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SUMMARY

Comparison of sample of participants in the 10 counties included
in the study with the finite universe of the participants in the
20 counties in New York State,

1, On 7 of 8 variables, the sample of participants is very
similar to the finite universe of varticipants,

Comparison of the sample of participants and the control group

of nonparticipants in the 6 counties in which control was under-

taken,

1, On 7 of 8 variables used in matching, the control group
of nonparticipants is well matched with sample of

~ participants,

2, On 22 of 29 variables in addition to those on which they
were initially matched, the participants and the control
group of nonparticipants are well matched.

3. On a few variables, such as education, contact with
Bxtension score, general participation score, and
managerial ability, the participants and the non-
participants differ significantly, These variables
are important and will require special attention in
subsequent efforts to measure relative change in the
practices of the participants and the control group

over the time-period covered by the study,
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PREFACE

This report is the first in a series which will be prepared as
a part of ths Evaluationgtuiy of the Farm and Home Management Program
in New York State, This study is supported jointly by the Kellogg
Foundation and the New York Cocperative Extension Service, with the
former contributing $15,000 and the latter $18,000 per year for a
five-year periodt

The purposes of this report are: 1) to compare the sample of
participants selected for study with the finite universe (total number)
of perticipants in the Farm and Home Menagement Program at the time
the study was initiated, 2) to compare the sample of participants in
6 of the 10 counties selected for study with a control group of non-
participants in those 6 counties on the variables used for matching
the control with the sample of participants, and 3) to compare this
six-county sample of participants and the control group of nonpartici-
pants on variables not used in matching these two groups, including
a) seleqted gsocial variables, b) scores for farm and home practices,
end c) selected economic variables characterizing the farm businesses,
To provide background for the report, the Introduction contains a
brief description of the Farm and Home Management Program in New York
State and a statement of the design of the entire evaluation study,

Many people have psrticipated in the preparation of this report.
Those who have participated in orgenizing the data include numerous
gpecialists in both the College of Agriculture and the College of
Home Iconomics, Clifton Loomis of the Department of Agricul tural

Economics has given considerable time to the preparation of the
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agricultural economic phases of the report and deserves special
nention, Other specislists who have helped include: Samuel R, Aldrich,
H, Joe B;ardan., Clarence G. Bradt, C, Arthur Bratton, Charles M,
Chance, Ruth B, Corstock, Ruth Deacon, Lola T, Dudgeon, Alvin A,
Johnson, Ruby M, Loper, Dean R, Marble, Everett D, Markwardt,
Samuel T, Slack, Helen P, Smith, Robert S. Smith, R, W, Spalding,
and Zlizabeth Wiegand,

The county agricultural agents who helped with the selection of
the sample of participants, end particularly the control group of
nonparticipents, deserve speclal mention, Without their patient and
oeffective assistance, this study would never have been pocsible, These
agents were: William G, Howe, Cattaraugus County; Howard W, Matott,
Chenango County; Russell C, Hodnett, Jefferson County; Russell M, Cary,
Madison County; i{ilton E, Hislop, Ralph Hadlock end Jemes Sleight,
Oneida County; Donald A, Thompson, Rensseleer County; Donald B,
Huddleston and William B, Finch, St. Lawrence County; Robert E,
Wingert, Schoharie County; J., Robert Gridley, Tioge County; and
Jeen B, Ketcham, Wyoming County,

James Lnngest and Jean Harshaw assisted by Jacqueline Davidson,;
Merilyn Spring, Sendra Hemming, Shirley Geiger, and Janet Olt of the
Extension Studies Staff have caerried the burdem of preparing the data
for tabular presentation, The typing of the report was done hy
Shirley Geiger and Margeret Archibald, The report was written by ' -

James Longest and Frank Alexander..
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Ferm and Home hianagement Program in New York State

