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SUMMARY 

This study examines how the farmer-to-farmer (F2F) extension approach is implemented by 
farmer trainers in Cameroon. Those farmers selected to lead F2F extension are often known 
by different names but in this study, we use the term “lead farmer” (LF) as a generic term 
even though different names sometimes imply different roles. A questionnaire was used to 
collect data from 160 randomly selected LFs in six regions in Cameroon in 2013. The study 
describes the activities of LFs and the support they receive, assesses their technical 
competence and identifies factors that motivate them, as well as the challenges they face in 
implementing the F2F approach.  

In Cameroon, about half of the LFs (52 percent) were between 41 and 55 years old. Most LFs 
(81 percent) were married, and more than half had education levels above primary school. A 
majority of LFs started serving in their roles between 2005 and 2009. After their selection, 
through their group/community or from the extension field staff, LFs received an initial 
residential training of 6.8 days on average (median = three days). They also received 
additional training during their service.  

The major functions of LFs were to provide other farmers with technical advice, supervise 
their activities, and mobilize their community for awareness or training sessions. Although 
LFs declared that their competencies in the techniques that they taught others were often 
insufficient, they rated their competence level on the innovations that they disseminated at 3.8 
on a scale of 1 to 5.	
  

Most (93 percent) topics taught by LFs were supported with practical exercises, and 91 
percent of techniques were actually applied by trainees on their farms. Training needs were 
generally set by organizations who conducted their own training needs assessments. Lead 
farmers had some involvement in this process as training needs were identified through 
farmers’ requests. On average, a lead farmer trained five groups of 26.3 farmers each and 37 
additional farmers outside of organized groups (median of total number of trainees per LF = 
65). The most common places where LFs conducted training were in group/community halls, 
at trainees’ houses/farms, or at the LF’s house/farm. Transportation and communication 
expenses were mainly paid by LFs themselves. 	
  

Half of the LFs received training and demonstration materials from the organizations 
supporting their efforts. Almost all LFs (95 percent) reported being able to increase their 
income from being a LF and 94.4 percent believed that their trainees were also able to earn 
more income as a result of the new farming techniques that they learned. To improve upon 
their activities, 57 percent of LFs collaborated with government extension agents. In addition, 
some LFs met among themselves, mostly once a month.  
 
Since they started their work as LFs, each one had trained on average 231 farmers (median = 
100). In the year before the interview, LFs had trained on average 58 farmers (median = 17). 
There was no significant difference between male and female LFs concerning the numbers of 
farmers trained. Female LFs trained more women compared to their male colleagues (74 
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percent against 41 percent of trainees being women, respectively). Overall, 53.7 percent of 
farmers trained in the past year were female.  
 
Almost all LFs (98.1 percent) mentioned at least one topic that they successfully passed on to 
their trainees. However, 86.9 percent of LFs also cited topics for which training was less 
successful.  

The number of female and male LFs trained in the past year were not significantly different. 
Female LFs seemed to work more with individual farmers than their male counterparts. When 
working with groups, they mostly associated with one group only while men LFs worked with 
five groups on average. Female LFs also tended to train more farmers in their own 
houses/farms than men LFs, who trained more in community halls and in the trainees’ 
houses/farms.	
  

Altruism, increasing one’s income and getting early access to new technologies were the main 
motivations for LFs to become or remain LFs. A majority (60 percent) of LFs found the F2F 
approach to be very useful for developing local capacity, increasing technology adoption and 
increasing access to extension. Identified challenges were budget limitations, insufficient 
transportation and lack of communication support. 	
  

Almost all LFs (94 percent) reported their intention to continue to train fellow farmers even 
after organizations working with them leave or the projects end. To improve the F2F approach 
and to make it beneficial to more farmers, 81 percent of LFs mentioned issues related to their 
motivation, such as “improving their conditions” and the desire to be supported in becoming 
real “model farmers”. Interview responses also indicate that there is a need to train more LFs 
and/or refresh their knowledge, especially in communication skills and improved agricultural 
practices, as well as to build awareness of authorities and projects/organizations of the 
importance of the F2F approach and to encourage more youth to join groups served by LFs. 

 

Key words: Rural advisory services, gender, voluntarism, agricultural extension 
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INTRODUCTION 

In most developing countries, smallholder farmers have insufficient opportunities to learn 
about new technologies and improved agricultural methods (Gale et al., 2013). The main 
challenge facing agricultural extension efforts, therefore, is how to develop low-cost, 
sustainable approaches to providing information and services. There is also need to identify 
ways of going beyond simple message delivery to finding ways of making farmers the 
principal agents of change in their own communities (Lukuyu et al., 2012).  

Financial and staffing constraints render most public-sector extension services unable to 
provide the majority of small-scale farmers with adequate extension services. In response, 
new approaches have evolved to fill the gap. One approach that is being broadly applied is the 
farmer-to-farmer (F2F) approach to extension. The F2F approach responds to farmers’ needs 
for information on new practices, inputs and technologies through lead farmers, who share 
their knowledge and experience with others, and host demonstrations and experiments on 
their farms (Kiptot and Franzel, 2012 and Hird-Younger and Simpson, 2013). Those farmers 
selected to lead F2F extension are often known by different names but in this study, we use 
the term “lead farmer” as a generic term even though different names sometimes imply 
different roles. Use of the F2F approach aims to reach large numbers of farmers at low cost 
through the multiplier effect of F2F communication. 

According to Kiptot and Franzel (2014), F2F extension is a viable method of technology 
dissemination based on the conviction that farmers disseminate innovations among peers 
more efficiently than external extension agents. Likewise, Bentley et al. (2013) and Hird-
Younger and Simpson (2013) have suggested that farmers are more receptive to making 
changes/testing innovations when they are proposed by familiar and trusted sources. Others 
have proposed that the approach can enable farmers to make better decisions, provide 
feedback to researchers and policymakers (Kiptot et al., 2006), and even result in radical 
changes in farmers’ mental maps of their role in the process of technology generation and 
diffusion (Braun and Hocde, 2000). 

The F2F approach seems particularly relevant for disseminating innovations to farmers 
(Lukuyu et al., 2012) and improving their livelihoods, yet few studies have been carried out 
on this method of extension and advisory service, and none have examined the use of the 
approach across organizations and between countries. The present study is part of a multi-
country assessment (Cameroon, Kenya and Malawi) undertaken to examine the various forms 
that the F2F approach has taken, its strengths and weaknesses, and prospects for offering a 
viable alternative to traditional approaches to agricultural extension. 

The overall objective of the present study is to understand how the F2F approach is being 
implemented in Cameroon in order to appreciate the dissemination capacity of LFs and 
identify their motivations and the constraints of the F2F approach. Specifically, the study 
attempts to:  

- Characterize lead farmers (LFs). 
- Describe the content of LFs’ activities and their support. 
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- Assess the competency levels of lead farmers in fulfilling their roles. 
- Identify factors that motivate LFs and challenges they face in implementing F2F 

extension in Cameroon. 
 

The information will be useful for extension service managers and policymakers interested in 
improving methods of promoting the diffusion of information and uptake of improved 
agricultural practices. 	
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METHODOLOGY 

Study area 

The study was carried out in three agroecological zones of the country – the western 
highlands, the forest zone with unimodal rainfall and the forest zone with bimodal rainfall. 
Characteristics of the study sites are summarized in Table 1. 
 
Table 1. Characteristics of the study zones. 

Characteristics 
Agroecological zones 

Western Highlands « Hauts 
Plateaux » 

Forest, unimodal 
rainfall 

Forest, bimodal 
rainfall 

Location From Nde division to North-
West region and part of 
South-West 

From Littoral to South- 
West, and coastal area of 
South region 

Centre, South and East 
regions 

Surface 31 192 km2 45 658 km2 165 770 km2 
Coordinates 5o 00 - 7o 00 N; 

9o 50 - 11o 15 E 
4o 00 - 6o 30 N; 
8o 30 - 10o 00 E 

2o 00 - 4o 00 N; 
10o 31 - 16o 12 E 

Relief and 
vegetation 

Mountainous areas 
characterized by savannah 
vegetation; plateaus and 
valleys crossed by gallery 
forests. 

Mountains with steep 
slopes and valleys. In the 
west, dominated by a 
volcanic chain (Mts. 
Cameroon, Manengouba, 
Nlonako and Koupe). 

Mid-altitude plateau 
(300 - 600 m above sea 
level)  

Soils Young soils on slopes 
(Incepticols), highly 
weathered soils (Oxisols), 
soils with horizon B (Alfisols 
and Ultisols) and plateaus 
with rich volcanic soils. 
Organic material more than 
1.5 percent. Moderate to high 
N level, high Mg level and 
very low K. 

Rich and deep Andosols 
in the north. In the south, 
lowlands with sandy 
Ferralitic soils. 

Mainly Ferralitic, acid, 
clay soils that are red or 
yellow according to the 
season. Low nutrient- 
retention capacity. 
Rapid degradation of 
nutrients after 
cultivation. 

Climate Two seasons: dry season 
(mid-November to mid- 
March) and rainy season 
(mid-March to mid- 
November). Rainfall between 
1500 and 2600 mm. 
Relatively low temperatures 
(20oC on average). 

Equatorial oceanic: hot 
and humid with two 
seasons: rainy season 
(mid-March to mid-
November) and a dry 
season with high 
humidity. Rainfall of 
4000 mm per year, with 
records of 11,000 mm on 
the slopes of Mt 
Cameroon. 
Stable temperatures (25oC 

Subequatorial Congo-
Guinea type, with four 
seasons: short rainy 
season (March-June), 
short dry spell (July- 
August), long rainy 
season (September-
November), long dry 
season (December- 
February). Rainfall 
between 1500 and 2000 
mm over 10 months. 
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Characteristics 
Agroecological zones 

Western Highlands « Hauts 
Plateaux » 

Forest, unimodal 
rainfall 

Forest, bimodal 
rainfall 

on average). Rather constant 
temperatures (23o- 
27oC). 

