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Evaluation of the Use of Water 
Quality Videotapes by County 
Extension Offices in Iowa 

Julia Gamon 
Roger Roe 

S. Michael Campbell 

All of the 100 county Extension offices in k>wa have a set 
of six water quality videotapes available for use by clientele. 
The state water quality Extension specialist designed the high 
quality tapes. each 20 minutes long, to be viewed at home by 
clients who had water questions. The question was: ·should 
videos be used again as an educational delivery methodr 
Responses to a telephone survey of county office assistants 
indicti ted a wide vtuiation in the use of video tapes. although 
over 75% liked the idea of information via tapes. The counties 
needed ossistance with publl<:ity and displays. something 
that ar® media specialists might provide. 

Int roduction 
Just as university professors have typically taught by lecture, 

Exte.nsion edu<:ators have t)'pl<:ally used meetings. bullet ins, and 
personal <:onta<:ts. These delivery m ethods have worked well histori· 
<:ally in transferring research from the land·grant university reservoir 
of knowledge to a re<:eptive population (Rasmussen. 1989). 
However. current times call for current delivery methods. The 
last decade has witnessed a plethora of new technology. including 
computer programs. satellite p rograms. de-sktop p ublishing. and 
videos. Eighty percent of <J.S. homes have at least one videocas, 
sette recorder. up from 65 percent in 1990 (\Vall S1reet Journal. 
3/11 /93). If Extension is to survive as an educa1ional institution, it 
needs to expand and enhance its use of a variety of teaching/learn, 
ing sw1itegics and find out whl<:h ones are best suited for specific 
topics. target audiences. and ~rt!cular situations. 

J ulia Ci~mon Is an As$0dll~e P,ofuso, in the ~p.,rt.t'l'loent ot Agrieulturol Ed1X6llon 
ar\d S:udic:S. low,> State <Jnl~t:Sity, AtnC$, Sht i:S on ACE ~r. Roger Roe .>nd 
Mkl\llel Cbmpbc.11 we re gt.>dl.lllte ' " istanlS wo.kil'ljJ on their c1oc,or-,1e:S ot the dme of 
:St~. Thi$ PO?tf ,.'41$ submlUed to the Amcrl(:an Eval\Jatlon A»och,lion £or 
presenu1ti0tl ot I.heir m«ting in 0311:,s, No .. ·eMber. 1993 • 
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This study evoluoted the use of e set of Six wotCt qualit)' video, 
tapes developed for home use by lowa·s ExteMion wtncr qu,:ility 
speciollst ond foond that <:lose to half of the offi~cs hod used them 
3t leost ·some· (41 %). with 10 petcent ustng them ·a lot ." t''iost of 
the ofOce assistants surveyed by telephone liked the idea of putting 
lnfotrnatlon on videos for home use and supported de\•eloping more 
sets similar to the water videos. However. the number of times the 
videos wen: u$ed was very sm~ll relath-e to the number of requests 
for weter informotic>n. 

The videotapes were distributed, olong with o set o f p,emphlets. 
to ell 100 county E.xtension offlces in lowo in the foll of 1991. The 
tapes. each 20 minutes long. were d esigned to be viewed ot home b)' 
Extension clients who were c:onc:emcd about their water. The tapes 
were high quality ond had received a national .,word, The purpose 
of the study was to find out if the tapes were being used. The first 
qucstCon asked was. · Ate the wbter v ideos an appropriate altemative 
to answering individual questions in p<:rson or over the telephoner 
The second question wa$, ~should this educaUooal delivery method 
be used ogain?8 Finding constraints in this delivery m ethod would 
help make decisions on future use of home vidt<>S in E.xtel\SiOn's 
trM.sfer of information. 

This study looked et videotapes as well .s water v ideos. A video· 
tape on water quality wos considered an app1¢priet<: educationc,I 
de.Ji\•ety 1nethod because of the widespread concern about ground· 
woter drinktbility in ogric:ulturol orcos end the popu!ority of video· 
<:ossette ployers. Some problems wi th woter ore noturol. for ex• 
emple. high iron cont<:nt: othel'$, such as coliform bacteria c:orttami­
nation. come from trnimol ond humen waste: whcrcos other$, suc:h 
as pest icide or nitn,te <:ontamlnat!on. are o direct resul t of ngricul­
turol prec:ttC~. When Extension redefined its mls$ic>n to focus o n 
Issues, <:llentele identified water quality as Ol\e of eight key issues 
(Rasmus.sen. 1989). 