The national Farm end Home Develcpment Program as it exists in
New York State is offiqially designated "The Farm and Home lManage-
ment Program," A policy statement prepared by a special ccmmittee
concerned with Ixtension work in the New York State Colleges of
Lgriculture and Home Economics defines the program as follows:

rae objectives of the intensified farm and home manage-
ment program are in line with the fundemental purposes

of Extension, Ir general, these goals are efficient
femily farm businesses and satisfying farm family living,
This specifically involves helping farm femilies: 1) To
determine and use the combination of farm and home-
practices that best fit their needs; 2) To organize their
ferm and home business to utilize effectively their re-
gources and opportunities, and to promote attainment of
the zoals of the farm femily; 3) To attain higher levels
of living and to get more satisfaction out of farm family

life,

Basically, this expanded program is an educational program
in management and decision~making, It means an intensifica-
tion, & concentration of effort, on the management and
decision-making phases of farming and family living, It
implies an integraiad epproach, a unit approach to the
problems of farm families, It means more individual, on-
the-farm counseling and assistance than has been available
in recent years,

& survey of the program in the 20 counties in the state in
which the program had been initiated by April, 1956, showed the

following distribution of counties according to objectives:

1 me Expension of the =Zxtension Service Prosram in New York State,
Prepared by & committee concerned with Extension work in the New
York State Colleges of Agriculture aend Home Tconomics, pp. 4-5,
August 28, 195:. - |




Objective Number of Counties

1, To work with farm familles on - L R

PO

farm and home managamenta;...o.'.\..u.';u....'...;.‘.... lo

2, To work with farm femilies on
farm maﬂagementoce.o-.coooooooooooooooooooocooaooco 0ee 7

3. To work personelly with farm
famllies on farm and home prOblemB ®00cecccncsrscoscee 1

4, To counsel with people for the purpose
of increasing income, raising living

standards, improving use and conservation
of natural resources, and developing

constructive participstion in community

life.ﬂb..QOI SPO0ORABOCOSOOENQ00CDPOOOCROIOOOLIOOOIONOQROOIOIDIPOYS 1

5. To help farmers see strong and woak points
in thelir businesses, but initialiy to
emphasize goil ard forage management and
to avoid emphasis on efficiency and dollar

faCtors...QIQ....D.Ol’o.....!...G..Q..Q.....O....Ol0.....1

The preceding facts emphasize tﬁe extent to which the progrem
in the spring of 1956 was concentrating on menagement, particularly
farm management, | !

From the begsinning of the program a college-level Steering
Committee has served in an'advisory cepacity with specific respon-
sibility for plenning and orgenizing training conferences for agents
whose counties are in the prograsm, This committee consists of
representatives from the Agricultural, Home Demonstration, and 4-H
Departments; specislists in Farm ienagement; Hone Mehagement, and
Zxtenslon Studies; and the Assistant Director of the Wxtension
Service, Through its training activities the comﬁiitée has glven
effective direction toward focusing ‘the progr;m on ;anagement,
particulerly ferm management,

As of March, 1958, the Farm and Home Management Program was

being conducted in 31 of the State's 56 counties which have Extension
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Service programs, In all 31 counties farm mene~ement work with
identifiable farm families was being cerried on, and in 14 of
the 31 counties home maragement work was zlso being done with
the families who were involved in the farm msnagemeat work,

The Design of the svaluation Study of the

Farm and Home lMenagement Program

The study was initiated in January, 1956, XAt the time the
study design was completed, 20 counties in the State were pertici-
pating in the Farm and Home lianagement Program,

The desiegn of the study was developed on the besis of: 1) en
analysis of program siatements prepared by the county Extension
staffs in the first 15 counties entering the program, 2) a survey
of programs in 20 counties (totel number of counties in program at
time of survey) through iaterviews with the agents working on the
prozrem in these counties, and 3) statisticel data provided by
agents on participants in the 20 counties in the prozram, An out-
line of the plan of the study follows:

A, Title of Study: 3ivaluation of Farm and Home Unit Approach in
Extenslon Vork in New York State,

B, Objectives:

1, To determine the relative effectiveness of the intensive
county program using the farm and home unit approach and
the present more extensive program,

2, To determine the reletive effectiveness of various ways of

doing Extension work with the farm end home unit epproach,
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3¢ To get basic input-output or cost-benefit data in order
to better determine the lefel of intensity at which optimum
réturn is obtained from the investment in Extension education,
L. To‘develop some sound prﬁcednres ;nd techniques for use in
evaiuating Extension educational programs and other adult

educational programs.

