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FARMERS HAVE WITH PROFESSIONAL AGRICULTURAL
WORKERS AND THE EFFECT OF THESE CONTACTS ON
TECHNOLOGICAL CHANGE
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Summary and Conclusion

A study of a probability sample
of 224 farm operators in Deuel
County, South Dakota, was under-
taken to secure among other things
information related to contacts
with professional agricultural work-
ers. This information is expected to
contribute toward the development
of a body of knowledge useful in
planning and carrying out educa-
tional farm programs.

To determine if farmers profit
from their contacts with agricultur-
al workers, contacts have been
studied in relation to the three as-
pects of technological change
which are emphasized by Exten-
sion theorists—skills and habits
(actual adoption of farm practices),
basic knowledge about farming,
and attitudes toward recommend-
ed farm practices. All three areas
have been found positively related
to contacts. Actual adoption has
shown the highest association with
contacts, while basic knowledge
has shown the lowest.

The higher competence of those

who have more contacts should
not be attributed entirely to the
efforts of the agricultural agencies
in the county because farmers who
have more contacts, due to differ-
ent motivation, are different to
start with. It is true, however, that
these skills, knowledge, and atti-
tudes would probably not have
been acquired if the various agri-
cultural agencies had not created
opportunities and situations in
which these farmers have gained
the necessary learning experiences.

Learning is a modification of be-
havior. What a man learns, accord-
ing to educational psychologists, is
determined on the one hand by
his constitution, and on the other
by the demands which the envi-
ronment makes upon him. Factors
which deal with the constitution of
the individual, such as education
and age, and factors which deal
with the demands of the environ-
ment, such as economic and social
variables, have been used to show
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that farmers who have more con-
tacts constitute a distinct group in
regard to motivation and perform-
ance.

Two statements have been de-
rived from the findings of the pres-
ent study:

(1) It has been shown that fac-
tors dealing with economic and
social and personal motivation influ-
ence contacts and that they influ-
ence specific types of contacts
differently.

(2) It has been shown that such
factors also influence the learning
situation. This has been demon-
strated by showing that farmers
who have the same contacts acquire
different learning experiences where
their motivation is different.

Since there is probably a spuri-
ous relationship between a number
of motivational factors and con-
tacts with agricultural workers, the
term “characteristics of farmers
with more or fewer contacts™ is used
to express such a relationship.

Contact seeking is determined by
motivation. One of the most dis-
tinguishable characteristics of farm-
ers who have more contacts
with agricultural workers (highest
coefficient of contingency between
the two variables) is that they
have wider social contacts and
wider contacts to secure farm in-
formation. Higher gross farm in-
come is also a very distinguishable
characteristic of those who have
more contacts. A number of other
factors have also been found char-
acteristic of those with more con-
tacts. No significant differences be-
tween the two groups have been

found concerning age, years as a
farm operator, tenure, and number
of acres owned.

Different characteristics were al-
so found among farmers who have
different personal, group, and mass
contacts. Besides the fact that
statistically significant differences
were found between individual
factors and the three types of con-
tacts, in almost all cases where
there was such a relationship, the
association was higher between
personal contacts and the respec-
tive individual factor. This differ-
ence becomes smaller when fac-
tors which have been found highly
related to contacts in general are
concerned.

Similarily,  differences  were
found between individual factors
and almost every specific type of
contact. With farm visit, for exam-
ple, the highest association was
found between this variable and
the index which measures the total
of adoption, knowledge, and atti-
tudes toward recommended farm
practices.

Among all the relationships be-
tween specific types of contacts
and this index, the relationship
with farm visit has shown the high-
est association. Farm visit has also
been mentioned by the respond-
ents along with farm analysis with
the worker, as the most useful
type of contact with agricultural
workers in the county. This data,
along with previous data showing
that variables related to contacts
are related more to personal con-
tacts, probably demonstrate the
specific role of personal contacts.
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Regardless of their low contact
cost and the fact that mass media
have been highly developed in the
later years, personal contacts play
an important role in the diffusion
process. The role of such contacts
would probably become more sig-
nificant if the characteristic of the
participant farmer and the stage of
the diffusion process were carefully
considered.

Office visit is the type of con-
tact, which in reference to its rela-
tionship with the various selected
factors, comes closer to the rela-
tionship between these factors and
contacts in general. As an internal
criteria, then, this is the most rep-
resentative item of the variable
“contacts with agricultural agents.”

Motivation affects learning ex-
perience directly. To see if moti-
vational factors besides contacts
also influence the learning situa-
ticn, money invested in livestock
and machinery, net worth, and
social status were introduced as
control variables of the relation-
ship between contacts and the in-
dex which measures the total of
adoption, knowledge, and attitudes
toward recommended farm prac-
tices. In all three cases the group
with the higher motivation showed
a higher zero order correlation.
This difference between the high
and the low motivation groups was
found significant (with the use of
Z) at the 109 level for net worth
and social status. For money in-
vested in livestock and machinery
a level of significance higher than
the 10%, the highest level accepted
for such comparisons, was found.

Since the three economic varia-
bles mentioned are related to edu-
cation, to test the latent function
of education on the above rela-
tionship, education has been intro-
duced as control variable of the re-
lationship between contacts and
the total of adoption, knowledge,
and attitudes toward recommend-
ed farm practices. No significant
difference has been found between
the two groups, although the cor-
relation in the low education group
is slightly higher. A similar finding
has been reported by Dean, Aur-
bach, and Marsh in a study where
rationality was the control varia-
ble instead of education.

Age, on the other hand, has
been found to be a factor which
conditions the relationship between
contacts and the total of adoption,
knowledge, and attitudes toward
recommended  farm  practices.
When age is introduced as a con-
trol variable, the relationship be-
comes curvilinear and is higher
(r=.333) for the group which in-
cludes farmers 25 to 40 years of
age, as compared with the 40 to
50 years of age group (r.=219).
However, the difference between
the two zero order correlations is
not significant at the 10% level.
When this 40 to 50 years of age
group is compared with the group
over 50, the relationship becomes
higher (r=.470) for the group of
farmers over 50 years of age and
the difference is significant at the
10%, level.

Supporting information. Infor-
mation collected to give a better
perspective of the previous data
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has shown that the average farmer
in the county was visited by some
agricultural worker 2.2 times in the
12 months prior to this study. The
farmer visited the office of some
worker 5.8 times, read 10.2 circular
letters, attended 2.5 group meet-
ings called by these workers, ob-
tained 4.8 bulletins from them, had
1.6 phone conservations with them,
visited demonstration plots 0.8
times, made 0.2 individual farm
analysis with a worker, participated
in 0.7 group farm and home plan-
ning procedures with a worker, at-
tended 0.3 farm tours, 0.5 annual
meetings and finally 0.1 Extension
program planning meetings.

Farmers indicated the most use-
ful contacts were those in which
they had the opportunity and time
to discuss their problems personally
with the worker. This was partic-
ularly true when the discussion
took place on their farm.

When farmers were asked to
mention which of all the media
used in and out of the county
they found most helpful in secur-
ing farm information, they men-
tioned: first, farm papers and farm
magazines; and second, neighbors,
friends, and relatives. Individual
talks with the county agent, South
Dakota State College bulletins, and
circular letters from the county
agent were mentioned third,
fourth, and fifth; however, the dif-
ferences between them were small.

Other workers (excluding the
county agent) and seed, feed, and
fertilizer dealers followed.

Useful sources were also studied
in relation to contacts with agricul-
tural workers. Individual talks with
the county agent are considered
the most useful source by those
who have more frequent contacts
with agricultural workers. Farm
tours, Extension demonstrations
and meetings, and local newspap-
ers were also considered more use-
ful by those who had more fre-
quent contacts with agricultural
workers. South Dakota State Col-
lege bulletins, on the other hand,
were considered more useful by
farmers who had fewer or no con-
tacts with agricultural workers.

In conclusion we could say that
the present data indicate that agri-
cultural programs should not be
planned for a single group but
with the understanding that the
clientele of the agricultural work-
ers consists of distinct sub-groups
with different characteristics, mo-
tivations, and behavior patterns.
Specific groups of farmers with
fewer or no contacts, for instance,
exhibit characteristics and qualities
of farmers who through the years
are forced to quit farming. Ways
to initiate contacts with such farm-
ers and ways to select specific
types of contacts and subject mat-
ter should be carefully considered
in planning such programs.
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Joun D. ProTiapis!

For a long time the Cooperative
Extension Service and other
groups promoting technical agri-
culture have known that: (a)
there are certain segments of the
farm population which do not
come in contact with agricultural
agencies, or they come in very lim-
ited contact with them; (b) those
who come in contact often follow
different behavior patterns con-
cerning the type of contact and
use of information media; and (c)
amount and type of contact are re-
lated to the personal, social, and
technological development of farm
people.

There is an area, however,
which has not yet been explored—
the area dealing with the role per-
sonal and motivational factors play
in the effectiveness of contacts as
agents of technological change.

The present inquiry deals with
all four of these previous areas of
knowledge. Its purpose is two-
fold: first, to investigate the exist-
ing situation in South Dakota as
far as the first three areas are con-
cerned; and second, to explore se-
lected aspects, not yet investigat-
ed, of all four areas.