The six water quality uipes covered hard wetcr. red water. 
coliform bacteria, nitrate pollution, inorganic <:hemka!s, and sul fur 
pollution. The tapes, each of whi<:h could sumd alone. \\'ere de· 
signed 10 be vie"\\·ed b)' individual ExtenstQO <:l!ent.$ wllh specific 
questions. The plan was that a c:l icnt who came to b count)' Exten­
sion office with & watet question "''ould be encourtged by the offic:e 
as.sh,tant to check out and vle'o\.· at home one or more of the tt,pes. 
The county Extension offices were typlatll)' open from 8:00·noon 
and I :00•4:30 (or S:00) each weekday. 

Methodology 
The method w8$ & telephone interview $tudy that evaluated 1he 

use of videos and the checkout process from the v iewpoint of I.he 

Journ.:J I Of J\.pp Ucd Cor111tu1fl.f<"•l&>,i$. v~ . iO. No. 2. 1 "94/ 14 2
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extension om« ossistants in a so.percent rondom sample of count)' 
offices In Iowa (50 out of 100 counties). In t•.vo of the 5-0 offices. no 
one wuld be wnuicted about the tapes, leavlng o rcspcns.e rate of 
48/5() or 96 per<:ent. Development of the telephone surve)' instru­
ment included tesUng it with three offices thot were not o part of the 
~mptc. The survey u~d a three-point rating scale. which limite<J 
the interprcuition of the results. Whet s.omc ofri<:e ossistonts consid· 
ered ·A lot~ or ·aooo.- the highest u111r.9s. others might consider 
·Some" or "Okoy." the middle rotings. The descriptors for the 
bottom r.:atings were "Very little or non ct tmd ·Poor ... 

To eliminate intc::rvit'4·<:r bi&S, the $&me pc::rson. a graduate re­
se.:irch ossiStant in the Department of Agricultural Edu<:.ation and 
Studies, cooducted all of the telephone interviews. early in the 
mornings: and within a two.month sp.,n in the late winter of 1993. 
The head office assistant answered the questions. except for three 
counties in which the office a$$iSU!nt ci1her wu unaware of the 1apes 
or knew little about them. In those C3Ses. one of the Exlension 
professionals responded to the 1elcphone Interview. lhere were 21 
( losed-cl\Swer questions in the interviews plus on open-ended 
question and time for comments. 

Other Extension Video Studies 
The resulls of a home video pilot project (Elllot & Hemi!ton. 1986) 

with 11 wunties in lowa provided a basis for developing lhe tel<:· 
phone survey instrument used in this st1.1dy. T""'l pilOl project used o 
variety of video::; pla<."ed in three loc:alioos in each county: the 
Ex1ension om<:c. the public library. ond a retail outlet. Users' reoc• 
lions to the to~s end the process were meo:5ured by 337 reply 
cords, 773 viewetS, ond rondom sample telephone inten.oiews with 33 
vscrs. Ellio1 ond H4milton (1988) reported what Ex1ensloncl!entcle 
might look for In how-to videos, what use they made of such v ideos. 
and wh:at the cost-cffo<:tivc.ne$$ wos for using videos as a method of 
disseminating information. Results indicated lh.ot only high.quality 
t.apes h.ad .any suc<:ess ct all. 

The videotape market wos very competitive, and good promotion 
was a key to successful dl.sttibution of tapes. Tape usage wos 
seasonal: fall and winter were ptime viewing times. Cost seemed to 
be a factor bc<:ause peopte expressed resentment paying as little as 
50 cents for Extension videos ot commercial ou1le1S. The 1apes most 
often ~1st'(! were those tho\ taught a sk ill. lnteres1 and enthusiasm of 
1he staff affected the success of the program. Emot and Hamilton 
( 1983) recommended 1hot pro0rom leaders work with spedallSlS in 
Identifying 10 to 15 topks best suited for delivery via video and then 
moke those &va!lobte statewide. 
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At lca:n three E.xten,.ion video studies hove been done in stotC$ 
other thon lowo. loms <1nd Morion ( 199 I) rese.orchcd aliemativc 
delivery methods for environmental issues: Scherer ( 1988} mode a 
lorge $ludy (2,000 households) of the use of educational videos by 
people in ~1pstote New York: and Johnson ( 1986) reported on 
experiments with videos bl d isc:ount chains in Oregon. lams oncl 
Morion ( 1991) found that 67 ~rccnt were willing to rent videos, with 
a majority of respondents wlll!ng to pay $1 .00 to $2.99. 