C. Counties Selected for Study: = _ |
1, Area approach
a, Oneida County
2. Farm Buéiness Management Club approach

a, Thenango County
b, Madison County

3e Individual family approach

a. Cattaraugus County
b. Jefferson County

c. Rensselaer County
d, St, Lawrence County
e, Schoharie County

f. Tioga County

g. Wyoming County

lie Critecia for selecting counties - The 10 counties listed above

(C~1, 2, and 3) were selected from the 20 counties which had

entered the prozram. by the spring of 196, The counties were

selected on the basis of the followinz considerations:

a, Counties were chosen so that at least 2 would have Fam
Business Management Clubs and 1 an area approach,

b, Counties were chosen so that each would have at least 25
partigépants who had entered the program in either 1955
or 1956,

¢, Counties were chosen to give a reasonable distribution
over the State,
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Counties were chosen so a&s to have among the 10 counties
e maximum number in which the home demonstration depart-
ment had a program or might be expected to have one,

Counties were chosen so that as fer as was possible the
25 participants chosen for the study would have dairying
as their major enterprise,

Counties were chosen in which data obtained from partici-
pants in the program by means of Labor Income Blenk #40
or a comparable form were available for providing bench-
mark production and economic information,

D, Selection of Participants and Nonparticipants (Control Group)

1., In 6 of the 10 selected counties, 25 participants were

gelected at random, In the remaining counties all partici-

pants were selected since at the time there were orly 25

participants in these counties,

In 6 of the counties (Cattaraugus, Chenango, Madison, Oneida,

Rensselaer, and 5%, Lawrence), the research staff and county

agents chose a matched control group by pairing each partici-

pant family selected for study with a nonparticipant family.

The matching factors were:

a,
b,

C,

Age of operator

Tenure of operator

‘Partnership

Msjor farm enterprise

Second rank farm enterprise
Number of milk cows

Full-or part-time operator

Soils (general opinion of county agent)

Managerial ability as rated by county agent

D
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B, Methods end Kinds of Information

1, The 250 participants snd the 150 nomparticipants (control
group) were interviewed in the late summer and fall of 1956
by a teem of trained interviewers using a schedule for farm
operators and one for homemakers, The schedules were designed
to obtain the following types of information:

8, Family information - household census including age, sex,

education, occupational experience, and family background
b, Partnership information
¢, Information on contacts with the ixtenslon Service

d, BExperience in farm and home management program

e. Ferm and home practices

2, In addition, the Cornell Labor Income Blank #40} was filled
out on the 150 nonparticipent farm cverators, For some of
the 250 participants the same or gpproximately the same
instrument was used by county agricultural agents to obtain
farm business data; for others of the 250 participants tab-
ulations of farm business data from the operators'! cash
account and inventory books were obtained from the Agricultural

deconomics Depeartment,

An instrument used for a number of years in the Department of
Agricultural Economics to obtain deta for -farm business analysis
and currently being used in the Farm and Home Management Program,
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3, Case records on the 250 participants included in the bench-

merk survey are beinz przpered, These will include dictated
accounts of ageats' knowledge of and werk with these families,
galient facts about the families taken from the benchmark
survey, and in some instences agents'! contact records with
the families., 4
4, Two annual surveys of prozram operotions im the 10 gelected
counties have been made end at least a third will be

conducted before the study is completed,

5. Data have been compiled for 1956 and 1957 for calculating
the coste of the ¥arm and Home Monagement Program and the
recular Bxtension program in the 10 selected couvnties,
Anslysis of these cosi Gata on a per unit basis will be
undariaken,

6. In January, l9€0, a sscoad survey, using schedules similar

to those used in 1956 and the Labor Inceme Blank 740, will
be mads of the 250 participants and 150 nonparticipants,

less mortalities from migration, death, zoing out of farming,

etc,
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II, COMPARISON ON S.LICTED VARIABLZIS OF PARTICIPLNTS INCLUD™D
IN BINCHMARK SURVTY CONDUCTED IN 10 COUNTIES WITH FINITY UNIVERSS
(TOPAL) OF PARTICIPANTS IN NEV YORK STATE (20 COUNTIES) AT TIME STUDY
WAS INITIATEDL
The purpose of this section is to show how representative the sample

is of the finite universe of FParm and Home Management participants at

the time the study was initiated,

Summary ‘ 1
This comparison is made on the following selected variables: j
1, When entered program |
2, Tenure