Aid to Program Planning

The implications of this study
for Extension workers and others

6

interested in promoting agricultur-
al life are numerous, particularly
for the area of Extension program
planning. Planning such a pro-
gram is a continuous process. It in-
volves definition of the existing sit-
uation, statement of objectives,
selection of teaching methods ap-
propriate to reach these objectives,
and finally evaluation.

It is obvious that all four stages
of the program planning process
are interrelated and mutually de-
pendent. An inaccurate definition
of the situation, for example, could
lead to the statement of wrong ob-
jectives, to the selection of wrong
teaching methods, and as a conse-
quence, to less desirable results.

This publication refers primarily
to the definition of the situation
and selection of teaching methods.
An attempt has been made to an-
swer such questions as: Who are
the farmers who come in contact
with professional agricultural work-
ers? Who are those who have no
contacts? Which contacts and
which media in general do farmers
consider most helpful? Which me-
dia are considered most helpful by
those who have few or no con-
tacts? What is the influence of con-
tacts on skills, knowledge, and at-

'Dr. Photiadis is assistant professor of
sociology.
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titudes? What are the characteris-
tics of farmers who prefer specific
types of contacts? Who are those
farmers who need most and profit
most from these contacts?

The Extension Service is an ed-
ucational agency whose aim is to
bring about desirable changes in
human behavior. These changes
can be achieved only through
learning, and effective learning re-
sults from a plan and design—not
from trial and error.

A skillful worker can create op-
portunities or situations in which
people gain the abilities necessary
to successfully meet their needs
and interests in line with their ob-

jectives. People develop these abil-
ities by reacting mentally or phys-
ically to seeing, hearing, or doing
the things to be learned. Through
participation in these activities
they gain insight and understand-
ing useful in solving their prob-
lems. Such situations and opportu-
nities, however, cannot be created
by the professional agricultural
worker unless he knows the an-
swers to questions similar to those
previously stated.

This, then, is an attempt to fur-
nish the worker or the leader with
information which will help him
plan and execute his program and
make his teaching more effective.

Methodology

A random sample of farm oper-
ators was selected proportionally
from each of the 16 townships of
Deuel County, South Dakota. This
sample included 224 persons and
represented about 15%, of the farm
operators in the county. Three col-
lege graduates with agricultural
background conducted the inter-
viewing after 3 days of interview
training. A pretest was adminis-
tered to 25 farm operators who
live on the border of a neighboring
county and use the agricultural
services of Deuel County.

It was necessary to revise the
initial schedule after the pretest.

Since the data were initially col-
lected for a study dealing with the
evaluation of the Farm and Home
Development Program in Deuel
County, the sampling, as in most

studies dealing with such con-
tacts, was limited to this county.
Generalizations drawn from these
data, and particularly presentation
of marginals, should be interpreted
in reference to farm people and
professional agricultural workers of
Deuel County. If we assume, how-
ever, that this county and its work-
ers constitute representative groups
of this area,? with discretion we
could broaden the area of applica-
tion of these findings; at least we
could broaden their application
concerning findings that deal with
more general aspects of behavior.

*Deuel County is the only county in the
state where the Farm and Home Devel-
opment Program has been extensively
pursued. It is considered representative
of the area in type of farming, people, and
professional agricultural workers.
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Contacts Are the Main Variable

The main variable in this study
refers to contacts with professional
agricultural workers in the county.
This includes the county agricul-
tural agent and the Farm and
Home Development agent of the
Extension Service, the SCS work
unit conservationist, the ASC of-
fice manager, and the FHA county
supervisor.

Though the responsibilities of
these workers are different, it was
decided that contacts with all of
them should be treated as a single
variable. This was based on two
factors: (1) Lionberger’s findings
indicate there are no important
differences between farmers who
use the county agent and those
who use other institutionalized
services, while there are significant
differences between users of pro-
fessional agricultural workers and
nonusers;* (2) since all these work-
ers promote agriculture, the group
of farmers who do not have con-
tacts with one of them does not
necessarily constitute a control
group.

Thirteen types of contacts were
used to define the variable—con-
tacts with professional agricultural
workers. Because some of these
contacts are considered more influ-
ential than others, a team of eight
judges associated with the agricul-
tural agencies in the county was
chosen to weight each of these
contacts. It was decided that a
score of 1 should be given to the
least influential contact. The
judges’ mean score for each of
these contacts is as follows:

Type of Contact Mean Score

Worker visit your farm.______ 8
Attend group meetings called
by the worker_. 4
Read circular letters or cards
from the worker |

Visit the worker’s office ... 5
Obtain bulletins from the
worker (through the mail,
at his office, or brought by
worker) . 3

Have phone conversations
with the worker._________. 4

Visit demonstration plots or
attendother demonstrations 6
Make an individual farm
analysis with the worker... 10
Participate in group farm and
home planning procedure
with the worker 8
Make a trip with the worker. 4
Attend farm tours in the

township or county ____ 5
Attend annual meetings... .. 2
Attend Extension program

planning meetings 3

Farmers were asked to mention
the number of times they had
each type of contact with each of
the five workers (Appendix I).
This number multiplied by the
score which corresponds to each
type of contact gave an index and
a distribution of scores for each
type of contact. A total of all
these scores gave an index measur-
ing contacts with all professional

*Herbert Lionberger, Information Seek-
ing Habits and Characteristics of Farm
Operators, Research Bulletin 581, Agri-
cultural Experiment Station, College of
Agriculture, University of Missouri, 1955,
pp- 47-51.

iSee Appendix L
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agricultural workers in the county.
In a similar fashion indices meas-
uring total contacts with each par-
ticular agent were secured.

Adoption, Knowledge, and
Attitudes in Single Index

The aim of Extension Education
is to influence people to make de-
sirable changes in behavior which
will contribute to better farming
and richer family living. Wilson
and Gallup® present these changes
in three forms; the first refers to
knowledge about basic farm in-
formation, the second to skills and
habits, and the third to attitudes
toward the various farm practices.
An attempt has been made to in-
clude all three areas in a single
index.

For knowledge, 19 true or false
and multiple choice questions deal-
ing with basic farm information
were used. Some of the subjects
covered were: What is a complete
fertilitzer? On what basis would
you decide when to breed heifers?
On what basis would you choose a
bull calf for a future herd sire?
What do you think will happen to
yields if you apply additional ni-

trogen when plowing under a
heavy crop of stubble?

For skills and habits, 27 ques-
tions dealing with actual adoption
of farm practices were used, and
for attitudes, 9 questions dealing
with attitudes toward recommend-
ed farm practice.

Because the questions of all
three areas dealt with different
types of farming, only the ques-
tions which dealt with areas of
farming in which the operator was
involved were used in scoring.
Questions which did not refer to
specific areas of farming, such as
information about soil practices or
record-keeping, were used for all
farmers.

The items included in each of
the three areas were selected with
the help of subject matter spec-
ialists. This was done to secure
items which would help differenti-
ate people in relation to their com-
petence and to secure items in-
volving practices recently intro-
duced bythe agricultural workers in
the county. Because the sample in-
cluded people involved in differ-
ent kinds of enterprises, no at-
tempt was made to scale the vari-
ous items.

Contacts with Agricultural Workers
and Their Relative Effectiveness

Types of contacts, frequency of
contacts, and proportion of farmers
who had such contacts constitute
information which is expected to
provide a perspective from which
to view these data. Table 1 shows

the types of contacts farmers had,
the frequency of these contacts,

°M. Wilson, and G. Gallup, Extension
Teaching Methods, U. S. Department of
Agriculture, Extension Circular 495,
1955, p. 4.
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.Agent visit your farm.._____ 451 228 9.9 184 3.8 22
Attend group meetings called by the agent - 54.4 185 13.0 9.3 4.8 25
Read circular letters or cards from the agent 11.9 6.5 114 250 452 102

. Visit the agent’s office._...________ 260 125 153 239 223 58

. Obtain bulletins from the agent( through
the mail, at his office, or brought by agent) - 31.5 179 109 85 212 48
Have phone conversations with the agent ... 78.3 9.81 = 3§ 5.4 3.2 1.6

7. Visit demonstration plots or attend other

demonstrations ... 604 278 64 5.4 0.8

. Make an individual farm analysis with
the agent 880 9.9 1.6 ] 0.2
Participate in group farm and home
planning procedures with the agent ... 91.0 7.0 1.5 S 0.7

. Make a trip with theagent .. 910 75 5 3 S5 03

. Attend farm tours in the township or county 82.6  13.6 3.8 0.3

. Attend annual meetings 719 200 7.1 S 5 05

. Attend Extension program planning
meetings 91.8 7.0 1.2 0.1

10

South Dakota Experiment Station Bulletin 493

Table 1. Proportion of Farmers Having Each Type of Contact, and Contact Ratio

Type of contact*

Per Individual in the County

Number of conta

cts

None 1-2 3-4 5-10

Ratio per
ind. in

Over 10 county

*See Appendix I. Agent as used in Table 1 refers to professional agricultural workers.

and the proportion of each con-
tact which corresponds to each in-
dividual in the county. Inspection
of this table shows, for example,
that 459/ of the farmers inthe coun-
ty were not visited by a worker
during the last 12 months, but 22%
were visited more than five times;
26% did not visit the office of any
worker, but 46% visited their offices
more than five times.

Table 1 also shows the individu-
al contact ratio—the number of
specific contacts the average farm-
er in the county had.