Agroecological 
potential 

Fertile soils suitable to 
agricultural activities, 
especially food crops (maize, 
beans, potato, gardening), 
horticulture and Arabica 
coffee, often in association, 
and two cropping cycles per 
year. Small livestock 
husbandry. 

Northern part has big 
industrial plantations of 
banana, rubber, tea and 
oil palm. Also food crops 
(tubers, maize, cowpea, 
ginger, pepper), cocoa, 
coffee and horticulture. 
Small livestock 
husbandry and 
aquaculture. 

Soils suitable for 
cultivation of banana, 
plantain, cocoyam, 
cassava, sweet potato, 
yam, maize, groundnut, 
pineapple, cocoa, oil 
palm, rubber, vegetables 
and robusta coffee. 
Small livestock 
husbandry and 
aquaculture. 

Socioeconomic 
characteristics 

80 percent of population is 
involved in agriculture. 
Three main agricultural 
areas: Bamoun land 
(moderate population 
density, vast spaces for 
livestock), Bamilike land 
(high population density, 
multistrata agricultural 
systems), grassfields in 
North-West. Land is mostly 
inherited, and agriculture on 
average is small-scale (1.3 ha 
per household). 

Considered the agro-
industrial hub of 
Cameroon. Average 
population density: 176 
inhabitants per km2. 
About 40 percent are 
immigrants from other 
parts of the country and 
abroad. 

Low population density, 
apart from areas around 
Yaoundé and in the 
Lékié division. Land is 
mostly inherited, and 
agriculture is small-
scale, characterized by 
high rural exodus. 
Shifting cultivation is 
still the dominant 
agricultural practice. 

Source: MINADER, 2009, and Degrande et al., 2014. 

 

Sampling 

A stratified sampling technique was used to select LFs. In a companion study on F2F 
extension in Cameroon (Tsafack et al., 2014), 25 organizations using this approach were 
interviewed in seven regions (South, East, Centre, Littoral, West, North-West and South-
West), covering three agroecological zones (western highlands, bimodal and monomodal 
forest rainfall zones). Among the seven regions, the South region was not considered for this 
study because the only organization using the F2F approach extension approach in this region 
could not supply a list of its LFs. In the six remaining regions, all but one organization, in the 
South-West region, provided a list of their lead LFs. The lists comprised 360 lead farmers 
(about one-third women) and were ranked according to their respective locations (division, 
subdivision and village) and by gender. The divisions with large numbers of LFs were then 
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retained for this study. This was done to optimize available resources by reducing time and 
transport costs for interviewing the lead farmers. A total of 176 LFs were randomly selected 
from the retained lists (Table 2), with a proportion of one-third female LFs. The selected LFs 
worked for 20 organizations. 

 

Table 2. Number of lead farmers selected per organization. 

Organization Number of 
LFs selected 

Organization Number of 
LFs selected 

Organization Number of 
LFs selected 

ADD 13 ERUDEF 8 RARC 9 

AJESH 4 Gic PRO AGRO 7 SAILD 3 

ANCO 8 Heifer Project 
International 

6 SIRDEP 12 

CIEFAD 12 MIFACIG 25 SVN 2 

BERUDA 15 NOWEFOR 7 SOCADYC 5 

CIMAR 5 Planet Survey 11 UCOPADCAM 
BINUM 

6 

CIPCRE 3 PLANOPAC Ouest 15   

 

The proportion of LFs interviewed in South-West region was lower (13 percent) than in the 
other regions because of the difficulty of making appointments with LFs by phone to set up 
the interviews and the general remoteness of the villages. During the survey, some of the 
targeted LFs were not available and were replaced by other LFs from the list. In the end, 160 
LFs were interviewed. Table 3 presents the distribution of interviewed LFs per region. Figure 
1 shows locations where lead farmers were interviewed. 

Table 3. Distribution of lead farmers interviewed in Cameroon. 

Region Number 
of LFs 
listed 

Number of 
LFs 

interviewed 

% of LFs 
interviewed 

Women LFs 

Number 
listed 

% listed Number 
interviewed 

% 
interviewed 

Centre 20 13 65 3 15 2 15 
East 21 17 81 9 43 9 53 
Littoral 11 5 45 0 0 0 0 
North-West 194 76 39 74 38 34 45 
South-West 39 5 13 3 8 1 20 
West 75 44 59 19 25 15 34 
Total 360 160 44 108 30 61 38 
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Figure 1. Location of LFs interviewed during the F2F survey in Cameroon. 

 

Data collection 

A semi-structured questionnaire was used to interview LFs. The main topics covered in the 
survey were general household characteristics of the respondents, criteria used by 
organizations in selecting LFs, experience as LFs, their dissemination activities, performance, 
support received, personal motivations for serving as a LF, benefits and challenges of filling 
the function and their perspectives on the LF approach. Data were collected from the end of 
August to the end of September 2013.The three enumerators involved in the survey were 
bilingual, and interviews were done in French or English according to the language spoken by 
the LF. The interview was completed in two hours on average. 

Data analysis 

The data collected were analyzed using descriptive statistics in Excel and SPSS 17.0. Values 
related to average, sum, minimum and maximum were calculated. In addition, because we 
wanted to find out whether there were differences between genders for some variables, a 
comparison was made between responses from female and male LFs. Using the p-value and 
the significance level α (that is, 0.05), we indicate a significant difference when P(t) < α. 
When α was greater than 0.05 but less than 0.10, the difference was labelled as marginally 
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significant. We also conducted analyses of variance (ANOVA) and correlations among some 
variables. For ANOVAs, the model was significant if the p-value of the ANOVA was less 
than α (0.05). In addition, two variables were significantly correlated when P(t) < α 
(Rakotomalala, 2012). 
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RESULTS 

Characteristics of lead farmers in Cameroon 

All lead farmers in Cameroon were members of farmer groups in their locality. However, two 
individuals interviewed decided, after their training as LFs, to disseminate innovations as 
freelance farmer trainers. The majority (83 percent) of LFs were members of the executive 
boards in their groups (i.e., chair, vice president, secretary, etc.). Around half (48.4 percent) of 
the LFs belonged to one farmer group; 31 percent and 12 percent were affiliated with two and 
three groups, respectively. Women made up 38 percent of the lead farmers. About half (52 
percent) of LFs were between 41 and 55 years old, 12.5 percent were above 60 years and the 
youngest was 21 years old (Figure 2). 

 
Figure 2. Age distribution of lead farmers in Cameroon. 

 

Most LFs (81 percent) were married, 13 percent were widowed (mostly women), and 4 
percent were single. More than half of LFs had education levels above primary school level, 
and 25 percent had tertiary-level education (Table 4). 

 

Table 4. Educational levels of lead farmers in Cameroon. 

Education level Frequencies Percentages Cumulative percentages 
Never been to school 4 2.5 2.5 
Primary school level 66 41.5 44.0 
Secondary school level 50 31.4 75.5 
High school level 28 17.6 93.1 
University level 11 6.9 100.0 
Total (missing = 1) 159 100  
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Women LFs had lower education levels than men (Figure 3). 

	
  
Figure 3. Educational levels of LFs in Cameroon. 

In Cameroon, organizations use various titles to designate farmers who train their peers 
(Figure 4). “Lead farmer” and “farmer trainer” are the most commonly used terms. Some LFs 
were also called “witness farmers”, suggesting that they serve as witnesses to their peers that 
new technologies are available, accessible and preferable. 

	
  
Figure 4. Terms used to refer to lead farmers in Cameroon (according to LFs). 
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Selection and training of lead farmers 

The year one became a lead farmer varied, but most of those interviewed started their function 
between 2005 and 2009, as indicated in Table 5 below. There was no difference between men 
and women.  
 
Table 5. Year that lead farmers started their function in Cameroon. 

Date of 
becoming LF 

General 
frequency 

Percentage 
(%) 

Men 
frequency % of men  Women 

frequency % of women  

1985 1 0.6 1 1.0 0 0.0 
1992 to 1994 5 3.1 3 3.1 2 3.3 
1995 to 1999 15 9.4 11 11.2 4 6.6 
2000 to 2004 19 12.0 11 11.2 8 13.1 
2005 to 2009 72 45.3 44 44.9 28 45.9 
2010 to 2013 47 29.6 28 28.6 19 31.2 

Total  159 
(Missing = 1) 100 98 

(Missing = 1) 
100 61 100 

 

The majority of LFs were selected by their group or community (55 percent), followed by 
selections made by extension field staff members (36 percent). Only one respondent declared 
that she was selected jointly by the field staff and the farmer group. Among the 13 LFs who 
were selected by government extension workers or by other respected and experienced lead 
farmers, nine were women.  
 
Only 14.5 percent of the LFs could not indicate the criteria used for their selection. Others 
mentioned being an active and hardworking farmer, having good communication skills and 
being available to other farmers as the most important criteria (Figure 5). Showing interest 
and the desire to help others and being able to read and write were also frequently cited as 
important criteria.  
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Figure 5. Criteria mentioned by lead farmers in Cameroon as priority for their selection 

 
All but two LFs reported receiving an initial training after selection as a lead farmer. For a 
majority (87.5 percent), this initial training was residential. Others (11.3 percent) reported that 
their initial training took place on the job during interactions with field staff members. Of this 
latter group, 81.2 percent were women. The average duration of initial training of LFs was 6.8 
days (min = 0 and maximum = 90 days). However, half of LFs received an initial training of 
two to three days. One LF said that he received three hours of practical training before starting 
to train other farmers. The majority of LFs interviewed (85 percent) declared that their initial 
training was related to technical aspects; only 30 percent received training in communication 
and extension techniques or facilitation skills. Two LFs mentioned that they learned about 
community development, and two others about group organization. Only one LF was trained 
on gender issues during his initial training. The majority of LFs (82 percent) said that they had 
also participated in exchange visits as part of their capacity development.  
 