3. Major farm enterprise

1 It should be noted that the finite universe of participents does
not include all of the fanilies who were participating in the program
wvhen the field work for the study was initiated, The finite universe
considered here was defined by the nature of the sample, Thus only
those operators having 9 or nore milk cows are included in the sample
and hence in the universe, 7his definition reduced the finite universe
slightly,

It is difficult to give a total figure of all participants in the R
program at the timo the study began which might be compared to the
finite universe as delimited by operators having 9 or more milk cows,
A preliminary survey in the spring of 1956 showed 720 participants .
compared to 709 in the finite universe used in this revort, The sample
of 250 constitutes 35. 3 ver cent of the finite universe of 709 part-
icipants.

Attention is also called to the fact that for Table 5 date were
available for only 19 counties of the 20 counties conducting Farm and
Home Menagement programs at the time the study was initiated, and for
Table 6 and Table 7 data were available for only 17 of the 20 counties,
Thus for the varlables presented in these three tables the comparison
of the experimental sample with the finite universe is hardly adequate,




b, Size of herd

5. Farm receipts

6, Capital investment
7. Age of ferm operator

8, Member of County Asricul tural Denartment of County Extension
Agsociation

With the excertion of the variable, when entered program, there
1s no significant differencs between the sample of participents
surveyed and the finite universe of participanis on anry of the

variables, indicating the’ the sample is fairly representetive of

the universe,

Waen Fntered Program

In designing the study, it was decided early that the sample of'
participants should be drawn from those who had entered the progrem
after 1954, In fact it would have been desirable to have sampled
only those participaats who entered the program after 1955 but it
was not possible to do this and have a total semple that would meet
the requirements of the study, The decision to draw the sample from
those who entered the program after 1954 in no smell way accounts for
the fact that there is a significant difference in the distribution
of the semple and of the finite universe with respect to the time
the participants entered the program (Table 1),

Forty-nine per cent of the participants studied entered the
program in 1955 and 45 per ceat in 1956, Thus aepproximetely half
of the participants studied had been exposed to the pro:ram for sbout

a year end a half and slightly under one-half for approxinately 6

months or less,
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To take care of this exposure period precedinz the benchmark survey,
the operator's and homemaker's schedules contained a section of quest-
ions that were intended to find out the extent of expssure and result-

ing influence,

Pgble 1, Distribution of Participants Studied (10 Counties) and of
Fianite Universe of Participants in New York State (20
Counties) Accordiagz to Dates iIntered Farm and Home Manage-
‘ment Program, 1956,

Date i#ntered Program Participonts (10 Cos, ) Participants (20 Cos, )

(Sample) (Finite Universe) .
Per cent
1953
lst half - | 5
1954 ' o
lst half | 4 7
2nd half 2 1
1955
1st half 37 3k
2nd half 12 13
1956 )
lst half b2 39
2nd halft 3 1l
ﬁo information - * :
Total 100 100
N = 250 709

* Value .5 per cent or less




Tenure
The finite universe of perticipants is predominantly (95 per
cent) owners or partial owners (Table 2), This predominance of
ovners is also true of the sample with 98 per cent in this category.
TPable 2, Tenure of Participants Studied (10 Counties) and of Finite

Universe of Participants in Form and Home lManagement Pro-
sram in Wew York State (20 Counties), 1956,

Terure of Operators Participants (10 Ces.) Participants (20 Cos, )

(Semple) (Finite Universe)
&
Por cent
Owner or partizl owner 98 95
Renter 2 5
Manager * -
Tetal 100 100
N = 250 209

* Value ,5 per cent or less
X% = L4 2196 & f, = 2 Tot sisaificant at the .05 level

The slight differences in distributions between the two groups are not
significant.l With respect to tenure, the sample is definitely

representative of the finite universe,

Major interprise -
The finite universe of participants in the Ferm and Home Manage-
ment Program from which the sample of participants was taken consists
predominantly of operetors whose major farm enterprise is dairying

(Table 3). This is also true of the sample, The 2 per cent of

1 411 cui squares in the report were calculated on numericel distri-
butions,
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cperators in the sample whose mejor enterprise is other thgn dairying

in all cases have dairying as one of their enterprisss, Yhe homogeneity

of the sample ia terms of major enterprise provides an urusual oppor-

tunity to study a well-defined group of operators, |

Table 3. Farm .nterprise Ranked First According.to Income Derived
Therefrom of Participants Studied (10 Counties) end of

Finite Universe of Participants in Farm and Home Manage=
ment Program in New York State (20 Counties), 1955.