When people were asked which
of the types of contacts listed in
Table 1 they had found most help-
ful, they most often mentioned
farm visits. Studies in various parts

of the country a number of years
ago had shown that method and
result demonstrations accounted
for most of the adoption of farm
practices.® In this study, demon-
strations have been mentioned as
helpful sources of farm information
much fewer times. This is probably
because in recent years less em-
phasis has been placed on result
demonstrations in this and other
states.

Group meetings have also been
found in previous studies to ac-
count for the adoption of more
practices than farm visits. The
only group meetings which have
been mentioned often in this in-

°Ibid., p. 17.
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quiry are those referring to partici-
pation in group farm and home
planning procedures with the
worker. Such group meetings, along
with individual farm analyses with
the worker and farm visits con-
stitute types of contacts which
have been mentioned as most help-

ful.

This indicates that farmers feel
they get the most help from the
worker when they have the oppor-
tunity and time to personally dis-
cuss with him all problems which
refer to their enterprise and partic-
ularly when this can happen on
their farm. This may be an in-
dication of the place of individual
contacts, which, although more ex-
pensive than other means of trans-
mission of farm information, per-
form a specific function which pro-
bably cannot be replaced by group
and mass media.”

Favorable opinions concerning
such replacement have been ex-
pressed in recent years due to
the overall effectiveness of the
new mass media, such as televi-
sion, in the dissemination of farm
information. It is quite probable,
however, that for certain practices,
certain stages of the diffusion proc-
ess, and certain individuals such
effectiveness is not enough to se-
cure complete adjustment to the
new situation. However, it is also
known that for a considerable
number of farmers if the farm en-
terprise is to survive, it is necessary
that the farmer continuously adjust
his skills and knowledge to fit the
new situation.

Table 2 shows the proportion of

Table 2. Proportion of Farmers with
Different Contact Scores According to
Each Professional Agricultural Worker

No Score Score

Worker score 1-50 over5S0
County agent .. 27.1 59.2 137
SCS work unit

conservationist . 34.1 502 15.7
ASC office

manager ... 126 578 296
FHA county

supervisor ______ 86.5 9.5 4.1
Farm and Home

Development
agent* . 0.0 8.0 920
All workers .. 2.6 39.2 582

*These proportions refer only to 45 farm oper-
ators who cooperate with the Farm and Home
Agent.

contacts which corresponds to
each worker in the county. This
table does not refer to each con-
tact but to the total score of all
contacts with each professional ag-
ricultural worker. As has been ex-
plained previously, each type of
contact has been given a score.
This score multiplied by the times
that contact has occurred gives the
total score for each type of con-
tact, and also the total score of con-
tacts with each worker.

Inspection of Table 2 shows only
2.69, of the farmers have not had
any contact with agricultural work-
ers in the county. On the other
hand, 58.29, have a score of at least
50. This implies that if the only
contact these people had was the
farm visit, each would have had in
the last 12 months a minimum of

“Information on the effectiveness of the
various methods in relation to cost can
be found in Wilson and Gallup, op. cit.,
p- 16.
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contacts corresponding to 5.2 farm
visits.

Comparing professional agricul-
tural workers as to the amount of
contact they had with farmers in
the county, the same table shows
that there is a higher proportion of
farmers with scores over 50 having
contact with the ASC office mana-
ger, as compared with those who
had the same amount of contacts
with the county agent. Coughnour
on the other hand, who has also
sampled a single county, has found
the opposite to be true.®

Farmers were also asked to men-
tion which worker’s program in
general they had found most help-
ful. In rank order they mentioned:
the programs of the county ASC,
SCS, Extension Service, and FHA.
Of those who participated in the
Farm and Home Development
Program, 78% mentioned it.

This information is presented to
provide a perspective from which
to view these data, not to compare
agencies. Such a comparison would
not be realistic because of the na-
ture of the work of each agency.

Sources of Most Helpful Information in Farming

Besides the exploration of con-
tacts with agricultural workers in
the county, there are a consider-
able number of studies which deal
with sources of farm information
in general and also the influence
of these sources on the adoption
of farm practices. Wilson and Gal-
lup? reviewing a large number
of studies conducted in 27 states
between 1923 and 1941, found
that neighbors and friends were
credited for adoption of more prac-
tices than any other source, while
result demonstrations were second.

A few of the recent studies have
also shown that neighbors and
friends are the most often men-
tioned source.’® However, most of
these later studies show farm jour-
nals and newspapers as most often
mention sources, while either radio
or newspapers frequently follow.1?
In the present study, farm journals

have also been found to be the
most often mentioned source of

8Milton Coughnour, Agricultural Agen-
cies As Information Sources for Farmers
in a Kentucky County, Progress Report
82, Kentucky Experiment Station, Uni-
versity of Kentucky, 1959, p. 8.

*Wilson and Gallup, op. cit., p. 13.

“The Cass County Study: An Evaluation
of the Extension Service and the Farm
and Home Labor Saving Show in the At-
lantic, Cass County, Iowa, Trading
Area, Towa State College Agricultural
Extension Service, 1949.

“Herbert Lionberger, Low-Income Farm-
ers in Missouri: Their Contacts with Po-
tential Sources of Farm and Home In-
formation, Research Bulletin 441, Agri-
cultural Experiment Station, College of
Agriculture, University of Missouri,
1949, pp. 22-25. Herbert Lionberger,
Sources and Use of Farm and Home In-
formation by Low-Income Farmers in
Missouri, Research Bulletin 472, Agri-
cultural Experiment Station, College of
Agriculture, University of Missouri,
1951, pp. 9-18.
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helpful information; however, this
is not true for newspapers.'*

Figure 1 shows the sources of
information farmers find most help-
ful in learning about new farming
practices. Farmers were asked to
check on a list of sources of farm
information all the sources from
which they usually get helpful in-
formation. They were also asked to
double check the two sources
which they considered most help-
ful.

Inspection of Figure 1 shows
that farm papers and farm maga-
zines are considered by far the
most helpful source of farm infor-
mation. This is true in spite of the
fact that most of the studies which
deal with the comparative effect of
the various media have shown that
personal address is superior in per-
suasive power to mechanical oral
appeal, which is in turn superior
to printed appeal!® Local or out-
side newspapers are mentioned
only as secondary sources of farm
information. Neighbors, friends,
and relatives are mentioned sec-
ond as a primary source; however,
they rate the highest as secondary
sources.

Individual talks with the county
agent, South Dakota State College
bulletins, and circular letters from
the county agent have been men-
tioned as the third, fourth, and
fifth important sources of helpful
information in adopting new prac-
tices. However, the differences in
rating among these three media
are very small.

Among secondary sources of
farm information, South Dakota

State College bulletins were rated
higher than the other two sources.
The rest of the professional agri-
cultural workers in the county (all
workers, excluding the county
agent), along with seed and ferti-
lizer dealers and salesmen, have
been mentioned sixth and seventh
as sources of most helpful farm in-
formation. Extension meetings and
demonstrations were eighth.

Finally, radio, television, news-
papers coming into the county, and
the county newspaper were the
last mentioned sources of primary
information. With the exception of
the local newspaper, which had
been mentioned by only 31.3% of
the farmers in the county, each of
the other three sources had been
mentioned by nearly half of the re-
spondents as secondary sources of
helpful information.

It has been mentioned that the
present inquiry does not deal with
sources of helpful information re-
ferring to specific farm practices,
but to all farm practices. The only
exception is soil testing. Figure 2

®It is difficult to compare the findings of
the existing studies because some of them
are concerned with the relative import-
ance of sources of information for spe-
cific practices, while others are concerned
with general sources of farm informa-
tion. Furthermore, in some areas stud-
ied, certain diffusion media were not
available to the population studied and
the classification of diffusion media was
not the same.

*Joseph T. Klapper, “The Comparative
Effects of the Various Media,” in Wil-
bur Schramm, The Process and Effects
of Mass Communication, University of
Illinois Press, Urbana, Illinois, 1966,
pp- 93-95.
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SOURCES PERCENT OF FARMERS

NEIGHBOR, FRIENDS, RELATIVES

RADIO
]57.6
TELEVISION
154.5
NEWSPAPERS
53.6
65.6

FARM PAPERS AND MAGAZINES

COUNTY NEWSPAPER 67,9I
EXTENSION MEETING AND DEMONSTRATION BRSSE| 28'5-. _|67'0
64.6

INDIVIDUAL TALKS WITH COUNTY AGENT

CIRCULAR LETTERS FROM THE

COUNTY AGENT

SOUTH DAKOTA STATE COLLEGE BULLETINS

OTHER AGRICULTURAL WORKERS (SCS
WORK UNIT CONSERVATIONIST, 3 .
FARM AND HOME DEVELOPMENT AGENT, | _154.9
ASC OFFICE MANAGER)

SEED, FEED, AND FERTILIZER DEALERS,
SALESMEN

- MENTIONED AS PRIMARY HELPFUL SOURCE
MENTIONED AS HELPFUL SOURCE
:] NOT MENTIONED AS HELPFUL SOURCE

Figure 1. Sources of information farmers have found most helpful in learning
about new farming practices.
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shows the sources of information farmers have mentioned the Ex-
which farmers find most helpful in tension Service as a source of help-
soil testing. More than half the ful information.

