36 .93 1 

The recruitment of AEWs by the 
Department of Agriculture could be more 
objective due to less partisan politics. 

53 4.22 .93 2 87 4.32 1.01 2 

Despite decentralization, the Department 
of Agriculture is still considered as a 
potent source of support for agricultural 
extension services.   

52 3.94 .91 3 87 4.04 .94 3 

There is a tendency for local government 
units to rely from the Department of 
Agriculture for funds to finance 
agricultural programs at the local level. 

52 3.78 .82 4 87 3.88 1.04 5 

The Department of Agriculture has better 
administrative control of the AEWs 
compared to local government units. 

53 3.77 1.12 5 86 3.72 1.28 8 

The Department of Agriculture 
implements centrally-funded agricultural 
programs and projects at the 
city/municipal level.   

53 3.68 .95 6 87 3.82 .86 6 

The Department of Agriculture has 
continued to provide assistance to local 
government units to support the local 
agricultural programs.   

51 3.55 .96 7 87 3.94 .94 4 

In general, the Department of Agriculture 
has efficient monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E) of its agricultural programs at the 
city/municipal governments. 

53 3.37 1.00 8 87 3.77 1.05 7 

The Department of Agriculture can 
influence the provincial Governors to 
allocate funding from their own local 
government funds to finance food security 
projects at the local level. 

52 3.30 .98 9 86 3.34 1.05 9 

The Department of Agriculture has 
evaluated the impacts of decentralization 
at the city/municipal level. 

52 3.09 1.09 10 87 3.23 .93 11 

The Department of Agriculture can 
influence the city/municipal Mayors to 
secure an adequate funding from local 
government funds to finance food 
production projects.   

53 3.05 .97 11 85 3.28 1.12 10 

Likert-scale:  
1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = neither agree or disagree; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree 
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to conduct and improve the capacity building initiatives for their AEWs. The Department of 

Agriculture should also consider providing logistics and funding to these municipalities engaged 

in inter-local cooperation to encourage cooperation among other municipalities facing the same 

constraint in providing capacity building for their AEWs. Apart from the general need of 

continuous training for AEWs, the Department of Agriculture and Agricultural Training 

Institute should not also limit the attendance and participation of training and short courses to 

AEWs aged 45 years old and below. In most training and short courses opportunities offered by 

these  institutions, the age limit of participation is up to 45 years old which leaves the AEWs 

who are more than 50 years stagnant and unable to avail training for the next 10 to 15 years 

before they reach the mandatory retirement age of 65. Given with the current demographic of 

AEWs in both provinces where the average age is about 50, the level of knowledge and skills of 

AEWs will remain unimproved if training opportunities for these AEWs will not be pursued due 

to age constraint.     

         The second statement, “the recruitment of AEWs by the Department of Agriculture could 

be more objective due to less partisan politics”, indicates that the AEWs in both provinces 

recognize that the DA will be more objective in terms of recruiting AEWs compared to the 

current hiring of AEWs being done by the city and municipal governments. The 

recommendation of AEWs for DA to recruit AEWs will ensure the recruitment of qualified 

AEWs in the workforce without the influence of the partisan politics as observed by AEWs in 

local governments. One of the terms being used by AEWs to describe a phenomenon in getting 

a job in the local government is what they call “political eligibility”. This is a common 

understanding that when an applicant has political clout with the local politicians, chances are 

that his/her application will be considered for a job offer or position. There are cases where 
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contractual positions in the local agriculture office are being offered to non-agriculture 

graduates because of their close affiliation and relationship to the appointing officials.  

     The third statement, “despite decentralization, the Department of Agriculture is still 

considered as a potent source of support for agricultural extension services”, is a glaring 

testament that despite the transfer of responsibilities and additional funding to the provincial and 

city/municipal governments, the AEWs perceive that these local governments are still dependent 

on the national government in terms of funding for agricultural extension and for most of 

agricultural programs. In most cases, most local government officials would publicly announce 

their support for the agriculture sector particularly during election period, but in reality, these 

are mostly rhetoric and the promises they made are easily compromised once they are elected.   

         The three statements with the lowest mean ratings ranging from 3.05 to 3.30 (for Eastern 

Samar) and 3.28 to 3.34 (for Leyte) were also the same for the two provinces. These statements 

are: “The Department of Agriculture can influence the provincial Governors to allocate funding 

from their own local government funds to finance food security projects at the local level”  

(mean = 3.30/3.34 [Eastern Samar/Leyte];  “The Department of Agriculture has evaluated the 

impacts of decentralization at the city/municipal level” (mean = 3.09/3.23 [Eastern 

Samar/Leyte]; and “The Department of Agriculture can influence the city/municipal Mayors to 

secure an adequate funding from local government funds to finance food production projects” 

(mean = 3.05/3.28 [Eastern Samar/Leyte].  

         The two statements which have a significant mean difference based on Mann-Whitney U 

tests are: “the Department of Agriculture has continued to provide assistance to local 

government units to support the local agricultural programs” with a mean rank of 58.97 and 

75.67 for Eastern Samar and Leyte, respectively, and “In general, the Department of 
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Agriculture has efficient monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of its agricultural programs at the 

city/municipal governments” with a mean rank of 60.57 and 76.55 for Eastern Samar and Leyte, 

respectively. Based on the Mann-Whitney U test comparing the significant differences of the 

perception of AEWs from Eastern Samar and Leyte on the performance of the Department of 

Agriculture National Office, AEWs in Leyte were significantly more likely to say that the 

Department of Agriculture has efficient monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of its agricultural 

programs at the city/municipal governments than were the AEWs in Eastern Samar (p<.018). 

Also the Leyte AEWs were significantly more likely to feel that the Department of Agriculture 

has continued to provide assistance to local government units to support the local agricultural 

programs than were the Eastern Samar AEWs (p<.011).  The AEWs from Leyte have higher 

overall rating (6.81/10) in their evaluation of the DA national office compared to the AEWs 

from Eastern Samar (5.78/10).        

 

AEWs Evaluation of the Agricultural Training Institute (ATI) 

         The Agricultural Training Institute (ATI), the training arm of the Department of 

Agriculture, is being evaluated because of its critical role in providing technology updates and 

skills training to AEWs. The absence of specific provisions outlining the roles and 

responsibilities of AEWs in the Local Government Code of 1991 has not deterred the inclusion 

of evaluating the ATI in this study. The inclusion of evaluation of Agricultural Training Institute 

(ATI) of its performance under a decentralized agricultural extension was considered to secure 

the perception of AEWs on how the training arm of the Department of Agriculture has helped 

them improve their overall capacity building which includes skills and knowledge in agriculture 

and competency in training delivery. Rather than focusing on the evaluating the key activities 
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and training methodologies being used by ATI, the study focused on the knowing the strengths 

of the ATI as a training institution including eliciting their suggestions about how to improve 

the services of ATI. As such, its strengths as a training institution perceived by its first and 

foremost clientele - the AEWs - will enable the institute to sustain its current best practices and 

innovations in training management. The suggestions of the AEWs to improve their 

performance are equally important because it will reinforce the thrusts of the institute to 

continue providing services that are deemed relevant and needed by the AEWs.    

       Finally, the respondents were asked to provide their overall rating of ATI. The questions 

highlighted to evaluate the ATI are as follows: 1) what are the strengths of ATI as a training 

institution?; 2) what are your suggestions to improve the training services of ATI?; and 3) what 

is your overall rating for ATI’s performance? The rating used was from a scale of 1 to 10 (where 

1 is lowest and 10 as the highest score).  

          The three main strengths of ATI perceived by AEWs from Eastern Samar are the 

following: 1) strong capacity building programs and activities for AEWs (n = 29, 69%); 2) 

competence and capability of ATI trainers and staff (n = 23, 55%); and 3) adequate funds of ATI 

(n = 11, 26%). The strengths identified by AEWs from Leyte, on the other hand, are the 

following: 1) competence and capability of ATI trainers and staff (n = 43, 60%); 2) strong 

capacity building programs and activities for AEWs (n = 35, 49%); and 3) adequate training 

facilities (n = 19, 27%). 

           Overall, the average performance rating of ATI from both provinces is 6.36/10. The 

rating of AEWs from Leyte is higher at 6.73 (SD = 1.85) compared to 5.77 (SD = 1.84) of 

Eastern Samar.   
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       The strengths identified by AEWs from both provinces include the following: strong 

capacity building programs and activities for AEWs; competence and capability of ATI trainers 

and staff; adequate funds of ATI; and adequate training facilities. The statement, “strong 

capacity building programs and activities for AEWs” is a strength identified by AEWs because 

of ATI’s propensity to implement regular training and technology updates for AEWs. The 

training courses being offered also include some management techniques to improve the 

capacity of municipal agriculturists in preparing project proposals, improving networking, and 

other activities that will enhance the overall performance and impact of agricultural extension in 

the locality. The ATI adopts new techniques in training with the use of various multimedia 

equipment, group dynamics, and practicum activities to improve the learning experience of the 

trainees. The second statement, “competence and capability of ATI trainers and staff”, suggests 

that ATI have maintained highly experienced, knowledgeable, and skilled manpower to execute 

the training programs for AEWs and other clientele. The ATI staff members have also upgraded 

themselves by taking graduate courses and other specialized training abroad to improve their 

capacity. The ATI centre at Visayas State University which serves the whole region of Eastern 

Visayas which includes the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte, have three PhDs and other 

staff have master’s degree as well. The competence of ATI staff in the region is also 

complemented by the ability of the trainers and staff to establish good rapport and camaraderie 

with AEWs and other clientele as well.  

      The response to the fourth statement, “adequate funds of ATI”, indicates that AEWs in 

Eastern Samar and Leyte perceive the ability of ATI to implement their training programs with 

enough logistics to carry on the various plans and activities of the institute. Despite the limited 
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budget in reaching out 6 provinces within the region, the ATI is able to implement its training 

programs in collaboration with other governments agencies, NGOs and even local governments. 

      The fifth statement, “adequate training facilities”, provides a tone of agreement from the 

AEWs that the current facilities of the training institute is enough to serve the basic needs of the 

AEWs for accommodation, lodging and dining during training. A convenience store is also 

available inside the compound of the ATI training centre where AEWs can buy necessities such 

as toiletries and even snack items. Overall, there is an affirmative evaluation on the performance 

of ATI in providing training to AEWs. However, apart from the usual quantitative reporting of 

the outcomes of training programs (that is, reporting the number of attendance per training 

session, indicating the topics discussed, number of field trips conducted, etc), the ATI has to 

embark on a more in-depth evaluation of its training program by considering the assessment of 

the educational component of their training program. The educational component, as Ponce 

(2006) stressed, deals with the intangible and non-quantifiable outcomes of training such as the 

changes in the behavior and attitudes of the training participants. In this case, a more sustained 

and regular consultation with the AEWs on how well the training programs have impacted their 

attitude towards the discharge of their work will be part of the existing evaluation system that 

ATI has adopted. This also calls the adoption of the knowledge, attitudes, skills, aspirations 

(KASA) which has a higher level of evaluation (see Bennett, 1975).  

 
5.1.3. AEWs Perceived Evaluation of the Civil Society – Farmers Associations (FAs) and 
Non-Government Organizations (NGOs) & Peoples’ Organizations  
       
        The roles and responsibilities of the civil society under a decentralized agricultural 

extension are not stipulated in Section 17 (Basic Services and Facilities) of the Local 

Government Code of 1991 unlike the case of the provincial, city/municipal, and barangay 
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governments. However, in the general provisions of the Code (Article 3, Section 34, 35, & 36), 

the Code exhorts civil society to “become active partners in the pursuit of local autonomy” 

(Section 34). Moreover, in Section 35, the Code also instructs to local governments that non-

government and people’s organizations may “engage in the delivery of certain basic services, 

capability-building and livelihood projects, and to develop local enterprises designed to improve 

productivity and income, diversify agriculture, spur rural industrialization, promote ecological 

balance, and enhance the economic and well-being of the people” (Section 35). The inclusion 

therefore of eliciting the perception of AEWs and key informants on the role of the civil society 

in agricultural extension will inform how the civil society has become helpful in the 

implementation of the Code.     

 
 
Evaluation of Farmers’ Associations (FAs) 
         
       The survey instrument completed by the AEWs contains questions on how the Farmers’ 

Associations (FAs) would have performed under a decentralized agricultural extension. The 

effectiveness of performance of FAs was evaluated by the AEWs by eliciting their perception on 

the three (3) significant contributions of the FAs to a decentralized agricultural extension and  

three (3) suggestions to increase participation of the FAs. The AEWs also gave their overall 

rating of the performance of the FAs using a scale of 1 to 10.  

        The three main contributions of FAs to a decentralized agricultural extension identified by 

AEWs from Eastern Samar are the following: 1) facilitates technology adoption (n = 19, 50%);  

2)  assists  in project/program implementation (n = 13, 34%); and 3) provides assistance to 

AEWs (n = 8, 21%). The AEWs from Leyte, on the other hand, perceived the following 

contributions of FAs in decentralized agricultural extension: 1) assists in project/program 
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implementation (n = 25, 38%); 2) facilitates technology adoption (n = 10, 15%); and 3) acts as 

beneficiaries/ recipients of various programs (n = 9, 14%).   

        The three main contributions of FAs to a decentralized agricultural extension identified by 

AEWs from Eastern Samar and Leyte are the following: facilitates technology adoption, assists 

in project/program implementation, provides assistance to AEWs, and acts as beneficiaries/ 

recipients of various programs. The perception of AEWs that FAs facilitate technology 

adoption stems from the practice of farmers to share information and experiences of new 

technologies they have tried in their farms. The regular meetings and farmers’ classes being held 

for members of FAs become an avenue for farmers to share these technologies to one another. 

In some agricultural extension literature, this method is called farmer to farmer approach (see 

Scoones and Thompson 1994). The FAs are seen as helpful in the implementation of 

agricultural extension programs/projects because they facilitate the cooperation to the AEWs 

and to other implementing agencies in executing various activities and deliverables of the 

projects. Since most of these projects are coursed through the FAs, the organization is obliged to 

provide its counterpart such as facilitating the distribution of seeds and inputs to its members, 

collection of fees and dues, and dissemination of information related to the progress or updates 

or changes in the implementation of the project. The cooperation of FAs with the activities of 

AEWs is therefore helpful in accomplishing the tasks and responsibilities of the AEWs. Hence, 

the perception that FAs provide assistance to AEWs would easily be recognized by AEWs 

because it contributes to the efficiency and effectiveness in discharging the responsibilities of 

AEWs in the field.  

        Finally, another significant contribution of the FAs as viewed by the AEWs in the 

implementation of agricultural programs is their acceptance as beneficiaries and recipients of 

 129 



 

different agricultural programs and projects intended for the farmers and rural communities. The 

prerogative of FAs to either accept or decline is inherent to their identity as independent 

organization capable of charting their own plans and activities that would benefit the members. 

Hence, the acceptance of FAs as beneficiaries of agricultural extension programs/projects leads 

to cooperation and collaboration between FAs and different government and non-government 

organizations.   

          The overall performance rating of FAs from both provinces is 5.68. The AEWs from the 

province of Leyte has higher rating of 5.90 (SD = 1,72) compared to the rating of AEWs from 

Eastern Samar which is 5.32 (SD = 1.27).  

 
Evaluation of the Civil Society (NGOs and POs) 
        
        The AEWs from the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte evaluated the performance of 

the civil society by addressing the three (3) significant contributions of the NGOs and POs in a 

decentralized agricultural extension. The AEWs also provided three suggestions to increase the 

participation of NGOs and POs in helping improve the decentralized agricultural extension. The 

AEWs also rated the overall performance of the civil society using a rating scale from 1 to 10.  

       The AEWs from Eastern Samar enumerated the following three major contributions of the 

civil society in a decentralized agricultural extension: 1) assistance in the implementation and 

coordination of projects and programs (n = 17, 50%); 2) engagement in cooperation, 

collaboration, participation and partnership in development (n = 17, 50%); and 3) provision of 

technical assistance (n = 10, 29%). The AEWs from Leyte, on the other hand identified the 

following as the major contributions of civil society in a decentralized agricultural extension: 1) 

provision of technical assistance (n = 24, 50%); 2) financial assistance/funding source (n = 14, 
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29%); and 3) engagement in cooperation, collaboration, participation and partnership in 

development (n = 10, 21%).  

        The major contributions of civil society in decentralized agricultural extension identified 

by AEWs from Eastern Samar and Leyte are the following:  provision of technical assistance,  

engagement in cooperation, collaboration, participation and partnership in development,  

assistance in the implementation and coordination of projects and programs, and provision of  

financial assistance/funding source. The technical assistance provided by the civil society 

particularly the NGOs in disseminating technologies and agricultural information among 

farmers in the rural communities is one of the most significant contributions of the civil society 

in decentralized agricultural extension. The readiness and the availability of technical services 

from the civil society in helping improve the productivity of farmers cannot be underestimated 

because it fills in the gaps of services that the national and local governments are unable to 

provide particularly to those communities in remote and rural areas. According to a key 

informant, the civil society assist in community organizing and mobilizing resources within the 

community, and from developing infrastructure such as irrigation and water system facilities to 

helping farmers engage in post-production activities. These are just some of the civil society’s 

contribution which complements other services provided by the government and other 

organizations. Moreover, the engagement of civil society in worthwhile programs and activities 

needing their cooperation, collaboration and partnership make a tremendous contribution to 

agricultural and rural development. According to a key informant from DA regional office, the 

civil society spearheads some of the development efforts because of their flexibility in 

operations and governance largely because of its less bureaucratic hierarchy. In some ways, the 

civil society also has an easy way of penetrating remote and rural areas because of their 
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orientation towards grassroots development which gives them an edge in organizing, mobilizing, 

implementing and coordinating projects and activities in rural communities.  

          Finally, the financial assistance directly provided by the civil society to farmers 

associations, rural women’s groups, and rural youth, are helping the farming communities 

access financial help without the use of collateral and without the stringent paperwork that they 

have to accomplish to get the financial help they need according to a AEW. The efforts of the 

NGOs and POs to mobilize funding resources for the agriculture sector have improved the 

impact and performance of decentralized agricultural extension in local governments where they 

actively operate. The perennial problem of inadequate financial resources among local 

governments compounded with the lack of priority for agriculture, have made the financial 

contribution of civil society even more meaningful and relevant to ensure that necessary goods 

and services reach the people in rural communities. Indeed, the contribution of civil society to 

local governments is immense and limitless and this kind of partnership should be nurtured and 

sustained so that the gains of decentralizing agricultural extension will bring great benefit to 

farmers and rural communities. The overall rating on the performance of civil society from both 

provinces is 5.26. The AEWs from Leyte has a higher rating of 5.40 (SD= 1.78) compared to the 

5.06 (SD= 1.34) rating of AEWs from Eastern Samar.  

 
 
5.1.4. Self-Evaluation of AEWs on their Performance under a Decentralized  
         Agricultural Extension  
 
Self-Evaluation of AEWs on their Performance under a Decentralized Extension 
 
       The self-evaluation of the performance of AEWs attempts to secure the personal reflection 

and thoughts of the AEWs on how they have fared as an extension worker since agricultural 

extension was decentralized.  A 13-item instrument was used to evaluate the performance of 
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AEWs by measuring the efficiency of their services and capacity through the use of a five-point 

response scale ranging from 1 (very unsatisfactory) to 5 (highly satisfactory). Table 5.6 shows  

 
Table 5.6. Mean Scores and Ranking of AEWs self-evaluation on the impacts of  
                 decentralization on their performance as agricultural extension workers 

 
Statement 

Eastern Samar Leyte 
n Mean SD Rank n Mean SD Rank 

 
Enhanced self-fulfillment of job 
accomplishments. 

 
52 

 
3.23 

 
.757 

 
1 

 
85 

 
3.15 

 
1.02 

 
5 

 
Increased ability to provide sound 
technical advice to farmers. 

 
51 

 
3.21 

 
.642 

 
2 

 
84 

 
3.34 

 
.884 

 
1 

 
Enhanced ability to write project 
reports and accomplishments. 

 
52 

 
3.17 

 
.706 

 
3 

 
85 

 
3.22 

 
.955 

 
4 

 
Increased ability to respond promptly to 
farmers’ requests for assistance. 

 
52 

 
3.15 

 
.825 

 
4 

 
84 

 
3.32 

 
.894 

 
2 

 
Increased communication skills to 
deliver information. 

 
52 

 
3.11 

 
.855 

 
5 

 
84 

 
3.23 

 
.977 

 
3 

 
Increased skill in conducting farmers’ 
classes. 

 
52 

 
3.04 

 
.765 

 
6 

 
83 

 
3.22 

 
.963 

 
4 

 
Increased job motivation. 

 
52 

 
3.03 

 
.815 

 
7 

 
85 

 
3.04 

 
1.01 

 
6 

 
Enhanced self-esteem and confidence. 

 
52 

 
3.02 

 
.939 

 
8 

 
84 

 
2.95 

 
.943 

 
9 

 
Increased mobility to visit farmers 
regularly. 

 
52 

 
3.00 

 
.907 

 
9 

 
84 

 
3.15 

 
1.01 

 
5 

 
Increased ability to provide social 
activities to farmers other than farming. 

 
52 

 
2.78 

 
.935 

 

 
10 

 
85 

 
3.00 

 
.912 

 
8 

 
Increased capacity due to training and 
educational opportunities. 

 
52 

 
2.73 

 
1.068 

 
11 

 
85 

 
2.85 

 
.940 

 
10 

 
Improved ability to write project 
proposals. 

 
52 

 
2.58 

 
.775 

 
12 

 
83 

 
2.65 

 
.861 

 
11 

 
Improved ability to source out funds for 
extension activities. 

 
52 

 
2.52 

 
.918 

 
13 

 
85 

 
3.02 

 
.975 

 
7 

**significant at p <.05 (.003 significance); Rank is based on the statement mean value. 
Likert-Scale: 1 = very unsatisfactory, 2 = unsatisfactory, 3 = fairly satisfactory, 4 = satisfactory, 5 = highly 
satisfactory 
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results relative to the self-evaluation of AEWs on the impact of decentralization to their 

performance as agricultural extension workers (AEWs). 

        The principal component analysis showed that with the combined means of the two 

provinces, the statement increased ability to provide sound technical advice to farmers has the 

highest mean (mean = 3.26; SD = .798). Nine out of twelve statements have a mean ranging 

from 3.0 to 3.26 (fairly satisfactory). The statements with a mean lower than three are as 

follows:  increased ability to provide social activities to farmers other than farming (mean = 

2.89; SD= .898); improved ability to source out funds for extension activities (mean = 2.77; SD 

= .965); and improved ability to write project proposals (mean = 2.61; SD = .825). 

         The overall mean value for both provinces was 3.15 with a standard deviation of 0.61. 