-

Tirst Ranking Farm Porticipante (10 Cos, ) ‘Participants (20 Cos, )

Interprise (Semple) (Finite Universe) |
Per cent
Dairy 98 98
Poul try 1 1
Dairy and Poultry iqual ¥ *
Other 1l 1l
Total 100 100
N= _ 250 709

* Value ,5 per cent or less
X = 5754 &f. = 3 Not significant at the .05 level

Siz3s of Herd
The major enterprise of most of the farm operztors in the sample
is dairying, with a few operators having another méjor'enferprise but |
combining that enterprise with dairying, bMNoreover, dnly &pefafprs
having 9 or nore milk cows were included in the finifé ﬁﬁiéérse; :Table

b gives distributions of number of milk cows for the séﬁplé'énd the

universe of participants,. There is no significant difference in the
two disﬁfibu&ioﬁs, snd the averages, both means and medians, for the

two groups are very similar,
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» |
Tablé 4, Number of hilk Cows in Herd of Participants Studied (10
Counties) and of Finite Universe of Participants in Farm |
and Home Management Progrem in New York State (20 Counties), |

1955, }

|

Number of Milk Cows Participants (10 Cos,) Participants (20 Cos, ) |

(Sample) (Finite Universe) |

Per cent

|
9-19 9 16

20~29 Lo 37

30-39 26 23 ‘
L0-49 19 14
50-59 3 4

6069 2 3 |

70-79 - 1 |
80-89 1 1

90-99 * 1 |

100-109 - , ,

110-119 - * |

180--189 - * |
Total 100 100
N = 250 697
Mean 32,5 32,1
Median : 30,1 28,5

* Value ,5 per ceat or less
X2 = 15, 8149 4, f, = 11 Not sign. flcant at the .05 level

A comperison of the average (median) size of herd of the finite

universe of participants and of the sample with the average (medien)

size of herd for all commercial farmers in New York Stats shows both

groupe of partiCipants have larger operations than commercicl farmers

with 10 or more cows 1 in the State as a whole (1954 census), The

1 The finite universe of participants and the sample include only
operators with 9 or more cows,

WA Text Provided by ERIC
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averaze (median) number of 'cows for the finite universe of partici-

pants is 28,5 and for the semple 30,1 compered to 24,2 for commercial

farmers with 10 or more cows,.

' Farm Receipts

The distributions of the finite universe of participants and
of the sample on farm receipis are fairly comparable (Table 5),

The medians are likewise somewhat close, $19,102 for the universe
end $16,867 for the sample,

Thigs variable was also introduced at this point to show the
relative poéition of the finite universe of participents to 2ll
commercial f;rmers in the State as reported in the 1954 census, The
median has been used to show this relationship because it is the only
average that can be calculated from census date, The census median,
however, is not exacily comparable to the median for the finite |
universe of participants which appears iﬁ}Tgble 5. This latter

median includes receipts from the sales of products plus an increase

in inventory whereas the census medien includes only receipts from .
products sold, If the median for the finite universe of participants
is corrected to exclude increase in inventory, the figure is $18,27h1

compared to $5,631 for all New York commercisl farmers in 1954,

1 This correction was mede by calculating the medizn increase in
inventory for the 250 farmers in the ssmple and subtracting the
resulting figure ($828) from $19,102 (median for the universe of
‘participants),
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ERRATA

P. 1k - Paragraph 1, line 2 should read "very compareble".
Paregraph 1, line 3 should read "$16,805" and "somewhat" should
be removed.
Paragreph 2, line 11 should read "$15,977".
Footnote 1, line 3 should read "$16,805",