SOURCES PERCENT OF FARMERS
EXTENSION SeRvcE R 539
NEIGHBOR, FRIENDS, RELATIVES . 4.0
FARM PAPERS AND MAGAZINES I 44.9
DEALERS AND SALESMEN IR 4 4
RADIO AND TELEVISION I 2.6
OWN EXPERIENCE . 455
NONE l 72

Figure 2. Sources of information farmers have found most useful in soil testing.

Relationship Between Contacts with
Agricultural Workers and Sources
of Helpful Information

It has been shown that certain certain practices there are specific
sources of farm information are sources which are mentioned more
considered more helpful than oth-
ers. Previous studies have indi-
cated also that people with differ-
ent socio-economic characteristics
metion ditentsoucs of belp 33 o) R o

: Bryce Ryan, “A Study in Technological

ing speciﬁc farm PraCticeS’ such Diffusion,” Rural Sociology, Vol XIII,
studies have indicated that for  (September, 1948), No. 3, pp. 273-285.

“Herbert Lionberger, op. cit., Research
Bulletin 441 and 472. E. A. Wilkening,

“Sources of Information for Improved
Farm Practices,” Rural Sociology, Vol.
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Table 3. Relationships Between Contacts with Professional Agricultural Workers
and Mentioned Sources of Helpful Information on Farming

Level of Amount of
signif. assn.
Source of helpful information x* Phi
Individual talks with county agent P<.01 47
Farmtours .. . P<01 41
Extension meetings and demonstrations...________ P<.01 31
Individual talks with other agricultural workers (SCS
work unit conservationist, ASC office manager) . P<.01 .28
County newspaper ... .26
Television 20
Circular letters 19
Newspapers ... 16
Neighbors and friends._____
Radio .
Seed, feed and fertilizer dealers ~
Farmer papers
SDSC bulletins -40

Agricultural teachers and schools*

*Not enough cases.

often than others.'® Finally, such
studies have also shown that users
of the county agent, other institu-
tionalized sources, and no institu-
tionalized sources have mentioned
different sources of helpful informa-
tion.'® The present portion of this
inquiry also deals with sources
which have been found most help-
ful by farmers having different
amounts of contacts with all agri-
cultural workers.

Table 3 demonstrates first,
sources of helpful information
which are related to contacts with
agricultural workers; and second,
the rank order of these sources in
reference to their relationship to
contacts.

Inspection of this table shows
that individual talks with the coun-
ty agent, farm tours, Extension
meetings and demonstrations, and

local newspapers are postively and
significantly related to contacts
with agricultural workers. This im-
plies that farmers who have more
contacts with agricultural workers
have found these sources more use-
ful than farmers with fewer con-
tacts.

No relationship was found be-
tween contacts and sources such as
neighbors and friends, radio, farm
papers, and seed and fertilizer
dealers. South Dakota State Col-
lege bulletins have been found
negatively and significantly related
to contacts with these workers.
Farmers, then, with fewer or no
contacts, find South Dakota State

“Herbert Lionberger, op. cit., Research
Bulletins 441 and 472.

*Herbert Lionberger, op. cit., Research
Bulletins 441 and 472.
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College bulletins more useful than
farmers with more contacts.

The last column of Table 3
shows the amount of association
which exists between contacts and
sources of most helpful informa-
tion in farming (as measured by
Phi coefficient!™) and also the
rank order of the various sources,
ranked according to their useful-
ness to those who have more con-
tacts with agricultural workers. In-
dividual talks with the county
agent are shown to be, for those
with more contacts, the most help-
ful source of farm information;
farm tours are shown second; Ex-
tension meetings and demonstra-
tions third; individual talks with
the other agricultural workers (all
workers, excluding the county
agent) fourth; local newspapers
fifth; television sixth; and circular
letters seventh.

Sources of helpful information
on soil testing have been treated
separately in the previous pages
from practices which refer to farm-
ing in general. To determine the
sources of information on soil test-
ing which have been found more
useful to farmers with varying de-
grees of contacts, each source of
helpful information had been cor-
related with the variable (con-
tacts with professional agricultural
workers). These relationships have
shown that the only source of help-
ful information which is related

significantly to contacts with agri-
cultural workers is the Extension
Service. It can be said, then, that
farmers who have more contacts
with agricultural workers find the
Extension Service more helpful
than farmers with fewer contacts.

Concerning friends and neigh-
bors and farm papers and maga-
zines, no significant differences
have been found between those
who have more contacts with ag-
ricultural workers and those who
have fewer or no contacts with
them. The rest of the sources have
not been included in this testing
due to the small number of farm-
ers who checked them.,

*Phi coefficient (Mean Square Contin-
gency), which is used throughout this
paper, is a measurement of association
appropriate for four-cell tables. The for-
mula Phi= (ad—bc)

V (a+b) (c+d) (a+c) (b+d)
is used in this study ( For more mforma-
tion see Wert, Neidt, and Ahman, Statis-
tical Methods, Appleton-Century Crofts,
Inc., New York, 1953, p. 153.) How-
ever, data secured with the use of this
measurement should not be considered
absolute. Goodman and Krusal, review-
ing measurements of association, state,
“There are no convincing published de-
fenses of x* like statistics (such as Phi,
C. T, etc.) as measure of association,
and the reason is that it is difficult to
compare meaningfully their values for
two cross-classifications.”  (“Measure-
ments of Association,” American Statis-
tical Association, Vol. 49, December
1954.)
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Relationship Between Contacts with
Agricultural Workers and Other
Types of Contacts

Contacts with agricultural
workers have been previously con-
ceptualized as a latent behavioral
predisposition influenced by a
number of personal, social, and
economic factors. If this predispo-
sition exists with reference to con-
tacts with agricultural workers,
then it should be expected that this
predisposition would have similar
influence on contacts referring to
the number of sources of farm in-
formation used, to contacts with
farm organizations, and probably
to contacts with other formal or-
ganizations (church or secular).!8

Table 4 shows how people with
high frequency of contacts with ag-
ricultural workers behave in refer-
ence to their formal participation
and in reference to the use of
sources of farm information. In-
spection of this table shows that
the relationship between contacts
with agricultural workers and for-
mal participation for all three
types of participation is positive
and statistically significant. Farm-
ers, then, who have wider contacts
with agricultural agenciesalso have
wider contacts with formal organi-
zations.

Lionberger has also found that
farmers who use agricultural work-
ers participate more in formal or-
ganizations; however, he also found
that those who had contacts with
the county agent had much more

formal participation than those
who had contacts with other in-
stitutionalized agencies.® Similar
relationships were also found in
relation to the use of communica-
tion media. The farmers who have
wider contacts with agricultural
workers use more media to secure
information about farming,

The third column in Table 4
shows the amount of association
which exists between contacts with
agricultural workers and the three
types of formal participation. In-
spection of this table shows that

Table 4. Relationships Between Contacts
with Workers and Other Types of
Contacts

Level of Amount of

signif. assn.
Other types of contact x* Phi
Farm organization
participation ... P<.01 451
Church participation P<.01 243
Secular participation . P<.01 179

Number of sources
used for farm in-

formation __________ P<.01
Number of sources

used for soil

testing® P<.05

*Only those who had their soil tested were
asked to answer the question on the sources
they use to receive information on soil testing.

**The F. Chapin scale has been used te
compute participation scores.

“Herbert Lionberger, op. cit., Research
Bulletin 581.
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the association between farm par-
ticipation and contacts is higher
than the association between secu-
lar nonfarm or church participation
and contacts. Participation in farm
organizations, then, is probably
more important to people with
higher contacts, not only for the
reasons which make them partici-
pate in formal organizations in
general, but also for other reasons.

Church participation is also
shown to be more closely related
to contacts with agricultural work-
ers than is secular participation.
This could be because those with
higher contacts are either people
with stronger religious convictions,
or that church attendance is a
group norm and these are people
who conform more to such norms
than those with low contacts. Con-
cluding, then, we could say that

farmers who have more contacts
with agricultural workers also have
wider contacts with formal organi-
zation, primarily farm organiza-
tions; and they use more commun-
ication media to secure informa-
tion on soil testing and farming in
general.

There are other types of contacts
which could be explored to deter-
mine existing patterns referring at
least to the local setting, such as
informal contacts. However, such
data have not been included in this
inquiry. There is one statement,
though, about informal contacts
which our previous data allow us
to make—farmers who have more
contacts with agricultural workers
rely less on their informal con-
tacts concerning farm information
than people who come in less or
no contact with these workers.
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Relationship Between Contacts with
Agricultural Workers and Adoption,
Knowledge, and Attitudes Toward

Recommended Farm Practices

The relationship between com-
munication of farm information
and adoption has been primarily
studied under three forms:2° actu-
al contacts with agricultural work-
ers, use of information media,
and informal contacts. The last
has been most meaningfully in-
vestigated in studies dealing with
the process through which the
farm information reaches farm peo-
ple, the so-called diffusion process.

The present study deals with the
relationship between adoption of
farm practices and the first of
these three areas—contacts with
professional agricultural workers.
However, besides adoption of farm
practices, as has been explained in
the section on methodology, an at-
tempt has been made to explore
the relationship between contacts
and attitudes toward recommend-
ed farm practices and also con-
tact and basic knowledge about
farming,

Table 5 shows that all three—
adoption, knowledge, and attitudes
toward recommended farm prac-
tices—are positively and signifi-
cantly related to contacts with ag-
ricultural workers in the coun-
ty?! Knowledge about farming,
however, is less closely related to
contacts than are attitudes toward

recommended farm practice and
actual adoption. When contacts
were related to total of adoption,
knowledge, and attitudes, a higher
relationship was found. As has
been mentioned previously, this
type of technological change,
which includes changes in three
aspects of behavior—skills, know-
ledge, and attitudes—according to
Extension theorists is the most de-
sirable type of change.