This overall value indicates that AEWs in both provinces have a fairly satisfactory rating on 

their performance as AEWs under a decentralized agricultural extension based on the 13-item 

indicators. Most of the statements were rated fairly satisfactory (3) by the AEWs in both 

provinces. In Eastern Samar, nine out of thirteen statements have a mean value of over 3.0. The 

highest item mean value (mean = 3.23; SD = 0.76) was reported for the statement, “enhanced 

self-fulfillment of job accomplishments”. The lowest item mean value (mean = 2.52; SD = 0.92) 

was reported for the statement, “improved ability to source out funds for extension activities”. 

In Leyte province, 10 out of 13 statements have a mean value of over 3.0. The highest item 

mean value (mean = 3.34; SD = 0.88) was reported for the statement, “increased ability to 

provide sound technical advice to farmers”. The lowest item mean value (mean = 2.65; SD = 

0.86) was reported for the statement, “improved ability to write project proposals”. The only 

statement that has significant difference between the two provinces is “improved ability to 
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source out funds for extension activities” with a t-value of -3.046** (p<.003). The statement, 

ranked 7th in Leyte and 13th in Eastern Samar, has a mean difference of -.504.  

       In Eastern Samar, the statement with the highest mean value “enhanced self-fulfillment of 

job accomplishments” (fairly satisfactory) indicates that despite the inadequate support from the 

local governments, most AEWs in the province claim self-fulfillment on their job 

accomplishments on agricultural extension. However, the rating which is fairly satisfactory, 

cannot be construed as an high achievement in agricultural extension services even by the 

standards of AEWs. The statement with the lowest mean, “improved ability to source out funds 

for extension activities”, indicates the inability of AEWs to increase the funding sources for 

various extension activities in their respective areas of responsibility. According to an AEW, the 

immediate source of funding for local extension activities aside from the local agriculture 

budget is the funding allocation for municipal councillors in the municipality. However, since 

the municipal councillor has to allocate these meagre resources to other sectors such as social 

services, education, health, livelihood projects, and even medical expenses of their constituents, 

the amount that trickles down to the AEWs is very minimal. In most cases, not all AEWs can 

avail themselves of this funding support and not all municipal councillors will be able to 

respond positively to the funding request of the AEWs. Another source of immediate funds for 

the AEWs includes the provincial agriculture office and the regional office of the Department of 

Agriculture. The AEWs can also access some funding facility at the provincial level and the 

regional office as long as they submit project proposals for funding which will be further 

evaluated for its relevance and competitiveness in bringing benefits to the project beneficiaries. 

The challenging issue however is the ability of AEWs to propose and write quality proposals 

that will secure the approval of funding agencies. Before the decentralization of agricultural 
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extension, the AEWs merely implemented programs and projects handed down to them by the 

national office. These programs and projects are prepared and conceptualized by experts at the 

regional and national level under a high level top-to-bottom approach.  

        As observed by a key informant from a provincial agriculture office, the participation of 

AEWs in planning and conceptualizing of agricultural programs is virtually nil and their main 

task is relegated to implementing the programs/projects at the local level. At the time of 

decentralization, the absence and the limited experience of AEWs in preparing project proposals, 

became a limiting factor in submitting meaningful proposals on agricultural extension which 

could have led to engaging collaborative work with other stakeholders had they been successful 

with their submitted proposals. The proficiency of the AEWs in the English language would 

also be a big factor in the inability of AEWs to prepare proposals because of their inadequacy to 

articulate their ideas in English language. A mechanism or a strategy where AEWs can 

conceptualize their project ideas using the national language (Tagalog) or the local dialects 

(Waray-waray and Cebuano) and then later translated into English will most likely improve the 

chances of getting the proposals approved by funders.     

         In Leyte province, the statement with the highest item mean value “increased ability to 

provide sound technical advice to farmers” signifies that despite some challenges under a 

decentralized agricultural extension system, the AEWs still take pride in their ability to provide 

technical assistance to the farmers and other clientele. According to some AEWs in the province, 

the challenges at the local level such as inadequate travel allowance to reach their places of 

assignment have not deterred them in visiting their assigned barangays on a regular basis. 

Although the frequency may not be as often compared to the frequency when they were not 

decentralized yet, this is better compared to some parts in the country where AEWs are rarely 
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seen in their assigned barangays. In some cases also, some AEWs in other parts of the country 

are assigned some non-agriculture functions which compels them to stop discharging their 

services to the farmers at the barangay level. The statement with the lowest item mean value, 

“improved ability to write project proposals,” indicates the acceptance of AEWs on their 

diminishing ability to write and prepare project proposals for various agricultural extension 

projects that could be implemented at the local level. According to a key informant, one factor 

that could have led to the low rating of the statement is the availability of several projects 

funded by the national government and NGOs which do not require the AEWs to prepare 

proposals for projects that could be implemented within their jurisdiction. For instance, the 

Leyte province is one of the target provinces for hybrid rice production which entails the 

participation of AEWs in the nationwide implementation of the hybrid rice technology program. 

Hence, even without preparing project proposals, the AEWs can still be engaged in extension 

work through partnerships with various agencies needing their collaboration. There are also 

several regional offices and other regional research centers based at Leyte which is an advantage 

for AEWs in Leyte because of their proximity and the ability to access the programs and 

services of these regional centers without the necessity of preparing and submitting project 

proposals.  

         Based on Mann-Whitney U tests, the AEWs in Eastern Samar were significantly more 

likely to say that they agreed with the statement that they enjoy a good working relationship 

with the City/Municipal Mayor than in Leyte (p<.042). However, in Leyte, the AEWs were 

more likely to say that they consult the farmers for their training/extension needs on a regular 

basis (at least once every six months) than in Eastern Samar (p<0.39). AEWs in Leyte were 

 137 



 

more likely to conduct farmers’ classes regularly (at least once a month) than AEWs in Eastern 

Samar (p<.006).  

5.2. Key Informants’ perception on whether decentralized agricultural extension has been 
advantageous to farmers and farming communities (n=20)  
 
     Twelve out of 20 key informants (60%) perceived that decentralizing agricultural extension 

have not been advantageous to the farmers and farming communities. Seven key informants 

(35%) perceived otherwise. One key informant was unsure if decentralization have been 

advantageous or not to farmers and farming communities. 

     The arguments of key informants who perceived that decentralization has been 

disadvantageous to farmers and farming communities include the following: agriculture being 

less priority by local chief executives (LCEs); demoralized extension workers; and 

programming in agriculture continued to be done by the national government. One key 

informant lamented that decentralization “Cut off the flow of unified extension program of the 

government and that LGUs cannot afford to have their own extension program”. 

     The key informants who perceived that decentralization has been advantageous to farmers 

and farming communities argue the accessibility of extension services and technical assistance 

to farmers. Planning of extension programs involve the stakeholders at the local level and 

making “extension services closer to farmers with AEWs able to feel the real needs of the 

farmers”, according to a key informant. 

 
 
5.3. AEWs Perception on the Impacts of Decentralized Agricultural Extension on Farming 

and Fishing Communities 

         The remote and rural farming communities including the fishing villages in coastal areas 

can be considered as the ultimate beneficiaries of decentralization as far as development efforts 
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is concern. The effectiveness and efficiency in the delivery of extension service transformed into 

an improved farmers’ and fishermen’s productivity and income, would measure to some degree 

the impacts of decentralized extension. The increase in productivity and income, however, is not 

a sufficient indicator of development especially regarding the multi-dimensionality of rural 

poverty.  

         Assessing how decentralized agricultural extension has impacted the overall well-being of 

the farmers and the rural families in terms of an increase in productivity and income, could still 

be problematic considering that farmers and rural families may have additional sources of 

income and livelihood such as remittances of family members living and working in urban areas 

and even abroad. Isolating the contribution of agricultural extension would require sophisticated 

indicators and measurements that would capture how agricultural extension had influenced 

changes in the economic and livelihood activities of farmers and rural families. An attempt, 

however, to evaluate the impacts of decentralized agricultural extension based on AEWs’ 

perception, albeit broadly, would provide some basic information on which sectors or 

communities within the farming and fishing population have benefited most or have least 

benefited from decentralizing agricultural extension.  

      The outcome statements (see Table 5.7) describe most of the expected outcomes in 

agricultural extension – capacity building for farmers, increasing crop and livestock production 

(for food security and nutrition purposes), enhancing rural institutions, and improving the 

general well-being of farmers and rural families. The evaluation on the positive outcomes of 

decentralized agricultural extension highlights the more than 20 years of experience of AEWs 

under decentralization and it captures their comparison on how these outcomes have fared 

before decentralizing agricultural extension.  
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      This sub-section discussing the impacts of decentralized agricultural extension bridges the 

preceding sub-section where the performance of various stakeholders have been discussed and 

analyzed. While the previous section caters to evaluating the performance of the key 

stakeholders in extension, the section on evaluating the impacts of decentralized agricultural 

extension highlights on how decentralization has made some notable impacts to farming and 

fishing communities including on how decentralization has impacted on their activities and 

endeavors in crop and livestock production, entrepreneurship, and institution building, to name a 

few. Finally, the section on evaluating the perception of AEWs on the principles and practices 

of agricultural extension and how it might have changed their views under decentralization 

intends to reflect the dynamism of the traditional and long-held beliefs in agricultural extension 

and how it is changing with the emerging priorities in extension (such as mitigating effects of 

climate change in agriculture) and the influx of new technology developed both in agricultural 

production as well as in the ICTs.                 

 

5.2.1. AEWs Perception on the Impacts of Decentralization on the Outcomes of 

Agricultural Extension 

       The perceived impact of decentralization on farming communities was evaluated through 

14-item statements describing positive outcomes of a successful agricultural extension. A 

Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (very unsatisfactory) to 5 (highly satisfactory) described the 

AEWs’ perception on the impact of decentralization to these various outcomes. A majority of 

the AEWs response from both provinces ranged from 2.63 (2 =unsatisfactory) to 3.75 (3 =fairly 

satisfactory). The AEWs response from the province of Eastern Samar has a score ranging from 
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a low of 2.63 to a high of 3.75. The AEWs from Leyte, on the other hand, have a mean score 

ranging from a low of 2.93 to a high of 3.68 (see Table 5.7). 

 
Table 5.7. Mean scores and ranking of the perceptions of AEWs on the positive outcomes of  
                 agricultural extension between the provinces of Eastern Samar  and Leyte  
 

Outcome Statement 
Eastern Samar Leyte 

n Mean SD Rank n Mean SD Rank 
Increased production of cereals such as 
rice and corn. 

52 3.75 .68 1 86 3.68 .78 1 

General increase of productivity among 
farmers. 

51 3.56 .75 2 86 3.59 .77 2 

Increased production of vegetables. 52 3.54 .67 3 86 3.58 .82 3 
Increased production of rootcrops. 52 3.52 .69 4 84 3.40 .73 8 
Increased capacity of farmers to adopt 
technologies 

52 3.48 .78 5 86 3.52 .90 5 

Increase in farmer’s income 52 3.30 .75 6 86 3.56 .76 4 
Improved cohesiveness of farming 
communities 

50 3.30 .78 6 85 3.28 .84 12 

Increased hog production. 52 3.17 .92 7 86 3.45 .71 6 
Enhanced the well-being of farm 
families 

51 3.15 .75 8 86 3.41 .78 7 

Increased production of poultry. 52 3.11 .87 9 86 3.39 .74 9 
Improved the capacity of farmers to be 
self-reliant 

52 3.09 .93 10 84 3.32 .85 11 

Improved the functionality of rural 
organizations 

52 2.98 .98 11 86 3.16 .91 13 

Increased the entrepreneurial skills 
of farmers 

52 2.94 .93 12 85 3.34 .86 10 

Increased the number of Cooperatives 
(Coops) 

52 2.63 .97 13 86 2.93 .90 14 

Likert-scale: 1 = very unsatisfactory; 2 = unsatisfactory; 3 = fairly satisfactory; 4 = satisfactory;  
                     5 = highly satisfactory 
 
 

         The AEWs from both provinces have the same top three statements with the highest mean. 

These statements are: 1) “increased production of cereals such as rice and corn”; 2) “general 

increase of productivity among farmers”; and 3) “increased production of vegetables”. No 

statement received a rating of 4 (satisfactory) and 5 (highly satisfactory) (see Table 5.7). Among 

the 14 statements, two statements - “increased hog production” and “increased the 

entrepreneurial skills of farmers” have a higher statistically significant median difference. The 
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AEWs from the province of Leyte has a higher median scores (mean =3.34, SD =.86) compared 

to Eastern Samar (mean =2.94, SD =.93). 

           The general trend, however, regarding the perception of AEWs on positive outcomes of 

decentralized agricultural extension is generally below satisfactory. Any positive perception on 

the impact of outcomes of decentralized agricultural extension would dwell around the 4 

(satisfactory) and 5 (highly satisfactory) scores. Based on the scores, the results suggest that the 

perceived impact of decentralization on the positive outcomes of agricultural extension is weak.  

 
5.2.2. AEWs Perception on the Impacts of Decentralization on Various Farming and 

Fishing Sectors/Communities 

         The result of AEWs evaluation from both provinces on the impact of decentralization to 

various farming and fishing sectors/communities showed that the upland farmers are the most 

affected sector in a decentralized agricultural extension. The AEWs, who rated 14 various 

sectors and communities with a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (not affected at all) to 5 

(severely affected), voted the upland sector with the highest rating (severely affected) from both 

provinces, 3.50 for Eastern Samar and 2.93 for Leyte. The sector with the lowest score (not 

affected at all) for Eastern Samar is commercial fish operators (mean =2.86, SD =1.12), while 

for Leyte, the rice farmers (mean =2.29, SD =1.12) (see Table 5.8).  
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Table 5.8. Mean scores and ranking of the impact of decentralization to the various sectors  
                   in the farming and fishing communities.  
 

 
 

Sector 

Eastern Samar Leyte 
n Mean SD Rank n Mean SD Rank 

Upland farmers  52 3.50 1.04 1 83 2.93 1.17 1 
Carabao raisers  47 3.32 .88 2 84 2.54 1.02 9 
Small poultry farmers  50 3.30 .88 3 82 2.73 1.04 2 
Cattle raisers  48 3.25 .88 4 82 2.68 1.06 3 
Small hog/swine farmers 50 3.22 .95 5 84 2.67 1.05 4 
Small/marginal vegetable 
growers  

52 3.21 .87 6 83 2.59 1.16 7 

Commercial cutflower 
farmers  

35 3.17 1.04 7 72 2.61 1.10 5 

Commercial hog/swine 
growers 

44 3.15 .96 8 81 2.51 1.01 10 

Commercial vegetable 
growers  

44 3.13 .90 9 80 2.55 1.06 9 

Commercial poultry 
farmers  

44 3.13 .93 9 80 2.55 1.02 9 

Small/marginal 
fisherfolks  

52 3.13 1.03 9 82 2.58 1.12 8 

Rice farmers  51 2.92 1.07 10 84 2.29 1.12 12 
Rice seed growers  50 2.88 1.15 11 81 2.44 1.13 11 
Commercial fish 
operators 

43 2.86 1.12 12 76 2.60 1.09 6 

Likert-scale: 1 = not affected at all; 2 = least affected; 3 = moderately affected; 4 = affected; 5 = severely 
affected 
 
        The Mann-Whitney U test of both provinces showed no significant differences in the 

means. The mean score for Eastern Samar ranged from 2.86 to 3.50, while for Leyte, 2.29 to 

2.93. The result of AEWs evaluation showing the upland farmers as the most affected sector in a 

decentralized agricultural extension presents the many challenges faced by farmers living in 

remote and rural upland areas in the two provinces. The distance of upland farmers from the 

town centres, where often AEWs have to walk by feet or spend large amount of transportation 

expense by hiring vehicles for special trips, makes them vulnerable to infrequent visits by 

AEWs. In general, monitoring and evaluating the conditions of upland farmers and other 

dwellers in upland areas is a lower priority for provincial and municipal governments compared 

 143 



 

to lowland agriculture because of the higher costs associated with the human resource and 

logistics involved in reaching them. Based on Mann-Whitney U test, the Leyte AEWs were 

significantly more likely to believe that there had been a satisfactory increase in the 

entrepreneurial skills of farmers than were the Eastern Samar AEWs (p<.019).  

 
5.4. Key Informants’ Perception of the Positive Impacts of Decentralized Agricultural 
Extension to Farmers and Farming Communities (n=18)  
 
       The positive impacts perceived by the key informants (n=18) include increased farmers 

participation in planning and implementing agricultural extension programs/projects; quick 

response to farmers’ requests for technical assistance; providing location-specific technology 

intervention; easy access to technology; and making extension more relevant and responsive to 

farmers’ needs. As one key informant puts it, “Farmers plan for themselves and they identify 

their problems and needs”. This positive impact is further reinforced by another key informant 

who perceives that farmers have “increased (their) participation in local activities and 

empowerment”. Three of the key informants, however, perceived that decentralizing extension 

has not had any positive impacts on farmers and farming communities.      

 
5.5. Key Informants’ Perception of the Negative Impacts of Decentralized Agricultural 
Extension to Farmers and Farming Communities (n=19)  
 
         The key informants perceived the non-priority treatment of agricultural development by 

local chief executives (LCEs) as one of the negative impacts on farmers and farming 

communities under decentralization. A key informant observed that “majority of LCEs give less 

priority to agricultural extension projects/services”. Another negative impact is the political 

interference of local Mayors in program implementation. In some cases where farmers and 

farming communities do not have political allegiance to the incumbent Mayor, they may not be 
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able to make available some programs such as swine dispersal and other agriculture projects. 

The sustainability of agriculture programs may be in jeopardy also during the change of 

leadership, as observed by a key informant from Leyte province. The continuity of programs is 

aggravated further by the selection of Mayors of beneficiaries based on political patronage. As 

one key informant from Agricultural Training Institute (ATI) puts it, “Some farm inputs do not 

reach the farmers hand (the actual farmers) because the Mayors usually redirect it to political 

ally, specifically for dispersal programs”. Other negative impacts perceived by key informants 

include less access of farmers to extension and support services, limited budgets, weak 

extension linkage, and lack of coordination among stakeholders delivering extension services to 

farmers and farming communities.  

 

5.6. Key Informants’ Perception on the Positive Impacts of Decentralized Agricultural 
Extension to AEWs devolved to local government units (n=16)  
 
        One of the foremost positive impacts of decentralizing extension on AEWs devolved to 

local government units is their choice to be assigned to their own locality where they can be 

reunited with their families. As one key informant puts it, “living within the reach of their 

clientele allows them to be more knowledgeable in the area, culture and character of the people”. 

The AEWs become more focused in their extension work because they are not subjected to 

transfer from municipal government to another. Another positive impact on AEWs is their 

greater participation in planning and decision-making of local agricultural programs. According 

to a key informant from Agricultural Training Institute (ATI), the active participation of AEWs 

lead to “increased accountability of AEWs thus increasing their sense of importance in local 

development”. The accessibility of AEWs by farmers improved as they can attend to farmers 

request for technical assistance even during outside office hours. 
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5.7. Key Informants’ Perception of the Negative Impacts of Decentralized Agricultural 
Extension to AEWs devolved to local government units (n=19)  
 
        Ten of the 19 key informants perceived that disparity in salary and benefits received by 

AEWs compared to their counterparts in national agencies is one of the negative impacts of 

decentralizing agricultural extension. The disparity is further exacerbated by different income 

class classification of municipalities where the 4th to 6th class municipalities receive lower 

salaries compared to the 1st, 2nd and 3rd class municipalities. Another negative impact is the 

decline and absence of career opportunities for the professional growth of AEWs. The lack of 

policies on promotion, rewards, incentive and merit system at the municipal level restricts the 

promotion and growth of AEWs in the civil service. Assigning the AEWs to perform non-

agriculture related tasks such as market collector is another setback perceived by key informants. 

A key informant observed that “Some AEWs were designated as market collectors, gaffers, and 

other functions not relevant to extension”. Other negative impacts perceived by key informants 

include low morale of AEWs, political interference, and lack of capacity building for AEWs. 

 

5.8. Impacts of Decentralization on AEWs Perception on the Principles and Practices of  
       Agricultural Extension 
 
          Out of the 15 statements of the basic principles and practices of agricultural extension, the 

majority of the AEWs from both provinces positively agree with the 14 statements ranging from 

a mean of 4.30 (SD = .61) to 4.69 (SD = .47). The statements with the highest mean value in 

Eastern Samar are “increasing food production is probably the highest goal for agricultural 

extension workers” (AEWs) (mean =4.69; SD =.46 ) and “agricultural extension also addresses 

rural poverty because it increases productivity and income of  farmers thereby uplifting the 

living standards of people in the rural areas” (mean = 4.69 ; SD = .47). In Leyte, the statement 

 146 



 

with the highest mean value is “extension must keep up with the latest agricultural trends and 

development in agriculture” (mean = 4.65; SD = .50). Both provinces have the same statement 

with the lowest mean, “AEWs must live in the villages or barangays where they work”, 3.68 

(SD = .89) for Eastern Samar and 3.55 (SD = 1.07) for Leyte.  Most of the AEWs both from 

Eastern Samar and Leyte provinces agree with the principles and concepts of agricultural 

extension except in the concept that “AEWs must live in the villages or barangays where they 

work”, where only 55% of the respondents in Eastern Samar agree with the statement, while 

48% of AEWs in Leyte agree with the statement. Forty five (45%) and fifty two (52%) of 

respondents from Eastern Samar and Leyte respectively, disagree that AEWs must live in the 

villages or barangays where they work. (see Table 5.9). 

 
Table 5.9. Mean Scores and Ranking of AEWs Evaluation on the Basic Principles and   
                 Practices in Agricultural Extension  
 

Statement Eastern Samar Leyte 
n Mean SD Rank n Mean SD Rank 

Increasing food production is probably the 
highest goal for agricultural extension 
workers (AEWs). 

53 4.69 .46 1 85 4.60 .52 3 

Agricultural Extension also addresses rural 
poverty because it increases productivity 
and income of farmers thereby uplifting the 
living standards of people in the rural areas. 

52 4.69 .47 2 85 4.59 .58 4 

AEWs must win the trust and confidence of 
farmers so they can enjoy the full 
cooperation of farmers in delivering 
extension services. 

53 4.64 .48 3 85 4.61 .59 2 

Extension begins where the people are and 
with what they have. 

53 4.62 .49 4 85 4.60 .54 3 

The primary role of Agricultural Extension 
is to educate the farmers. 

52 4.59 .53 5 84 4.52 .61  

Extension education is carried on either with 
groups of people or with individuals. 

53 4.57 .50 6 85 4.61 .51 2 

Extension must provide an effective linkage 
between farmers, agricultural research and 
other sources of information. 

53 4.57 .57 7 85 4.57 .56 5 

Extension works with and through people. 53 4.55 .50 8 84 4.60 .56 3 
Rural people learn to do by doing. 53 4.55 .54 9 85 4.61 .56 2 
Extension must keep up with the latest 
agricultural trends and development in 

53 4.53 .50 10 85 4.65 .50 1 
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agriculture.     
Extension programs are based on the 
people’s needs and decided by them. 

53 4.45 .67 11 85 4.56 .54 6 

Extension activities should go to members 
of rural families where they are. 