Pe 15 == Line 2 should read "slightly below". )
Teble 5, medien for Participents (19 Cos.) should read'i6,805!
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This means that the averoage (median) total farm receipts of the
universe falls slizhtly above the aidpoint of class II commerciel

farmers in New York State with totel receipts ranging from blo 000~

$24,999,

Table 5. Ferm Receipts of Participants Studied (10 Counties) end of

Finite Universe of Participants in Farm and Home usnepe-
ment Program in liev York State (19 Counties), 1955:*

Farm Receipts Participants (10 Cos, ) Participents (19 Cos, )
($vs) (Sample) (Finite Universe)
Per cent

Under 2,500 - *
2,500-4,999 1 1
5,000-9,999 19 19
10,000-24,999 66 66
25,000 plus 14 14

Total 100 100

N= 250 595
nedian 16,867 19,102

* Value .5 per cent or less
7605 d.f. = 4 ot significant at the .05 level

**some of these data for the finite universe are for 1953 or 1954,

Capitel . Investment

The distributions for the finite iiiiverse of participants end
the sample wivh respect to capital invested are not significantly

different (Table 6),
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Teble 6, Capital Investment of Participents Studied (10 Counties)
and of "inite Universe of Perticinants in Ferm snd Home .
Lanagement Progrem in Hew Ycrk Stete (17 Counties), 1955,

- .

Cepital Investment Participents (10 Cos,) Participants (17 Cos, )

($'s) (Sample) (Finite Universe)
Per cent

Under 10,000 - 1

10-19,999 10 11

20-29,999 29 25

30-39,999 26 25

Lo-149,999 16 16

50-59,999 11 10 ,
60-69,999 b 5 |
70-79,999 1l 2 |
80-89,99Y 1 3 |
90~99,999 * 1l

100-109,999 - 1l

110-119,999Y * *

120-129,999 1 *

130-139,999 - *

170-179,999 * -

180-139,999 - *

210-219,999 - *

Total 100 100

Ns= 250 574

iiean 37,959 : 39,929

Hdedian 34,2k2 35,319

* Value ,5 mer cont or less
X2 = 15,2440 d,f, = 16 ot sigznificant at the ,05 level

**Some of these data for the finite universe are for 1953 or 1954,
under 410,000 and only 1 per cent of the universe of participants fell
into this cote sory., However, approximctely 6 per cent of the universe
heve $70,000 and over in capital investment compared to about 4 per

cent of the sauple,

o Y e proviasay enic

ERIC
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Age of Farm Operator

The percentage distributions with respect to age of oper:tors of
the finite universe of participants and the sample are quite similar
(Table 7). There is zlmost no difference between the means for the
two groups and the seme is true of the mediens, The universe of
participants and similarly the sample are relatively young farmers
~with 53 per cent of the universe and 51 per cent of the sample being

under 4O years of age.

Table 7. Aze of Operators in Participant FTamilies Studied (10 Counties)
and in Finite Universe of Participants in Ferm and Home Manage-
ment Program in New York State (17 Counties), 1956,

Age of Operators Participants (10 Cos,) Participants (17 Cos, )
(Sample) (Finite Universe)
Per cent
Less than 25 3 L
25-29 12 9
30-34 17 15
35-39 19 25
Lo-44 17 17
45~ 54 23 19
55-6L ' 8 10
65-74 1 1
75 and over ' - *
Total 100 100
N = 250 520
Mean Lo, 9 41,0
Median 39.8 39, 4

* Value .5 per cent or less
X2 = 6,0060 - 4, f, =8 Not significant at the .05 level
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A comparison of the ages of the finite universe of participant
operators with those of all New York farm operztors (1y54) provides
further evidence of the youth of the group participating in the Farm
and Home Management Program, The median age of the uuiverse is 39. 4

years compared with 50, 8 for all farmers in the State,

Member of Asricultural Devartment of County ixtension Association

There is no significant difference betwsen the finite universe of
participents and the sample with respect to membership in the Agri-
cultural Department of the County Extension fssociation (Table 8).