When contacts with each of the

*See: issue of Rural Sociology dealing
with adoption of farm practices, Rural
Sociology, Vol. XXIII, (June, 1958), No.
2. Sociological Research on the Diffusion
and Adoption of New Farm Practices,
Report of the Subcommittee on the Dif-
fusion and Adoption of Farm Practices,
The Rural Sociological Society, Ken-
tucky Agricultural Experiment Station,
University of Kentucky, Department of
Rural Sociology, Lexington, Kentucky,
1952. Social Factors in the Adoption of
Farm Practices, Research bibliography,
North Central Rural Sociology Commit-
tee, Iowa State College, 1959.

#Several studies which deal with contacts
with agricultural workers and adoption
have shown that there is a significant re-
lationship between these variables.
However a few, such as E. Rogers, have
studied the variables which intervene
and the spuriousness of the relationship.
E. Rogers, “A Conceptual Variable
Analysis of Technological Change,”
Rural Sociology, Vol. XXIII, (June,
1958), No. 2, p. 136.
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Table 5. Relationships Between Contacts
with Professional Agricultural Workers
and Adoption, Knowledge, and Atti-

Table 6. Relationships Between Total of
Adoption, Knowledge,and Contact with
Specific Professional Agricultural

tudes Toward Farm Practices Workers
Relationship between Level of Amount of
adoption, knowledge, Slgrallf- assn.
attitudes and contact =~ Workers* x° Phi
Level of Amount of ~
2%
Variable expected to be signif. assn. (’qunt}’ agent. P<.01 224
influenced by contacts 'S Phi SCS WO_I'k }lnlt con-

: 5 servationist ___. . P<.01 197
Adoptlon -------------- P<.01 298 ASC office manager P<.05 172
Knowledge P<.05 141 = — — -

: Contacts with other workers are not included
At_tltUdes tovyard in this table due to the small number of cases
tarm practices ... P<.01 270 involved in the corresponding relationships.

Total of adoption,
knowledge,and at- tion indicate that the extent to
titudes toward rec- which farmers have contacts with
ommended farm agricultural workers, and particu-
P G S P<.01 334 larly with the Extension staff, de-

three workers—county agent, SCS
work unit conservationist, and
ASC office manager—were related
to total of adoption, knowledge,
and attitudes, all three relation-
ships were found positive and
significant. The relationship with
the county agent was highest
(Phi=.244), with the SCS work
unit conservationist second (Phi=
197), and the ASC office manager
third (Phi=.172) (See Table 6).

As has been stated, this informa-
tion cannot be used for compari-
son among workers because of the
type and objectives of their work.
Herbert Lionberger, however, has
also found that users of the coun-
ty agent had higher scores than
farmers who used all the other in-
stitutionalized sources together,
and much higher scores than those
who did not use any institution-
alized sources.??

The present study and others
dealing with contacts and adop-

termines to a great extent the
adoption of recommended farm
practices. However, participation
in Extension activities, calls at the
office, and requests that the agent
visit the farm are voluntary. Thus
it is obvious that people who seek
contact with agricultural workers
are motivated differently from those
who do not seek contact with them.

Differences in adoption, then,
between those who come in con-
tact and those who do not should
not be attributed entirely to direct
Extension efforts because these
people were different to start with.
On the other hand, these farmers
would probably not have acquired
this knowledge if the agricultural
agencies had not created oppor-
tunities and situations in which
people gain the abilities necessary
to successfully meet their needs
and interests in line with their ob-
jectives.

*?Herbert Lionberger, op. cit., Research
Bulletin 581.



22

Another area where motivational
factors could affect adoption is the
motivation of a person who finds
himself in a learning situation.
Given that any type of contact
could be considered as a learning
situation, it is logical to expect
that persons with different moti-
vations, such as more money in-
vested in their farm enterprise or
persons with more education,
would acquire different learning
experiences from persons who are
not so motivated.

The relationship, then, between
contacts and adoption should not
be viewed independently but as a
part of a motivational framework
which involves a number of per-
sonal, social, and economic factors.
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These motivational factors are hy-
pothesized to affect the relation-
ship between contacts and total of
adoption, knowledge and attitudes
in two ways: (1) It is hypothe-
sized that they force more persons
with _particular characteristics to
seek contacts with agricultural
workers; and (2) It is hypothe-
sized that persons with such char-
acteristics absorb and utilize more
effectively the information given
by the workers, regardless of the
fact that they might have the
same number of contacts.

An attempt has been made to
test these two hypotheses. The
testing on the first hypothesis is
presented next, with the second
hypothesis on page 32.

Relationship Between Contacts with

Agricultural Workers

Motivation has been mentioned
as an essential condition of con-
tacts. Motive-incentive conditions
include interests, attitudes, needs,
and purposes. Such factors as these
energize behavior, make it selec-
tive, and direct it toward certain
ends. Motive-incentive conditions,
in the case of contacts with agri-
cultural workers (but mostly with
Extension agents), have been
found to be determined by: (a)
the demands which the environ-
ment makes upon the individual
and (b) the constitution of the
individual. More specifically, the
former deals primarily with social

and Selected Factors

and economic demands, while the
latter deals primarily with the per-
sonality of the individual, encom-
passing aspects such as education,
values, and attitudes.

In the present study, factors
dealing with both environmental
and constitutional demands are
used in order to investigate their
influence on three types of con-
tacts: (a) total of all contacts, (b)
personal, group, and mass con-
tacts, and (c) specific contacts.
Besides factors which affect con-
tacts, a number of factors which
are expected to be affected by
contacts and a number of factors
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which are probably mutually de-
pendent with contacts are studied.
Assuming, then, that different di-
rections exist in the relationship
between these factors and con-
tacts, the best way to express this
relationship using a single term
would probably be “characteristics
of persons who come in contact
with agricultural workers.”

The characteristics of people
who come in contact with agricul-
tural workers, and primarily the
county agent, have been discussed
by a number of investigators.??
However, besides studies which
deal with the clientele of the agri-
cultural agencies, there are other
studies which deal with audiences
in general or audiences classified
according to education, occupation,
or in terms of other characteristics
which may correspond to special
interest groupings.?*

In summarizing such research,
Larzarsfeld concluded that what
he calls primary social characteris-
tics—such as sex, age, education,
and status—make a considerable
difference, not only in channels of
communication used, but in the
particular programs listened to and
newspaper items read. This sug-
gests that the effectiveness of a
particular communication channel
relative to alternative channels de-
pends on the audience as well as
upon the type of communication
or the purpose of the communi-
cator.

TOTAL OF ALL CONTACTS

Table 7 shows the way certain
factors are related to the total of

Table 7. Relationships Between Selected
Factors and Contacts with Professional

Agricultural Workers
Level of Amountof
signif. assn.
Selected factors x? Phi

Acres you farm (in-

cluding pastures) = P<.01 BoPX
Acresyouown._.______ N.S.
Acres in crop thisyear P<.05 161
Tenure ... N.S.
Value of livestock . ... P<.01 227
Value of machinery  P<.01 176
Networth 1 128
Gross farm income.... P<.01 318
Level of living ... P<.01 199
Years as farmoperator  N.S.
Size of family ... P<.05 159
Education . P<.01 282
Ja\ms FET e e N.S
Attitude toward the

Extension Service .. P<.01 282

*Due to the fact that in this particular relation-
ship the middle categories have been elimi-
nated, the presented Phi coefficient should not
be used for comparison with the rest of the
Phi coefficients which are presented in this
table.

tRelationship approaches the 5% level.

*D. L. Gibson, The Clientele of the Ag-
ricultural Extension Service, Michigan
Agriculture Experiment Quarterly Bul-
letin, 1944, Vol. 26, No. 4, pp. 237-246.
Herbert Lionberger, op. cit., Research
Bulletin 441, Helen C. Abell, Olaf F.
Larson, and Elizabeth R. Dickerson,
Communication of Agricultural Informa-
tion in a South-Central New York Coun-
ty, Cornell University Agricultural Ex-
periment Station, Mimeographed Bulle-
tin 49, 1957. Milton Coughenour, op. cit.,
Progress Report 82.

2P, F. Lazarsfeld, “Audience Research,”
in Bernard Berelson and Morris Jano-
witz, Reader in Public Opinion and Com-
munication, the Free Press, Glencoe, Illi-
nois, 1950, pp. 337-46.
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all contacts with agricultural
workers. As have the previous ta-
bles, this table shows factors which
are significantly related to contacts
with agricultural workers and also
the amount of relationship which
exists between contacts and each
of these factors.

Acres farmed, owned, in crops.
Acres farmed and acres in crops,
as in other studies, have been
found to be factors positively re-
lated to the total of all contacts
with agricultural workers. How-
ever, number of acres owned has
not been found related to such con-
tacts, possibly because a number
of landowners lease some of their
land to other operators.