The technical topics covered during the LF initial additional trainings were diverse. Topics in 
crop-specific production were dominant (42.5 percent), especially for maize, beans, Irish 
potatoes, cassava, cocoa, ginger, plantain, vegetables, potatoes, yam and rice farming. 
Training in general agriculture was also important. Twenty-seven percent of LFs received 
training in subjects that focused on farm management, seed selection, land preparation, soil 
fertility, farming techniques/integrated cropping, pest control and fence construction. More 
than one quarter (26 percent) of LFs were also trained in agroforestry, more specifically in 
tree propagation techniques such as layering, grafting, construction of propagators and rooting 
by cuttings; nursery management; and on tree planting. As shown in Figure 6, only three LFs 
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received training on climate change adaptation, environmental protection or water 
management. 

Note: Frequencies add up to over 160 because some lead farmers gave multiple responses.	
  

Figure 6. Technical topics dealt with during LFs’ initial and additional trainings. 

After the initial training, most (81 percent) organizations offer LFs additional training. Only 
19 percent of respondents did not receive additional training. LFs mentioned that the subjects 
treated during additional training sessions were much more diverse than those taught during 
initial training. Table 6 lists the 46 items taught to lead farmers during their initial training, 
and the 77 topics developed during additional training sessions. Project design/management 
was not mentioned during additional training; domains such as crop production, income- 
generating activities and leadership were frequently cited (Figure 7). 
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Table 6. Subjects taught to lead farmers during initial and additional training sessions. 

Domains Subtopics during initial 
training 

Subtopics during additional training 

Crop 
production 

Irish potatoes, maize farming, 
bean, cassava, cocoa, ginger, 
plantain, vegetable, potatoes, 
yam, rice farming 

Seed production for maize and plantain, maize, 
bean, cocoa, coffee, cassava, pineapple, plantain, 
rice, potatoes, Gnetum cultivation, mushroom 
production; cereals farming/storage; oil palm 
cultivation 

General 
agriculture 

Farm management, seed 
selection, land preparation, soil 
fertility, farming 
technique/integrated cropping, 
pest control, fence construction 

Farm management, chemical application, food 
storage, soil fertility/composting, fencing, record 
keeping, pest control, planning, integrated 
cropping 

Agroforestry Domestication techniques: 
layering, grafting, propagation 
from cuttings, nursery, tree 
planting, construction of 
propagators 

Nursery construction and management, 
domestication techniques: grafting, layering, 
propagation from cutting; tree planting; integrated 
farming with trees 

Animal 
husbandry 

 Feeding, management, pasture 
improvement, piggery, poultry, 
animals’ health care  

Rearing, biosecurity, health care, fish farming, 
piggery, poultry, animal housing 

Beekeeping Hive construction and 
installation, honey harvesting 

Hive construction and installation, honey 
harvesting, wax processing 

Leadership Group management, facilitation  Community development, gender and equity, 
facilitation, community mobilization, 
leadership/group dynamics, children’s rights, 
conflict management, family planning, 
child/sexual abuse, cooperative facilitation, 
gender and HIV, youth care 

Health care Health and safety, hygiene and 
sanitation, medicinal plants 

Medicinal plants, human nutrition, nursery 
follow-up, hygiene at workplace 

Natural 
resources 

Climate change, environmental 
protection, water/resource 
management  

Climate change, water/ resource management, 
environmental education, biogas, forest 
conservation  

Income- 
generating 
strategies 

Shea butter processing, marketing Accountability, marketing, market organization, 
food processing (cassava, shea butter, soybeans), 
entrepreneurship, fundraising, farm business, 
financial management, soap and milk processing 

Project Project preparation/ 
implementation, bookkeeping 
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Figure 7. Distribution of items covered during LF training. 

Additional training sessions were mostly (95 percent) residential. Few LFs (4 percent) 
received additional training through visits of field staff members, and only six LFs indicated 
that they were trained on the job. Seventeen percent of LFs stated that they had received 
additional training prior to 2004 (Figure 8); more than half of the LFs had received their last 
additional training within the past four years. 

 
Note: Frequencies add up to over 160 because some lead farmers underwent additional training sessions in the same year. 

 
Figure 8. Timing of additional trainings of lead farmers in Cameroon. 
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to the organization they were currently working with. Some organizations prefer to select lead 
farmers who are lead farmers for other organizations. 

Lead farmers’ role and activities 

Lead farmers stated that their main roles and activities were to train other farmers, provide 
technical advice and monitor activities. Some LFs reported organizing follow-up with farmers 
that they trained through group work on the members’ farms. Lead farmers also cited 
community mobilization for demonstrations or training sessions as part of their 
responsibilities. Apart from these major functions, LFs also performed many other activities 
(Figure 9). A few of them were in charge of linking their community with extension workers, 
and some represented the organization for which they worked within their community. Four 
LFs mentioned other activities that they had carried out within their zone, such as distributing 
trees for planting, helping other farmers in marketing their products and conducting feasibility 
studies. In general, there was no significant difference in responsibilities of LFs between 
women and men. 

 
Note: Frequencies add up to over 160 because some lead farmers gave multiple responses. 
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Figure 9. Activities carried out by lead farmers in Cameroon. 

Training given by LFs to their peers is categorized into 10 main technical domains (Table 7). 
The topics taught by lead farmers to other farmers (77 topics) were more diverse than the 
topics they learned about from the organizations that use them as farmer trainers (46 topics). 
Apart from agroforestry and animal husbandry, where the number of topics taught by LFs was 
the same as the number received training on, in all other domains the number of issues 
covered by LFs was greater than the number that they were initially trained on. In health care 
and leadership, LFs taught double the number of topics of those there were trained on, and in 
income-generating strategies, they taught five times more topics than they were trained in 
(that is, eight items more). In crop farming and agriculture/farm management the number of 
topics taught in addition to those learned was nine and six, respectively, meaning that the 
proportion was also higher (75 percent and 85.7 percent, respectively). 

	
  

Table 7. Variation between topics taught by LFs to their peers and topics that they were 
trained on. 

Domains of training 
given by LFs 

Number of topics 
LFs were trained 

in 

Number of topics 
taught by LFs to 

other farmers  

Difference between 
number of topics trained in 

and number taught 

Crop production  12 20 8 

Agriculture / farm 

management 

7 12 5 

Income-generating 

strategies  

2 10 8 

Agroforestry  6 6 0 

Animal husbandry  6 6 0 

Beekeeping  3 5 2 

Natural resources  3 4 1 

Health care  3 6 3 

Leadership 2 4 2 

Project planning 2 4 2 

Total 46 77 31 

 
LFs generally assessed their competencies in the techniques that they trained farmers on as 
insufficient. However, among the technical topics on which LFs rated themselves, more than 
half (55.2 percent) rated their competency as “mastered” (Figure 10). In addition, for 13.5 
percent of the topics, LFs classified themselves as “experts”. About a quarter of the LFs 
assessed their knowledge as “average” for the innovations that they disseminated; 5.4 percent 
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stated that they had only “some” knowledge. Even with limited knowledge, LFs believed they 
were contributing to the capacity development of their peers. 

 
Note: Frequencies add up to over 160 because some lead farmers gave multiple responses. 

Figure 10. Competence ratings of lead farmers on topics they trained farmers on. 

The overall average competence level declared by LFs was 3.77 ± 0.7471 (on a scale of 1 to 
5), indicating that LFs felt that they had good mastery of the innovations disseminated. Table 
8 gives more detail on the topics taught in various domains. In crop production, for instance, 
innovation on maize farming was the most widely disseminated, and innovations on maize 
seed production, rice and mushroom cultivation were the least disseminated crop production 
topics. 

	
   	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
1	
  +/- x » Indicates 95 percent confidence intervals around an estimate x.	
   

	
  

0	
  

50	
  

100	
  

150	
  

200	
  

250	
  

300	
  

350	
  

Very	
  limited	
  
knowledge	
  

Some	
  knowledge	
   Average	
  
knowledge	
  

Master	
  very	
  well	
   Expert	
  

Fr
eq

ue
nc
y	
  

"Competence	
  levels"	
  declared	
  by	
  LFs	
  



	
  

	
  

18	
  

Table 8. Competence ratings declared by LFs on the topics they trained farmers on. 