Over three-fourths of their respondents were c:oncerned about sore 
wattr supplies. the highest-rated environmental end put>lic pol!c)' 
Issue In their study. Another finding was that wlllfngness to rent 
environmental education videotapes wos d irectly related to 
e<lucallon level bnd Inversely related to age. lams and Morion 
( 1991) concluded, -Extension facuhy need to hone their skins in 
teaching abovt crilicol environmental issvcs like woter quolity by 
both live and tap(Xi television progrommlng· (p. 15). Scherer 
( 1988) di.$Covercd that the peop1e who rent science end how-to 
videos are different fr<)(n those who watch these some kinds of shows 
on television. He then asked: 

If these findings are true. in tha1 there -,ppeors to be a potential in 
the need for educational and. especially. ·how.to· TV tare by 
S<lme segments of the TV budien<:e-what ls that gap1 If a gap 
exists. con Extension video fill at leH t part of the demand? 
(S<hercr. 1988. p. 25) 

Scherer (1988) claimed thet the true potential audience for 
informational tapes Is relatively smtill and ·1he total number of 
cassettes (the Extension cllentele) are llkely to use mcy bee)(• 
tremely llmlted- (p. 26). He recommended that Extension be careful 
in developing and using videos as an educotionol delivery method. 

Johnson ( 1986). ~1, Extension media specialist. reported on two 
expetiments he had done. plocing Extension videos on food presc:r­
vation ond wectheriiotion at Bi-Mart, a variety-store discount ch~in 
in Oregon. He reported being -moderotcly pleased· with food 
preservation videos or::d ·disappointed· with tapes en wcetheriietion. 

Findings 
Findings rrom thl.s study were that 10 percent of the offices hod 

used the water video:apes '"a Jot." and another 31 percent hod used 
lJ)em ·some: which me.-,ns more than 40 percent of the offices hod 
used the tapes. whcrcos more thon half had used them little or nor\C 
(Tobie l ). Use of the wt1ter videos wos leM 1hon thot of videos In 
general. There wos o wide v~rio1ion in their total usage since their 
distribution about a year ago. Seven of the office, had no usage. 

Journal(>{ N,plled com,r11,t1fe.,.lfol'IS, V()t, 78. No, 2. 1994/16 
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Seven offices had IO or more people use them. One office reported 
that they had t>cen used 105 times. The median usage was four 
times (Figure 1 ) . Office assistants were asked about the approxi, 
mate number of water inquiries lost year. One office reported none: 
the others ranged from 2 to 312 inquiries. A t)'picol office received 
between 35 al\CI 50 water inquiries a )'ear (Figure 1 ). These num­
bers were estimates by the office assistants because only a few 
offices kept u-,ck of inquiries or use of tapes. 

Tobie 1: Pcrc-c:ptions of <Jsc of Home-Study v-.ch:ot11pu. 
(N-48 omcc.s) 

Category N % 

Water video 
A lot 5 10 
Some 15 31 
Very little 20 42 
None 8 17 

Videos in general 
A lot I I 23 
Some 22 46 
Very little or none 15 31 

Figure I: Information on Water Quality lnfor-mtltfon 

Numbt:r of inquiries last year: 
Mean 

with anomalies 55.3 
without anomalies 46 

Median 35 
Mode 48 
Distribution o 2 ).t 6 10 12 12 1, 1, I) 20 202" za i, 30 ~)G 40 40 40<18 
48 , a ~a ,0,06(1 n e..& 1?0 I(.; 1,0300 ,12 · ~~n 
Oistrit>ution cx&mple: I person ustd info O times, 1 person used tnfo 2 

times ••.. 

Number of times used: 
Mean 
with anomal)' 6.5 
without anomaly 4.4 
Meditin 4 

Mode 3~ 
Distribution 00000001 112i22u,,,,, u4 ,,s)S6666668 
10 10 10 12 12 2' 1os M.e um 
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<Jse and Promotion of V ideotapes in General 
The number of videotapes ovoilobfe for use by <:licntclc in eoch 

county in the spring of 1993 ranged from 20 to 200 wi!h o mean of 
67 end e medlon of 55. Only two offices hcd no video equipment: 
most had one to three video cosseue r«:ordcrs (VCRs). ond holf had 
a satellite downlink. Only eight percent reported that clients watched 
videos ot the Extension office et least some of the time: most people 
took them home to wotch. However, a majority of offic:cs (88 per• 
cent) reported that they did have equipment and space available for 
clients to watch u1pes on site. 