Tenure. Recent studies in Iowa
have shown that when tenure is
controlled a number of known re-
lationships change direction. How-
ever, the present data along with
data elsewhere have shown that
there is no significant difference
between tenants and owners con-
cerning contacts with agricultural
workers.

Net worth and gross farm income.
Net worth is a factor which has
often been found moderately re-
lated to contacts with agricultural
workers and also to other status
factors, such as participation in
formal organizations. The motiva-
tion behind this variable, however,
could be both social and economic.
Gross farm income, on the other
hand, is a factor which is also both
economic and social but its eco-

nomic aspect is directly related to
agricultural technology. This is
probably the reason farmers with
higher gross farm income seek
more contacts with agricultural
workers.

Value of livestock and machinery.
Money invested in both livestock
and machinery is related to con-
tacts with agricultural workers.
Similarly, positive relationships
have been found with acres farmed
and acres in crops. It becomes ob-
vious, then, that the more money
farmers invest in the farm enter-
prise the more they seek contacts
with agricultural workers.

Education. Education is a factor
which is highly related to con-
tacts with agricultural workers.
This has been found to be the case
in any study dealing with contacts
with agricultural workers and with
variables dealing with technolog-
ical change, such as adoption of
farm practices, knowledge, atti-
tudes toward recommended farm
practices, and attitudes toward
the Extension Service and the Ex-
periment Station. This, however, as
discussed in a chapter which fol-
lows, has not always been found to
be true when other intervening var-
iables are controlled.

Age and years as a farm opera-
tor. Neither age nor number of years
a farmer has spent as a farm op-
erator is significantly related to
contacts. However, the direction
of the relationship is negative.
This same direction has been found
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statistically significant in other sim-
ilar studies.

Level of Living.?? As in other
studies, level of living has been
found positively related to con-
tacts. Often the function of this
variable is explained as social.
The farmer who has a high level
of living probably has high status
in the community, and in his at-
tempt to retain or improve this
status, he seeks more contacts and
adopts more recommended prac-
tices.

Size of family. Size of the family
has often been found negatively
related to contacts and to adop-
tion. In the present inquiry, how-
ever, the relationship is positive
and statistically significant.

Attitudes toward the Extension
Service and Experiment Station.2¢

Attitudes toward the Extension
Service and the Experiment Sta-
tion have been found positively
and significantly related to con-
tacts with agricultural agents.

Comparison of the Various Factors
as to Their Influence on Contacts

The right column in Tables 5, 6,
and 7 shows the degree of relation-
ship that exists between contacts
and a number of variables which
are treated in the present inquiry.
Phi coefficient, the measurement of
association which is used to show
the amount of relationship that
exists between two variables, like
any other x? type measurement of
association, is not completely reli-

able. However, when it is used
with discretion it can give a fairly
accurate indication of the amount
of association that exists between
two variables.

Inspection of this column in all
three tables shows there is consid-
erable variation in the relationship
of contacts with these other varia-
bles. Explaining these associations
in terms of characteristics of peo-
ple who have more contacts with
agricultural workers, we could say
that these are people who partici-
pated in farm organizations more
than those who have fewer or no
contacts. Their technological com-
petence is higher, their gross farm
income is higher, they have more
formal education, and they have
more favorable attitudes toward
the Extension Service and the Ex-
periment Station.

®This index is a modified form of the
Sewell Scale (T. C. Belcher and E. F.
Sharp, A Shori Scale for Measuring Farm
Family Living: A Modification of Sew-
ell’'s Socio-Economic Scale, Oklahoma
Agricultural Experiment Station Techni-
cal Bulletin T-46, Stillwater, 1952). In-
cluded are 24 items on household facili-
ties, equipment and furnishings, and also
on transportation and communication.
Participation items are treated sepa-
rately.

*Seven questions dealing with attitudes
toward the Extension Service and the
Experiment Station were used to define
the variable—attitudes toward the Exten-
sion Service and the Experiment Sta-
tion. Six of these questions were found
unidimentional and were used to de-
velop an index measuring these attitudes.
Unidimentionality was tested with the
use of the Guttman technique. A 908 co-
efficient of reproducibility showed that
these items could be considered scala-

ble.
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Other characteristics which dif-
ferentiate those with more from
those with fewer contacts, but
which are not as distinguishable,
refer to people who invest more
money in livestock and machinery.
They farm more acres, they have
more acres in crops, they have a
higher level of living, and they par-
ticipate more in formal organiza-
tions, particularly church organiza-
tions.

Age, years as farm operator, and
tenure, as in studies conducted
elsewhere, have not been found to
be characteristics which differen-
tiate farmers with more contacts
from those with fewer contacts.??

PERSONAL, GROUP, AND
MASS CONTACTS

The main reason we classify con-
tacts into personal, group, and mass
in most studies is to determine
their effectiveness. However, from
the theoretical point of view, a
number of meaningful interpreta-
tions derived from such classifica-
tion have been attained with the
use of principles of social psychol-
ogy, educational psychology, and
sociology.

In the present study no attempt
has been made to advance any
basic theory but only to show char-
acteristics of people who use each
of these contacts. Table 8 shows
the relationship between these
three types of contacts and char-
acteristics which have been used
in the previous pages.

Personal contacts. The same fac-
tors which are related to contacts

in general are also related to per-
sonal contacts. The only exception
is the variable, acres owned, which
has not been found related to con-
tacts in general. The same sim-
ilarity appears when the various
factors are compared as to their
association with contacts. Factors,
such as formal participation, acres
farmed, gross farm income, total of
adoption, knowledge, and attitudes
toward recommended farm prac-
tices, which have shown the high-
est association with contacts in
general, have also shown the high-
est association with personal con-
tacts.

Group contacts. Again the same
factors which have been found re-
lated to contacts in general have
also been found related to group
contacts. This is also true concern-
ing factors which have been found
more related to contacts in general;
the same factors show the highest
relationship with group contacts
with the exception of the variable,
acres farmed, which has been
found less associated with group
contacts.

Mass contacts. The only factors
which have been found related to
contacts but not to mass contacts
are value of livestock and size of
family. Concerning factors which
have been found more closely re-

*Herbert Lionberger, op. cit., Research
Bulletin 441. E. A. Wilkening, op. cit.,
Rural Sociology. Lee Coleman, “Differ-
ential Contact with Extension Work in a
New York Rural Community,” Rural
Sociology, XVI, (September 1951), pp.
208-216.
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Table 8. Relationships Between Selected Factors and Personal, Group, and Mass
Contacts with Professional Agricultural Workers

Personal Group Mass
Levelof Amount Levelof Amount Levelof Amount
signif. of assn. signif. of assn. signif. of assn.

Selected factors x* Phi x* Phi x* Phi
Acres you farm

(including pasture) . P<.01 504 P<.05 131 P<.01 255
Acres you own .. P<.01 .365 N.S. N.S.
Acres in crops this year  P<.01 .238 P<.05 130 P<.05 158
Tenure . . . N.S. N.S. N.S.
Value of livestock. . P<.01 .198 P<.05 156 N.S.
Value of machinery P<.01 .169 P<.05 164 P<.05 144
Net worth ... P<.05 .160 P<.05 178 P<.05 i85
Gross farm income.____ P<.01 387 P<.01 297 P<.01 345
Level of living ... P<.01 178 P<.05 130 P<05 137
Farm participation __________ P<.01 .360 P<.01 312 P<.01 254
Formal participation .. P<.01 A77 P<.01 317 P<.01 .350
Size of family P<.05 162 P<.05 144 N.S.
Years as farm operator...  N.S. N.S. N.S.
Education .. P<.01 210 P<.05 163 P<.05 134
Age N.S. N.S. N.S.
Total of adoption, knowl-

edge, attitudes .. .. P<.01 .368 P<.01 .207 P<.01 243
Attitudestoward the Ex-

tension Service and Ex-

periment Station ... P<.01 357 P<.01 333 P<.01 366

lated to contacts, those which have
been found related to contacts in
general have also been found more
related to mass contacts.

Comparison of the three types of
contacts. In almost all cases the rela-
tionship between each of the se-
lected factors and personal con-
tacts is higher than the relation-
ship between the same factors and
group and mass contacts. With cer-
tain factors this difference becomes
more significant. For instance, in
number of acres owned, there is a
strong relationship with personal
contacts, while there is no relation-
ship with group and mass contacts.

When the differences in associa-
tion within the three columns are
compared, the differences become
smaller for group and mass than
for personal contacts. This is true
with almost all factors, although
with some factors the relationship
with group contacts is higher when
compared with mass contacts,
while for other factors it is lower.
The smaller differences among the
three types of contacts appear in
relationships with factors which
have been found more highly re-
lated to contacts in general, such
as gross farm income, formal par-
ticipation, and attitudes toward
the Extension Service.
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Concerning education and the
index which measures the total of
adoption, knowledge, and atti-
tudes toward recommended farm
practices, the association is higher
with personal contacts. The latter
is not in accord with findings pre-
sented by Wilson and Gallup?® who
have found that group contacts ac-
counted for the larger part of the
adoption of farm practices (32.8%,
due to group contacts, 24.8%, indi-
vidual contacts, 23.3%, mass media,
and 19.09 indirect influence). This
may be because the data present-
ed by Wilson and Gallup refer to
studies conducted a number of
years ago when group methods
such as test and result demonstra-
tions were very common; it may
also be that effectiveness of con-
tacts had been measured not by
correlating actual variables but by
asking people through what media
they had received the information
about the practice.