 
Domain Topics taught to farmers by the LF Number of 

LFs who 
mentioned 

Average 
competence 

level 

Standard 
deviation 

Crop 
production 

Cocoa farming 22 3.82 0.795 
Maize farming 40 3.67 0.829 

 Maize seed multiplication 3 4.33 0.577 
 Cassava farming 11 3.36 0.924 
 Beans cropping 12 3.33 0.651 
 Plantain farming 20 3.7 0.657 
 Plantain multiplication (PIF) 10 3.6 0.516 
 Groundnut farming 4 3.75 1.258 
 General food cropping 18 3.72 0.575 
 Gardening 19 3.89 0.809 
 General seeds selection 5 4.2 0.447 
 Potatoes farming 5 4.0 0.707 
 Coffee farming 6 3.33 0.816 
 Rice farming 3 4.33 1.155 
 Irish potatoes farming 10 3.9 0.876 
 Cocoyam farming 7 3.43 0.787 
 Mushroom cultivation 3 4.33 0.577 
 Other: soybean, onion, etc. 6 3.67 0.516 
Agriculture/ 
Farm 
management 

Composting 11 4 0.632 
Chemical/fertilizer application 15 3.87 0.640 
General farm management 20 3.9 0.641 

 Crop association 5 3.6 0.548 
 Crop protection 8 3.87 0.641 
 Soil conservation 30 3.67 0.758 
 Food storage 8 3.5 0.756 
Agroforestry General domestication techniques 21 3.71 0.845 
 Tree planting 12 3.42 0.900 
 Propagation from cuttings 4 3.5 0.577 
 Nursery construction/management 11 4.09 0.539 
 Grafting 4 3.5 0.577 
 Marcotting 7 3.57 0.787 
Income- 
generating 
strategies 

Marketing of products 10 3.8 0.632 
Product processing 19 4.16 0.688 

Animal 
husbandry 

General breeding 10 3.9 0.568 
Fish farming 4 4.25 0.5 
Cow and goat breeding 11 3.91 1.044 
Piggery 15 3.73 0.594 
Poultry 
 

17 3.65 0.786 
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Domain Topics taught to farmers by the LF Number of 
LFs who 

mentioned 

Average 
competence 

level 

Standard 
deviation 

Apiculture Traditional and intermediate beekeeping 23 4.09 0.668 
Environment Environmental conservation 6 4.12 1.035 
Leadership Bookkeeping and reporting 6 3.33 0.816 
 Group/conflicts/resource management) 11 3.64 0.674 
 Gender issues and HIV/AIDS awareness 5 4.0 0.816 
Health Community health (food 

hygiene/consumption, health, safety) 
7 3.71 0.951 

 Medicinal plants (cultivation and usage) 10 3.7 0.823 
Project Project design and management 3 4.0 0 
	
  

Ninety-three percent of the trainings organized by LFs focused on practical skill development, 
and 91 percent of LFs believed that these techniques were actually applied by the trainees.  

Lead farmers were using many strategies to identify the training needs of their fellow farmers. 
Most often (67 percent), LFs organized training sessions on themes requested by farmers. 
Some respondents (15 percent) mentioned that field staff members identified the content of 
trainings to be carried out. A very small proportion of LFs (3 percent) were simply delivering 
what they learned during their training. Many LFs, however, were innovative and used 
general meetings or other training sessions as well as their own appraisal to identify training 
needs of their peers (Figure 11). For instance, a lead farmer reported that her training contents 
were based on the agricultural calendar. Another one stated that training modules were given 
by the organization that trained them. Though there was no real difference in identifying 
training needs following farmers’ requests (68 percent men against 66 percent women), 
female LFs used their own appraisal more than men LFs did. For instance, 34 percent of 
women used this method compared with 25 percent of their male counterparts. Also, 38 
percent of women LFs used general meetings or training sessions to identify the training 
needs of their fellow farmers, while 27 percent of men did so.  

The finding that farmers trained based on needs assessments and not just on what the 
organization taught them is reinforced by the findings in Table 7 that they taught farmers 
more topics than they learned during training. As some of them served as lead farmers for 
other organizations, they may also have been training farmers in subjects they learned from 
those other organizations.  
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Note: Frequencies add up to over 160 because some lead farmers gave multiple responses. 

Figure 11. Frequencies of methods used for identifying training needs of farmers by 
LFs. 

The majority of LFs (84 percent) were serving organized groups; 26 percent were serving 
communities or villages. In addition, around 60 percent were also training individuals. Here, 
women were more active – 70 percent of them were training individuals compared with 57 
percent of men LFs. 

Around one-third (32 percent) of LFs worked with only one group, i.e., the group to which 
they belonged. More women LFs than men were working with only one group (42 percent 
and 26 percent, respectively). On average, LFs worked with five groups. Three LFs declared 
that they were working with 40 to 50 groups. These LFs were asked by many organizations to 
train farmer groups in their projects. Table 9 shows that more than one-third (36 percent) of 
LFs were working with four or more groups. In this category, men were more involved (42 
percent) than women LFs (28 percent), perhaps because men were able to spend more time 
away from their families. 

Table 9. Number of groups a lead farmer worked with. 

Number of 
groups 

Frequency General 
proportion 
(percent) 

Proportion men 
(percent) « N = 

99 » 

Proportion women 
(percent) « N = 61 » 

0 5 3.1 2 5 
1 51 31.9 26.5 41.7 
2 21 13.1 14.3 11.7 
3 23 14.4 15.3 13.3 
4 16 10 13.3 5 
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Number of 
groups 

Frequency General 
proportion 
(percent) 

Proportion men 
(percent) « N = 

99 » 

Proportion women 
(percent) « N = 61 » 

5 to 7 18 11.4 9.2 15 
8 to 10 11 7 10.1 1.7 
11 to 25 10 6.3 6 6.7 
40 to 50 3 1.8 3 0 

Several variables were associated with the number of groups an LF trained. When LFs were 
members of many groups, they tended to train more groups (Table 10). The greater their 
education level, the more groups that LFs trained (Table 11). There was no association 
between age and number of groups trained (Table 12).  
 

Table 10. Number of groups trained by lead farmers based on the number of groups 
they belonged to. 

Number of other groups where 
respondent is member 

Number of groups trained 
Mean N Std. Deviation 

0 3.1 76 3.727 
1 4.7 48 7.902 
2 4.5 19 2.318 
3 11.8 11 14.358 
4 10.0 1 0.000 
6 21.5 2 26.163 

 
 
 
Table 11. Number of groups trained by a lead farmer based on educational level. 

Educational level of respondent Mean N Std. Deviation 
Never been to school  1.0 4 0.000 
Primary school 3.0 65 3.674 
Secondary school 4.5 50 4.883 
High school  7.3 28 10.985 
University  10.9 10 15.037 
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Table 12. Correlation of some factors with number of groups trained by lead farmers. 

 

Number of 
groups or 

communities 
the respondent 

works with 

Age range 
of 

respondent 

Education 
level of 

respondent 

Number of 
other groups 

that 
respondent is 
involved in 

Number of groups 
or communities 
that the 
respondent works 
with 

Pearson 
Correlation 

1 -0.082 0.312* 0.361* 

Sig. (2-
tailed)  0.305 0.000 0.000 

N 158 158 157 157 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 
The average group size that LFs reported working with was 26.3 farmers. Though some LFs 
were not working with groups, as we mentioned earlier, some (two) were working with 
groups of around 600 farmers. The majority (69 percent) of LFs worked with groups of 10 to 
29 farmers (Figure 12). 

 

 

Figure 12. Distribution of the sizes of groups that lead farmers worked with. 

 

The average number of farmers trained by a lead farmer in groups at the time this survey took 
place was 116.4 farmers (min = 0 and max = 4200, median = 50). The total number of 
trainees reached by LFs through group training at the time the survey took place was 18,387, 
from a total of 735 farmer groups. 

The average number of groups trained by men was greater than that of women LFs (P(t) = 
0.072). Women trained on average 3.3 groups (min = 0 and max = 25) compared with men 
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LFs, who trained an average of 5.6 groups (min = 0 and max = 50). The total number of 
farmers trained did not vary by gender (P(t) = 0.738). 

LFs also trained individual farmers, those not members of any group. Each LF trained on 
average an additional 37.1 individual farmers (min = 0 and max = 600, median = 10). In 
general, LFs at the time of the survey had trained an average of 153.9 farmers (median = 66) 
to whom they had disseminated at least one innovation.  

Around one-third of lead farmers (30 percent) met their trainees weekly. The majority of LFs 
(61.5 percent) met with individuals on request (Table 13). Though there was no significant 
difference in frequency of contacts by gender, women LFs tended to meet individual farmers 
on a less regular basis than their male counterparts.  

 

Table 13. Frequencies of follow-up visits with trainees by lead farmers. 

Meeting interval 
With groups With individuals 

Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage 
No meeting 1 0.6 1 0.8 
Once or twice a week  47 30.3 12 9.2 
Dependent on season 
/not regular 

15 9.7 18 13.8 

Go by action plan 11 7.1 4 3.1 
Once a month 45 29 7 5.4 
Twice a month 15 9.7 5 3.8 
On request 12 7.7 80 61.5 
Other 9 5.8 3 2.3 
Total 155 (missing = 5) 100 130 (missing = 30) 100 
 

A majority of LFs (59 percent) trained farmers in their group or community hall, and male 
LFs preferred this option more than female LFs. In addition, around half (48 percent) of the 
LFs used the trainees’ farms or houses for training. Many (40 percent), particularly women, 
also trained farmers at their houses or farms (Figure 13). 
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Note: Frequencies add up to over 160 because some lead farmers gave multiple responses. 

Figure 13. Places where lead farmers trained farmers. 

 

To get to locations where they conducted trainings, LFs most often walked, as shown in 
Figure 14. Those using motorbikes were almost always men; only one woman LF was using a 
motorbike. 

 
Note: Frequencies add up to over 160 or 100 percent because some lead farmers gave multiple responses. 

Figure 14. Means of transportation used by lead farmers to meet trainees. 

 
LFs paid their transportation costs in 58 percent of the cases. There was no association 
between payment of transport fees and LFs’ gender. The proportion of total transportation 
cost paid by LFs was 46.1 percent (min = 0, max = 100, median = 45.8). Although 54 percent 
of LFs declared that they were paying the total of their transportation cost to train their peers, 
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more than one quarter (27 percent) of the LFs also stated that transport costs were generally 
paid for by the farmer or group that called upon their services. Only17 percent of LFs’ 
transportation costs were supported by the organizations sponsoring their activities (Table 
14). 

LFs reported using many types of communication to interact with trainees (Figure 15). The 
most common was the use of personal cellphones. However, other means of communication 
were also popular, such as letters, usually sent via public transport going to their working 
areas. Some LFs also arranged subsequent appointments at the end of a training session or 
meeting. LFs used a range of opportunities to inform their trainees. For instance, contacts 
made during market days, village announcement boards, posters, churches and other 
ceremonies. 

 
Note: Frequencies add up to over 160 because some lead farmers gave multiple responses. 