53 4.43 .54 12 85 4.53 .57 8 

Extension is the primary source of 
agricultural information particularly for 
people in the rural areas.   

52 4.40 .60 13 85 4.49 .65 9 

The spirit of self-help is essential for 
democratic living.  

53 4.30 .61 14 85 4.54 .61 7 

AEWs must live in the villages or 
barangays where they work.   

53 3.68 .89 15 85 3.55 1.07 10 

Likert scale: 
 1= strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 3=neither agree or disagree; 4=agree; 5=strongly agree  
 
 
       The low mean rating of the statement “AEWs must live in the villages or barangays where 

they work” is an indication that the AEWs in both provinces no longer believe that living with 

the people in rural villages will render them more effective and efficient in terms of discharging 

their basic responsibilities as extension workers. The influence of balancing family duties could 

also be one of the reasons why AEWs would opt not to stay in the villages. Other factors may 

include lack of security for their stay in the villages. Moreover, with the growing children of 

AEWs, the option of the family is to stay in an urban center or town so that the children will be 

able to attend quality schools compared to low quality of instruction at the remote villages and 

rural areas. 

       The implication, however, of AEWs not wanting to stay and live in the villages where they 

work is incongruent to the principle of rural reconstruction espoused by the founder of the 

International Institute for Rural Reconstruction (IIRR), Dr. James Yen, who emphasized that 

rural development workers, or agricultural extension workers, should “live among them” - 

referring to the rural people. As the AEWs live within the community they serve, they are able 

to assimilate the values and culture of the rural people and hence, are able to comprehend and 

understand deeply the nuances and intricacies of the local culture which should be considered in 
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developing the needed strategies for extension work. As the AEW learn the ways of people in 

the rural areas, she/he is able to learn more about the politics of governance, identify the 

community power actors, and learn the unspoken traditions of the local people which will make 

the AEWs more effective in delivering services that are culturally-safe and acceptable.  

       With respect to AEW’s evaluation based on the Mann-Whitney U test comparing their 

perception of the basic principles and practices in agricultural extension, the AEWs from Leyte 

province were much more likely to agree than the AEWs from Eastern Samar to agree that the 

spirit of self-help is essential for democratic living (p<.016). 

 

Chapter Summary 

       The results of the survey among AEWs and key informant interviews unveiled a glaring 

reality of mediocre performance, contradictions, and disconcerting impacts of implementing a 

decentralized agricultural extension in the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte. After more 

than twenty years of decentralization, the unanimous perception of AEWs from both provinces 

that the national office of the Department of Agriculture is the highest influential stakeholder in 

the success of decentralized agricultural extension, implies that the provincial and 

city/municipal governments have not been able to live up to their roles and responsibilities 

under the Local Government Code of 1991. On the other hand, this also implies that the 

Department of Agriculture has not totally relinquished most of its funding and logistics to 

provincial and city/municipal governments that would have helped finance agricultural 

extension particularly in poorer and low-income municipalities.  

        The perception of AEWs that provincial and city/municipal governments have contributed 

less to the success of agricultural extension suggests a big contradiction on the ultimate purpose 
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of decentralization – empowering local governments and allowing them to chart their own 

extension programs for the benefit of the local farmers and rural population.  This perception 

likewise reveals multi-faceted observations and complex experiences of AEWs under a 

decentralized extension ranging from political ineptitude of locally elected leaders to absence of 

capacity building program and initiatives that will improve the extension service. While the 

gains of AEWs under a decentralized agricultural extension may include proximity to hometown 

and family as well as on time receipt of salary and benefits, the advantages remain miniscule 

when compared to the grand purpose of decentralization – efficient and effective delivery of 

services. As the success of decentralized agricultural extension hinges primarily on the 

leadership, competence and prioritizing of agricultural and rural development by Governors and 

Mayors, the lack of political will, however, will remain an impediment in addressing the issues 

and challenges in the agriculture sector and in the rural areas. The propensity of Governors and 

Mayors to prioritize infrastructure projects that they can easily identify with and other tangible 

programs that will make them more visible hampers the meaningful implementation of people-

oriented agricultural and rural development. Indeed, earlier studies conducted to determine the 

impacts of decentralization back in the 1990s, confirm that not much has changed despite the 

many years of implementing decentralized agricultural extension.  

       The decentralization of agricultural extension has not deterred the focus of AEWs to 

support the farmers in producing the country’s main staple food – rice. The crop remained a top 

priority for the extension service within the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte 

complemented with assistance from other national agencies such as the Philippine Rice 

Research Institute. The upland farmers, however, lags behind and remains an underserved 

farming community in the agriculture sector. The dwindling funding support for AEWs in 
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municipal governments particularly on travelling allowance has worsened the ability of AEWs 

to reach the farmers in the upland areas.  

       Finally, the AEWs continue to recognize that food production remains a top priority of their 

service and it should be complemented by adopting the latest technologies and trends in 

agricultural extension. The acknowledgement that food production remains the highest goal of 

extension, calls for a more aggressive programming and delivery of extension services to boost 

crop and animal production. The adoption of the latest trends and technologies in agricultural 

extension, on the other hand, calls for capacity building and provision of infrastructure 

necessary for adoption of new technologies including the information and communication 

technologies (ICTs). The general perception of AEWs in both provinces that extension workers 

need not live within the barangays/villages where they are primarily assigned, however, is a 

deterrent factor in knowing the farmers deeply and in engaging with the rural communities they 

serve. The occasional visits of the AEWs to rural communities rather than living with them, 

lessens the opportunity to establish active local participation and to know the other socio-

cultural dynamics essential in establishing rapport and cooperation from the community.           
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Chapter 6  
THE POLICY DEBATE ON DECENTRALIZED AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION: 

RENATIONALIZATION OR PROVINCIAL DECENTRALIZATION? 
 
 

Introduction 

        The policy debate on the renationalization of decentralized agricultural extension in the 

Philippines has been one of the critical issues that plagued the country’s agriculture sector for 

more than twenty years. Despite the enormous contribution of agricultural extension to food 

security, improved agricultural productivity, and livelihood of farmers and fishermen, the policy 

reforms on decentralized agricultural have received very minimal attention up to this day. Since 

the first bill to renationalize the agricultural extension was filed in 1998 in the Philippines’ 

House of the Representatives (lower chamber), the bill proposal for renationalization as a 

national policy was rejected numerous times. In 2007, the bill for renationalization was joined 

by another policy proposal – a proposal for provincial decentralization of agricultural extension 

– which would have amended the Local Government Code of 1991 to decentralize public 

agricultural extension service up to provincial level had it been approved before the end of the 

15th Congress session in May 2010. The bills, House Bill (HB) 248, HB 3592, HB 4011, and 

HB 5109, not only proposed provincial decentralization but they also proposed the creation of 

Philippine Agriculture and Fisheries Extension Agency (PAFEA) and a recall of all AEWs 

serving the livestock sector to be part of provincial team serving the needs of the livestock 

sector. At the Senate (upper chamber), the four House bills have also counterpart bills supported 

at the Senate which include the Senate Bill (SB) 706, SB 1337, and SB 2331 having the same 

policy proposals to the Local Government Code of 1991. Up until the very last day of the 15th 

Congress (2007-2010), supporters of the bill for provincial decentralization especially the 
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Agricultural Training Institute (ATI), pushed for its final approval but was rejected both by the 

House of the Representatives and the Senate. 

        The inclusion therefore on the inquiry to determine whether the AEWs favour 

renationalization (that is they agree to be under the administrative control and supervision of the 

national Department of Agriculture), or, whether AEWs prefer to be under the governance of the 

provincial government or under the city or municipal government, became part of this study to 

support the policy reform(s) that could be made to the Local Government Code of 1991. The 

conceptual framework of the study as seen in Chapter 2 highlights the relationship between 

renationalization and agricultural extension. The inclusion in the inquiry of the preference of the 

AEWs whether they favour renationalization, provincial decentralization or even city or 

municipal decentralization, is based on the current bills proposed at the Philippines Congress 

(both lower and upper chambers). Any policy reform related to agricultural extension, should 

seek the opinions and perspectives of the country’s frontline workers in agricultural extension – 

the AEWs. The experiences and observations of the AEWs – both positive and negative – is 

important in mapping out the perception of stakeholders on decentralized agricultural extension.  

         As the debate for renationalization and provincial decentralization unfolds in this chapter, 

several issues that might have influenced the decision of AEWs are laid out to inform the 

readers about the consequences leading to AEWs perspectives on decentralized agricultural 

extension. The perception of AEWs on the constraints to a successful decentralized agricultural 

extension, advantages and disadvantages of decentralizing extension, the creation of the 

Philippine Agriculture and Fisheries Extension Agency (PAFEA), and AEWs perception 

between provincial and municipal decentralization are presented as a precursor before the final 

arguments for either decentralization or provincial decentralization are made. Finally, the 
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discussion on whether the AEWs and key informants favour renationalization or 

decentralization, ends the chapter with final resolution on the issue of either maintaining the 

status quo of decentralized agricultural extension or renationalizing it would be more beneficial 

for the farmers and fishermen in the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte.  

 
 
6.1. Constraints in the Successful Implementation of Decentralized Agricultural Extension 
   
        Table 6.1 summarizes the perceived constraints of AEWs regarding the implementation of 

successfully decentralized agricultural extension in the Philippines. Several studies on 

agricultural extension in the Philippines have identified constraints that hinder the successful 

implementation of a decentralized agricultural extension (see Alcober et al, 1991; Manero, 

1998; Brillantes, 1998; Magno, 2001; Contado, 2002; Cidro & Radhakrishna, 2003; Ocenar et al, 

2004; Ponce, 2006; Saliot, 2007). The survey results of fourteen (14) of these previously 

identified constraints were ranked by the respondents from 1 (lowest rank) to 5 (highest rank) 

based on their own personal observation and judgment. Table 6.1 provides the perceived 

constraints of AEWs regarding the implementation of successfully decentralized agricultural 

extension in the Philippines. The AEWs from both provinces have ranked the same constraints 

occupying the top three ranking (see Table 6.1) which are as follows: (rank 1) “insufficient funds 

of LGUs to implement agricultural development programs”; (rank 2) “massive partisan politics 

and political interference”; and (rank 3) “demotion in rank and salary of AEWs. 
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Table 6.1. Comparing means and rank of AEWs perception on various constraints towards a                 
                  successful decentralized agricultural extension in Eastern Samar and Leyte  
                  provinces   
 

Statement Eastern Samar Leyte 
n Mean SD Rank n Mean SD Rank 

Insufficient funds of LGUs to 
implement agricultural development 
programs. 

39 4.18 1.23 1 58 3.88 1.31 1 

Massive partisan politics and political 
interference. 

39 3.46 1.37 2 56 3.67 1.29 2 

Demotion in rank and salary of AEWs 
(displacement and misplacements in 
work assignments) 

29 3.62 1.24 3 52 3.05 1.50 3 

Lack of support from the local chief 
executives (Governors/Mayors) 

25 3.08 1.04 4 28 2.53 1.32 7 

Lack of capacity building for AEWs 
(training/scholarships) 

23 2.00 1.13 5 31 3.22 1.14 6 

Low morale and confidence of 
extension workers. 

22 2.32 1.25 6 20 2.95 1.32 8 

Lack of involvement of local officials in 
the planning and policy formulation for 
agriculture sector. 

19 2.79 1.39 7 42 2.69 1.29 4 

Lack of awards/incentive programs that 
encourage good and best practices at the 
local level.  

16 2.81 1.33 8 36 2.22 1.37 5 

Inconsistent and fragmented 
implementation of agricultural policies 
and programs. 

14 2.35 1.34 9 20 2.85 1.22 9 

Weak linkages among research, 
development, and extension (RD&E) 

8 1.75 1.16 10 10 1.90 .99 12 

Unclear delineation of responsibilities 
and functional relationships among 
national government agencies and other 
stakeholders. 

3 3.66 .57 11 13 2.69 1.49 11 

Inadequate monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E)  

3 3.00 2.00 12 11 2.82 .87 12 

Lack of coherence and coordination of 
agricultural extension within the entire 
country. 

2 4.50 .71 13 17 2.82 1.24 12 

Inadequate utilization of mass media in 
information and technology promotion. 

2 3.00 2.83 14 6 3.00 1.67 13 

**significant at p<0.01 (sig value is .000, df = 52; mean difference = -1.22581 (Constraint: Lack of 
capacity building for AEWs (training/scholarships) 
Likert-scale: 1 = rank Five; 2 = rank Four; 3 = rank Three; 4 = rank Two; 5 = rank One 
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          In Eastern Samar, the top two ranked statements, “insufficient funds of LGUs to 

implement agricultural development programs” (mean=4.18, SD=1.23), and “massive partisan 

politics and political interference” (mean=3.46, SD=1.37), was ranked by 72% (n=39) of the 

respondents. The statement with third ranking, “demotion in rank and salary of AEWs” 

(mean=3.62, SD=1.24), was ranked by 54% (n= 29) of the respondents.  

        In Leyte, the statement with the highest ranking, “insufficient funds of LGUs to implement 

agricultural development programs” (mean=3.88, SD=1.31), was ranked by 67% (n=58) of the 

respondents. The statement in second ranking, “massive partisan politics and political 

interference” (mean=3.67, SD=1.29), was ranked by 64% (n= 56) of the respondents. The 

statement with third ranking, “demotion in rank and salary of AEWs” (mean=3.05, SD=1.50), 

was ranked by 60% (n=52).  

        The success of decentralized agricultural extension therefore hinges on the capacity of local 

governments to provide the necessary funds needed to cover the costs related to programming 

and human resource for effective delivery of agricultural extension services. This calls also for 

local governments to generate more fiscal resources by sourcing funds from various national 

and international agencies through cost-sharing and partnerships, generating more local 

revenues, and cost-cutting measures that will minimize unnecessary spending from local coffers. 

The success of decentralized agricultural extension will also depend on the ability of local 

governments, particularly the local chief executive (LCE), to provide independence to local 

agriculture personnel in implementing, monitoring and evaluating agricultural programs. The 

local agriculture personnel, with their experience and technical expertise, would have a better 

handling of the agricultural programs than the LCE who have no technical background on 

agriculture. Buford et al (1995) argues that success of agricultural extension would hinge on 
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how well the management (in this case, the provincial and city/municipal governments) creates 

an environment that will facilitate the smooth and uninterrupted implementation of programs. 

Moreover, the success of decentralized agricultural extension, depends on how well the local 

governments provide salary increases and benefits to AEWs. The disparity of remuneration 

received by AEWs in first class municipalities compared to their counterparts in the 4th, 5th and 

6th class municipalities are demoralizing and unfair considering that these AEWs, in general, 

render the same services and duties as agricultural extension worker. While there may be 

differences in terms of volume and magnitude of services rendered, the number of hours 

rendered and the skills set requirements would most likely be the same under the general 

requirement of the Civil Service Commission (CSC) for agricultural extension workers.   

       The burden, however, in minimizing or resolving the constraints of decentralized 

agricultural extension should not only be the concern of governors and mayors of provinces, 

cities, and municipalities. At the national level, the Oversight Committee of the Local 

Government Code of 1991 should be proactive in determining the challenges faced by 

provincial and city/municipal governments in implementing the provisions of the Code. The 

Code mandates the Oversight Committee to conduct assessment of the Code’s implementation 

every 5 years but it seems that this provision has not been followed. A regular national 

evaluation every 5 years involving key stakeholders – the governors and mayors, civil society 

organizations, key officials of national and local agencies, and devolved employees – would 

have revealed out the crucial issues contributing to the negative impacts of decentralizing 

agricultural extension. Moreover, the regular evaluation would have strengthened the positive 

outcomes of decentralized agricultural extension such as the timely release of salary, but at the 

same time, it would have averted the deepening negative impacts of insufficient funding, 
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political interference, and lack of capacity building for agricultural extension workers (AEWs). 

The failure of the Oversight Committee to conduct a basic and regular evaluation of the impacts 

of the Code has contributed to the decline of positive outcomes for the decentralized agricultural 

extension.       

       The national Department of Agriculture (DA), for its part, has not fully decentralized the 

funding available from their national budget. Most of the national agriculture programs with an 

extension component are implemented with agencies and bureaus attached to the Department of 

Agriculture. A study by Contado (2002) reveals that 12 agencies under the national Department 

of Agriculture have their own extension unit/section for providing the development and 

extension service of these agencies to their clientele. While the extension programs of these 

national agencies may involve the participation of local governments, the planning and the 

decision-making of funding allocation solely rests with the national agencies concerned. There 

are grants, however, that are available in which provincial, cities and municipal governments 

can apply to augment their funding for agricultural programs. Since the grants are competitive in 

nature, most low-income municipalities may not have the human resources and the capacity to 

prepare for these proposals required by the national agencies. In the end, provincial and 

municipal governments that have higher income (that is, their ability to hire more competent 

workers give them an edge) have a better chance of getting these grants that low-income 

municipal governments may not have.        

       In the end, the basic tenets of decentralizing agricultural extension – efficient and effective 

delivery of services – have been hampered by amalgamation of institutional and political 

failures (both national and local).    
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6.2. AEWs Perception Advantages and Disadvantages of Decentralized Agricultural  
       Extension  
 
Key Advantages of Decentralized Agricultural Extension  

        The AEWs from both provinces responded to an open-ended qualitative question on the 

advantages and disadvantages of decentralized agricultural extension. The response rate for 

Eastern Samar is 63% (n=34) and 61% (n = 53) for Leyte. The AEWs from Eastern Samar 

identified three major advantages of decentralized agricultural extension: 1) management of 

agricultural extension programs/projects (n=29, 85%), 2) localization of AEWs (n=11, 32%), 

and 3) salaries are given on time (n=11, 32%). On the other hand, AEWs from Leyte identified 

the following major advantages: 1) management of agricultural extension programs/projects 

(n=34, 64%), 2) salaries are given on time (n=13, 24%), and 3) easy access to local funding and 

logistics (n=10, 19%) (see Appendix D).  

        One of the key advantages of decentralizing agricultural extension as perceived by AEWs 

in Eastern Samar and Leyte (n=63) is the management of agricultural extension programs and 

projects. The independence to implement extension programs funded by the municipal 

government and the flexibility to govern these programs with the use of the available resources 

within the local government is deemed significant by the AEWs. The bureaucracy associated 

with the centralized system of agricultural extension has made it difficult for AEWs to infuse 

some innovation and flexibility in implementing national programs. Hence, with a decentralized 

system, the ease of managing extension programs is an advantage especially when addressing 

field problems (such as occurrence of insect pests and diseases to field crops) where the decision 

to address the problem can be made by the local leaders such as the municipal mayor. In the 

previous set-up (before decentralization), a clearance from the provincial office might be needed 
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and depending on the severity of the situation, the approval of the regional office of the DA 

might be needed to act on this particular issue.     

        Another advantage perceived by the AEWs (n=24) is the timely release of salary at the city 

and municipal governments. Before decentralization, all AEWs have to get their salary from the 

provincial office every end of the month. The travel time needed to go to the provincial office at 

times becomes cumbersome especially for AEWs assigned in distant municipalities. In cases 

where the release of funds is delayed, an AEW coming to the provincial office to claim his/her 

salary may end up at a loan shark’s office so he/she will not go back to his/her assignment 

empty handed. 

        The easy access to local funding and logistics at the city and municipal governments has 

proven a great advantage in implementing local agricultural extension projects and activities. 

The close proximity of signing authorities within the local governments such as the finance 

officer, disbursing officer, cashier and other administrative positions make the transactions 

easier. There are however some challenges associated with the local funding and logistics 

available at the city and municipal governments. Not all AEWs have the same privilege. The 

general notion that insufficient funding constrains agricultural extension (as discussed in 

previous section) presents a stark reality that most city and municipal governments in Eastern 

Samar and Leyte have to grapple with. The inadequate funding support for extension remains a 

barrier in the efficient and effective delivery of services.        

       Finally, the localization of AEWs enabled them to work in their respective hometowns or to 

a place of their own choice. The AEWs who were assigned to municipalities away from their 

family were reunited under the decentralization. In cases where the AEW declined to be 

assigned in his/her own hometown, he/she can have to option to transfer to any municipality of 
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her own choice either by convenience or by any reason personal to the AEW. Furthermore, the 

localization of AEWs somehow alleviated the transportation cost incurred by AEWs in reaching 

their barangay/village assignments. The savings in transportation cost became essential as the 

savings could be used for other activities related to extension work.      

 
 Disadvantages of Decentralized Agricultural Extension 

The AEWs from Eastern Samar and Leyte have identified the same disadvantages which include 

the following: 1) political interference, 2) no salary increase/low salary and 3) insufficient 

funds of the LGUs (see Appendix D). The number one ranked disadvantage, political 

interference was agreed by 70% (n = 24) of the respondents from Eastern Samar, and 58% (n = 

31) from Leyte. The second ranked disadvantage, no salary increase/low salary, received an 

approval of 56% (n = 19) from respondents of Eastern Samar and 49% (n = 26) from Leyte. The 

third ranked disadvantage, insufficient funds of the LGUs, received an approval of 38% (n = 13) 

from Eastern Samar respondents, while 34% (n = 18) from Leyte respondents.  

        The political interference of the locally elected officials particularly the governors and 

mayors in implementing agricultural extension activities and in agriculture programs in general, 

is clearly a disadvantage to decentralized agricultural extension. The meddling of local 

politicians particularly when it comes to distribution of inputs and selection of project 

beneficiaries hampers the objectivity of implementation. The real beneficiaries who would have 

received the most benefit from the project are oftentimes left unattended in favor of those with 

close association with the political leaders. The subservient role of AEWs in city and municipal 

governments perpetuates this kind of work atmosphere and the fear of retribution from local 

politicians prevents the conversation for better management and implementation of agricultural 

extension. 
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       The sad state of agricultural extension caused by political interference, however, could not 

be solely blamed on the local politicians. The absence of strong civil society organizations 

which in most cases, are represented by cooperatives and farmers associations in the city and 

municipal governments, could be part of the problem as well due to its lack of participation in 

the check and balance of local government operations. The need to strengthen these institutions 

is essential in raising the political voice and the interests of the farming and fishing sector. The 

role of the AEW in institution building for civil society organizations in city and municipal 

governments is essential to ensure that the power of local politicians is balanced with people’s 

power. Moreover, the help of the local staff of the Department of Interior and Local 

Government (DILG) is needed to ensure that the city and municipal governments are following 

the provisions in the Code particularly on Article 3 which mandates the provincial, city, and 

municipal governments to support the organizing and strengthening of civil society 

organizations in local governments.                  

      Moreover, the lack of comprehensive agriculture programming at the local level (supposedly 

prepared by the local agriculture office through the city and municipal agriculturist), allows 

more flexibility for local politicians to direct the agriculture programs to their own personal 

interests. The absence of a blueprint of agricultural and rural development, supported and 

approved by civil society organizations, makes the implementation of agricultural extension 

projects and activities susceptible to political interference by governors and mayors.   