All but one of the offices had used newspaper arli<:lu to promote 
the use of vide<>tapes (Table 2). /.\ore than half h.id u~d radio, 
brochures. end newsletters. The office assistants wanted a standotd 
display to present tapes (23 percent hod problel'ns with storing the 
tapes) and help with publicity. The need for more promotion was 
evident in the comments. Typical comments were ·most people 
don't know we have them." "don't have time to promote ourselves.M 
and "need better labels on tapes to promote ond display better.-

Table 2: Methods <Jvs~d by County Officu to Promote Videotapes. 
(N-48) 

Method N % 

News article 47 96% 
Rodio 39 80% 
Newsletter 28 57% 
Brochure 26 53% 
Other 14 29% 
ln,offi.c:e dispta,y 12 24% 
Library 3 6% 
Video stores I 2% 

Assessment of the Delivery Process 
Because the county omc:e assistant is the initial contact with the 

client. his/her perceptions o f the eose o f the information delivery 
proce.ss is lmport,e,nt to its success. Therefore, the re-searcher lis, 
tened to th e concerns expressed about the use or videotapes. His 
perception was that there was a vast difference between otti tudes of 
the various office assistants toward the use or videot.apes. Som e 
obviously liked videotopcs and spoke highly or the process. It was 
cleor thct they promot~ the tapes to cllentele who came to the 
off tee. Other counties were clearly not using videotapes: some even 
responded thet tapes were not usefu l. It was obvious that the feeling 
and conceptions o f the o ffice assistants were affecting the use o f the 
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tapes by cl!entele. All offtce assistants thought their checkout 
proc:C<furcs were at least okoy (Table 3). b\Jt they were not as satis· 
fled with the check-in of tapes or the storage of the tapes. Eighty• 
eight percent rated the process of providing educotlonal videotapes 
okay or good from their viewpoint$, and 81 percent thought it wbS 
okay or good from the clients· views. 

Table 3: Assessments by office assistants or the process 
of using videotapes. (N•48) 

Process N % Process N % 

Check,out procedures 
Good 32 65% 

Storage space 
Good 22 45% 

Okoy 16 32.5% Ok•y IS 30.5% 
Poor 0 0% Poor II 22.5% 

Check -In and rewinding o f tapes Overall process- office 
Good 27 55% assis-tant·s view 
Okay 16 32.5% Good 20 41 % 
Poor s 10% Okay 22 45% 

Colored handouts Poor 6 12% 

Good 21 43% Overall process-<:licnt·s view 
Okay 20 41% Good 24 49% 
Poor 7 14% Okay 15 30.5% 

Poor 9 18.5% 

Perceptions of the Future for Educational Videotapes 
Little has been done to evaluate either the process or the content 

of educational videotapes. This study found thtt only 15 percent of 
the offices were using evaluation cards with their videos. although 69 
percent reported orc1I comments as videos were returned. Typical 
comments ftom the water tapes were: ·Every person t.hOught they 
wete excellent: HReally answers questions, dears up questions on 
test re.suits," and "'Very good. very satisl'ied with knowledge. Hkes 
tapes sorted by problem.· More than 90 percent recommended 
(some, 36 percent: a lot, 60 percent) developing similar sets. and 
two respondents identified a specific topic-the need for a tape on 
plugging wells. The respondents we,e even more posit ive about the 
general idea of delivering information on videos. with 98 percent 
liking the idea some ( 19 percent) or a lot (79 per<;ent) . 

Cond usions and Re<:om mendations 
The number of topcs out in the county offices was large (20 to 

200): however. counties differed In their use and promotion of tapes. 
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The number of inquiries obout water problems were much greeter 
then the use of tapes. an Indication that dientele either were not 
mode oware o f the tapes or chose not to borrow them. Those people 
who did use the tapes made very Posit ive comments about them. 
Some counties were obviously interested in increasing the use of 
tapes: others felt they were not useful ond wbnted a news bulletin 
in.stcod . A major problem wos disploying ond promoting the videos. 
Most of the respondents felt that Extension shQuld do a lot more to 
alert d ientele to their availability. and many counties were &nxious to 
be g iven help and guidance on promotion. For example. they would 
like to have o standard display to present tapes. 