 
Figure 15. Types of communication used by LFs to interact with farmers (in number of 
LFs using that type of communication). 

 
Though LFs mostly used their personal cellphones to communicate with farmers and field 
staff respectively, the proportion of men LFs that used it was greater than women LFs (70 
percent versus 60 percent, and 74 percent versus 64 percent respectively).  
 

The proportion of LFs paying all or part of the communication costs when they are interacting 
with trainees was quite high (67.4 percent). Fifty-four percent of respondents stated that they 
paid at least 10 percent of their total communication expenses; on average, LFs paid 46 
percent of the communication costs (min = 0, max = 100, median = 45.8). Men LFs were 
spending more than women on communication. Men LFs contributed 48.4 percent (median = 
50) compared with 42.5 percent (median = 10) for women LFs. 
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As indicated in Table 14, very few LFs (10.4 percent) had their communication expenses paid 
for by the organizations they were working for. More men LFs (17.6 percent) received funds 
for communication from the groups they visited than did women LFs (12 percent). 

Table 14. Payment of transportation and communication costs of LFs to interact with 
farmers. 

Items  

 

Was paid by 

Transport Communication 
General 
frequency 

General 
proportion 
(%) 

Proport
ion for 
men  

Proportion 
of women 

General 
frequen
cy 

General 
proportio
n (%) 

Proporti
on for 
men  

Proportion 
for women 

Lead farmer 81 57.9 60.7 52.9 91 67.4 71.8 60 
Organization 
coaching the LF 24 17.1 19.1 13.7 14 10.4 8.2 14 
Farmer or group 
visited 38 27.1 32.6 17.6 21 15.6 17.6 12 
Other 
person/institution 0 0 0 0 1 0.6 1 0 
LFs walk (no 
transport nor 
communication 
needed) - - - 15.8 - 6 1.4 14 
Total 143 102.1 112.4 100 127 100 100 100 

Note: Some add up to over 100% because some lead farmers gave multiple responses. 

 
The majority of LFs (68.8 percent) said that they kept records of their activities. But only 33% 
kept written records; two-thirds of those who indicated that they kept records did not record 
information in written form – rather, they shared information orally during feedback meetings 
with field staff members. Record keeping was done more by men (74.7 percent) than women 
LFs (59 percent). Lead farmers mainly kept records for reporting to their supervisors. Records 
were kept mainly on training and follow-up data. Reporting on finance and production 
statistics was mentioned by only a few lead farmers. Many LFs (31 percent) did not report, 
either because they lacked literacy, or they did not know to whom they should report. So, lack 
of literacy skills and/or the communication channels were obstacles for LFs reporting. In 
addition, some LFs declared that they did not keep records – for instance, keeping a training 
attendance list – because they were not asked to do so. One LF said that he writes reports 
when trainees are sent to him by an organization. In other cases, he just evaluates the farmer 
after training, without any written report. Unless LFs are required to keep records and trained 
to do so, it is not reasonable to expect them to keep records on their own.  
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Note: Frequencies add up to over 160 because some lead farmers gave multiple responses. 

Figure 16. Topics on which lead farmers kept records. 
 

Support to lead farmers 

Most LFs (79 percent) are supervised by field staff members of the organizations supporting 
them. Most of the remaining lead farmers (16 percent) were not supervised at all, 3 percent 
were supervised by their group or community, and 2 percent by government extension 
workers. Among the 79 percent monitored by field staff, 42 percent were supervised by more 
than one staff member.  
 
Of those who were able to report on the frequency at which they met their supervisors, the 
most common responses were monthly, followed by weekly or quarterly (Table 15). 
 
Table 15. Frequency of meetings of lead farmers with field staff members. 
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meetings Number of LFs who mentioned Percentage  

Weekly 27 17.6 

Once in two weeks 11 7.2 

Monthly 39 25.5 

Quarterly 26 17.0 

Two times a year 4 2.6 

As needed 33 21.6 

Occasionally 10 6.5 

Never meets 1 0.7 

Others 2 1.3 

Total 153 (missing = 7) 100.0 
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In their interactions with field staff members, LFs used several means of communication. 
About half of the LFs (55percent) travelled to meet FS, and 70 percent used their personal 
cellphones to interact with FS as needed. Three LFs, living in areas without a mobile network, 
sent letters (through public transport) to their FS, or took advantage of occasional meetings to 
interact with their supervisors. The proportion of men LFs going to meet FS was very close to 
that of women LFs (55.2 percent versus 54.2 percent), but more men than women used their 
cellphones (74 percent versus 64.4 percent). Forty-four percent of men LFs said that they 
received visits from field staff members, but only 31.7 percent of female LFs reported 
receiving such visits. However, the difference between men and women LFs was not 
significant (P (t) = 0.155). One LF reported using email for this purpose. 

In their interaction with FS, LFs paid the costs of communication in 60 percent of the cases 
(Figure 17). Organizations and the farmer groups trained by LFs, contributed to 
communication expenses in 28 percent and 12 percent of the cases, respectively. These 
proportions are similar to those reported for communication costs between LFs and farmers, 
in Table 14. In both cases, the lead farmer most often incurs the costs.  

 
Figure 17. Payment for communication methods used by lead farmers to interact with 
field staff members. 

About half (50.4 percent) of the LFs received training materials in support of their extension 
activities. More men (57.7 percent) received training materials than did women LFs (40.4 
percent) with a marginal significant difference (P (t) = 0.058). Among those who did receive 
materials, more than one-third (37.2 percent) received notebooks and considered this as 
training material. Indeed, after their initial trainings, LFs used their notes as a training tool. 
One LF translated his training notes into the local language to help his peers. Figure 18 also 
shows that most of the LFs still had the materials they had been given.  
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Note: Frequencies add up to over 100% because some lead farmers gave multiple responses. 

Figure 18. Training and support materials received or kept by lead farmers. 

LFs took particular care of the training materials they received. Indeed, 70 percent of LFs still 
had the materials at the time of the interview, especially blackboards and bags, but also 
manuals and handbooks because these helped them in preparing for their training sessions. 
Some LFs declared that they gave away most of the training materials to farmers during 
training or follow-up visits. 
Apart from training materials, LFs also received demonstration materials. Nursery or farm 
tools such as a machete, watering can, grafting knife, sprayer and measuring tape, as well as 
seeds/seedlings, were given to about one-third of LFs (Table 16). On most of the materials 
provided to LFs there was no difference in distribution by gender, except that the proportion 
of men LFs who received animal first-aid kits was greater than that of women LFs (12.8 
percent versus 3.4 percent). 

Many LFs received some kind of compensation or words of encouragement for continuing 
with their work. Sixty percent of the LFs received incentives such as verbal acknowledgment 
of their work and its usefulness. In addition, some farmer groups bought inputs for 
demonstration and the LFs benefited by being given the remainder. Moreover, some LFs 
received part of the harvest from demonstration plots. A good number of LFs, especially 
women, received public recognition or awards from field staff members or their 
group/community for their services (Figure 19). The giving of these awards often took place 
during the groups’ general assemblies and were recognized with applause. Twelve LFs 
received salaries in variable amounts from the organization with which they worked.  

 

 

0	
  

10	
  

20	
  

30	
  

40	
  

50	
  

60	
  

70	
  
Pr
op

or
Ho

n	
  
of
	
  L
Fs
	
  

Material	
  

ProporVon	
  men	
  on	
  material	
  received	
  (%)	
  

ProporVon	
  women	
  on	
  material	
  received	
  (%)	
  

ProporVon	
  men	
  on	
  material	
  kept	
  (%)	
  

ProporVon	
  women	
  on	
  material	
  kept	
  (%)	
  



	
  

	
  

30	
  

 

 

Table 16. Demonstration materials received by lead farmers to train farmers. 

Materials Frequency Proportion (%) 

Nursery/farm tools  49 34.5 
Seeds or seedlings  45 32.4 
Fertilizers or compost  22 15.4 
Protective clothing and/or gum boots  14 10.1 
Animal first-aid kits 13 9 
None 75 56.4 
   
	
  

	
  

	
  
Note: Frequencies add up to over 100% because some lead farmers gave multiple responses. 

Figure 19. Types of compensation received by lead farmers. 
LFs have benefited from the farmer-to-farmer approach. Indeed, even if the proportion that 
received a salary was very low, almost all LFs (95 percent) have been able to improve their 
income through application of new knowledge gained. There was no significant difference 
between men LFs and women LFs (P(t) = 0.124) Indeed LFs reported that the quality of their 
produce had improved, allowing them to sell faster in the market, even in cases of abundant 
supply.  
 
Furthermore, almost a quarter of LFs (23.7 percent) earned additional income from associated 
activities like selling seeds and seedlings. There was no significant difference between the 
two genders (P (t) = 0.103). Others (8.3 percent) were paid by their trainees or received gifts 
such as food, or benefited from free labour from trainees during training sessions on 
demonstration plots or in nurseries. Again, the difference between the two genders was not 
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significant (P (t) = 0.998). Two LFs were hired as consultants to train farmers or coordinate 
activities for other organizations. However, other LFs complained that spending time training 
others reduced the time that they could invest in their own farms. 
 
Almost all LFs (94.4 percent) believed that the farmers they trained were also able to earn 
more income from their farming activities. Some farmers reported that their yields have 
doubled thanks to knowledge acquired from the training they have received. According to the 
lead farmers, many trainees have been able to improve their livelihoods and are now able to 
send their children to good schools and pay fees on time. In addition, women and children are 
better dressed than in the past. Some farmers have built houses, and some have bought new 
equipment such as solar lamps from their earnings. As farmers’ yields have increased, 
expenses as well as losses have been reduced. Farmers earn more income, feed their families 
better and have better health. Some trainees, like the LFs, now have savings accounts. In some 
areas, trainees are now harvesting previously infertile lands, and some vulnerable populations, 
such as “Fulanis”, who specialize in animal husbandry, are now producing and selling maize 
and other food crops, thanks to integrated cropping techniques promoted during trainings by 
LFs. 
 