Lionberger, on the other hand,
in agreement with the results of
the present study, has found dif-
ferences in the effectiveness of per-
sonal sources of information as
compared with impersonal
sources.?” There was a higher cor-
relation between the use of per-
sonal sources and adoption of ap-
proved practices than between the
use of impersonal sources and adop-
tion.

In the present study, personal
contacts have not only been found
more effective concerning actual
adoption, knowledge, and attitudes
toward recommended farm prac-
tices, but, as has been shown in

the previous pages, they have also
been mentioned as the most useful
sources of farm information by the
farmers in the county.

This is probably in contrast with
expressed opinions that the new
communication media combined
with effective group methods can
replace personal contacts, which
are comparatively expensive. As
Moser indicates: “No matter how
much emphasis may be placed on
group methods in various pro-
grams, it is still true that much of
the education of the farmers for ag-
ricultural development must be
carried on through personal con-
versations and demonstrations be-
tween the Extension or community
development worker and individu-
al farmers.”3¢

SPECIFIC CONTACTS?!

Since calls at the office, requests
that the agent visit the farm to dis-
cuss some problem, and the visits
to demonstration plots are entirely
voluntary, it has been said that
such contacts are a question of

*Wilson and Gallup, op. cit., p. 14.
*Herbert Lionberger, op. cit., Research
Bulletin 472.

“Arthur Moser, Interrelationships Be-
tween Agricultural Development, Social
Organization, and Personal Attitudes
and Values, Cooperative Extension Pub-
lication, No. 12, Cornell University,
Ithaca, New York, 1960, p. 21.

#0f the 13 types of specific contacts
which have been investigated in the
present inquiry, only seven have been
treated under the present heading. The
remaining six have not been included
due to the small number of farmers who
had such contacts.
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motivation. The question of how
these motivational factors affect
specific contacts and how these
contacts affect other factors will
now be discussed. Table 9 shows,
first, which factors are related to
each specific contact, and second,
which factors are related most to
each of these specific contacts.
Since some of these factors condi-
tion contacts, some are conditioned
by contacts, and others are proba-
bly mutually dependent, the di-
rection of these relationships is
not presented; but factors which
are related to specific contacts are
presented as characteristics of
farmers who have often had this
particular contact.

Farm visit. Farmers who are vis-
ited by agricultural workers usually
have a high score in the scale
which measures total of adoption,
knowledge, and attitudes toward
recommended farm practices. Be-
sides this, these farmers are high
participants in formal organiza-
tions—primarily farm ogranizations.

Concerning total of adoption,
knowledge, and attitudes toward
recommended farm practices, the
only type of contact which is high-
ly related to this variable is farm
visits. Office visits and letters and
cards from the agricultural worker
are also related to the total of
adoption, knowledge, and attitudes
towards recommended farm prac-
tices but both relationships are only
close to being significant at the 5%,
level.

Other characteristics of people
who are visited often by agricul-

tural workers are higher level of
living, higher gross farm income,
higher education, and more favor-
able attitudes towards the Experi-
ment Station and the Extension
Service. Characteristics such as
larger number of acres in crops,
more money invested in livestock,
and higher net worth have also
been found related to farm visits;
the relationships, however, were
only close to being significant at
the 59 level.

Smaller farmers usually com-
plain that agricultural workers visit
the larger farmer more often. This
has not been shown in the present
data because number of acres
farmed and number of acres owned
have not been factors related to
farm visits. Other factors which
have not been found related to
farm visits are age and number of
years as a farm operator. This again
does not seem to be in accord with
the theory that agricultural work-
ers, when they start in a county,
start with a particular age group
and continue working with this
same group all the years they re-
main. At least this is not true in
Deuel County where the same
county agent has worked close to
20 years.

Group meetings. The only defi-
nite characteristic of people who
attend group meetings organized
by agricultural workers is that they
have favorable attitudes toward
the Extension Service and the Ex-
periment Station. There are a few
other factors, such as acres in crops,
gross farm income, and formal



Table 9. Relationships Between Selected Factors and Specific Contacts with Professional Agricultural Workers*

Farm visit
by worker

Attend group
meetings

Read letters
or cards

Office visit

Obtain bulletin

Visit demon-
stration plotst

Attend annual
meetingst

Level of Amount Level of Amount Level of Amount Level of Amount Level of Amount Level of Amount Level of Amount

signif. of assn  signif. of assn  signif. ofassn signif. of assn signif. of assn  signif. of assn  signif. of assn

Selected Factors x* Phi x2 Phi x* Phi x* Phi x* Phi x* Phi 5 Phi
Acres you farm

(including pasture) N.S. INESH N.S. POl .256 N.S. N.S. N.S.
Acres you own .. NS N.S. N.S 7 135 N.S. NS, . i 139
Acres in crops this year ... 3 154 b 154 N.S. P01 211 N.S. NS, N.S.
Tenure N.S N.S. NS, N.S. N.S. NS, N.S.
Value of livestock ... + 162 N.S. N.S P<.01 221 N.S. NS, N.S.
Value of machinery N.S. NS, NS, t 132 N.S. it 170 N.S.
Net worh £ 140 N.S. by 152 18 152 N.S. N.S. P01 322
Gross farm income . P<.01 214 i 146 it 166 P<.01 .386 i 170 N.S. N.S.
Level of living - P<.01 .232 N.S. N.S s 137 NS NS, N.S.
Farm organization

participation . ... r<.01 329 N.S. P<.01 218 P01l 247 i 147 b 170 P01l 232
Formal organization

participation .. P01 262 b Q61 P01 308 P01 344 POl 244 POl 246 P<.01 190
Size of family N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. P01 203 NS. N.S.
Years as farm operator ... N.S. - N.S. NS, . N.S. N.S. NS ¥ 140
Education P01 199 N.S. N.S. b 150 N.S. P01 194 N.S.
Age N.S. N.S. N.S. ¥ —-.144 N.S. NS, P<.01 258
Total of adoption,

knowledge, attitudes P01 361 N.S. i 151 o 173 N.S. NS, P01l 183
Attitudes toward the

Extension Service and

Experiment Station P<.01 188 P01 216 P<.01 212 P<L.01 286 P<.01 273 P<01 229 P<ol 334

*Certain types of contacts have not been included in this table due to the small number of respondents who had such contacts.

1Due to the fact that close to two-thirds of the respondents did not have this particular contact, the measurements of association should be used only for

comparisons inside the column and not between columns.
$Relationship approaches the 5% level.
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participation, which are positively
related to group meeting attend-
ance. These relationships, however,
are only close to being signficant at
the 5%, level.

The remaining factors which
have been found related to con-
tacts in general—such as education,
total of adoption, knowledge, and
attitudes towards recommended
farm practices, money invested in
livestock and machinery, and acres
farmed—have not been found re-
lated to group meeting attendance.

Read letters and cards sent by the
agent. Concerning this type of con-
tact, farmers were not asked if
they receive letters and cards from
the agricultural workers, but if
they read them. Farmers who read
such letters and cards primarily are
high participants in farm and non-
farm organizations, they have more
favorable attitudes toward the Ex-
tension Service and the Experi-
ment Station, and they have more
years as farm operators. This is the
only type of contact which is pos-
itively and significantly related to
longer years as farm operator.

Other factors—such as gross farm
income, net worth, and total of
adoption, knowledge, and atti-
tudes—only approach signifiance at
the 59, level. The remaining fac-
tors among those which have been
treated in this inquiry have not
been found significantly related to
this type of contact.

Office visit. Office visit is a type of
contact which is related to ap-
proximately the same selected fac-

tors as contacts in general. If in-
ternal criteria were to be used in
selecting specific types of contact
in order to construct an index
measuring contacts with agricul-
tural workers, this would probably
be the most reliable item.

As in the case of contacts in gen-
eral, farmers who visit the work-
er’s office usually have high gross
farm income and high formal partic-
ipation. However, the relationship
with the index which measures
total of adoption, knowledge, and
attitudes towards recommended
farm practices which are highly
related to contacts in general only
approaches the 5% level. Number
of acres farmed, on the other hand,
is highly related to office visits.
When these last two relationships
are compared as to the contacts
with particular workers, the associ-
ation is much higher with the index
total when this visit refers to the
county agent’s office, while acres
farmed becomes higher when this
visit refers to the ASC manager’s
office.

Office visit is the only type of
contact which has been found re-
lated to acres farmed; and as has
been stated previously, this is
much more operative when the vis-
it is paid to the ASC office mana-
ger’s office. Age, on the other
hand, has been found negatively
related to office visit.

Obtain bulletins from the worker.
It has been shown previously that
farmers with more favorable atti-
tudes towards the Extension Serv-
ice and the Experiment Station
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consider South Dakota State Col-
lege bulletins a more useful source
of farm information than other
farmers. Farmers with such atti-
tudes are also the ones who obtain
more bulletins from the agricul-
tural worker.

Another variable which is posi-
tively related to this type of con-
tact is size of the family. This is
the only type of contact which is
positively related to the size of the
tamily. Formal participation, farm
participation, and gross farm in-
come are also related to obtaining
bulletins from the worker. The last
two, however, are only close to be-
ing significant at the 5%, level. The
remaining factors have not been
found related to this type of con-
tact.