       Another disadvantage of decentralized agricultural extension is the low salary of AEWs 

compared to the salary that the national government employees receive. Moreover, there is the 

disparity of salary of owing to the differences of income levels of municipality where they 

belong. In Chapter 4, Table 4.1., the salary of AEWs belonging to the 4th and 5th class 
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municipalities are significantly lower by a thousand pesos compared to those AEWs employed 

in the 1st, 2nd and 3rd class municipalities. Despite the Salary Standardization Law, the increase 

of salary of AEWs remain stagnant due unavailability of local funds.     

       Insufficient funding for agricultural extension remains the biggest disadvantage in pursuing 

the interventions and activities that would help improve the agricultural productivity, income 

and well-being of farmers, fishermen and people living in rural and coastal villages. As 

discussed in the preceding section of constraints in successful agricultural extension, the 

inability of provincial, city, and municipal governments to provide adequate funding for 

agricultural extension will further the gap between research and extension as more agricultural 

information and technologies are not being shared to farmers due to lack of human resources 

(declining number of AEWs), lack of material resources (inputs for technology demonstration 

and visual aids), and insufficient logistic and support services for AEWs. A combined effort 

from the local governments (provincial, city and municipal), national government (particularly 

the Department of Agriculture and the Department of Interior and Local Government), the civil 

society organizations, the agricultural extension workers (AEWs), farmers’ groups, and policy 

makers is needed to help address the funding problems. An example of this is creating a 

program for small farmers who own less than 0.5 hectare and providing the necessary resources 

available rather than pursuing a program for contiguous area of 100 hectares (in the case of rice) 

which is not feasible for small municipalities. 

 

6.3. AEWs Perception on the Creation of the Philippine Agriculture and Fisheries  

Extension Agency (PAFEA) 

        The proposal of the Agricultural Training Institute (ATI) to create the Philippine 
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Agriculture and Fisheries Extension Agency or PAFEA (which will eventually replace the 

current ATI) is another polarizing issue among AEWs, lawmakers (both Congress and Senate), 

and even among the top management of the Department of Agriculture. The move of ATI 

management to create PAFEA, which is articulated through the Senate Bill (SB) proposals – SB 

681, SB 835, and SB 895 - is in contrast with the current plan of the Department of Agriculture 

which is to fully transfer the decentralized AEWs back to the rein of the national government. 

Under the PAFEA, the AEWs will be under the jurisdiction, administrative control and 

supervision of the provincial governments which is contrary to the full renationalization 

proposed by the national Department of Agriculture.  

       When asked whether they are in favour of creating PAFEA, a majority of the AEWs from 

Eastern Samar and Leyte provinces do not agree with the creation of PAFEA. Only 36% of 

AEWs from both provinces agree with the creation of PAFEA. The majority of AEWs (64%) 

perceived that establishing a new extension agency is no longer necessary. The key factor that 

most likely had alienated the AEWs from agreeing with a new extension agency is the idea that 

under PAFEA, the AEWs are governed by the provincial government. In which case, they are 

still decentralized up to the provincial level.  

      The creation of PAFEA which will lead to provinces as tier of operation for agriculture and 

fisheries extension requires the provincial governor to recommend three qualified nominees who 

will be appointed as provincial agriculturists (PAs). Given the experience of AEWs, the 

selection and appointment of provincial agriculturist (PA) will also be tainted with controversy. 

      Further scrutiny of the proposed bill reveals that PAFEA will develop career path for AEWs 

in coordination with the Civil Service Commission (CSC) as stipulated in Section 16 of the 

proposed bill. This move of PAFEA to re-establish the career path that was lost during the 
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decentralization would be an incentive for AEWs who are already in their fifties. In Chapter 4, 

Table 4.1., the AEWs aged fifty and above in Eastern Samar is about 81% while in Leyte is 73% 

implying that a number of AEWs might not be able to get promotion before they retire if 

funding becomes a constraint at the provincial level.      

      The operations of PAFEA (if ever it gets approved) would still be influenced by local 

politics at the provincial level unless stringent safety nets and precautions are put in place to 

deter the interference of partisan politics. The strict observance of program protocol and the 

guidelines of agricultural extension service will discourage the abuse of authority of local 

politicians.  However, the power of the provincial governor to nominate a prospective provincial 

agriculturist and municipal agriculturist could still be problematic especially when appointed 

provincial and municipal agriculturists are clearly based on political clout and not based on 

professional competence.  

 
6.4. Provincial versus Municipal Decentralization  
 
Survey Results on the Perception of AEWs on Provincial versus Municipal Decentralization           

       Fifty nine percent (n=29) of AEWs in Eastern Samar do not favour the decentralization of 

agricultural extension to city/municipal governments, while in Leyte, 69% (n=55) (see Table 

6.2). About 27% (n=13) favour the decentralization to municipal governments in Eastern Samar, 

while 20% (n=16) favour in Leyte. The undecided comprise about 14% (n=7) and 11% (n=9) in 

Eastern Samar and Leyte, respectively. 

         Ninety percent (n=47) of AEWs in Eastern Samar do not favour the decentralization of 

agricultural extension to provincial government, while 57% (n=50) of AEWs in Leyte do not 

favour decentralization to provincial government. Both provinces have a combined 70% (n=97) 
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of the AEWs who do not agree with the decentralization of agricultural extension to provincial 

government.  

         If AEWs are made to choose between the municipal and provincial government for 

administrative control and supervision, AEWs from Leyte will most likely agree to be under the 

provincial government having only 36% of AEWs saying “No” compared to 52% of Eastern 

Samar. More than half (52%) of AEWs in Eastern Samar do not agree with being devolved to 

the Provincial Agriculture Office, while more than one-third (36%) of AEWS in Leyte do not 

agree being decentralized to the Provincial Agriculture Office. The higher number of AEWs in 

Eastern Samar declining to be decentralized to the provincial government is also supported by 

the overall rating on performance of the provincial government, where AEWs from Leyte have a 

higher performance rating for the provincial government (mean=5.18, SD=1.89) compared to 

Eastern Samar (mean=4.58,  SD=1.69).  

        

Table 6.2. Percentage of AEWs who do not favour the decentralization of agricultural extension  
                 to provincial and city/municipal governments   
 
 
Level of Decentralization 

Eastern Samar Leyte 
n Mean n Mean 

Provincial decentralization  47 90% 50 57% 
Municipal decentralization 29 59% 55 69% 
 
     

       As shown in the table above, more than half of the AEWs are not in favour of 

decentralizing agricultural extension to provincial and city/municipal governments. If PAFEA is 

approved, the province of Eastern Samar will most likely experience difficulty in convincing the 

AEWs to transfer to provincial administration compared to Leyte province. The rate of 

disapproval of decentralization is however an overwhelming “no” taking into account the 
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percentage rate of AEWs who do not favour decentralization either to provincial or 

city/municipal government.  

     As an AEW respondent puts it, “Regardless of provincial or municipal decentralization, it is 

still decentralization. I want to be renationalized before I retire”.  This statement should guide 

the policy reform in finding the ways to make decentralization work either in the provincial or 

city/municipal level.    

 
6.5. Renationalization versus Provincial Decentralization  
 
Survey results on AEWs Perception on the Renationalization of Agricultural Extension 
             
       Eighty eight (88%) of the AEWs from both provinces agree with the renationalization of 

agricultural extension. In Eastern Samar, 71% of AEWs agree with the renationalization, while 

98% of AEWs from Leyte agree with the renationalization.  

       The clamour for renationalization of the majority of AEWs from both provinces reflects the 

desire of the AEWs to be under the administrative control of the national government. The 

challenges and various constraints they have experienced under a decentralized system of 

agricultural extension - insufficient funds of LGUs to support agricultural extension programs 

and activities, political patronage and partisan politics that hampers the objectivity of programs, 

and demotion in rank and salary of AEWs – are just some of the major factors that contribute to 

the perception of AEWs that agricultural extension services have not been better off under the 

baton of the provincial and municipal governments. The response of AEWs on this critical 

question of decentralized agricultural extension therefore calls for a similar inquiry in other 

provinces in the country. Given that AEWs are able to compare the efficiency and effectiveness 

of their services, before and after decentralization, as well as compare the impacts of their 

services to farmers and fishermen, it is high time that the national government and policy 
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makers pay attention to this issue through an impact study on a national scale.  

 

6.5.1. Multivariate Analysis Results of AEWs Perception on Renationalization 

          The factors that could be attributed to the perception of AEWs on renationalization have 

been analyzed using multivariate analysis of the socio-demographic characteristics including 

other work-related information on AEWs (Table 6.3).  

 
Table 6.3. The Unstandardized and Standardized Logistic Regression Estimates of Socio- 
                  Demographic Characteristics and Other Work-Related Factors that Affect the  
                  Perception of AEWs on Renationalization  
 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Exp B B Sig S.E. 
I. Socio-economic and other demographic 
characteristics of the respondents 

    

Age .829 -.188 .121 .121 
Gender 1.995 .691 .525 1.088 
Education 638915100.081 20.275 .999 12389.118 
Number of years as AEW 1.098 .094 .246 0.81 
Number of farmers served 1.010 .010 .038* .005 
Monthly income 1.000 .000 .042* .000 
R2     
R2 adjusted  .443   

aUnstandardized    bStandardized 
*p<0.05      
 
     The impact of monthly income received by AEWs as remuneration for their services as 

agricultural extension workers could have influenced greatly their perception to renationalize 

the agricultural extension due to the wide disparity between the salaries received by the national 

government employees and by the local government employees. The employees paid under 

national agencies receive higher remuneration and benefits compared to their counterparts in the 

local governments. Hence, the desire of the AEWs to be renationalized influences their 

perception that an increase of salaries would only be attainable under the national government.  

The increase of salaries and other benefits in the Philippine service, however is not only limited 
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to employees in national agencies. The local governments receive directives, memorandum and 

guidelines to increase the salaries and benefits of local employees, subject however, to the 

availability of funds at the local level which is certified by the local chief executive (LCE) or the 

local mayor. If the LCE or mayor declines to certify the availability of funds, the increase of 

salary of local employees is not implemented. The propensity of local mayors to implement 

infrastructure projects derails the efforts of the national government to equalize the salary of 

national and local government employees. This low salary is also supported by Cidro & 

Radhakrisha (2003).  

      The disparity of salaries received by AEWs causes demoralization among the ranks of 

agricultural extension workers. The AEWs who are employed by 1st and 2nd class municipalities 

have higher salary compared to AEWs belonging to the 3rd, 4th, 5th and 6th class municipalities. 

Despite the margin and differences of remuneration, AEWs have most likely the same 

responsibilities and duties as extension workers.  The number of farmers served is another factor 

because with the decentralization, the local governments through the local chief executive or 

Mayor have the option either to recruit or replace those job positions that were vacated by 

AEWs who retired, resigned and transferred to other agencies. With local governments not 

replacing the retired or resigned AEWs, the remaining AEWs have to cover the barangays or 

villages left by AEWs who retired or resigned. In some cases, the budget allocated for the 

vacated positions of AEWs are filled up with non-agriculture graduates or without agriculture 

background and then assigned in other offices. This practice of diverting funds intended for the 

AEW position decreases the effectiveness of the local agriculture office in responding to the 

technical needs of farmers. The diminishing human resource for agricultural extension work 

compels the remaining AEWs to take more barangays thereby increasing the number of clientele 
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that needs to be served by the AEWs. The increase of farmers to be served has ripple effects 

also on the transportation cost of AEWs due to the increased number of barangays to be visited 

and the increased number of farmers to be assisted. 

 

6.6. Key Informants’ Perception on Renationalizing Agricultural Extension 

      The results of key informant interviews suggest that most of them recommend the 

renationalization of agricultural extension. The case for instance of key informants from the 

Agricultural Training Institute (ATI), 6 out of the 9 key informants agreed to the 

renationalization of agricultural extension. The other two do not favor renationalization while 

one key informant was undecided on whether agricultural extension should be renationalized or 

not.   

       The key informants share similar reasons with AEWs about why agricultural extension 

would be better off under renationalization. For one, key informants agree that partisan politics 

and political interference has impacted the implementation of agricultural extension service 

through deliberate changes made by local chief executives in the protocol of implementing 

agricultural programs. Political supporters of incumbent local officials tend to benefit from these 

programs as they receive preferential attention compared to those who are not supportive to 

local politicians. Anecdotal stories from key informants also suggest that in some cases, the 

location of projects (i.e., the villages or barangays) is sometimes changed at the last minute to 

accommodate certain political supporters from other villages. In some cases where the AEWs 

are identified with the opponent of incumbent officials, they can be assigned to non-agriculture 

related duties within other offices in the municipality. In severe cases, the AEWs are relegated 

to a “floating” status, where AEW is not given any assignment despite of his/her continued 
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receipt of salary and other benefits from the local government. In the long run, these AEWs with 

“floating” status eventually resign or seek early retirement out of shame or indignation for their 

status and situation.  

 

Chapter Summary 
 
        The renationalization or maintaining the status quo of a decentralized agricultural extension 

in the Philippines is now at the crossroad since the first bill for renationalization was filed in 

1998. The current pending bills at the House of the Representatives and at the Senate which are 

leading for a policy debate on the future of the decentralized agricultural extension have to be 

resolved after more than 20 years of implementing a decentralized system of agricultural 

extension. The results of this study from Eastern Samar and Leyte should serve as a microcosm 

of possibly the same performance and impacts of decentralization to other provinces and other 

cities and municipalities. The results of this study should be a stepping stone towards a national 

study to ascertain what really had happened with decentralization which was started more than 

20 years ago. 

        The renationalization of agricultural extension in the Philippines offers a better option for 

AEWs especially that unfunded mandates of extension has been one of the main challenges of 

the provincial and municipal government officials. The problem with capacity building and 

partisan politics could be neutralized (although not completely eradicated) at least with a 

national system of agricultural extension. Besides, the current communication infrastructure 

with the use of cellular phones and internet, it would be easy to manage AEWs scattered 

throughout the 81 provinces in the country. It is also easy to mobilize human resources under 

the national fold when needed to address the occurrence of poultry/livestock epidemic or crop 
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infestation. The experience of AEWs with city and municipal governments will be helpful in 

forging a more participatory approach of planning, implementing, and evaluating extension 

programs, projects, and activities. 

        The failure of locally elected leaders to address the challenges and needs of the extension 

service and the agriculture program in general in municipalities could not only be attributed to 

partisan politics and political interference or simply arrogance of the governors and mayors. The 

capacity and the competence to manage complex agricultural and rural development issues 

which would need better understanding is hampered by other priorities of the locally elected 

officials. The three-year term is not enough time to think about what to do in the agriculture 

sector especially when these locally elected leaders have no background in agriculture. The lack 

of background in agriculture, however, could be compensated for by the initiative of these local 

officials to surround themselves with competent technical people in agriculture. The main 

blunder however is the refusal of these local officials to prioritize agricultural programs as key 

to developing the agricultural and rural sector of their respective local governments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 172 



 

Chapter 7 
 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 
Introduction 

        The study has achieved its general purpose in assessing the performance of the various 

stakeholders in decentralized agricultural extension as well as evaluating the impacts to the rural 

and farming communities in the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte, Philippines. The results 

of the study which were mainly informed based on the perceptions of the agricultural extension 

workers (AEWs) and key informants, reveal similarities in the opinions of the AEWs and key 

informants about certain concerns in decentralized agricultural extension. 

         The main findings of the study highlight the affirmative attitude of the AEWs and key 

informants towards the renationalization of agricultural extension. This inclination towards 

renationalizing agricultural extension is confirmed by the perception of the AEWs that the 

provincial and the municipal local governments have no significant contribution towards the 

success of decentralized extension at the local level. On the other hand, the national agency – 

Department of Agriculture – is still considered influential in agricultural extension despite the 

transfer of administrative control to provincial, city, and municipal governments more than 

twenty years ago. Overall, the study found no strong evidence to suggest that the decentralized 

agricultural extension has made favorable impacts on the performance of local governments in 

the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte. 

        Among the farming and fishing communities, the study suggests that upland farmers are 

most likely to receive minimal attention in a decentralized agricultural extension as compared to 

the other farming sectors. The decline of the extension service to upland farmers as well as to 

other farming sectors in general could be attributed to the identified disadvantages of 
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decentralizing extension which include insufficient funding, low remuneration for the AEWs, 

and political interference. The gains, however, in decentralizing agricultural extension include 

the easy management of extension programs and projects, prompt release of salary, and 

localization of AEWs.      

        The conceptual framework of the study has validated the hypothesis that the performance 

of stakeholders and the impacts on farming communities, depending on its outcome, may trigger 

the shift from a decentralized extension to a renationalized system of governance of agricultural 

extension. The case of Eastern Samar and Leyte provinces, however, is not sufficient to 

influence a policy shift at the national level. A countrywide study would still be imperative to 

determine the overall impact of decentralizing agricultural extension.  

 

7.1. What Has Been Learned from this Study? 

        The contribution to knowledge of this study on the decentralized agricultural extension in 

the Philippines is two-tiered: the first one is the contribution to the scholarship and practice of 

agricultural extension and the second tier is the contribution to the theory of decentralization. 

Agricultural extension in this study serves as the base (hence, as first tier) while decentralization 

as a second tier serves as a complementary policy instrument to the effective and efficient 

implementation of agricultural extension in the country.  

        The results of the study suggest that the prime objective of extension as a non-formal 

education entity in rural communities remains dependent on the capacity of agricultural 

extension workers (AEWs) who share agricultural information and technology to farmers. The 

capacity building of AEWs becomes critical in ensuring that new knowledge in agriculture is 

continuously available to the farmers. The capacity building initiative, however, is beset by 
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many institutional and financial challenges. The lack of mandatory requirement for AEWs to 

live in the barangays where they are assigned constrains the assimilation of AEWs with these 

rural communities - which is a critical factor in acquiring in-depth knowledge on the socio-

cultural and economic conditions of the farmers. The inability of AEWs to live in rural areas     

is an institutional challenge that needs to be addressed by the municipal governments.  

       The lack or even the absence of sufficient funding further exacerbates the challenges faced 

by AEWs in pursuing capacity development. Other agricultural extension programs and 

activities become unavailable to farmers due to challenges associated with transportation, 

visual-aid materials, and even inputs for technology demonstration. While the AEWs may still 

recognize the essence of the basic tenets in the practice of agricultural extension, the 

institutional and financial challenges creates an unfavorable environment for these AEWs to be 

effective and efficient in their service to agricultural and rural communities.      

      The decentralization policy of agricultural extension in the Philippines is a landmark law 

assumed to deliver better agricultural extension service. The theory of decentralization provide 

an impetus for an efficient and effective agricultural extension because of the principle of 

subsidiarity which enables the provincial, city and municipal governments to be innovative in 

delivering the extension service. The results of the study, however, suggest that the mere 

transfer of responsibilities from the national government to local governments is far more 

complex and complicated than expected. The clamor of the AEWs for renationalization – an 

offshoot of more than 20 years of experience with the municipal governments - is an unintended 

negative impact of the decentralized policy of agricultural extension in the provinces of Eastern 

Samar and Leyte. How come the frontline workers in agricultural extension have misgivings 

about decentralized extension? The study suggests that the biggest blunder lays primarily on the 
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locally-elected leaders particularly the Governors and Mayors. In much of the literature dealing 

with decentralization, the impact of the quality and competence of the prime movers of 

decentralization at the local level (that is, the Governors and Mayors) is rarely mentioned as a 

key to successful decentralization. 

        Finally, the essence of agricultural extension, either decentralized or renationalized, 

depends on how it is impacting on the productivity, income and quality of life among farmers 

and people in rural communities. The public good of agricultural extension should be seen as a 

guidepost by various stakeholders in the agriculture and fisheries sectors to uphold extension as 

a public good so essential for the small and marginal farmers and fishermen. The externality of 

agricultural extension, on the other hand, should be seen as an anchor in agricultural and rural 

development particularly in addressing rural poverty and food security. The analysis of the 

positive externality of agricultural extension as a public good becomes imperative as a way to 

move forward in evaluating the impacts and performance of agricultural extension regardless 

whether it is decentralized or renationalized.    

 
 
 
7.2. Can Decentralization Work Better in Agricultural Extension? 
 
         The evaluation of performance and impacts of decentralized agricultural extension in the 

provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte in Philippines showed the resonating sentiments of the 

main frontline of agricultural extension – the Agricultural Extension Workers (AEWs) – that a 

decentralized agricultural extension has not worked to the advantage of the farmers. This study 

suggests that the decentralized agricultural extension had a mediocre impact over the last 20 

years of implementation in both provinces despite the autonomy that the Local Government 

Code of 1991 offered to local governments. While the agriculture sector may have survived 
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from the dismal performance and impacts on agriculture sector in the region, there is certainly a 

big gap that needs to be bridged to ensure that the gains of agricultural research and innovation 

are put into practice by farmers and translated into increased productivity and income among 

rural communities.  

       The autonomy of the provincial governments of Eastern Samar and Leyte in charting the 

direction of agricultural extension programs in their respective provinces is highly 

commendable as it addresses the issue of timeliness and relevance of its programs to farmers 

and rural communities. The timely and prompt delivery of extension services and the allocation 

of resources to other support services to rural communities are deemed invaluable towards 

improving the rural economy. The autonomy of provincial governments, however, is hampered 

by institutional barriers, constraints in capacity building, and fiscal challenges.  From an 

institutional perspective, the priority given to agricultural extension has diminished over the 

years given the lack of attention in recruiting additional workforce in the provincial agriculture 

office and the failure to fill vacant positions due to retirement, resignation, or death. Instead of 

building up the number of the agricultural extension workers (AEWs) as part of strengthening 

the organizational setup of extension service, there is a decline of human resources and a failure 

to recruit new agricultural extension workers.  In cases where recruitment of new staff members 

occurs, it is always laden with anecdotal evidence that the hiring process is influenced by 

patronage politics and rent seeking.  

      The institutional development should not only focus on the human resource of agricultural 

extension but more importantly, it should focus on the provincial leadership - governor, the 

vice-governor and the provincial board members – as well as the office of the provincial 

agriculturist. The executive branch (governor) and the legislative and policy-making branch (the 
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vice-governor and the provincial board members) hold the primary key to successful 

implementation of agricultural extension services at the provincial level. The need to understand 

the responsibilities of provincial governments under a decentralized agricultural extension is 

therefore essential in creating and maintaining an enabling environment for decentralized 

agricultural extension. These officials should then embrace with full responsibility, 

accountability and transparency of all roles and duties entrusted to them under the Local 

Government Code of 1991. The lack of appreciation from both branches of provincial leadership 

-executive and the legislative branches – to the contribution of agricultural extension in securing 

food security, increasing farmers’ incomes, improving productivity, and boosting rural economy 

- hinders the provision of necessary and adequate support towards an effective and efficient 

agricultural extension service in the province.  