In cases where the farmers being trained have specific technical questions that LFs cannot 
answer, the LFs mainly call upon the FS who trained them for help. Some LFs look for 
solutions themselves (34.4 percent) by consulting other extension workers or other lead 
farmers, or look for information in relevant technical documents (Figure 20).  

 

Figure 20. Actions that lead farmers took in case of technical question asked by trainees. 
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About half of the lead farmers (57 percent) collaborated extensively with government 
extension workers (GEWs). Twenty-one percent of LFs had no contact with them, and the 
same proportion collaborated with them occasionally. The GEWs often shared information or 
brainstormed with LFs and often met in training sessions. One LF reported that he followed a 
yearlong training program together with a GEW who took all the modules as well. But there 
were also reports of conflicts. One LF noted that the local GEW viewed her as a competitor 
because her experience and competencies often made her messages more accepted by farmers.  
 
To improve on their activities, LFs often met among themselves. Over half of the LFs (57 
percent) had a chance to meet with other LFs at least once a month. Some also met 
occasionally, especially during training or planning sessions, or when one of them requested a 
meeting (Figure 21). Indeed, most LFs wanted to perform better and to be more useful in their 
area and therefore preferred regular interactions with fellow LFs. 

 

Figure 21. Frequency of meetings among lead farmers. 
 

On average, LFs had met with an average of seven to eight other LFs (min=1, max=60). 
However, half of the LFs were in regular contact with fewer than five other LFs (Table 17). 
For those who were in contact with more than 10 other LFs, most of the other LFs were not 
from the same area.  
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Table 17. Number of LFs that another LF had a chance to meet. 

Number of LFs met  Frequency Proportion (%) 
1 to 5 79 54.9 
6 to 10 32 22.2 
11 to 15 23 16.0 
16 to 20 4 2.8 
21 to 25 1 0.7 
26 to 30 3 3.1 
31 and above 2 1.4 
Missing 16 - 
Total 160 100 

 

When they met, LFs mostly discussed the challenges related to their training activities (Figure 
22). Meetings with other LFs also allowed them to exchange experiences, evaluate and plan 
their activities. In addition to discussing the farming activities of their trainees, LFs also 
discussed their own farming activities to look for ways to improve production. They said that 
when their meetings are organized or supervised by an organization, they concentrated more 
on their training function and discussed activity plans, follow-up, challenges and information 
for reporting. In meetings without external intervention, LFs focused mainly on their personal 
farming activities. Two respondents suggested that LFs would benefit more from the farmer-
to-farmer approach if they assembled into unions around specific activities or value chains. 

Figure 22. Main topics discussed by lead farmers during their meetings. 
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Lead farmers’ performance assessment 

Since they started their work, each LF had trained on average 231 farmers (min = 2 and max 
= 3600, median = 73). About half of the LFs, however, had trained fewer than 100 farmers 
since they took up this responsibility. In the year before the interview, each LF had trained 58 
farmers (min = 0 and max = 1275, median = 17). Men LFs trained on average 63.3 farmers 
and women LFs trained 49.6 farmers during that period, but there was no significant 
difference between genders (P(t) = 0.562). 
 
We asked LFs the gender of their trainees during the past year. The average proportion of 
female trainees was 53.7 percent (min = 0, max = 100, median = 57). There was a significant 
difference (P(t) = 0.001) in proportion of female trainees between men LFs (41.1 %; min = 0, 
max = 100, median = 40) and women LFs (74.8 % ; min = 0, max = 100, median = 83)). 
Furthermore, in the year before the survey, 16 percent of LFs trained only women. This was 
mostly the case with female LFs who worked with women’s groups, either existing women’s 
groups or groups that they formed made up of only women farmers.  
 
Over the 12 months preceding the interview, some LFs (11percent) did not train any farmers 
(Table 18). These LFs said that they did not receive any new training during that period so 
they did not train more farmers.  
 
Table 18. Number of farmers trained by lead farmers. 

Number trained Since started Over past 12 months 
Frequency Proportion (%) Frequency Proportion (%) 

0 0 0.0 17 10.9 
1 to 50 64 41.5 100 64.1 
51 to 100 22 14.2 20 12.8 
101 to 150 14 9.1 8 5.1 
151 to 200 18 11.7 2 1.3 
201 to 250 6 3.9 2 1.3 
251 to 300 6 3.9 2 1.3 
301 and above 24 15.6 5 3.2 
Missing 6 - 4 - 
Total 160  160 100 

 

Nearly all LFs (98.1 percent) mentioned at least one topic that they had successfully passed 
on to their trainees. However, 86.9 percent of LFs also mentioned that some topics were not 
successfully transmitted. The respondents’ perceptions of relatively successful and 
unsuccessful trainings (Table 19) suggest that they appear to have been most successful in 
general agriculture, crop production and income-generating activities, but somewhat less 
successful in animal production and agroforestry. The problem with less successful topics 
could have been the lead farmers’ ability to conduct a training on a particular topic, or their 
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comprehension of the topic. Concerning agroforestry, 65.9 percent of LFs were of the opinion 
that they had not mastered the topic well and had difficulties with 71.4 percent of the 
agroforestry sub-topics. However, 29.5 percent of LFs said they had successfully passed on to 
their trainees all agroforestry innovations they were trained on. Many lead farmers said they 
needed more training in agroforestry. In agroforestry, the number of sub-topics that 
respondents taught to their peers was the same as the number that they had been trained on.  

 

Table 19. Most successful and least successful topics taught by lead farmers. 

 Topics most successfully taught by LFs Topics least successfully taught by LFs 

Topics Items  Numb
er of 
LFs 

% of 
LFs 
from 
those 
who 
trained  

No. of 
items 
in 
topic 

Items  No. of 
LFs 

% of 
LFs 
from 
those 

trained 

Number 
of items 

Crop 
producti
on/ 
farming 

Beans, maize, 
plantain, cassava, 
cocoa, coffee, 
potatoes, yam, 
seed production, 
plantain 

82 66.7 14 Gardening; beans, 
cassava, cocoa, 
coffee, groundnut, 
maize, pineapple, 
Irish potatoes, yam 
farming; 
mushroom, seed 
production plantain 

47 38.2 16 

Agricult
ure 

Use of compost, 
crop protection, 
farm management, 
farming 
techniques, 
fertilizer 
application, land 
preparation 

22 37.9 8 Chemical/fertilizer 
application, farm 
management and 
record keeping, 
farming techniques, 
intercropping, 
contour farming, 
soil conservation  

18 31.0 8 

Agrofor
estry 

Domestication 
technique: 
marcotting, 
grafting, 
propagation from 
cuttings; nursery 
development, 
pruning, tree 
planting 

13 29.5 7 Domestication 
technique: grafting, 
marcotting, cutting, 
tree planting; 
nursery 
installation/manage
ment 

29 65.9 5 

Animal 
husband
ry 

Animal 
management, 
piggery, poultry, 
fish farming, food 
processing, rabbit 
husbandry  

12 27.3 8 Chicken 
production, dairy, 
piggery, poultry, 
grasscutter (a local 
rodent raised for 
meat) 

17 38.6 5 
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 Topics most successfully taught by LFs Topics least successfully taught by LFs 

Topics Items  Numb
er of 
LFs 

% of 
LFs 
from 
those 
who 
trained  

No. of 
items 
in 
topic 

Items  No. of 
LFs 

% of 
LFs 
from 
those 

trained 

Number 
of items 

Income- 
generati
ng 
activitie
s 

Cacao drying 
process, cassava, 
soybeans, shea 
processing, 
marketing 
techniques 

11 25.0 5 Milk processing, 
soap processing, 
market organization 

6 13.6 3 

In crop production, more than half of the LFs mentioned subtopics that they felt they had 
successfully communicated in training sessions. Nevertheless, 30 percent of LFs had 
difficulties with a number of crop production subtopics, such as gardening, yam cultivation 
and plantain seed production. Despite the low level of competence declared by some LFs, 
respondents believed that they had successfully trained their peers on average in 14 crop 
production subtopics, representing 87.5 percent of the total number of topics on which LFs 
themselves were trained.  

Following the training sessions, 61 percent of LFs modified some of the recommendations 
that they had been taught. These modifications were often their own innovation. Among LFs 
who modified their training content, 73 percent said that their modifications responded to 
local field conditions and the types of problems farmers faced. Some LFs were specific about 
technical adaptations that they had made, such as: 

Plant maize at 40 cm x 80 cm spacing rather than the recommended 50 cm x 100 cm. 
Plant maize at 50 cm intervals rather than 40 cm. 
Plant maize in two rows as opposed to one, but on ridges. 
Apply compost in the row for maize, instead of putting in it the seed hole. 
Dry maize for one or two days in the sun before putting it in the drier, instead of putting it in 
directly after harvesting. 
Use cooking oil and cypress tree branches to protect beans instead of using chemicals. 
Destroy/cut plantain at six months of age to have more shoots, rather than using the ʺplants 
issued from stem fragmentsʺ (PIF) technique. 
Plough partially (especially around the seed hole) and not the whole field in preparation for 
planting Irish potatoes. 
Mix different fertilizers and apply at one time instead of applying one after another. 
Spraying after three weeks and applying fertilizers after two days rather than applying just 
fertilizer after three weeks. 
Use black plastic to produce mushrooms rather using a dark room. 
Space cocoa trees at 2.5m instead of 2m. 
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According to 75 percent of lead farmers, their organizations encouraged them to innovate. 
Indeed, some were congratulated and some received incentives (Figure 23), but only when the 
innovation did not lead to failures. 