Recommendations were for the halftime Extension media special, 
ists to coordinate the promotion of videotapes as educational tools. 
Each of Iowa's seven areas has a new halftime media specialist who 
might be able to assist counties with displays and publicit y i tems. 
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Evaluation: Water Quality Tapes 
County Office __ _ 
Date and Time ___ _ 
Telephone __ _ 

Hello. Is this (person's name)? This Is , 
colling from the Agricultural Educetion and Studies Department at 
Iowa State University. \Ve are calling a sample of the Extension 
offices with a set o f questions about your use of video tapes. 

We wbnt som e information about how your offi.ce is using the set o f 
sb water quality video tapes that were sent to you a year ago . 

Would you have about ten minutes to answer some quest ions about 
your video tapes? 
(Mark one of the following, bos.ed on their onswer) 
_ unaware of lopes 

Jourrud of AppllM Comm1111k,1tlOM, VOi, 78. ~. 2. 1994/ 20 8
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_ aware of ta~s. but knows little about 1heir use 
_ aware of tapes. keeps track of their use 

If answered by first or second response. ask: Is there someone else 
in your office who could better answer my questions? 

_______ Tl me/Date/Person 

If reluctance Is sensed. go to: 

- would it be better if we bypassed your office this time? .. ( If 
yes sa}', !hank you. Naybe we'll try your office anolher t ime.'") 

Questions About Usage: 
To your knowledge. how often have these topes be.en used? 

A lot 
Some 
Very little or none 
Approximate number of times they have been used in total. 
Approximate num~r of times they have been used/ month. 
Approximate number of water quelity inquitics last year. 

Where have they been used? 
At the Extension office 
_ A lot Some _ Very little or none 

Check out to watch at home 
_ A lot Some __ Very little or none 

At meetings 
__ A lot Some _ Very l!ltle or none 

Number of mtttin-gs on water quality __ _ 

How has your office promoted the use of video tapes for Individuals 
to watch on their own either at home or at the Extension ornce? 
(Check all that apply) 

News article 
Radio 
Brochure 
In-office display 
Library 
Video,stores 
Newsletter 
Other 

How would you rate your office's use of videos for 
Individuals to watch on their own? 
__ A lot Some __ Utlle or none 

How wo1.1ld you rate your set-up for clients to view 
tapes in the office? 

Jourru,t of l\pptlcd Communlc•lloM. Vot 78. No. 2. 1994121 9
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Good equipment ond spoc:e 
Okt:iy equipment ol\d space 
Poor o r non -existent equipment tnd space 

How many tapes do you have in your office? ___ _ 

How would you rate the following: 
Storage space for ttipes. 
_ Good __ Okoy Poor 
Check•out procedures for tapes 
__ Good _ Okoy 
Check -in and rewinding or tapes 
_ Good _ Okoy 

Poor 

Poor 

From your standpoint. how would you rate the process 
of providing clients with educational video tapes? 
_ Good _ Okoy __ Poor 

From the standpoint of the <:llent, how would you rate the 
process of providing clients with educational video tapes? 

Oood _ Okay _ Poor 

What evaluation procedures have you used to evaluate 
the content of videos? 

Evaluation cords with each video 
__ Orol comments as videos ore returned 
_ Other 

Do you have some ratings on the Water Quality tapes? 
If so. what? 

What comments. do you have about the Water Quality tapes? 

How much have you liked the colored handouts provided 
with the videos? 
_ A lot __ Some _ Very little 

How much do you like In general the idea of putting 
information on videos for clients to watch? 
_ A lot __ Some Very little 

How much would you recommend developing more sets 
similar to the Water Quality videos? 
__ A lot __ Some __ Ver)' llttle 

What video equipment docs your office have? 
K ind Num~r 

What other commc.nts do you have? 

Thank you very much. We appreciate your help. 
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Photo by WolJgang Hoffman 

Using a T·1'\ax 400, Leica R at 1/30 second exposure 
with a 2 1 mm. Super Angulon !en$. WoUgang Hoffman 
captures the sweetness underlying an overcast spring 
day in this Critique(. Awtud Program, Class 24 Black 
and White Photo Seties Silver Award winner . 
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