        The provincial government’s mediocre support services provided to AEWs is also evident 

by the inadequate transportation allowance given to AEWs, absence of hazard pay, and lack of 

materials/inputs for farming demonstration and training purposes. The AEWs technical advisory 

services is therefore limited to the farmers who can afford to buy agricultural inputs and whose 

farms are accessible by vehicles. The ability of AEWs to reach far-flung remote areas where 

their assistance is most needed becomes less frequent and in most cases, they are unable to visit 

at all. To top all the institutional barriers, the greatest disservice to agricultural extension is 

perhaps the absence of a meaningful monitoring and evaluation (M&E) of the organization’s 

agricultural extension service. Such an M&E approach should examine the performance of the 

human resource (AEWs, managers, administration staff, field workers) as well as the impacts of 

agriculture programs and activities in increasing productivity, income and well-being of farmers 

and rural families. The M&E should be institutionalized and must involve other stakeholders 
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such as experts from local academe, farmers’ groups and NGOs to ensure impartiality in the 

outcomes of monitoring and evaluation conducted. Without an effective M&E, innovations in 

extension programming will be imaginary while programs and activities are being continued 

without the benefit of a good feedback system.  

        The constraints in capacity building among AEWs are an enormous blow to an effective 

agricultural extension service in the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte. Except from 

occasional invitations for training and workshops by Agricultural Training Institute (ATI) and 

some other organizations, the AEWs are helpless under the provincial and municipal 

governments in pursuing their professional development due to poor human resource 

management at the provincial and municipal levels of governance. To enhance the knowledge 

and skills of AEWs, a program for advanced studies and training of AEWs should be in place to 

keep them abreast of the latest agricultural information and technologies. Despite of the 

advances in agricultural technologies which may require the use of hybrid seeds/GMOs and 

farm machineries, the basic function of agricultural extension will remain mainly for increasing 

food production particularly in low income municipalities where food insecurity and 

malnutrition persist. The thrust of capacity building for AEWs should focus on intensified 

multiple cropping systems with an integration of poultry/livestock to increase food sources for 

the rural population. It should also be complemented with training on sustainable agriculture 

practices to address the low-input conditions of poor farmers in the remote and rural areas of the 

two provinces. Furthermore, the AEWs must undergo further training in mitigating the impacts 

of climate change to agricultural production in collaboration with other agencies involved in 

agricultural and rural development in the countryside. The efforts directed towards food security 

and better nutrition should likewise be integrated with health programs and initiatives as a 
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precursor to farmers’ health and the overall health status of rural families. At the municipal level, 

particularly in the villages, the AEW must work closely with the village’s rural health worker, 

rural health midwife, and with the nutrition worker to ensure that knowledge translation and 

extension of agricultural production technologies are also tied to the overall goals of improving 

the health status and well-being of farmers and rural families. 

        The fiscal challenges in agricultural programs at the provincial and municipal level are 

probably the biggest threat to agricultural extension in the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte. 

While the provisions in the Local Government Code of 1991 explicitly provide the assurance of 

the national government’s funding support for the agriculture sector through the Internal 

Revenue Allotment (IRA), the infrastructure projects and other non-agriculture programs are 

highly prioritized by the provincial and municipal governments leaving mere crumbs for the 

agricultural extension service. Given the absence of adequate funding for agricultural extension 

and in agricultural programs in general, the impacts on the support services needed to boost the 

performance of AEWs to deliver extension service are obvious. The absence of funding also 

undermines the capacity building programs both for AEWs and the farmers as it limits the 

ability to sustain agricultural production initiatives that are gaining positive results. Finally, the 

lack of financial resources for agricultural extension hinders the introduction of new innovative 

practices that are geared to increase farm productivity, improve rural incomes, alleviate poverty 

and advance the well-being of farmers and his/her family members. The non-availability of 

financial support for agricultural extension, however, does not necessarily result in insufficient 

fiscal resources at the local level. The allocation of funding support for agriculture is largely 

determined by the decisions made by the local chief executive (governors and mayors). Hence, a 

local chief executive who does not prioritize agriculture and agricultural extension in his/her 
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governance, will most likely short change agriculture and agriculture-related programs to the 

detriment of farmers and rural farming communities.  

         This low regard of agricultural extension is further aggravated by inactive participation of 

civil society particularly NGOs and POs, who lead and encourage community participation.  

The overall passive attitude of farmers and rural communities in asserting their rights and claims 

for better agricultural extension service, further exacerbates this dismal situation, which could 

lead to a belief by provincial leaders that their inability to provide better service and initiate 

reforms in the decentralized system is acceptable. The decentralization therefore of agricultural 

extension, examined above at the provincial level, has therefore hurt the agricultural extension 

service, despite of the autonomy it was given to create their own plans and directions and the 

subsequent provision of necessary financial and human resource support. Rather, it has created a 

dependency on national government and international donors for agricultural programs and 

projects. The autonomy did not also lead to creativity and innovation within these provincial 

governments as evidenced by the lack of new programs and initiatives that they can claim as 

their own. The intentional or unintentional decline of support by incumbent local officials to 

previous programs and activities of agricultural extension established by previous 

administrations has marginalized further the impacts not only on farmers but as well as rural 

women and youth. The Local Government Code of 1991 may have been explicit with the 

responsibilities and duties that provincial governments have to assume under a decentralized 

system, but it failed to enact provisions that will hold the provincial leaders accountable in case 

they fail to carry out, implement, and sustain their mandates under the Local Government Code 

of 1991. The lack of punitive provisions in the Code for the mediocre performance of provincial 

governments has led to complacency and disregard for the plight of farmers in rural 
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communities because after all, whether they fulfill their mandates or not, it does not hold them 

accountable for whatever decrease in farm productivity and threat to food insecurity has 

occurred. Had the Code been strict in terms of ensuring the accountability of provincial officials, 

the institutional support for agricultural extension would have been in place and sustained over 

time, so that whoever is in power or in position within the provincial politics, the programs and 

activities will continue regardless of the political personalities at the provincial level. This lack 

of punitive measures also stifles the resoluteness of the civil society and even farmers’ groups to 

sue incompetent and poorly performing elected officials because of the lack of fundamental 

basis from rule of law under the Philippine constitution.  

         The theory of decentralization, as it applies to agricultural extension, may have set up the 

ideal conditions for an effective and efficient delivery of extension service at the provincial, city, 

and municipal governments, as it adheres to the principle of autonomy in planning, 

implementing, and evaluating agricultural programs. It fails, however, to recognize that the 

adoption of decentralization policies and the eventual practice of these principles largely depend 

on the knowledge, competence, and willingness of the locally elected officials to subscribe to 

decentralization theory. If these pre-existing conditions and the requirements are not met by the 

elected officials, there should be some safety nets that will push the elected officials to follow 

these principles. The theory will only be useful if necessary safety nets and punitive measures 

are included in enabling law such as the Local Government Code of 1991. For the Code to be 

successful, the pre-existing conditions and requirements such as the capacity and competence of 

the locally elected officials to implement meaningful and relevant agricultural programs and 

services should be present at the local level. These locally elected officials should therefore 

embrace and adopt decentralization as their building block for local governance.   
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       The weakened linkage of the agricultural extension workers to the farmers brought by 

several constraints on the part of city and municipal governments and some attitudinal issues on 

the part of the AEWs had left a state of agricultural extension where less information and less 

technology is shared with the farmers. This scenario has led to inadequate access of information 

and technology especially for the small and marginal farmers who do not have the means and 

resources to access agricultural information from other sources except from the agricultural 

extension workers. The more progressive and affluent farmers can access information through 

their own network of technical experts such as the service representatives of pesticide and 

fertilizer companies and they have access as well to web-based information from the internet, in 

which their local counterparts in the villages do not have access to these internet-based 

information and technologies. Indeed, lack of access to agricultural extension services under a 

decentralized agricultural extension system is placing the small and marginal farmers at a 

disadvantage. The small and marginal farmers were deprived of the only source of publicly-

funded extension services provided by the AEWs. The services of AEWs in the remote villages 

and rural communities have slowly faded and became less frequent as the logistics and fiscal 

support for these sectors have declined. The priorities of local governments shifted to more 

tangible projects such as the infrastructure (buildings and roads) so that people (and the voting 

population) can appreciate more the tangible accomplishments of the locally elected leaders. 

       The usual bottlenecks in successful agricultural extension which were described by 

extension education professionals in the early 1950s are seemingly the same up to this day. For 

instance, the lack of transportation support, which is vital in reaching the farmers in remote 

communities, has been already identified almost fifty years ago not only in Philippines but as 

well as in other countries. Under a decentralized extension system, the issue of inadequate 
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support in increasing the mobility of AEWs is still prevalent today in the provinces of Eastern 

Samar and Leyte. Other challenges which include weak research and extension linkages, lack of 

coordination among agencies involved in rural and agricultural development work, inadequate 

resources and limited capacity building for extension workers, are issues that have been 

described by extension scholars and professionals for more than 30 years. In short, 

decentralization is not a panacea as many policy makers had earlier thought it to be. 

       What are then the most crucial elements in the success of decentralized agricultural 

extension? Why is it that despite the advances in innovation and extension techniques based on 

years of extension research and development efforts to decentralize extension have not 

succeeded? The 20 years of experience of decentralized extension system by the agricultural 

extension workers from Eastern Samar and Leyte suggests that one of the most important factors 

in the success of agricultural extension is the quality of the local chief executives, and in this 

case, the local city/municipal Mayors and the provincial Governors. The study suggests the 

importance of the combined leadership quality, competence, and personal characteristics of 

Mayor and Governor, who should behave so as to complement other stakeholders’ participation 

and contribution to agricultural extension. The Mayors and Governors can either be a driving 

force in pushing for more aggressive local extension programs and projects, or they can act as 

stumbling gatekeepers who are putting extension programs on hold simply because these are not 

a priority of his or her governance. The elitist power of these locally elected Mayors and 

Governors has created a glass ceiling that blocks the small and marginal farmers from voicing 

their concerns and challenges in their struggle to enhance their livelihoods and quality of life. 

The rhetoric and lip service of the Mayors and Governors to support the agriculture sector to 

entice voters especially during election period are not translated into action as evidenced by 
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poor and inadequate support services and logistics support to agricultural extension. Although 

decentralization is perceived to reduce or eradicate red tape and bureaucracy, the current 

decentralized agricultural extension at the local level has been marred by partisan politics 

(leadership issues), transportation and travelling allowance (logistics and support services), and 

lack of training for professional growth (capacity building) – and some other issues and 

challenges that are within the scope and jurisdiction of Mayors and Governors to solve. These 

bottlenecks, if removed, will translate into a more efficient and effective extension service 

targeted to small and marginal farmers who are in need of the most help from the publicly-

funded extension programs. Indeed it becomes a question as to who should be given the most 

support in extension programs if we are to reduce rural poverty and agricultural development. 

        What then are the qualities of local leaders (i.e., the Mayors and Governors) that would be 

helpful in addressing issues and challenges in decentralized agricultural extension? What then 

are the competency levels and qualifications and characteristics that we need from Mayors and 

Governors? The list of qualifications and good qualities is indeed long. Based on the extension 

literature, the quality of leaders among others, include competency level to understand the 

nature of extension work where Mayors and Governors may not fully comprehend given their 

lack of background and experience on extension work. But despite the inadequate competency 

level of the Mayors and Governors to understand agricultural extension, the most important 

thing is giving agricultural extension a priority as a means to help the impoverished sector of the 

rural areas – the small and marginal farmers. Without the vision and the commitment from the 

Mayors and Governors to help the agriculture sector, the agricultural extension programs at the 

local level will remain stagnant and unaided. Under a decentralized policy of agricultural 

extension - where the bulk of responsibility to address the needs of local agriculture sector 
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comes from the leadership of the Mayor and Governor - the success of agricultural extension 

hinges on how the Mayors and Governors address the complex and multidimensional challenges 

of agricultural extension. 

       The challenge however is the availability of Mayors and Governors who are interested in 

creating an enabling environment for small and marginal farmers. The quality of elected Mayors 

and Governors is likewise dependent on the current climate of political culture in the country. 

The massive and rampant vote buying during elections which only allows the moneyed 

candidates to join the elections and eventually become the only choices by the people, has 

discouraged other candidates from the low income communities who could have represented the 

interests of the farmers by running for public and elective office. Besides the vote buying, other 

Mayors and Governors also resort to the use of “goons, gold and guns” to get elected. While 

election violence may not be at a critical level in the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte, vote 

buying and intimidation are still prevalent in the local governments of the two provinces. On top 

of this, the political dynasty of families is becoming entrenched in the local politics which is 

making it harder for other local leaders to run against the political power and clout of these 

families. 

       What is the future of decentralized agricultural extension in the provinces of Eastern Samar 

and Leyte? What are the critical reforms needed at the policy and at programming levels? 

If we are to improve the performance of decentralized agricultural extension and reverse its 

mediocre impact in increasing the productivity and income of farmers, the future then of 

decentralized agricultural extension in the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte is creating an 

appropriate and productive implementation strategy, regardless of whether agricultural 

extension is decentralized or not. This strategy should employ a participatory approach, 
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encourage logistics and fiscal support from all stakeholders, increased capacity building for 

AEWs, and a more uniform and across-the-board implementation of remuneration and benefits 

for all AEWs regardless whether they belong to 6th class or 1st class local governments. The 

current conditions, however, at the local governments, suggest that a renationalized agricultural 

extension will be more beneficial to farmers and to agricultural extension in general. Clearly, the 

evidence based on the perception of the frontline workers and the key informants suggests that 

the extension system will be better off under the administrative control and supervision of the 

national Department of Agriculture. The implementation of agricultural programs and projects 

at the local level will be better coordinated with more efficiency and consistency under the helm 

of the national government. However, the reality of renationalizing Philippines’ agricultural 

extension is an uphill battle given the historical evidence of the bills proposed at the Philippine 

Senate and House of Representatives to renationalize agricultural extension. Since 1998, the 

year the first bill renationalizing agricultural extension was submitted to Philippine Congress, 

the proposal has not met a favorable response from the members of the Philippine Congress. 

Today, after sixteen years of inaction by the Congress on this proposal for renationalization, the 

likelihood of its approval is nowhere in sight.     

       Given the lack of concern and commitment of elected officials towards increasing financial 

and other structural support to enhance the services of the agricultural extension, the results of 

the study suggests that agricultural extension service will be better off with the national 

government. For instance, the recruitment of agricultural extension workers will be more 

objective when the backing of partisan politics is no longer required to obtain the job position. 

The selection of farmer-beneficiaries in agricultural projects will be more targeted towards 

farmers who would need the most help rather than through political affiliation. Moreover, the 
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AEWs can serve the farmers better without fear of the wrath and repercussions which can ensue 

when one opposes the partisan nature of politics at the local governments. The AEWs can work 

freely with farmer-clientele regardless of their political affiliation, without having to fear undue 

punishment or termination from their job because the farmers they serve have not supported the 

local Mayor or Governor in the last elections. However, the reality of renationalizing or 

recentralizing the agricultural extension will be an arduous task for the advocates of 

renationalizing the agricultural extension. First, in the Philippines’ House of Representatives, 

the foremost lawmaker that had fought for renationalization of agricultural extension, 

Representative Salvador Escudero III, has died in August 2012. He filed the bill for the 

renationalization of agricultural extension both in the 14th congress (2007-2010) as well as in the 

15th congress (2010-2013). At the end of the 15th Congress, the House of Representatives has 

two bills filed to enact reforms in the provisions on agricultural extension in the Local 

Government Code of 1991 – one was for renationalization, and the other bill was for 

decentralization at the provincial level. Both have not reached third reading at the Congress 

which would have been one step closer to being signed into a law by the President. Second, at 

the Philippine Senate, 4 senators filed the bill for the decentralization of agricultural extension 

up to the provincial level, which is contrary to what Rep. Escudero had fought for – a complete 

renationalization of agricultural extension.  

         The power bloc of senators Legarda, Angara, Estrada and Pangilinan is a force to reckon 

with, but the fate of their bills also exited with the closing of the 15th Congress. Third, the 

ongoing and opposing views between the leadership of Agricultural Training Institute (ATI) and 

the Department of Agriculture (DA) on decentralization will always put a setback in the way of 

unifying a suitable and workable option for a decentralized agricultural extension. The ATI, 
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which claims clout over AEWs in the country, recommends decentralization up to the provincial 

level. Their argument is that, municipalities are too small to operationalize agricultural 

extension. However, some AEWs, especially in the high income municipalities, would rather 

stick with the municipal governments prefer to than be governed by the provincial government. 

On the other hand, the Department of Agriculture supports the full renationalization of 

agricultural extension which is contrary to the recommendation of ATI. In January 2011, during 

a joint meeting of the House and Senate committee on local government and agriculture and 

food security, the representatives of ATI and DA were summoned by the committee chair to 

discuss and agree a final recommendation which is either to renationalize the agricultural 

extension or decentralize the agricultural extension up to the provincial level. The reforms in the 

provisions of agricultural extension in the Local Government Code of 1991 are therefore bleak 

and have a long, uncertain road ahead. Indeed, with the opening of 16th Congress in July 2013, 

the battle for renationalization of agricultural extension, or its decentralization up to the 

provincial level, is back to square one. If any of the proposed bills on agricultural extension 

won’t get approved by the end of 2016, it will be 25 years since the Local Government Code of 

1991 was signed into a law.  It is for twenty five years that the agricultural extension workers in 

the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte have been yearning for change so that the impact of 

their work will have more influence in attaining improved productivity and enhanced quality of 

life of farmers and fishermen, including their families. 

        The last 23 years of implementing a decentralized agricultural extension in both provinces 

has not met the core objectives of decentralizing agricultural extension – better service delivery, 

accountability and improved productivity for the majority of farmers. The low performance of 

decentralized agricultural extension workers (AEWs) and the subsequent poor impacts on the 
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small and marginal farmers could be attributed to various factors that are inherent within the 

provincial and city/municipal local governments such as the competence, capacity, personal 

qualities, and priorities of locally-elected officials. The work attitude, commitment, and capacity 

of AEWs also contribute to the success of agricultural extension programs in rural communities. 

The active participation and cooperation of other stakeholders and the bigger allocation of 

financial resources and logistics to agricultural extension would be helpful in creating more 

worthwhile impacts in the countryside.  

      The inherent challenges within the provincial and city/municipal governments are  

exacerbated by other external factors such as the tendency of the Department of Agriculture and 

other government agencies to implement their own extension programs rather than releasing the 

funds to provincial and city/municipal governments to work with the local AEWs to implement 

such programs. The inadequate funding of Agricultural Training Institute (ATI) limits the 

capacity of the institute to train more AEWs particularly those who are coming from 4th to 6th 

class municipalities. Given these challenges, the need to secure the perceptions of the locally-

elected officials on various issues, challenges and potential of agricultural extension becomes 

imperative because of the tremendous responsibility of decision-making placed at the hands of 

these local leaders for agricultural and rural development. Without the required competence and 

knowledge of these leaders on decentralization principles and an in-depth understanding of the 

complexity of agricultural extension work, decentralized agricultural extension will always be in 

jeopardy under the leadership of the local governments. The personal commitment, strong 

political will, and an unwavering desire of the Governors and Mayors to help the small and 

marginal farmers and fishermen, will be the ultimate factor for agricultural extension to succeed 

under the decentralized governance.         
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       The trajectory of agricultural extension in a decentralized system remains at the helm of the 

Governors and Mayors, at least, at the local level. The autonomy of the decision-making power 

of the local chief executives will largely influence the resources allotted for agricultural 

extension and agricultural programs, in general. The increase in funding for travel, logistics, and 

support services to reach more farmers in remote and rural communities, rests on the final 

decision of the LCEs to approve the budget and the subsequent final release of funds. Likewise, 

the decision to improve the capacity of AEWs by way of in-service training, graduate studies, 

and professional development initiatives, would require the approval of the LCE. Hence, the 

plans and decisions made by LCEs will determine on how agricultural extension will be 

beneficial to farmers and how the needed support will come into fruition. This decision-making 

power of the LCE, if not neutralized by advocates from civil society and farmers’ groups, as 

well as from the strong representation of the local provincial and/or city/municipal agriculture 

staff, will continue to exist and will continue to lead an unpredictable performance and impacts 

of agricultural extension. The unpredictability of its success depends largely on how LCE 

prioritizes agricultural programs in his/her governance. An LCE that advocates agricultural and 

rural development will most likely support agricultural extension and agricultural programs in 

general. An LCE which does not, on the other hand, will continue to ignore the needs of the 

small farmers and marginalized rural communities, and will continue to disregard the impacts of 

agricultural extension in revitalizing rural economy, improving agricultural productivity, 

increasing rural incomes, and enhancing the well-being of farmers and rural families.  

        In the end, the ultimate question – can decentralization work better in agricultural 

extension? The answer could be both yes and no. In the case of Eastern Samar and Leyte 

provinces, regardless of whether agricultural extension is decentralized or not, reforms in 
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programming and some shift in policy directions are called for so that farmers and other people 

in rural communities will reap the benefits of agricultural research and innovation. It also calls 

for further study of personalities and institutions that have mandates in a decentralized 

agricultural extension to evaluate their performance and contributions which in turn will guide 

improvements, reprimand, praise, reward and provide incentives for these stakeholders.  Finally, 

it calls for a more inclusive responsibility and accountability among its stakeholders towards the 

success of agricultural extension, regardless whether it is decentralized or not, to keep the 

momentum of changes and reforms in agricultural extension sustainable and continually 

addressing the needs and challenges faced by farmers and rural communities.        

 

7.3. Policy, Programming and Institutional Recommendations 
 
         The recommendations based on the results of the study are broadly categorized into two 

categories: (1) policy and (2) programming.  Recommendations for different agencies, 

government and non-government are likewise presented to ensure that all key players in the 

success of decentralized agricultural extension are involved.   

 

7.3.1. Policy, programming and institutional recommendations for the provinces of  

          Eastern Samar and Leyte 

Policy recommendations 

Mandatory inter-local cooperation of city and municipal governments for agricultural 

extension and training of farmers 

         The provincial governments of Eastern Samar and Leyte should enact provincial 

legislation that will mandate the city and municipal governments for inter-local cooperation on 
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agricultural extension and training of farmers. The legislation should provide the mechanism on 

how the city and municipal governments will share human resources (particularly the expertise 

of AEWs) and how the city and municipal governments will pool logistics and financial 

resources in expanding the breadth of extension services to farmers. The legislation will 

automatically allow the AEWs to render services to other municipalities without necessarily 

entering into memorandum of understanding with every municipality in the province. The inter-

local exchange of AEWs expertise should be decided by the municipal agriculturist but with 

consent from the municipal mayor.  The provincial government shall provide extra travel funds 

for this purpose so that the municipal mayors will be encouraged to allow their AEWs to serve 

other municipalities without necessarily incurring costs from local coffers. The inter-local 

cooperation of city and municipal governments will be helpful in controlling and eradicating 

outbreaks of diseases and pests, dissemination of information and technologies, training, and the 

monitoring and evaluation of projects and activities in agricultural extension. 

Support of the provincial and city/municipal governments to create professional 

association/organization among AEWs in the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte 

         The provincial governments should enact a policy that will create professional association 

or organization among AEWs to promote and sustain the science and practice of agricultural 

extension within the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte. The provincial government should 

provide the necessary logistics and human resources support that will enable the AEWs to 

organize themselves as a professional organization of agricultural extension workers. The 

organization of AEWs can then lobby for more funding support for agricultural programs for all 

city and municipal governments within the province. Without an organized group of AEWs, the 

AEWs from each municipal government will be competing each other for funding support 
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which would be disadvantageous to the low income municipalities whose capacity to prepare 

project proposals are inadequate.     