 

Figure 23. Types of incentives given by organizations to LFs who successfully innovated. 
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Covering some branches with soil for layering, where possible, in addition to marcotting on 
the tree. 
Planting pineapple and "gkui" on contour lines for erosion control in addition to using trees. 
Making own poultry food composition instead of buying feed. 
Using corn cobs to feed animals instead of using only pasture. 
Reduce the sleeping and milking space during stable construction. 
Reduce the rooms’ dimensions in the stable. 
Reduce the number of top bars in constructing beehives. 
Use bamboo instead of wood planks to construct hives. 
Install hives higher than the recommended 50 cm above the ground. 
Put hive’s entrance up and not down. 
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Motivations and challenges of lead farmers 

LFs mentioned many reasons that motivated them to become LFs. More than four-fifths of 
LFs mentioned altruism and the potential to generate income as the main motivations that 
brought them to the position of LF. In addition, 63 percent of LFs said that they were 
motivated by the desire to gain early access to new technologies (Figure 24). For all of the 
motivations mentioned, there was no significant difference between men and women LFs. 

 
Figure 24. Motivations mentioned by LFs to become LFs. 
 
When LFs were asked to rank these motivations (Table 20), a majority (71.5 percent) of LFs 
ranked “income-generating activity” as the first or second most important motivation in 
becoming a lead farmer. Some LFs stated that if they were not financially better off, their 
children would not imitate them and other farmers might not take their advice seriously. 
“Altruism” was also very important, with 69.1 percent ranking it as their first or second 
motivation. ”Early access to new technologies” was the third highest motivation to become a 
LF (mentioned by 63.9 percent of LFs as first or second motivation). Less important 
motivations mentioned by LFs were social networking (meeting many people and making 
new contacts), project benefits (getting equipment or inputs) and improving one’s social 
status. 
 
There were some differences in LF’s motivations to remain LFs after serving for some time. 
Altruism was the highest ranked motivation, ranked in the first or second highest category by 
78.8 percent of LFs. Income-generating activities and early access to technology were second 
and third, respectively, having declined slightly in rank from their position as motivations to 
become a LF. The importance of social status increased somewhat, from 25.5 percent 
mentioning it as a first or second most important motivation to become a lead farmer to 41.2 
percent ranking it as a reason to remain a lead farmer, perhaps because some farmers 
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recognized that being a LF did enhance their social status. In summary, lead farmers in the 
beginning want to get early access to new technologies to generate more income from their 
personal farms, and subsequently help other farmers via trainings. But later on, their main 
motivations shift toward helping their peers, followed by generating more income thanks to 
the early access to new technologies. Box 1 presents an example of farmers’ motivations to be 
volunteer farmer trainers in a farmers’ organization in the North-West Region of Cameroon. 
 

Table 20. Farmers’ ranking of their motivations to become and remain LFs. 
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First  33.8 9.1 13.7 44.1 14.7 36.5 46.5 9.7 19.0 35.2 6.3 35.3 

Second 35.3 24.7 11.8 19.8 14.7 35.0 32.3 22.2 22.2 20.9 21.9 32.3 

Third 20.3 19.5 13.7 22.5 23.5 17.5 11.8 25.0 14.3 25.3 21.9 21.1 

Fourth 8.3 22.1 23.5 10.8 11.8 7.3 6.3 25.0 9.5 12.1 12.5 9.0 

Fifth 1.5 23.4 21.6 2.7 8.8 1.5 1.6 15.3 19.0 4.4 18.8 1.5 

Sixth 0.8 1.3 15.7 0.0 26.5 2.2 1.6 2.8 15.9 2.2 18.8 0.8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Box 1. Incentives for becoming and remaining a local animator with a farmers’ organization (FO) in North-West 
Region, Cameroon. 

The FO has 3,000 farmer members. Its mission is to improve crop and livestock production among its members. It 
also gives considerable attention to gender and marketing. Staff members work with 70 LFs, called “local 
animators”. The FO finds that several types of incentives are important for motivating its local animators. Social 
status and social networking are important motivations for someone to become and remain an animator. An 
animator in Batibo has become a counselor in the traditional council, and being a local animator definitely helped 
him to gain this position. Others become church leaders after serving as local animators.  

Some farmers also benefit from being local animators to find clients for their enterprises. One animator in Mfoya 
has pigs and trains other farmers in pig management. Being a LF helps him find clients to buy his piglets. Since 
2007, he has increased the number of sows from two to five and sells 30 piglets every six months. His position as a 
local animator has also helped him to secure a leadership position in the FO and in another farmer association 
dealing with pigs. 

The FO does not pay its local animators but sometimes allocates funds to the animators to assist them to train more 
farmers. For instance, one of the member unions situated in Bafut gives its animators 10,000 CFA ($US 21; $US 1 
= 476 CFA) every six months. At the same time, the FO tries to encourage its animators to be less money-oriented 
in their service to the organization -- that is, not to expect payments from the FO for offering extension advice to 
fellow farmers. On the other hand, the FO encourages them to develop their businesses by building on extension-
related activities, as the animator in Mfoya does by selling piglets. The concerned FO is also positive about the idea 
of farmers receiving payments from other farmers for extension services, though that has not yet started.  

Every year, the FO has a contest for the best animator and gives a prize. The organization finds that the contest is an 
important encouragement for animators to improve their performance. 	
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LFs mentioned many benefits related to the F2F approach. The majority (60 percent) found 
the approach very useful for the development of local capacities, that is, strengthening 
farmers’ capacities in agricultural knowledge and in training other farmers (Figure 25). Others 
found that the approach facilitated and increased adoption of the technologies/practices 
promoted, increased the number of farmers contacted (relative to numbers that would be 
reached if there were no LFs). About 38 percent commented that it increased the relevance of 
extension content by promoting feedback from farmers. Only a few LFs did not see any 
benefit from the farmer-to-farmer approach. Some LFs considered their role in extension to be 
important because they are flexible and consider field/local realities in assisting their peers, 
whereas government extension workers often work under programs that are not as flexible or 
adaptive. In addition, LFs also observed that farmers who witnessed changes in LFs’ farms or 
demonstration plots are more open to innovations and have confidence in the LFs. In contrast, 
in some areas, LFs observed that farmers prefer a person from outside the community to train 
them. Significantly (P(t) < 0.05) more men than women found the F2F approach helped in 
reducing the costs of extension services. 

Figure 25. Main benefits of the farmer-to-farmer approach observed by lead farmers. 
 

LFs also identified many challenges in their participation in F2F programs. More than two-
thirds of LFs reported budget limitations and insufficient transportation and communication 
support as their main difficulties. Many villages had difficulty accessing LFs, and farmers’ 
expectations of LFs were often too high. High expectations were compounded by the fact that 
training and/or demonstration materials were often insufficient. Even though many LFs did 
not find it difficult to mobilize farmers, some had to face problems with farmers who asked 
for per-diem or expected to receive money or inputs from their trainers. Some LFs also 
experienced low adoption rates of the technologies they were promoting, especially 
technologies that required additional labour or took several years before benefits could be 
seen. In addition, some LFs had to deal either with conflicting messages or influence of some 
stakeholders like lazy farmers, or with resistance of government extension workers who saw 
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them as competitors or did not acknowledge their efforts. Box 2 below illustrates one such 
situation faced by a LF.  

Very few LFs mentioned any difficulty in reaching women farmers (Figure 26). Some LFs 
even declared that women farmers were more accessible than their male fellows. But, 
according to other LFs, women farmers were often negligent of their farms, and this obliged 
trainers to pay more attention to them.  

Figure 26. Main challenges faced by lead farmers.  
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Over the previous 12 months, LFs reported incurring on average 32,893 CFA francs (min = 0, 
max = 600,000, median = 4500) in operational costs. The average amount reportedly spent by 
men LFs (40,648 CFA francs) was greater than that by women LFs (17,695 CFA francs). But 
the difference was not significant (P(t) = 0.144), because of the high degree of variation in the 
amounts that both men and women spent. 

 

 
Figure 27. Costs incurred by lead farmers in training farmers over the previous 12 
months. 
Transportation and cellphone airtime were the main expenses reported, and each was 
mentioned by at least a quarter of lead farmers (Figure 28). In addition to demonstration 
materials that some LFs provided to their trainees, some LFs often felt obliged to share food 
and/or drinks with their trainees after training sessions. 
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Box 2: A conflict between a lead farmer and a government extension worker 

In the central region of Cameroon, a farmer organization’s mission is to improve the socioeconomic conditions of 
its members, around 200 farmers. Its activities are based on crop farming, livestock, marketing and training of 
farmers.  

At the beginning of each agricultural campaign, one of the 12 lead farmers (LFs) of the organization is designated 
to inform the government extension worker about their plans in order to improve their collaboration. One year ago, 
a conflict occurred between one LF of this organization and the extension worker. The concerned lead farmer 
reported: “When I was preparing the first campaign of this year, I informed the agricultural delegate, and he 
agreed with my plans. So, I went to the extension worker just to inform him. As he was absent, I met his assistant, 
and he refused to receive me because I was a farmer trainer. He said: “I don’t know what a farmer trainer is”. 
Though I insisted, trying to explain, as he was not aware of my duties, he did not receive me.”  

This story suggests that there is need to involve government extension workers from the start of a F2F extension 
program and to get official recognition for LFs. In this case, if the LF had, for example, a certificate presenting his 
credentials as a LF, he could have shown it to the extension worker and perhaps avoided the conflict. 
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Figure 28. Main domains of expenditures incurred by lead farmers during the previous 
12 months. 
 