Visit demonstration plots. Farm-
ers who visit demonstration plots
usually have high formal participa-

tion, favorable attitudes toward
the Extension Service and the Ex-
periment Station, and have higher
education. Farm participation and
value of machinery are also related
to this type of contact. These rela-
tionships, however, only approach
significance at the 5%, level.

Attend annual meetings. With
the exception of characteristics
such as attitudes toward the Ex-
tension Service and the Experi-
ment Station, the total of adop-
tion, knowledge, and attitudes to-
ward recommended farm prac-
tices, and attendance at formal or-
ganizations, farmers who attend
annual meetings have some char-
acteristics which have not been
found related to any of the spe-
cific contacts discussed. These
characteristics are high net worth,
older age, and greater number of
years as farm operator.

Factors Influencing the Relationship Between
Contacts with Agricultural Workers and
Adoption, Knowledge, and Attitudes

Toward Recommended Farm Practices

It has been shown in the pre-
vious pages that the extent to
which farmers make contacts with
professional agricultural workers
depends on certain motivational
factors. It has also been shown

that contacts are closely related to
total of adoption, knowledge, and
attitudes toward recommended
farm practices.

The higher competence of those
who have more contacts, as has
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been mentioned previously, should
not be attributed entirely to direct
efforts of the agricultural agencies,
because these farmers were differ-
ent to start with. It is true, how-
ever, that these skills, knowledge,
and attitudes would probably not
have been acquired if the agricul-
tural agencies had not created op-
portunities and situations in which
these farmers gained the abilities
necessary to successfully meet their
needs and interests in line with
their objectives.

Besides the fact that these mo-
tivational factors influence the fre-
quency of contacts of these people,
theory suggests that such motiva-
tional factors would also influence
the learning situation, and as a
consequence the learning experi-
ences of those who are exposed to
the various teaching methods.

Because learning is a modifica-
tion of behavior through experi-
ence, what man learns is deter-
mined on the one hand by his
constitution, and on the other by
the demands which the environ-
ment makes upon him.?? It is hy-
pothesized, then, that individuals
with the same number of contacts
would be higher or lower in the
scale which measures total of adop-
tion, knowledge, and attitudes to-
ward recommended farm practices,
depending on their motivation.

The motivational factors which
have been used to test this hy-
pothesis refer both to the environ-
ment and to the constitution of the
individual. Motivational factors re-
ferring to the former deal with

money invested in livestock and
machinery, net worth, and social
status.?® Factors referring to the
latter deal with education and age.
Table 10 has been developed to
test this hypothesis.

Inspection of this table shows
that in the group with the stronger
social and economic motivation—
that is, the group with more money
invested in livestock and machin-
ery, higher net worth, and higher
social status—the relationship be-
tween contacts with agricultural
workers and adoption, knowledge,
and attitudes toward recommend-
ed farm practices is higher in com-
parison with the group of people
with lower motivation. The differ-
ence between the two zero order
correlations, as is shown in the
last column to the right of the
table, is significant at the 10%, level
(the minimum accepted for such
comparisons) for social status and
net worth and at a higher level for
money invested in livestock and
machinery. Farmers with more mo-
tivation, then, not only have more
contacts with agricultural workers,
as has been shown previously, but
they also get more out of these con-
tacts in comparison with farmers
with less motivation.

*Gates, Jersild, McConnell, and Challman,

Educational Psychology, The MacMillan
Co., New York, 1949, p. 307.

“In an attempt to explore social motiva-
tion separately from economic motiva-
tion, instead of the commonly used
S.E.S. index, an index related more to
social motivation has been used. This in-
dex includes formal participation and
level of living.
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Table 10. Relationships Between Contacts and Total of Adoption, Knowledge,and
Attitudes When Structural Variables Are Controlled*

Control Variable

High

Low

Relationship between
contact and total of
adoption, knowledge,
and attitudes

Control variable N r P
Net worth

(low $0-28,000) - 88 388 P<.01
Social status

(low 0-31) 93 417 P<.01
Money invested in

livestock and

machinery (low

$0-13,500) . 89 423 P<.01
Education

(low 0-8 gr.) ... 62 316 P<.0l
Age,|| 25-50

(low 25-40) 63 219 P<.05
Age over 40

(low 40-50) . 56 470 P<.01

Relationship between

contact and total of Significance of

adoption knoweldge, differencet
and attitudes X

N r P sigma P

90 202 P<.05 1224 P<.10f
90 .239 P<.01 1326 P<.10
96 315 P<.01 0.647 N.S.
120 333 P<.01 0.119 N.S.
56 333 P<.01 0.656 N.S.
63 219 P<.05 1525 P<.10

*Due to the fact that the number of cases has been diminished under the two dimensions of the
control variable, r is used instead of Phi as a more reliable measurement of association.

+When normal curve is assumed, Z can be used in measuring significance of the difference be-
tween zero correlations and a standard score of 1.282 is required in order to secure differences

significant at the 109 level.
fApproaches the 109 level.

llAge is divided into two groups because when age is introduced as the control variable the rela-
tionship between contacts and total of adoption, knowledge, and attitudes becomes curvilinear.

Because these three economic
factors are usually related to edu-
cation, it could probably be as-
sumed that education has a latent
function in these relationships.
When education, however, is intro-
duced as a control variable, the re-
lationship between contacts with
agricultural workers and total of
adoption, knowledge, and attitudes
toward recommended farm prac-
tices is slightly higher under low
education.

Farmers with more contacts,
then, are higher on the scale which

measures total of adoption, know-
ledge, and attitudes toward recom-
mended farm practices regardless
of their education. However, in
spite of the fact that the relation-
ship is about the same under both
high and low education, we cannot
necessarily say that the two groups
absorb and put into practice this
information in the same way; it is
quite probable that farmers who
have more education but not as
many contacts with agricultural
workers are high in the scale which
measures total of adoption, know-
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ledge, and attitudes toward recom-
mended farm practices because
they receive this information from
some other source outside the
county.

It has been shown in previous
studies that farmers with more ed-
ucation use more sources of farm
information both inside and out-
side the county.®! If this assump-
tion is true, then it becomes obvi-
ous that contacts with agricultural
workers help more and are needed
more by farmers with less educa-
tion. Dean, Aurbach, and Marsh,
using rationality instead of educa-
tion, have found similarly that
there was no significant relation-
ship between contacts with the Ex-
tension Service and adoption of
corn practices recommended by
this agency among “high rationali-
ty” farm operators. However,
among “low rationality” farmers
there was a positive relationship
between contact with Extension
Service and adoption of recom-
mended farm practices.?

Age also seems to be a factor
which affects the relationship be-
tween contact and total of adop-
tion, knowledge, and attitudes to-
ward recommended farm prac-
tices. Inspection of Table 10 shows
that this relationship is higher
(r=.333) for the group including
people 25 to 40 years of age, as
compared with the group which in-
cludes people who are 40 to 50
years of age (r=.219). However,

the difference between these two
zero order correlations is not sig-
nificant at the 109 level, which is
the minimum level of significance
presented in this table.

When the 40 to 50 years of age
group is compared with the group
of people over 50, then the rela-
tionship between contacts and the
total of adoption, knowledge, and
attitudes toward recommended
farm practices becomes higher
(r=470) for the group of people
over 50 as compared with the
group of people who are between
40 and 50 (r=.219). The difference
between these two zero order cor-
relations is significant at the 109,
level.

Concerning the  application,
then, of this finding in program
planning, we cculd say that people
over 50 get more out of their con-
tacts with agricultural workers
than farmers who are younger.

This is particularly true when
they are between the ages of 40
and 50. Or we could say they de-
pend more on the agricultural
workers, probably due to limited
outside contacts, which is the more
probable of the two explanations.

“Herbert Lionberger, op. cit., Research
Bulletin 581.

%A, Dean, H. Aurbach, and P. Marsh,
“Some Factors Related to Rationality in
Decision Making Among Farm Opera-
tors,” Rural Sociology, Vol. XXIII,
(June, 1958), No. 2, p. 134.



APPENDIX | CONTACTS WITH THE VARIOUS PROFESSIONAL AGRICULTURAL WORKERS

What contacts have you had with the various agricultural workers in the county? In what ways have you participated
in their programs? During 1958, about how many times did (did you) ... (Don’t ask questions concerning contacts
with the Farm and Home Agent to those who are not in the program.)

Number of Times

T fC t Participati Farm and County SCs work unit ASC office FHA county
YRSE Oi Contacison GLiGIRaman home agent agent conservationist manager supervisor

1. Worker visit your farm? e

. Attend group meetings called by the worker?

2

3. Read circular letters or cards from the worker?
4, Visit the worker’s uffice?
5

. Obtain bulletins from the worker (through the mail,
at his office, or brought by worker?

6. Have phone conversations with the worker?

7. Visit demonstration plots or attend other demonstrations?..
8. Make an individual farm analysis with the worker?
9

. Participate in group farm and home planning
procedure with the weurker?

10.
11. Attend farm tours in the Township or County?

<

Make a trip with the worker?

12. Attend annual meeting?

13. Attend Extension program planning meetings?_ . . =——=
14. Are there any other contacts that you have had wiih the qum and Home Agent? (Specify)

With the (‘()untv Atmntp ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
With the Soil Conservation work unit conservationist? p—
With the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation office manager? . - .

With the Farmers Home Administration County supervisor?._____. .
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