Mandatory filling in of vacated AEWs positions 

      The provincial governments of Eastern Samar and Leyte should legislate for the mandatory 

filling of vacated AEWs position due to retirement, resignation, or transfer to other agencies. It 

has been observed that some municipalities have not filled the vacant positions of AEWs but 

instead have re-aligned the budget for the AEW position for another job in the municipal 

government. Some low income municipalities (4th to 6th class municipalities) have not increased 

their human resources since the decentralization and the number of AEWs continues to decline 

due to retirement and resignation of AEWs.  

 

Programming recommendations 

Comprehensive assessment of the state of agricultural extension and the agricultural 

program at the provincial and city/municipal levels 

         A multi-stakeholder and comprehensive provincial assessment of the agricultural 

extension service, and the agricultural programs in general, should be implemented. This 

endeavor will help identify the constraints in pursuing sustainable food security and agriculture 

programs, determine potential partners in the agriculture sectors, and mobilize the resources 

needed to meet the objectives of increasing farmers’ productivity, income, and quality of life. 

Prior to provincial assessments, an evaluation or assessment at the city/municipal level should 

be conducted first as additional component for a province-wide assessment of agricultural 

extension.   
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Enhance the data repository and data management of the provincial and city/municipal local 

governments 

         The administrative database to support timely and evidence-based programming of the 

agricultural extension service of the province should be improved including that of the 

municipal governments. While some local governments have good databases for agricultural 

extension service, most local governments do not have adequate databases on agricultural 

information, socio-demographic information about the farmers, and local history of significant 

milestones in agriculture including incidence and prevalence of pests and diseases. The database 

will support in crafting local and evidenced-based policy reforms and programming for the 

agriculture and fishery sectors.  

Create a list of expertise of AEWs within the provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte 

        The provincial agriculture office should create a list identifying the expertise of each AEW 

in both provinces to inform the provincial and municipal governments of the existing potential 

and the capacity of human resource in agricultural extension. The expertise of AEWs in city and 

municipal governments should be complemented by the subject matter specialists available at 

the provincial agriculture office and at the DA regional office. The experts list should specify 

the proficiency, training, and competence of AEWs on various subject areas in agriculture as 

well as the agricultural commodity (that is, rootcrops, vegetables, livestock, poultry, ruminants, 

etc) that the AEWs have expertise about. In terms of inter-local cooperation and exchange of 

experts within the province and among the municipalities, the list will be a handy reference 

especially in bringing together a number of experts to address a certain problem in agriculture 

sector. For instance, in an outbreak of Hemorrhagic septicemia for water buffalos in a particular 

 195 



 

municipality, all AEWs with animal science background in other municipalities could be 

requested to assist in the vaccination of water buffalos within the infected municipality.    

Inventory of stakeholders, programs/projects and activities in agricultural extension 

         A review and assessment of programs, projects and activities of different stakeholders 

involved in agricultural is necessary to avoid duplication and to converge towards working on 

common goals shared by all stakeholders. The inventory of stakeholders should include the 

academe, 4-H Club, Rural Improvement Club (RIC), the Provincial Agriculture and Fishery 

Council (PAFC), the Municipal Agriculture and Fishery Council (MAFC), Farmers’ 

Association, NGOs and POs, private and business sector, and other government agencies 

involved in agricultural extension and agriculture programs in general. 

Sustained and cost-shared training program with the Agricultural Training Institute (ATI) 

        The absence of training funds for AEWs at municipal governments hinders the  

professional development of AEWs whose capacity and competency depends on the continuous 

upgrading and in-service training to improve their knowledge and skills in agriculture and 

fisheries. Despite the mandate of the ATI to train AEWs, the limited funds of ATI constrain 

them to include all AEWs in the country to attend to their training programs. The provincial 

governments and municipal governments should cost-share with the training expenses so that 

training programs would be conducted regularly at designated and strategic locations.     

Annual conference or regular gathering of AEWs at the provincial level and at district level 

       An annual conference or gathering of all AEWs within the provinces of Eastern Samar and 

Leyte will be an opportunity to introduce new technologies and disseminate research results 

from government research centres and private companies. The conference will also be a venue 

for R&D institutions to get feedback from technologies developed and introduced to farmers. 
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The presence of higher officials from the national and regional institutions, provincial and 

city/municipal governments, will pave the way for an opportunity to thresh out issues and 

challenges encountered by AEWs in the course of implementing agricultural programs both 

funded by international, national, and local organizations. The attendance of national and local 

officials will secure immediate resolutions of issues by identifying the resources needed and by 

pinpointing the agency that will best address the issues and concerns raised by AEWs. The 

regular gathering of AEWs by districts (for example, Eastern Samar is divided into 3 districts) 

will provide an opportunity to meet and exchange discussions with various experts within the 

district and share experiences on technologies introduced, adopted and rejected by farmers. This 

district gathering will also be an opportunity to provide moral support to AEWs experiencing 

challenges in his/her work, celebrate accomplishments of AEWs, and secure a personal and 

professional bond among AEWs who share the same goal of serving the farmers and fishermen. 

Review and improve the duties and responsibilities of AEWs according to the needs of the 

local governments 

          A comprehensive review of the current list of duties and responsibilities of AEWs will 

enable the local governments and the AEWs to identify locally-specific needs of farming and 

fishing communities that will optimize use of meager resources. The traditional list of duties and 

responsibilities of AEWs which is primarily comprised of technical assistance to crop and 

animal production, should evolve into a more progressive, pragmatic, and demand-driven 

production approach that will address both the food security of rural families, rural communities, 

and the local government in general. The tendency of national government to promote 

production of high-value crops which are intended for exports and high end local markets are 

capital intensive and therefore not affordable for small and marginal farmers to engage in 
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production. The duties and responsibilities of AEWs should be dynamic, flexible, participatory, 

and must promote partnership with other stakeholders in agriculture. In terms of reporting job 

accomplishments,  the AEWs should not only emphasize quantitative reporting of programs (for 

example, 10 families received 5 kg of assorted vegetable seeds, 5 farmers visited in a week, etc) 

but should also include qualitative reporting to further understand the constraints of technology 

adoption, to gain feedback on agricultural information and technology, to identify potentials and 

ways to improve production efforts, and to internalize the complex nature of agricultural 

extension.  

Provincial initiative to develop mutual metrics or mutually-shared indicators among agencies 

working on agricultural extension 

         The provincial governments of Eastern Samar and Leyte should initiate a joint 

programming among stakeholders to develop mutually-shared indicators or mutual metrics to 

ensure success of agricultural extension programs across agencies and across agricultural 

commodities and disciplines. This initiative should be supported by the leadership of the League 

of Provinces in the Philippines, League of Cities in the Philippines, League of Municipalities, 

Philippine Councillors League, and the Union of Local Authorities of the Philippines (ULAP), 

for easier uptake and adoption by other local governments in the Philippines once the mutual 

metrics is formally polished and developed for nationwide adoption. This recommendation is 

further elaborated in recommendation number 9.7 below. 

Review and assess the role of NGOs, POs, and Farmers Associations (FAs) in agricultural 

extension and agricultural programs, in general 

         A review of civil society’s performance, impacts and commitment to agricultural 

extension and agriculture programs, in general, will help in fostering better partnerships among 
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NGOs, POs, and FAs operating within a particular local government. The autonomy and the less 

bureaucratic structure of civil societies compared to government agencies will speed up the 

implementation of projects and activities delegated to these organizations. However, 

accountability and transparency must at all times govern the implementation of these programs 

so that trust and commitment from funding institutions will be sustained. An inventory of NGOs, 

POs, and FAs actively operational within the jurisdiction of the local governments will enable 

the local chief executives (LCEs) to identify its potential partners for various agricultural 

programs, avoid duplication of services, and will enable the local governments to focus its 

resources to areas not covered by the civil society.  

Training of future and new Agricultural Extension Workers (AEWs) 

          The provincial government and provincial agriculture office of Eastern Samar and Leyte 

should examine the socio-demographic characteristics of the current AEWs to prepare for 

programs and mechanisms that address the impacts of retired AEWs in the next 10 years. 

Fifteen years from now, the current AEWs will retire and will be replaced by new agricultural 

extension workers. Whether the agricultural extension service will be decentralized or not, there 

is a need to examine the recruitment agenda of the local governments and national governments 

for agricultural extension workers and for agriculture professionals in general. If the Philippine 

government today is aggressively recruiting a young generation of police and military personnel, 

there is no reason not to engage in recruitment of AEWs who will serve the agriculture sector 

and the rural communities throughout the country. 

Multi-stakeholder and participatory approach in leading provincial agriculture programs 

           The leadership should be embraced by the provincial leadership to provide a multi-

stakeholder approach to address issues and challenges in agricultural extension, and to sustain 
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the gains made in this sector. While the provincial leadership may focus on infrastructure 

projects, the agriculture sector should not be left behind in terms of funding and human resource 

support. The provincial and municipal leadership should pursue inter-local cooperation to share 

resources and to hasten the delivery of services and programs on agriculture. The private sector, 

particularly the agro-chemical and seed companies, should be tapped for new technologies and 

products which could help improve the production and yield of farmers.  

 

Institutional recommendations 

Gender-friendly and family considerations in work assignment of AEWs 

The provinces of Eastern Samar and Leyte have a higher incidence of female AEWs compared 

to male AEWs. For every 10 AEWs in both provinces, 6 are females while 4 are males. This 

demographic data calls for a more gender-based friendly working environment to ensure that 

female AEWs feel safe in their jobs particularly during their field visits to farms and rural areas. 

This entails also further inquiry on the working conditions of female AEWs -  to ascertain if 

facilities and support services they need are adequate considering the logistic requirements  

needed in discharging their work as AEWs. The presence of more female AEWs than males 

need re-thinking for a more gender-friendly working environment that will ensure safety 

workplace and environment for female AEWs. It also calls for gender-based programs for 

human resources to assure that basic rights as workers are not violated and that their physical 

conditions as females be considered when introducing technologies that would entail use of 

machines or equipment.  

        The place of work assignments of AEWs in both provinces should also be considered to 

ensure that the families of AEWs will not be affected in case of re-assigning workplace to cater 
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the needs of the farmers. Since most AEWs are married (82%), the provincial agriculture office 

and the provincial government should be cognizant to the family duties and responsibilities of 

married AEWs. The provincial government may consider the single (10%) AEWs in assigning 

new work assignments due to their flexibility and availability but this should be taken with 

caution because some single AEWs could be taking familial responsibilities such as taking care 

of an ailing parents or supervising abandoned nephews and nieces. The remaining 7% widowed 

AEWs can also be an alternative as personnel that can be deployed with new workplace 

assignments but the transfer should be communicated well in advance due to the possibility that 

these widowed AEWs may be taking care of their children, hence, they should be afforded the 

same consideration similar to married AEWs.  

Mandatory reporting of AEWs to their work station 

       The AEWs should be obliged to report to their base assignment to ensure close contact with 

the farmers and fishermen. They must reside in the main barangay where they are assigned to 

maintain constant communication and visibility with rural communities. In cases where it is not 

practical for the AEWs to live in the barangay due to some family considerations, the AEW 

must report to the barangay regularly similar to other civil servants working in the villages (for 

example, public school teachers and rural health midwife). The places of assignment of AEWs 

must be communicated well to the barangay officials and to the residents so that the community 

members will be aware on the whereabouts of AEWs. In cases where an AEW is assigned to 3 

to 5 barangays, the AEW cannot stay in his/her base assignment the whole week because he/she 

has to reach out and visit farmers in other barangays.    

Equality in the pay and salary scale of AEWs including benefits 

        The disparity of salaries and remuneration received by AEWs working in first class 
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municipalities versus those received by AEWs assigned in fourth and fifth class municipalities 

need to be examined to ensure an equitable pay among all AEWs irrespective of whether they 

are working in a high income or low income municipality. The basic duties and responsibilities 

of AEWs are almost all the same at all level of municipalities, hence, the salary and 

remuneration should be standard for all AEWs regardless of the income level of municipality 

where they are assigned. Other considerations that should be taken is the re-assignment of 

married AEWs so that disruption to families will not be adversely affected, the need to support 

AEWs who want to advance their careers by pursuing graduate studies, and encouraging AEWs 

to participate and become members of professional organizations so that their level of 

knowledge and skills set will be improved by attending scientific conferences and engaging with 

scholarly activities to enhance their capacity as AEWs.  

 
 
7.3.2. Policy recommendation for the Department of Agriculture (Regional Office)    
 

Cost-sharing arrangements between DA regional office and the local governments 

        The physical presence of technical staff in the province of Eastern Samar and other 

provinces in Samar Island as well could be enhanced by cost-sharing the travel expenses of DA 

regional staff especially when responding to technical assistance. The proximity of Leyte 

province is an advantage to the DA regional staff members (less travel time and less travel 

costs), but the distance of the regional office to Samar Island provinces would entail longer 

travel time. Given this disadvantage, cost-sharing arrangements particularly on travel costs and 

accommodation could be arranged with local governments, to shoulder part of the 

accommodation and meal expenses of the DA regional technical staff. For instance, five days 

travel for a technical staff member to a particular municipality could be cost-shared by the 
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regional office and the municipality receiving the DA technical staff member. The DA regional 

office can shoulder three days of accommodation and meal expenses for a technical staff 

member, while the remaining two days will be covered by the local government. In this 

arrangement, the technical visit of the DA regional staff in the municipality is extended and 

services are delivered and guaranteed due to ample time spent within the locality.    

Consistency in implementing programs and flexibility in the mode of service delivery 

         The production goals (that is, goals to increase rice, rootcrops and vegetable production, 

and livestock, ruminant and poultry production) should be consistently pursued regardless of the 

response of the local leadership to cooperate, collaborate, and participate with national programs. 

In local governments where the leaders are not cooperative, other avenues of delivering services 

should be pursued so that the goals of production and productivity will not be jeopardized. For 

instance, if the municipal government does not cooperate with the DA regional office, an option 

to partner with an NGO or other organization(s) operating within the target location should be 

pursued so that the beneficiaries of the program in the local government will not be deprived of 

these services and programs offered by the national government through the regional office of 

the Department of Agriculture.     

 
 
7.3.3. Programming recommendation for the Agricultural Training Institute (ATI)   
 

Testing of other Extension Models other than ICT Tools  

        The current undertaking of the national government to share and promote agricultural 

information and technology among farmers through cellphone and internet should be revisited 

and re-examined by evaluating the existing ICT infrastructure in local governments. The 

programs of the Agricultural Training Institute (ATI) and the Open Academy for Philippine 
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Agriculture (OPAPA) on web-based learning and use of mobile phones, should not only focus 

on content development but should focus as well on field monitoring and evaluation of the use 

of these ICT tools. The low access to internet of AEWs in Eastern Samar (17%) and Leyte 

(39%) is alarming considering the investments by the government on ICT-based information 

and technology dissemination. While it can be argued that these ICT tools may not bring good 

results as a mode of introducing agricultural information and in reaching farmers in Eastern 

Samar and Leyte, it is worthwhile to examine if similar conditions exist in other provinces. At 

the national level, the needed human resource capacity and infrastructure may exist, particularly 

in the confines of implementing agencies and selected provinces and local governments 

involved in the pilot ICT projects. However, the existing infrastructure including the capacity of 

local governments to pursue ICT-based extension may not be ready yet. This inadequacy of 

local governments, exacerbated by the financial incapability of farmers to access these 

technologies, will hinder the effectiveness of web-based ICT tools in agricultural extension.  

 

7.3.4. Policy recommendation for the Congress (Lower House and the Senate)   
 

National survey on AEWs perceptions on decentralized agricultural extension  

         The current stalemate of the proposed bills at the House and Senate to either renationalize 

the agricultural extension or decentralize the agricultural extension up to the provincial level 

could be alleviated by a nationwide survey and consultation among various stakeholders and 

sectors of Philippine agriculture. The input of the agricultural extension workers (AEWs) as 

frontline workers in extension service is highly significant in crafting reforms, however, other 

stakeholders such as the farmers and the civil society should also be consulted to ensure a 

comprehensive and a multi-sectoral approach in securing suggestions and amendments on the 
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decentralized policy of agricultural extension. 

Collection of Published and Unpublished Studies on Agricultural Extension in the 

Philippines 

        It is theorized that several academic institutions in the Philippines could have produced or 

published agricultural extension literature either in the form of a master’s or PhD theses in 

agricultural extension, or as a thesis from graduate students in public administration and 

management, or from other disciplines such as geography, environment, natural resource 

management and even local governance. However, the majority of these materials from 

academic institutions in Philippines have no online copy and access to hard copy is limited only 

within the premises of the institution’s library. A compendium of unpublished master’s theses 

and dissertation manuscripts on decentralized agricultural extension in the Philippines will be a 

great contribution to the science and practice of agricultural extension.  

Comprehensive Evaluation on the Impact of Decentralizing Agricultural Extension 

        An intensive impact evaluation of decentralized agricultural extension – from allocative to 

technical efficiency, and from effectiveness of services to the well-being of farmers - should be 

conducted so that the return of investments on agricultural extension will be optimized and that 

future investments in the field of agricultural extension will address the most pressing needs of 

the small and marginalized farmers and fishermen in the countryside. National and regional 

workshops (covering Luzon, Visayas and Mindanao) should be held involving the extension 

experts from the academe, NGOs, farmers’ groups, government agencies and the private sector 

to address the issues, challenges and potentials of agricultural extension under a decentralized 

system. The nationwide survey and consultation which has not been done in the past twenty 
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years, should be complemented by an intensive and extensive review of decentralization and/or 

devolution studies of agricultural extension in the Philippines. 

 

7.3.5. Policy recommendations for the academic institutions in Region 8 (Visayas) and the 

Commission on Higher Education (CHED) 

Strengthen the agricultural extension sector by involving AEWs in the discharge of extension 

mandate of academe 

          The academic institutions, particularly the state colleges and universities (SCUs) in the 

region, will be able to strengthen the agricultural extension in the provinces of Eastern Samar 

and Leyte by actively partnering with AEWs in accomplishing the mandate of the academe for 

extension. The tripartite mission of SCUs – research, instruction, and extension – will generate 

support from the AEWs if institutional arrangements are made to accommodate secondment of 

appointments of AEWs with academe. The Philippine government can examine the model of US 

land grant institutions where public agricultural extension is based. The involvement of AEWs 

in the extension mandate of SCUs will be beneficial to local governments, to the SCU involved, 

and to agricultural extension sector as well. First, the local governments will be assured of 

technical expertise and assistance from the scientists and experts of the SCU without necessarily 

spending too much for consultancy fees. The involvement of local governments in research, 

development, and extension work of SCU will speed up the process of testing, modelling, and 

developing of technologies generated by the academe. On the other hand, the SCU will benefit 

from the partnership because the lack of extension personnel within academic institutions will 

be complemented by the secondment of AEWs to the academe as additional staff members. The 

reach of the extension mandate of the academic institutions will be wider in scope and in 
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magnitude because all municipalities have AEWs with expertise and specialization ranging from 

crops to animal science, and from home management to development communication and 

agricultural economics.   

 

7.3.6. Recommendations for the Department of Agriculture (national) 

Lead a National Evaluation of Decentralized Agricultural Extension 

       The Department of Agriculture (DA) national office should spearhead the national 

evaluation of decentralized agricultural extension to instigate reforms on the provisions of 

agricultural extension in the Local Government Code of 1991 because of their mandate to 

sustain food security in the country and because of their influence on the frontline workers in the 

agriculture sector. The DA should collaborate with the Department of Interior and Local 

Government (DILG), the League of Provinces in the Philippines, the League of Cities in the 

Philippines, the League of Municipalities in the Philippines, the House and Senate of the 

Philippines, bilateral and multilateral organizations working on decentralization (such as CIDA 

and GTZ), academic institutions (such as the UP NCPAG) and the civil society to pool 

resources (human resource and financial) and to ensure that all stakeholders involved are 

included in the process.  

Create and Organize a National Organization of Agricultural Extension Workers (AEWs) 

         The Department of Agriculture should organize the agricultural extension workers into one 

national organization of extension workers with a name such as the Philippine Agricultural 

Extension Society (PAES) to provide a more professional image for the decentralized 

agricultural extension workers. The national organization of AEWs will improve the 

scholarship, the science and practice of agricultural extension in the country, and will also boost 
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the morale and confidence of AEWs. To save expenses in holding national workshops, the 

annual meetings of AEWs (say the PAES) should coincide with the yearly conference of the 

Crop Science Society of the Philippines (CSSP), so that the necessary arrangements for 

billeting, conference halls, and other logistics requirements will be facilitated by the CSSP 

secretariat. Since the CSSP is a technical and scientific conference, the AEWs attending the 

annual meeting will also have a chance to attend other scientific presentations and activities 

which will enhance the knowledge and skills of the AEWs on various agricultural technologies. 

The national organization of AEWs will complement the existing national organization of city 

and municipal agriculturists known as the League of the Municipal and City Agriculturists of 

the Philippines, Inc (LeMMCAP), and the Philippine Extension Network, Inc (PEN) which is 

mostly comprised of extension educators from academe and extension professionals from 

national agencies.  

 

7.3.7. Recommendations for the Department of Interior and Local Government (DILG) 

and Commission on Elections (COMELEC) 

Assessment of Decentralization by Staff Members of DILG and COMELEC 

         There is a need for comprehensive evaluation of local governance based on the perceptions 

of DILG and COMELEC staff members including  and key officials of those agencies. The 

evaluation of decentralized local governance from DILG staff members will complement the 

results of evaluation being conducted by other stakeholders such as the DA and the local 

governments. It is essential that these civil servants who are directly engaged with local 

governments and locally-elected leaders, must share their experiences and perceptions on how 

well prepared, efficient, and effective these local leaders are in addressing the issues, potentials, 
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and challenges of local governance. The impact of competence, qualifications, leadership 

experience, and personal qualities of locally-elected leaders, which matters most in the delivery 

of basic services for the people including the agricultural extension service, should guide the 

staff members of DILG and COMELEC in assessing decentralization.     

Comprehensive Study on the Capacity Building Needs of Barangay Officials in Rural and 

Remote Communities 

        There should be a need to evaluate and study the capacity building needs of the members of 

the Barangay Council particularly to those local officials in the rural and remote communities. 

While the DILG has the Local Government Performance Evaluation System (LGPES), this 

performance evaluation system might be highly technical which the barangay officials may find 

hard to understand due to limited capacity or level of education. The comprehensive assessment 

of the capacity building needs of the barangay officials may leverage on what should be the 

performance indicators based on the capacity of the barangay officials. The Bureau of Barangay 

Local Development (BGCD) should spearhead and provide leadership to this study. The LGPES 

should then include performance indicators for agricultural extension.  