LFs made many suggestions to improve the F2F approach and to make it benefit more 
farmers. Although some respondents did not have any suggestions, most LFs (81 percent) 
mentioned issues related to the support that would enable them to become more effective LFs, 
such as provision of training and demonstration material, transportation and communication 
facilities. They also stated a need for training more LFs and opportunities to refresh the 
knowledge of those who were already working as LFs (Figure 29). The main technical areas 
where LFs cited the need for further capacity development were communication skills, 
modern agricultural practices and activities’ planning. To develop their capacities, around 
one-third of LFs (31 percent) suggested that FS working with them should “scrutinize their 
main training needs,” intensify supervision/follow-up, increase the number of exchange visits 
among LFs and farmers, add training on more new technologies, and provide LFs with more 
technical support/assistance. According to LFs, the creation of resource centres or suitable 
training centres and accessible demonstration plots for all crops is very important. In addition, 
some LFs mentioned the need to intensify awareness raising and the promotion of innovations 
with farmers. For instance, sensitize farmers, especially youths, to recognize the role of LFs, 
to attend training sessions and meetings, and to join existing groups or form new groups. LFs 
should also be made aware of the importance of records and encouraged to keep records and 
write reports. Authorities, as well as projects/organizations, should be shown the importance 
of the F2F approach. 
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Figure 29. Suggestions by LFs to make farmer-to-farmer approach benefit more 
farmers. 
 

LFs mentioned that they are too few and suggested that more LFs should be trained and those 
already serving should receive refresher courses in participatory/communication techniques 
and modern agriculture. LFs also felt that they should be better supported in their job – for 
instance, through provision of transportation, communication, salary or monthly financial 
assistance, insurance, training and demonstration material/inputs, certificates after trainings, 
awards. Despite these observations, about 94 percent of LFs stated that they would continue 
to train their fellow farmers even when organizations working with them leave or if the 
project ends.  
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Figure 30. Reasons for lead farmers to continue to serve if organization leaves or 
projects end. 
 

The most common reason given for continuing to work as a lead farmer if the initiatives they 
worked with ended, cited by 42 percent of LFs, was that they enjoy their training job so much 
that they now consider it a hobby. LFs are excited to help their peers and to share knowledge. 
Others said that LFs are obliged to train other farmers because they have more skills and 
knowledge, and that their groups and government extension workers will support them. Nine 
LFs declared, however, that they were tempted to stop serving as LFs because they found the 
workload to be too much without support. Apart from these reasons and age that could 
prevent LFs from continuing, some LFs also said they were discouraged by low participation 
of farmers in training sessions. Some LFs insisted that support organizations are needed to 
manage conflicts – for instance, between LFs, or between LFs and other stakeholders, such as 
farmers and extension workers. These LFs do not feel confident that they would continue 
serving as LFs when the organization leaves. 

Lead farmers also noted skills that they needed to perform better. A significant proportion (43 
percent) declared that they do not have sufficient knowledge and skills to perform well in 
their job. They identified a number of skills in which they desired additional training, such as 
sustainable development, leadership and communication (Figure 31). 
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Figure 31. Skills that lead farmers need to perform better. 
 

Fifty-seven percent of LFs identified the need to invest in the overall development of LFs’ 
capacities. Some LFs liked the F2F approach because their role means they have been able to 
get to know more people and learn many things. In addition, 55 percent of LFs wished that 
government would promote the F2F extension approach vigorously. In rural areas, if farmers 
use good agricultural practices/innovations, they will not lack food or money and their 
household will not suffer from poverty. LFs also wished that the youth would be encouraged 
to become LFs to ensure the sustainability of the farmer-to-farmer approach. 
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Who are lead farmers, what do they do and how are they supported? 

The results of this study show that nearly all LFs in Cameroon belong to farmers’ groups. 
About half belong to two or three groups, and they primarily train members of those groups. 
In addition, the more groups that LFs belong to, the more groups they interact with through 
training and technical backstopping. The importance of group membership in the F2F 
extension approach was noted by Kiptot and Franzel (2014), who found that group members 
use trust, a main feature of social capital, as a means of ensuring that LFs meet their 
obligations. It is therefore not surprising that groups and communities are responsible for LF 
selection in the majority of cases, and that the criteria used to select LFs, include being 
hardworking, having good communication skills, being available, and showing interest and 
desire to help others. Though education level is generally not so important for LF selection, 
the study shows that slightly more than half of the LFs had levels above primary education, 
and a quarter even had tertiary education. 
 
LFs undertook diverse activities in the communities where they worked: they trained other 
farmers, provided technical advice, monitored activities and mobilized communities to attend 
training events and demonstrations, among others. A third of the LFs met with their trainees 
weekly; two-thirds visited their trainees upon request. To be able to perform in their job, 
almost all LFs received initial training, mainly residential training of six to eight days. Across 
the LFs interviewed, this initial training focused mainly on technical aspects related to crop 
production (42 percent), general agricultural practices (27 percent) and agroforestry (26 
percent). LFs were reasonably satisfied with the competencies they gained through this 
training, rating their performance on average at 3.77 on a scale from 1 to 5. Just over half felt 
that the topics they were trained on were “well mastered”. LFs’ responses indicated that very 
little attention was given to issues such as climate change adaptation, natural resources 
management and entrepreneurship, nor was emphasis put on improving the communication 
and extension skills of the LFs. Subsequent training received on-the-job seemed to be more 
diverse and included topics related to income generation and leadership. Most LFs were 
supervised by staff members of extension organizations, and half of them received follow-up 
visits at least once a month. Slightly more than half of LFs collaborated with government 
extension workers, and the same number met with other LFs on a monthly basis. These 
interactions allowed LFs to enhance their knowledge and skills and improve their 
performance.  
 

What is motivating LFs? Costs and benefits 

Very few of the LFs interviewed received some kind of salary, so understanding what 
motivates LFs to become and to remain LFs is important. Findings by Kiptot and Franzel 
(2014) in Kenya suggest that volunteer farmer trainers are motivated by personal and 
community interests. Personal interests include improving oneself economically, building 
knowledge and skills, and enhancing social contacts. Community interests centred primarily 
around altruism, which also strengthens social ties. In Cameroon, we found that key 
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motivations to become a LF were the prospect of income generation, followed by altruism and 
early access to new technologies. The same motivations played a role in decisions about 
remaining a LF, though altruism becomes more important than prospects for income 
generation. Indeed, many LFs feel more or less obliged to continue training others because 
they have received the knowledge and skills and are therefore in a privileged position 
compared with their fellow farmers. Expectations of the communities they serve may also be 
a factor in continuing in their roles. Developing social networks and increasing one’s social 
status were also mentioned, but to a lesser extent. Almost all LFs said they had been able to 
earn more income from activities related to their function as LF – e.g., through increased 
yields because of the use of new techniques. One quarter also sold seeds and seedlings or 
produce from their demonstration plots, and some benefitted from free labour during trainings 
on their farms. LFs also indicated that their trainees gained economic benefits as well. Many 
LFs believed that farmers they trained are now able to earn more income from their farming 
activities.  

The benefits do not come without costs, however. Over the 12 months prior to the interview, 
LFs spent on average 32,893 FCFA (≈$US66) in the execution of their function, primarily on 
transport and communication. More than two-thirds of the LFs reported financial limitations 
and insufficient transport and communication support as major challenges to the F2F 
extension approach. They also highlighted the often unrealistic expectations of farmers, 
especially for training and demonstration materials. Trainees also often ask for per-diems 
during training sessions; sometimes LFs felt obliged to provide food at the end of their 
training sessions.  
 
Gender 

One criticism of traditional extension methods is that they often fail to work with women 
farmers. Our findings showed that, in Cameroon, 30 percent of LFs were women. That 
proportion was almost equal to that of women field staff (28 percent) in organizations using 
the F2F approach in Cameroon (Tsafack et al., 2014). The motivations to become and remain 
a lead farmer were the same for women and men. The number of female and male LFs trained 
in the past year were not significantly different, but female LFs seem to work more with 
individual farmers than their male counterparts. When working with groups, they mostly 
associated with one group only; men LFs work with five groups on average. Female LFs 
trained more women proportionally than their male fellows (74 percent against 41 percent of 
trainees being women). Overall, 53.7 percent of trainees in the past year were female.  
 
Female LFs also tend to train more farmers in their own houses/farms than men LFs, who 
train more in community halls and in the trainees’ houses/farms. Only one woman used a 
motorbike, as compared to over one-quarter of the men, so women LFs are definitely limited 
in the area they can cover. Women LFs also used cellphones to communicate with field staff 
and trainees less than their male counterparts. 
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Though there seem to be deliberate efforts by organizations’ field staff and extension workers 
to select women as LFs, these organizations do not support women LFs as much as men. Field 
staff members visited women LFs less frequently than men LFs, and the proportion of women 
LFs who received training materials was lower than that of men LFs. On the other hand, 
female LFs appear to receive more recognition and awards, especially in their groups or 
communities.  
 

Sustainability 

Kiptot and Franzel (2014) in their study on LFs in Kenya concluded that voluntary farmers 
could work effectively without being paid for their services. According to our findings in 
Cameroon, 94 percent of LFs would continue being LFs even after projects end or support 
stops, the major reason being that they enjoy training others. They acknowledged that F2F 
extension holds advantages over other extension approaches. F2F is better in developing local 
capacities, facilitates and increases adoption of innovations, and allows for increased the 
number of farmers trained. When the extension message is delivered by LFs, it is more 
relevant because they are more flexible compared to government extension workers. In 
addition, LFs also better consider local realities. 
 
Nevertheless, for the approach to be sustainable, LFs asked to be provided with financial and 
non-financial incentives, especially to cover transportation and communication costs. They 
also suggested that training more LFs and incorporating more youth should be encouraged, 
along with more training opportunities for LFs (on new topics and refresher courses) and 
study visits for existing LFs, so they keep abreast of recent developments. LFs said also that 
extension managers in government and non-governmental organizations should be made 
aware of the importance and complementarity of F2F extension so they can promote the 
approach more vigorously.  
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