 

7.3.8. Recommendations for the Civil Society Organizations including the Farmers 

Associations, Rural Improvement Club (RICs) and the 4-H Club   

        The role of the civil society organizations (including Farmers Associations, RICs, and 4-H 

Clubs) cannot be underestimated under decentralization. They should be encouraged to actively 

participate in planning, developing, implementing and evaluating local agricultural programs. 

They should act as fiscalizers in these programs and should be critical to budgetary requirements 

and the disbursements of these funds. The civil society organizations should promote the 
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transparency and accountability of agricultural programs funded by the national, provincial, city 

and municipal governments. 

 
 
7.3.9. Recommendations for the leadership of the League of Provinces in the Philippines, 
  
          League of Cities in the Philippines, League of Municipalities, Philippine Councillors 
  
          League, and the Union of Local Authorities of the Philippines (ULAP)   
 

Secure the Perceptions and Assessment of Locally-elected Officials on the Decentralization of 

Agricultural Extension 

        A survey involving locally-elected officials such as the Governors, Mayors, Vice-Mayors, 

provincial board members, city and municipal councillors, is imperative to shed light on their 

perceptions on how decentralized agricultural extension can be improved despite the usual 

bottlenecks of local governments such as lack of funding and logistics, inadequate human 

resource, cultural and behavioral constraints on the part of farmers, and even the changing 

climate that impacts agricultural production and practices. The assessment involving these 

locally-elected officials should generate information on their perception of the job performance 

of agricultural extension workers, ways to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of 

agricultural extension in improving the lives of people in rural areas, and reforms and 

innovations in policies and programming that will address in improving the overall well-being 

of rural population.  

Develop Mutually-Shared Indicators or Mutual Metrics at the Barangay Level   

         The agricultural extension work at the barangay/village level is multi-faceted and often 

involves the cooperation and participation of various stakeholders, from barangay officials to 

farmer leaders, and from government agencies to the private sector. In most cases, while every 
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organization or agency is willing to cooperate, each has its own mandate to improve the quality 

of life of farmers and their families. In some instances, the agency’s mandate has similar goals 

and indicators with other agencies. For instance, the Department of Agrarian Reform (DAR) 

conducts training on rice technologies for their land reform beneficiaries in which these 

beneficiaries may also be recipients of training being conducted by National Irrigation 

Administration (NIA) for their irrigation beneficiaries. Apart from these two agencies, the 

Department of Agriculture (DA) and the Agricultural Training Institute (ATI) may also offer 

training on rice production and technology to farmers. This duplication of services, human and 

financial resources in the Philippines is very common in the civil service due to highly agency-

based performance indicators. Another example, in this case a government worker assigned in 

the barangay, is the Barangay Nutrition Scholar connected with the National Nutrition Council 

(NNC) who promotes vegetable and fruit production to address malnutrition. In the same village, 

an Agricultural Technologist (AT) employed by the local agriculture office may also promote 

vegetable production to improve food security of farmers and increase their source of 

income/livelihood. In the same barangay, a vegetable production project may also take place at 

the elementary school to promote vegetable consumption among students. One barangay or 

village may have three government workers working on the same goal to address malnutrition, 

food production and increase income and livelihood of farmers. Most government agencies and 

non-government entities in the Philippines have their own performance indicators which lead to 

duplication of responsibilities causing waste of essential resources. To address this problem, a 

mutually-shared indicators or mutual metrics will consolidate and coordinate efforts to address 

particular issues, and in this case, the capacity building on rice technology and vegetable 

production.  
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          The development of mutual metrics is gaining momentum (Nugent, 2012) and is 

considered by USAID in their nutrition programs (Nugent, 2013, personal communication). For 

instance, the USAID’s Infant and Young Child Nutrition (IYCN) Project which aims to increase 

the food production capacity of rural families to access nutritious food, is an example of an 

initiative which integrates agriculture, food security, and nutrition in one program. The inclusion 

of culture and local governance, however, in addition to agriculture, food security, and nutrition 

as an integrated strategy to improve agriculture and food production among farm families, is an 

unexplored area. Developing mutual metrics encompassing the socio-cultural aspects of local 

people and integrating local governance would be a significant contribution, both policy and 

practice, in improving the productivity, income, and well-being of families in rural areas.    

         The recommendations of this study must be articulated and shared with the concern 

authorities and officials who have influence in the policy reforms of the Local Government 

Code of 1991. It is equally important that the executive branch of the government should be 

informed of the results of this study, particularly the Department of Agriculture and the local 

government units, so that they can plan and work closely to define the arrangements suitable and 

acceptable to both parties so that programming aspects of agricultural extension will be 

improved. The continued evaluation of the performance and impacts of decentralized 

agricultural extension should be pursued to inform policy makers, bureaucrats, and local 

government officials, of the reforms and changes that should be made so that the policy of 

decentralization will meet its objectives in improving the effectiveness and efficiency of 

agricultural extension services, increase the productivity and income of farmers, enhance the 

general well-being of rural families, ensure that rural communities thrive in a developed  

atmosphere that they deserve, and contribute to nation building. 
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Appendix A 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

A Comparative Evaluation of the Performance and Impacts of Decentralized Agricultural 
Extension: The Case of Eastern Samar and Negros Occidental Provinces, Philippines 

 
 
Province: ________________________________                       Questionnaire No: _____ 
City/Municipality: _____________________________                                  Class: _____ 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Section 1. Evaluation of the Performance of Various Stakeholders 
 
Section 1.1. Evaluation of the Barangay Council 
Direction: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement for the following statements by 
circling a response. 
                                                                                                                                                           [I Don’t Know]  5 
                                                                                                                                              [Strongly Agree]   4 
                                                                                                                                 [Somewhat Agree]   3 
                                                                                                                 [Somewhat Disagree]   2 
                                                                                                          [Strongly Disagree]   1     
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
The Barangay Council provides adequate general support services to agriculture.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The Barangay Council allocates funding from their Internal Revenue Allotment 
(IRA) share for agriculture-related activities in the barangay.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The Committee Chair of the Agriculture Committee is responsible in proposing 
agriculture projects in the barangay.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
There is a close coordination between the Barangay Council and the Municipal 
Agriculture Office in planning agriculture projects/activities for the barangay. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
There is a close coordination between the Barangay Council and the Municipal 
Agriculture Office in implementing agriculture projects/activities for the barangay 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
There is a regular monitoring of agriculture projects at the barangay level by the 
Barangay Council and the Municipal Agriculture Office.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
There is a regular evaluation of agriculture projects at the barangay level by the 
Barangay Council and the Municipal Agriculture Office.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
1.1.1. From a scale of 1 to 10, how would you rate the performance of the Barangay Council under a 
decentralized agricultural extension? (1 is the lowest, 5 just good enough, and 10 highest rating) [Please 
circle your answer]  
 
1                  2                 3                 4                 5                6              7               8              9                10 
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Section 1.2. Evaluation of the City/Municipal Government  
Direction: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement for the following statements by 
circling a response. 
                                                                                                                                                   [I Don’t Know]  5 
                                                                                                                                       [Strongly Agree]   4 
                                                                                                                           [Somewhat Agree]   3 
                                                                                                             [Somewhat Disagree]   2 
                                                                                                        [Strongly Disagree]   1     
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
The agriculture extension services has improved under the leadership of the 
city/municipal government.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The fishery-related  extension has improved under the leadership of the 
city/municipal government. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The on-site  research services has improved under the leadership of the 
city/municipal government. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The on-site  research facilities has improved under the leadership of the 
city/municipal government. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The city/municipal government is capable of addressing the food security issues at 
the local level. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The city/municipal government is providing adequate travel allowance to 
Agricultural Extension Workers (AEWs)  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The city/municipal government has its own capacity building program (training and 
educational opportunities) for AEWs to improve AEWs services to farmers. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The city/municipal government offers some competitive promotion for the 
professional growth of AEWs. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The city/municipal government provides adequate rewards/incentives program for 
AEWs.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The city/municipal government provides adequate support for the material needs of 
the AEWs (such as training materials, vaccination equipment, etc) in support to 
effective performance of  their functions and responsibilities. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
Decentralization is effective in attaining food production targets at the local level.     

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
 
1.2.1. Do you favour the decentralization of agricultural extension to city/municipal governments? 
          [   ]  Yes 
          [   ]   No 
          [   ]   I don’t know 
 
 
1.2.2. What do you think are the three (3) advantages of decentralizing agricultural extension services to 
city/municipal local governments?  
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1.2.3. What do you think are the impediments or barriers in the successful implementation of 
decentralized agricultural extension? (please limit your answers to the top 3 barriers that you consider)  
 
1.2.4. What are your three (3) suggestions to improve agricultural extension under a decentralized 
governance?  
 
1.2.5. From a scale of 1 to 10, how would you rate the performance of the city/municipal government 
under a decentralized agricultural extension? (1 is the lowest, 5 just good enough, and 10 highest rating) 
[Please circle your answer]  
 
1              2              3              4              5              6             7              8             9             10 
 
 
Section 1.3. Evaluation of the Provincial Government  
Direction: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement for the following statements by 
circling a response. 
 
                                                                                                                                                    [I Don’t Know]  5 
                                                                                                                                         [Strongly Agree]   4 
                                                                                                                             [Somewhat Agree]   3 
                                                                                                             [Somewhat Disagree]   2 
                                                                                                       [Strongly Disagree]   1     
 1 2 3 4 5 
The efficiency of the agriculture extension support services from the Provincial 
Agriculture Office is one of the priorities of the leadership of the provincial 
government.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The fishery-related  extension has improved under the leadership of the 
provincial  government.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The provincial government provided more on-site research services since the 
onset of decentralization.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The provincial government has improved the on-site  research facilities of the 
province.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The provincial agriculture office is effective in the prevention of plant pest and 
diseases in the province.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The provincial agriculture office is efficient in the controlling  plant pest and 
diseases within the province. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The provincial agriculture office is effective in the prevention of animal pest and 
diseases within the province.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The control of animal pest and diseases has improved under the provincial 
leadership. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The provincial government provide assistance in the organization of farmers’ 
cooperatives within the province.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The provincial government provide assistance in the organization of fishermen’s 
cooperatives within the province.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The assistance in the transfer of technology for farmers has improved under the 
provincial government. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

The provincial government provide more assistance in the transfer of technology 
for fishermen than any other agency in the government.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
 
1.3.1. Do you agree that the provincial government provides adequate financial support to improve  
          the services of the Provincial Agriculture Office? 
          [   ]  Yes                    [   ]   No                    [    ] Maybe         [   ]  I don’t know 
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1.3.2. How would you rate the effectiveness of the Provincial Agriculture Office in the following 
activities: Direction: Please check the space that corresponds to your answer.  
 

Activities Outstanding Very 
Satisfactory 

Satisfactory Needs 
Improvement 

I Don’t 
Know 

 
Coordination with 
city/municipal governments in 
implementing agriculture 
projects. 

     

 
Monitoring of agriculture 
projects implemented at the 
city/municipal governments. 

     

 
Evaluation of agriculture 
projects at the city/municipal 
governments. 

     

 
Consultation with 
city/municipal governments in 
prioritizing agricultural 
programs/projects at the local 
level. 

     

 
Capacity building program 
(training, short courses, etc) for 
AEWs in the province.  

     

 
Promptness in responding 
requests for technical assistance 
support at the city/municipal 
level.  

     

 
Provision of incentives and/or 
rewards for AEWs. 

     

 
 
1.3.3.  Are you in favour of AEWs being under the administrative control and supervision of the  
           provincial agriculture office rather than the local city/municipal agriculture office?   
           [   ]  Yes              [   ]  No              [   ]  Maybe               [   ]  I Don’t Know 
 
1.3.4.  Briefly justify your answer to the above question  #1.3.3. 
 
1.3.5. From a scale of 1 to 10, how would you rate the performance of the provincial government under a 
decentralized agricultural extension? (1 is the lowest, 5 just good enough, and 10 highest rating) [Please 
circle your answer]  
 
1                2                3                4                5                6               7                8               9               10 
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Section 1.4. Evaluation of the Department of Agriculture’s Regional Field Office  
Direction: Please rate the effectiveness of the DA Regional Office in the activities listed below.   
                 Please check the space that corresponds to your answer.  
 

Activities Outstanding Very 
Satisfactory 

Satisfactory Needs 
Improvement 

I Don’t 
Know 

 
Coordination with 
city/municipal governments in 
implementing agriculture 
projects. 

     

 
Monitoring of agriculture 
projects implemented at the 
city/municipal governments. 

     

 
Evaluation of agriculture 
projects at the city/municipal 
governments. 

     

 
Consultation with 
city/municipal governments in 
prioritizing agricultural 
programs/projects at the local 
level. 

     

 
Capacity building program 
(training, short courses, etc) for 
AEWs in the province.  

     

 
Promptness in responding 
requests for technical assistance 
support at the city/municipal 
level.  

     

 
Provision of incentives and/or 
rewards for AEWs. 

     

 
 
1.4.1. Do you agree that DA regional office personnel has good working relationship with AEWs at the 
city/municipal governments? 
                      
               [   ]  Yes              [   ]  No              [   ]  Maybe               [   ]  I Don’t Know 
 
 
1.4.2. From a scale of 1 to 10, how would you rate the performance of the provincial government under a 
decentralized agricultural extension? (1 is the lowest, 5 just good enough, and 10 highest rating) [Please 
circle your answer]  
 
1                2                3                4                5                6               7                8               9               10 
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Section 1.5. Evaluation of the Department of Agriculture (National) 
Direction: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement for the following statements by 
circling a response. 
                                                                                                                                                    [I Don’t Know]  5 
                                                                                                                                         [Strongly Agree]   4 
                                                                                                                             [Somewhat Agree]   3 
                                                                                                              [Somewhat Disagree]   2 
                                                                                                         [Strongly Disagree]   1     
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Despite decentralization, the Department of Agriculture is still considered as a 
potent source of support for agricultural extension services.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The Department of Agriculture implements centrally-funded agricultural programs 
and projects at the city/municipal level.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The Department of Agriculture has evaluated the impacts of decentralization at the 
city/municipal level.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The Department of Agriculture can influence the provincial Governors to allocate 
funding from their own local government funds to finance food security projects at 
the local level.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The Department of Agriculture can influence the city/municipal Mayors to secure a 
adequate funding from local government funds to finance food production projects.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The Department of Agriculture has continued to provide assistance to local 
government units to support the local agricultural programs.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The Department of Agriculture has better administrative control of the AEWs 
compared to local government units.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The recruitment of AEWs by the Department of Agriculture could be more 
objective due to less partisan politics.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
There is a tendency for local government units to rely from the Department of 
Agriculture for funds to finance agricultural programs at the local level.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
In general, the Department of Agriculture has efficient monitoring and evaluation 
(M&E) of its agricultural programs at the city/municipal governments. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The AEWs expect the Department of Agriculture to provide training and/or 
educational opportunities to extension workers to improve their capacity.    

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
1.5.1. From a scale of 1 to 10, how would you rate the performance of the Department of Agriculture 
(DA) under a decentralized agricultural extension? (1 is the lowest, 5 just good enough, and 10 highest 
rating) [Please circle your answer]  
 
1                2                3                4                5                6               7                8               9               10 
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1.5.2. Evaluation of the Agricultural Training Institute (ATI)  
         Direction: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement for the following  
                          statements by circling your response. 
                                                                                                                                                   [I Don’t Know]  5 
                                                                                                                                       [Strongly Agree]   4 
                                                                                                                            [Somewhat Agree]   3 
                                                                                                              [Somewhat Disagree]   2 
                                                                                                         [Strongly Disagree]   1     
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
The training programs of Agricultural Training Institute (ATI) are adequate to serve 
the needs of  devolved  Agricultural Extension Workers (AEWs).  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The AEWs belonging to the low-income municipalities (4th, 5th, 6th class) are 
priority as participants for training programs of ATI.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The AEWs are regularly consulted by ATI in its planning process of deciding what 
kind of training programs will be implemented for a calendar year. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The coordination between local government units (LGUs) and the ATI in 
implementing the training programs of ATI is very evident.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The ATI is currently involved with local government units in mitigating the 
impacts of climate change towards the agricultural production.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The ATI is effective in disseminating technologies through the internet or web.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The recruitment of AEWs can be effectively handled by ATI.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
 
1.5.3. What are the strengths of ATI as a training institution? (please limit answer to three (3) only. 
 
 
 
 
1.5.4. What are your suggestions to improve the training services of ATI (please limit answer to  
          three (3) only). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.5.5. From a scale of 1 to 10, how would you rate the performance of the Agricultural Training Institute 
(ATI) under a decentralized agricultural extension? (1 is the lowest, 5 just good enough, and 10 highest 
rating) [Please circle your answer] 
 
1                2                3                4                5                6              7                8               9               10 
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Section 1.6. Evaluation of the Civil Society (NGOs & POs) 
                    Direction: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement for the following 
statements by circling your response. 
 
                                                                                                                                                    [I Don’t Know]  5 
                                                                                                                                        [Strongly Agree]   4 
                                                                                                                           [Somewhat Agree]   3 
                                                                                                             [Somewhat Disagree]   2 
                                                                                                         [Strongly Disagree]   1     
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
The civil society, particularly the non-government organizations (NGOs) and 
peoples’ organizations (POs) provide educational support to AEWs in the 
city/municipal governments.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The civil society provide technical assistance to farmers to complement the 
extension work of the AEWs in local governments.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
Collaboration is evident between the civil society and the city/municipal 
governments in implementing agricultural extension programs.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The civil society is involved in deciding what particular agricultural programs will 
be implemented within the city/municipal governments.     

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
There is a good working relationship between the civil society and the AEWs in the 
city/municipal governments.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The participation of civil society in agricultural extension work has improved under 
a decentralized governance.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
1.6.1. What are the three (3) significant contributions of the civil society (NGOs & POs) to a  
          decentralized agricultural extension? 
 
 
 
 
1.6.2. What are your suggestions to increase the participation of civil society (NGOs & POs) under a 
decentralized agricultural extension?  
 
 
 
 
1.6.3. From a scale of 1 to 10, how would you rate the performance of the civil society (NGOs and POs) 
under a decentralized agricultural extension? (1 is the lowest, 5 just good enough, and 10 highest rating) 
[Please circle your answer] 
 
1              2              3              4              5              6             7              8             9             10 
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Section 1.7. Evaluation of the Farmers Associations (FAs) 
                    Direction: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement for the following 
statements by circling your response. 
 
                                                                                                                                                           [I Don’t Know]  5 
                                                                                                                                              [Strongly Agree]   4 
                                                                                                                                 [Somewhat Agree]   3 
                                                                                                                 [Somewhat Disagree]   2 
                                                                                                          [Strongly Disagree]   1     
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
The farmers’ associations (FAs) are significant collaborators in the implementation 
of agricultural programs at the city/municipal governments.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The FAs are adequately supported to strengthen its capacity as an institution 
serving the farmers and farming communities.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
Collaboration is evident between the FAs and the city/municipal governments in 
implementing agricultural extension programs.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The FAs are consulted in deciding what particular agricultural programs will be 
implemented within the city/municipal governments.     

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
There is a good working relationship between the FAs and the AEWs in the 
city/municipal governments.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The participation of FAs in agricultural extension work has improved under a 
decentralized governance.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
 
1.6.1. What are the three (3) significant contributions of the farmers’ associations to a  
          decentralized agricultural extension? 
 
 
 
 
 
1.6.2. What are your suggestions to increase the participation of the farmers’ association under a  
          decentralized agricultural extension?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.6.3. From a scale of 1 to 10, how would you rate the performance of the farmers’ association  under a 
decentralized agricultural extension? (1 is the lowest, 5 just good enough, and 10 highest rating) [Please 
circle your answer] 
 
1                2                3                4                5                6               7               8              9               10 
 
 

 229 



 

Section 2. Evaluation of the Performance of the Agricultural Extension Workers (AEWs) 
                 Direction: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement for the following  
                                   statements by circling your response.  
                                                                                                                                                   [I Don’t Know]  5 
                                                                                                                                      [Strongly Agree]   4 
                                                                                                                           [Somewhat Agree]   3 
                                                                                                             [Somewhat Disagree]   2 
                                                                                                         [Strongly Disagree]   1     
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
My capacity to serve the farmers has increased since the decentralization of 
agricultural extension.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
I enjoy an adequate travel allowance support from the city/municipal government 
as I visit my assigned barangays. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
I enjoy good working relationship with the City/Municipal Mayor.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
My professional growth has improved since the onset of decentralization.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
There is pride in my job as an Agricultural Extension Worker (AEW).   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The City/Municipal Mayor is supportive of agricultural programs within the 
locality.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
I regularly supervise the production activities of farmers within my assigned 
barangays.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
There is a sense of fulfillment in my job as AEW. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
I conduct farmers’ classes regularly (at least once a month).   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
My performance as AEW is affected by partisan politics at the local level.   

     

 
I adequately monitor the agricultural programs assigned to me by the city/municipal 
government.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
I consult the farmers for their training/extension needs on a regular basis (at least 
once every six months). 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
I am happy with my job as Agricultural Extension Worker (AEW).  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
I live in the barangay/village where I am assigned as AEW. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
 
2.1. From a scale of 1 to 10, how would you rate your performance as AEW under a decentralized 
agricultural extension? (1 is the lowest, 5 just good enough, and 10 highest rating) [Please circle your 
answer] 
 
1              2              3              4              5              6             7              8             9             10 
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Section 3. Evaluation of the Local Government Code (LGC) of 1991 
                 Direction: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement for the following  
                                   statements by circling your response.  
                                                                                                                                                  [I Don’t Know]  5 
                                                                                                                                      [Strongly Agree]   4 
                                                                                                                           [Somewhat Agree]   3 
                                                                                                             [Somewhat Disagree]   2 
                                                                                                        [Strongly Disagree]   1     
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
The efficiency of delivering extension services to farmers have improved under a 
decentralized governance.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
There is transparency in the implementation of agricultural programs at the local 
level particularly the financial status of the programs.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The decentralization of the agricultural extension services have made the local 
governments more accountable by making sure that farmers receive the services 
when they need it.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The Local Government Code of 1991 paved for the agricultural extension services 
to be more accessible by farmers.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The decentralization of agricultural extension services have made the local 
governments more closer to the farmers.    

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The number of AEWs hired at city/municipal agriculture office has increased since 
decentralization.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The number of employees at the DA Regional Office has decreased as a result of 
the Local Government Code of 1991.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The productivity level of farmers has increased as a result of a decentralized 
agricultural extension.  

1 2 3 4 5 

 
There is a significant  increase in the local food production (i.e., city/municipal 
wide) due to decentralization.    

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The decentralization has paved for the sharing of manpower resources among 
city/municipal governments (interlocal cooperation) to improve food production 
programs. (Ex. An AEW from Town A is invited to give lecture at Town B)  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
In general, the LGC of 1991 has in some ways, contributed to the increase of well-
being among farmers.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The LGC of 1991 has increased the capacity of AEWs to deliver extension services 
to farmers.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
In general, the AEWs are better off with the implementation of the LGC of 1991.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
3.1. In July 27, 2010, House Bill 00464 - “An Act Reverting to the National Government the Discharge 
of Basic Agricultural Functions and Responsibilities Devolved to Local Government Units (LGUs) and 
Amending for the Purpose Republic Act No. 7160 otherwise known as Local Government Code of 1991”, 
was filed by Rep. Salvador Escudero at the 15th Philippine Congress  to “renationalize” devolved 
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agricultural extension services. This bill was also filed in the 14th Congress but was not approved as a 
law. How strongly do you support the “renationalization” of the Agricultural Extension Workers? 
 
             [   ]  Strongly support 
             [   ]  Support 
             [   ]  Somewhat support 
             [   ]  Somewhat oppose 
             [   ]  Strongly oppose 
             [   ]  Unsure/no opinion 
 
3.2. Based on some studies on decentralized agricultural extension from 1998 to 2004 (Manero 1998; 
Brillantes 1999; Magno 2001; Contado 2002; Cidro & Radhakrishna, 2003; Ocenar et al 2004)  several 
issues that constrain the effectiveness of decentralized agricultural extension had been identified. After 
19 years of decentralized agricultural extension, there is little information on which of these constraints 
have been solved or not. Please rank the following 14 constraints – with number 1 as the most pressing 
constraint and number 14 as the least constraint.  
 

Constraints Rank 
 
Insufficient funds of LGUs to implement agricultural development programs 

 

 
Lack of capacity building for AEWs (training/scholarships) 

 

 
Demotion in rank and salary of AEWs (displacement and misplacements in work 
assignments)  

 

 
Inadequate monitoring and evaluation (M&E) 

 

 
Inconsistent and fragmented implementation of agricultural policies and programs  

 

 
Inadequate utilization of mass media in information and technology promotion  

 

 
Lack of coherence and coordination of agricultural extension within the entire country 

 

 
Weak linkages among research, development and extension (RD&E)  

 

 
Unclear delineation of responsibilities and functional relationships among national 
government agencies and other stakeholders  

 

 
Lack of involvement of local officials in the planning and policy formulation for 
agriculture sector 

 

 
Massive partisan politics and political interference  

 

 
Lack of support from the local chief executives (Governors/Mayors) 

 

 
Low morale and confidence of extension workers 

 

 
Lack of awards/incentives programs that encourage good and best practices at the local 
level  
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3.3. Among the stakeholders in decentralized agricultural extension, which do you think have the highest 
influence for its success in the implementation? Please rank the following stakeholders with number 1 as 
your choice for stakeholder that has the highest influence while number 9 as the least influential.  
 

Stakeholder Rank 
 
Barangay Council 

 

 
City/Municipal Government 

 

 
Provincial Government 

 

 
Department of Agriculture (DA) Regional Field Office 

 

 
Department of Agriculture (DA) National Office 

 

 
Civil Society (NGOs and POs) 

 

 
Private Sector (Agri-businessmen) 

 

 
Farmers’ Association 

 

 
Agricultural Extension Workers (AEWs) 

 

 
 
3.4. Please briefly explain your choice for the highest influential stakeholder in decentralized agricultural 
extension. 
 
 
 
 
 
3.5. Please briefly explain your choice for the lowest  influential stakeholder in decentralized agricultural 
extension. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.6. If you were already employed in 1991 as an Agricultural Extension Worker (AEW), was there a 
consultation to AEWs prior to the passage of the Local Government Code of 1991 (Republic Act 7160)? 
              [  ]  Yes, there was a consultation prior to the passage of the RA 7160. . 
              [  ]  No, there was no consultation done. 
              [  ]  I don’t know. I can’t remember. 
              [  ]  I was not employed yet as AEW in 1991.  
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Section 4. Evaluation of Some Principles and Concepts of Agricultural Extension 
                 Direction: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement for the following  
                                  statements by circling your response.  
                                                                                                                                                     [I Don’t Know]  5 
                                                                                                                                        [Strongly Agree]   4 
                                                                                                                           [Somewhat Agree]   3 
                                                                                                              [Somewhat Disagree]   2 
                                                                                                        [Strongly Disagree]   1     
 1 2 3 4 5 
 
The primary role of Agricultural Extension is to deliver information to farmers. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The more information is shared to farmers, the better.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
AEWs must live in the villages or barangays where they work.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
Extension is the primary source of information particularly for people in the rural 
areas.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
Extension must keep up with societal changes.     

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
Extension objectives are primarily achieved by groups of people working together 
rather than individuals working in isolation.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
Extension must provide an effective linkage between farmers, agricultural research 
and other sources of information.    

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
You could have the best technical solutions in the world, but if people don’t join in 
and feel like part of the team, you just don’t get anywhere.   

1 2 3 4 5 

 
AEWs must analyze current situations  to that they can give farmers  timely 
warnings or advice or changes in conditions at farmers end.     

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
Increasing food production is probably the highest goal for agricultural extension 
workers (AEWs).  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
Agricultural Extension also address rural poverty because usually farmers and 
landless rural laborers are among the poorest people in the country.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
AEWs must win the trust and confidence of farmers so they can enjoy the full 
cooperation of farmers in delivering extension services.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
Agricultural extension must promote environmentally-sound technologies to protect 
environment and ensure sustainability.   

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
The role of AEW is to help farmers form sound opinions and to make good 
decisions by communicating with them and providing them with information they 
need.  

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 234 



 

4.1. Sources of Agricultural Information among Agricultural Extension Workers (AEWs). 
       Direction: Please rate the usefulness of the following sources of information by checking the space 
provided.  
 

 
Sources of Information 

 

 
Very Useful  

 
Somewhat 

Useful  

 
Not Useful  

 
I Don’t 
Know 

 
Radio broadcast 

    

 
Leaflets and other print 
materials 

    

 
Billboards 

    

 
Technology demonstration 

    

 
Fellow AEWs  

    

 
Training/workshops  

    

 
Educational Tour/Field Tour 

    

 
Traders/agribusinessmen 

    

 
DA Regional Office/Staff 

    

 
Posters 

    

 
Agro-chemical companies 

    

 
Seed companies 

    

 
Provincial Agriculture Office 

    

 
Internet 

    

 
 
4.2. Regardless of whether agricultural extension is decentralized or renationalized, what do you think 
are the three most important reforms needed to improve the positive impact of agricultural extension to 
farmers and farming communities in general?  
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Section 5. Impacts of Decentralization to Farming Communities 
                 Direction: Please rate the following impacts of decentralization to farming communities.    
                                   Please check the space that corresponds to your answer.  
 

 
Impacts 

 
Outstanding 

 
Very 

Satisfactory 
 

 
Satisfactory 

 
Needs 

Improvement 

 
I Don’t 
Know 

 
Increased production of cereals 
such as rice and corn. 

     

 
Increased production of 
vegetables. 

     

 
Increased production of rootcrops. 

     

 
Increased production of poultry.  

     

 
Increased hog production.  

     

 
General increase of productivity 
among farmers.  

     

 
Increase in farmer’s income 

     

 
Enhanced the well-being of farm 
families 

     

 
Improved cohesiveness of farming 
communities 

     

 
Increased the number of 
Cooperatives (Coops) 

     

 
Improved the capacity of farmers 
to be self-reliant 

     

 
Increased the entrepreneurial skills 
of farmers 

     

 
Improved the functionality of rural 
organizations 

     

 
Increased capacity of farmers to 
adopt technologies 
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5.1. Please indicate your observation on the impact of decentralization to the following sector of the 
farming and fishing communities. Severely affected would mean that the agricultural services for this 
sector has completely stopped or has diminished dramatically. Moderately affected would mean that 
agricultural extension services for this sector has continued but the frequency of visit has been minimal. 
Not affected at all would mean that the agricultural service has continued and the services has even 
improved under decentralized agricultural extension.   
 

Sector Severely affected Moderately affected Not affected at 
all 

I don’t 
know 

 
Upland farmers 

    

 
Vegetable growers 

    

 
Rice farmers 

    

 
Backyard poultry farmers 

    

 
Backyard hog farmers 

    

 
Rice seed growers 

    

 
Commercial vegetable growers 

    

 
Commercial poultry farmers 

    

 
Commercial hog growers  

    

 
Commercial cutflower farmers 

    

 
 
 
Section 6. Impacts of Decentralization to Agricultural Extension Workers (AEWs) 
                Direction: Please rate the following impacts of decentralization to AEWs. Please check the 
space that corresponds to your answer.  
 

Impacts Outstanding Very 
Satisfactory 

Satisfactory Needs 
Improvement 

I Don’t 
Know 

 
Increased capacity due to 
training and educational 
opportunities 

     

 
Enhanced self-esteem and 
confidence 

     

 
Improved ability to write 
project/extension proposals 

     

 
Increased mobility to visit 
farmers regularly 

     

 
Increased skill in conducting 
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farmers classes  
 
Improved ability to source out 
funds for extension activities  

     

 
Increased ability to provide 
sound technical advice to 
farmers 

     

 
Increased ability to respond 
promptly to farmers’ requests 
for assistance  

     

 
Enhanced self-fulfillment due 
to accomplishments of doing 
extension work 

     

 
Increased job motivation 
because of adequate support 
from the local government 

     

 
Increased ability to provide 
social activities to farmers (such 
as sports) other than farming 

     

 
Increased communication skills 
to deliver information  

     

 
 
 
 
Section 7. Socio-Economic and Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents  
                 Direction: Please the box that corresponds to your answer. Legible writing will be very much  
                                   appreciated for the open-ended questions.  
 
1. Gender 
                [  ]  Male 
                [  ]  Female 
 
2. Age:    ______ 
 
3. Marital Status 
                [  ]  Single                                          [  ]  Live-in 
                [  ]  Married                                       [  ]   Widowed 
                [  ]  Separated 
 
4. Employment Status (Please check category that applies to you) 
                [  ]  Contractual/Casual                                     [  ] Job Contract  
                [  ]  Permanent                                                    
                [  ]  Other (please specify) _________________________________________ 
 
5. Monthly Net Income/Salary (Personal)_____________________ 
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6. Level of Education 
                [  ]  college degree   
                [  ]  with some MS/MA units 
                [  ]  graduate of MS (Master of Science degree) or MA (Master of Arts) 
                [  ]  with some PhD/DEd/ units  
                [  ]  graduate of PhD/DEd 
                [  ]  Other (please specify) __________________________________________ 
 
7. Are you a member of any professional organization(s) of Agricultural Technologists (ATs) or 
Agricultural Extension Workers (AEWs) in general? 
                [  ]  Yes 
                [  ]  No 
 
8. If yes, please indicate the organization(s) that you belong to: 
    ______________________________________________________________________ 
    ______________________________________________________________________ 
 
9. How many years now have you worked as an Agricultural Technologist (AT)?_________ 
 
10. In what year did you start working as an Agricultural Technologist or AEW? _____ 
 
11. Do you have internet connectivity at your local agriculture office? 
 
         [   ]  Yes          [   ]  No          [   ]  I don’t know 
 
12. What do you think are the three (3) major advantages of a decentralized agricultural extension?  
 
13. What do you think are the three (3) major disadvantages of a decentralized agricultural extension?  
 
 
14. How can you lessen the negative impacts of devolution of agricultural services? 
 
 
15) How many farmers do you serve in your area of responsibility? ________________ 
 
16) How many barangays do you serve? ________________ 
 
17) How much  travel allowance do you receive from the local government  every month? 
      _________________ 
 
18) What are the constraints that hinders you to visit your area of assignment? 
 
 
19) Do you think your local Mayor is supportive of agriculture programs?  
 
            [   ]  Yes              [   ]  No             [   ]  Maybe        [   ]  I don’t know 
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20) Do you think your local Congressman has provided part of his funds to support agriculture programs 
within his/her district?  
 
            [   ]  Yes              [   ]  No             [   ]  Maybe        [   ]  I don’t know 
 
 
21. Government workers are oftentimes have their work less appreciated. In some cases, some people 
would say that a government job is a “thankless job.” But despite the odds and challenges faced by an 
Agricultural Extension Worker (AEW) in discharging his/her duties and responsibilities, the 
determination to serve the Filipino farmers and the desire to make a difference in the lives of the rural 
people continue to inspire the decentralized AEW.  
 
 If  by chance, you are given FIVE MILLION PESOS by the Philippine government to pursue your 
aspirations as an Agricultural Extension Worker (AEW),  what are the priority projects or activities that 
you will pursue for your farmers and how much will you allocate for each project or activity? What are 
the personal aspirations that you would like to pursue as a reward for yourself in serving the farmers and 
the Philippine government? 
 

Project/Activity Amount 
 
For Farmers/Farming Communities/Rural Women 
(RIC)/Rural Youth (4-H)/Others: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
For Personal Aspirations: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Thank you very much for taking part in this survey. We really appreciate for your effort and for your 
time in expressing your perceptions and views on the current state of decentralized agricultural 
extension in your province. It is our desire that this study will be able to provide policy and 
programming recommendations to improve agricultural extension services in your province. 
 
We would like to assure you of the confidentiality of your responses. All data will be analyzed in group 
form only and no individual responses will be identified. As a respondent, you will not be individually 
identified in written reports. Only the principal researcher and the thesis advisor will have access to the 
recorded information. Damo nga salamat!      
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Appendix B 

 
GUIDE QUESTIONS FOR THE FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION  

 
 

Guide Questions for the Focus Group Discussion (FGD) 
 
 
 
1) What do you think are the positive impacts of decentralized agricultural extension to farming 
communities? 
 
 
 
2) What are the negative impacts of decentralized agricultural extension to farming 
communities? 
 
 
 
3) What are the challenges of a decentralized agricultural extension in general? 
 
 
 
4) Why is it that some of the local Mayors are considered NOT pro-agriculture? 
  
 
 
5) What are the strengths of Agricultural Extension Workers (AEWs) under a decentralized 
agricultural extension? 
 
 
 
6) What are the weaknesses or deficiencies of Agricultural Extension Workers (AEWs) under a 
decentralized agricultural extension? 
 
 
 
7) What are your recommendations to improve the impact of agricultural extension on the 
productivity, income and well-being of farmers? 
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Appendix C 
 

GUIDE QUESTIONS FOR THE KEY INFORMANTS INTERVIEW 
 
 

Key Informant (KI) Interview Guide Questions 
 
Title of the Study: “A Comparative Evaluation of Performance and Impacts of  
                                Decentralized Agricultural Extension: The Case of Eastern Samar  
                                and Leyte Provinces, Philippines” 
 
Location and Date of Interview: _____________________________________________ 
Designation of the Key Informant (KI): _______________________________________ 
(indicate the job position or occupation including his/her organizational affiliation) 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
A. Performance of Decentralized Agricultural Extension 
 
1) Do you think decentralizing agricultural extension has been advantageous to the farmers and 
farming communities in general? Why? 
 
 
 
2) Do you think decentralization proved to be beneficial to Agricultural Extension Workers 
(AEWs) in terms of their efficiency and effectiveness as frontline workers in agricultural 
programs and projects? Why? 
 
 
 
3) What are the significant contribution of various stakeholders in the implementation of 
decentralized agricultural extension?  
 
      3a) Farmers’ associations: 
 
      3b) NGOs/POs:  
 
      3c) Local officials (city/municipal level): 
 
      3d) Local offcials (provincial level): 
 
      3e) Regional office of the Department of Agriculture: 
    
      3f) National office of the Department of Agriculture: 
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B. Impacts of Decentralized Agricultural Extension 
 
4. What are the positive impacts of decentralized agricultural extension to farmers and farming 
communities in general? 
 
 
 
5. What are the negative impacts of decentralized agricultural extension to farmers and farming 
communities in general? 
 
 
 
6. What are the positive impacts of decentralized agricultural extension to Agricultural 
Extension Workers (AEWs) devolved to local government units?  
 
 
 
7. What are the negative impacts of decentralized agricultural extension to Agricultural 
Extension Workers (AEWs) devolved to local government units?  
 
 
 
8. Do you think decentralized agricultural extension will be more responsive in improving 
productivity, increasing income and enhancing the well-being of farmers? 
 
 
 
 
C. Challenges of Decentralized Agricultural Extension 
 
9. What do you think are the challenges faced by farming communities under a decentralized 
agricultural extension? 
 
 
 
10. What do you think are the challenges faced by AEWs under a decentralized agricultural 
extension? 
 
 
 
11. Do you think the challenges of decentralized agricultural extension can be solved by the 
local government officials? Why? 
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D. Recommendations to Improve Impacts of Decentralized Agricultural Extension 
 
12) What are your general recommendations to improve the impact of agricultural extension on 
the productivity, income and well-being of farmers? 
 
 
13) What are your suggestions to improve the performance of the following stakeholders in a 
decentralized agricultural extension system? 
 
 
      13a) Farmers’ associations: 
 
 
 
      13b) NGOs/POs:  
 
 
 
      13c) Local officials (city/municipal level): 
 
 
 
      13d) Local offcials (provincial level): 
 
 
 
      13e) Regional office of the Department of Agriculture: 
 
 
 
      13f) National office of the Department of Agriculture: 
 
 
 
 
E. Final Question 
 
14. Would you favour renationalization of agricultural extension? Why? 
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Appendix D 

 
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES FROM QUALITATIVE QUESTIONS ON 

DECENTRALIZATION 
 
 

Table 35. Response on whether AEWs favour the decentralization of agricultural extension to  
                city/municipal governments  
 

  Response  Eastern Samar 
(n=49) 

Leyte   
(n=80) 

Total 
(n=129) 

Yes 13 (27%) 16 (20%) 29 (23%) 
No  29 (59%) 55 (69%) 84 (65%) 

Unsure  7 (14%) 9 (11%) 16 (12%) 
 
 
 
Table 36. Response on whether the AEWs favour the decentralization of agricultural extension  
                 to city/municipal governments (by income class) 
 

Response  Yes No I don’t know 
First class (n=27) 8 15 4 

Second class (n=15) 3 11 1 
Third class (n=21) 4 14 3 
Fourth class (n=43) 12 24 7 
Fifth class (n=23) 2 20 1 

Total (n=129) 29 (22.5%) 84 (65.1%) 16 (12.4%) 
 
 
 
 
Table 37. Response of AEWs on whether they favour of extension personnel being under the  
                administrative control of the Provincial Governor or provincial government 
 

  Response  Eastern Samar 
(n=52) 

Leyte   
(n=87) 

Total 
(n=139) 

Yes 1 (2%) 20 (23%) 21 (15%) 
No  47 (90%) 50 (57%) 97 (70%) 

Unsure  4 (8%) 17 (20%) 21 (15%) 
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Table 38. Response on whether the respondents are in favour of extension personnel being  
                under the administrative control of the Provincial Governor or provincial government  
                (by income category/class) 
 

 
Response 

 Income category/class 
First 

(n=29) 
Second 
(n=18) 

Third 
(n=23) 

Fourth 
(n=45) 

Fifth 
(n=24) 

Total 
(n=139) 

Yes 1 4 4 9 3 21 
No 25 11 13 29 19 97 

Unsure 3 3 6 7 2 21 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 39. Level of agreement whether AEWs favor being  under the administrative control and  
               supervision of the provincial agriculture office rather than the local city/municipal  
               agriculture office (by province) 
 

Response  Eastern Samar 
(n=48) 

Leyte 
(n=85) 

Total 
(n=133) 

No 25 (52%) 31 (36%) 56 (42%) 
Yes 9 (19%) 27 (32%) 36 (27%) 

Maybe 8 (17%) 23 (27%) 31 (23%) 
I don’t know 6 (12%) 4 (5%) 10 (8%) 

 
 
 
 
 
Table 40. Level of agreement whether AEWs favor being  under the administrative control and  
               supervision of the provincial agriculture office rather than the local city/municipal  
               agriculture office (by income class) 
 

 
Response 

Income category/class 
First 

(n=26) 
Second 
(n=18) 

Third 
(n=23) 

Fourth 
(n=44) 

Fifth 
(n=22) 

Total 
(n=133) 

Yes 3 5 9 11 8 36 (27%)  
No 13 7 9 18 9 56 (42%) 

Maybe 10 6 3 9 3 31 (23%) 
I don’t know 0 0 2 6 2 10 (8%) 
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Table 42. AEWs perception on whether the local Mayor is supportive of agriculture programs 
 

Response  Eastern Samar 
(n=47) 

Leyte  
(n=82)  

Total 
(n=129) 

Yes 22 (47%) 39 (47%) 61 (47%) 
No 2 (4%) 4 (5%) 6 (5%) 

Maybe 23 (49%) 36 (44%) 59 (46%) 
I don’t know  0 3 (4%) 3 (2%) 

 
 
 
 
Table 43. Level of agreement whether the provincial government provides adequate financial 
support to improve the services of the Provincial Agriculture Office  
 

Response  Eastern 
Samar 
(n=47) 

Leyte 
(n=84) 

Total 
(n=131) 

Yes 4 (9%) 12 (14%) 16 (12%) 
No 16 (34%) 25 (30%) 41 (31%) 

Maybe 19 (40%) 41 (49%) 60 (46%) 
I don’t know 8 (17%) 6 (7%) 14 (11%) 

 
 
 
 
Table 44. Level of agreement whether the provincial government provides adequate financial 
support to improve the services of the Provincial Agriculture Office (by income class)  
           

 
Response 

Income category/class 
First 

(n=26) 
Second 
(n=17) 

Third 
(n=23) 

Fourth 
(n=43) 

Fifth 
(n=22) 

Total 
(n=131) 

Yes 1 1 2 7 5 16 (12%) 
No 9 7 9 8 8 41 (31%) 

Maybe 14 8 11 24 3 60 (46%) 
I don’t know 2 1 1 4 6 14 (11%) 
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Table 45. AEWs perception on whether the local Congressman provide part of his funds to 
support agriculture programs within his/her district 
 

Response  Eastern Samar 
(n=47) 

Leyte  
(n=82)  

Total 
(n=129) 

Yes 6 (13%) 19 (23%) 25 (19%) 
No 9 ( 19%) 12 ( 15%) 21 (16%) 

Maybe 14 ( 30%) 47 ( 57%) 61 (47%) 
I don’t know  18 ( 38%) 4 ( 5%) 22 (17%) 

 
 
      
           
Table 46. Response on whether the AEWs have regular evaluation of their performance  by the 
city/municipal agriculturist 
 

Response  Eastern Samar 
(n=44) 

Leyte  
(n=82)  

Total 
(n=126) 

Yes 27 (61%) 57 (69.5%) 84 (67%) 
No 6 (14%) 9 (11%) 15 (12%) 

Sometimes  11 (25%) 16 (19.5%) 27 (21%) 
 
 
 
 
Table 47. Level of agreement if DA regional office personnel has good working relationship 
with AEWs at the city/municipal governments 
 

Response Eastern Samar 
(n=52) 

Leyte 
(n=87) 

Total 
(n=139) 

Yes 20 (38%) 55 (63%) 75 ( 54%) 
No  5 (10%) 9 (10%) 14 ( 10%) 

Maybe 25 (48%) 23 (26%) 48 ( 34%) 
I don’t know  2 (4%) 0 2 ( 1%) 
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