Ninety-eight per cent of both groups are members,

Table 8, Membership in Agricultural Depertment of Couaty .xtenaion
Association of Participent Operators Studied (10 Counties)
and of Participant Operators in ¥inite Universe in Ferm and
Home Management Progrem in New York State (20 Counties),1956,

jMembership in Agri- Participents (10 Cos,) Participants (20 Cos, )

cultural Department (Sample) (Finite Universe)
of County xtension
Association
Per cent

Yes 98 98
No 2 2
Total 100 100

= . 250 707
X2 =, w85 a1, =1

Not significant at the ,05 level
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111 COMPARISON OF PARTICIPANTS STUDIZD IN
SIX COUNTIES WITH CONTROL GROUP OF NONPARTICIPANTS 1
IN THE SAMB COUNTIES ON VARIABLES US/ID FOR MATCHING
The purpese of this section is to show how well the control group
of nonparticipants is matched with the corresponding group of partici-

pents in the 6 counties in vhich a control group was chosen,

Summary
The variables on which the control group of nonparticlipants was

matched by pairing with participsnts were:
l, Lge of operator
2, Tenure of operator
3. Partnership
4, Major enterprise

5. Second rank enterprise

1 In 4 of the 10 counties selected for study there wes no matching
control group of nonparticipents., It is anticipated that in a
later report variables on the participants in these 4 counties will :
be related to variables on participents end nomperticipants (control '
group) in the 6 counties treated in this section, This would be for
the purpose of determining whether or not the varticipents in these
L4 counties may be added to those in the 6 counties in order to com-
pare participants in 81l 10 counties with the nonperticipants
(control group) in the 6 counties, Jinother less exacting method in
determining whether or not to use participants in the 4 counties
having no control group with the six=county control group for final
comparative measurement of change in practices will be simply to
combine the four-~ and six-county participants and then to ascertain
whether or not there is a significant difference between this group
and the control group,

It should a2lso be pointed out that, assuming the four-county
participants cannot be combined with the six~county participants for
comparison with the six-county control group, it will be necessary to
determine for presentation in a later report how well the six-county
group of participants represent the finite universe of participents
at the time the study was initiated,




R T R R T R R TR e AR TIVRSENERE EER TR T TR T e

«20-

6, Humber of milk cows

7. Fulleor part-time Qéeretor

8. Managerial ability

9. Soils of farm as judged by thé county agricultural agent,
Ko data were available for validating the matchinz on this

variabls,

The only variable among the first 8 listed (it was not possible

to test variable 9) which shows a significent difference between
participants and the control group of nonmparticipants is managerial
ability, It should be observed that county agricultural sgents in
matching on this variable had to depend on subjective judgments,
whereas for the other varisbles the facts available to the agent

were much more objective,

Age of Operator
The matching of the nonparticipant with the participant group

on this variable is satisfactory, There is no significant difference
in the distribution according to age groups of the participents end

nonparticipants, (Table 9)

While the mean and median averages are fairly close for the
two groups, they show the nomparticipants to be about 2 years older

than the participants,
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Table 9, Age of Operator in}?articipant and Honparticipent Families
(6 Counties), 1956,

Age of Operator Perticipants Nonparticipants

(Sample) (Control)
Per cent )

Less than 25 2 1 |
25-29 9 5 | ;
3034 15 12
35«39 20 20
L0~ 4l 17 20
L5-54 25 | 24
55-6L 11 14
65-74 1 L |
75 and over - - ]
Total 100 100
N= . 150 150
Mean L2 Ll
Median .41 L3

2 = L, 6500 d.f. = 7 Not significant at the .05 level
¥ The mean ages of homemakers are only slightly.lower than those of

operators without a significant difference between participant and

aonparticipant, The mean for participant homemakers is 40 years and

for nonparticipants, 42 years,

Tenure of Operator
The matching of the nonparticipants with participants on this
variable is satisfactory with no significant difference indicated
(Table 10), The slight difference which occurs with respsct. to full
owners and owner-renters is to be expected, since the‘éouﬁﬁjuagri-
cultural agents could herdly have known for all of the nonparticipants

whether or not they rented land for their fzrm operatioms,




22

Teble 10, Tenure of Operstor in Participent and Nonparticipant
Pamilies (6 Counties), 1953,

Tenure of Operator Participants , Nonparticipants

(Semple) (Control)
Per cent

Full owner Ll 51
Owner-renter 53 L5
Full tenant 3 3
Marager - -

ther tenure arrangement - 1
Total 100 100
N= 150 150

2= 9. 69C0 d.f. = 6 ©Nobt significant at the , 05 level

Par tnership

According to Table 11, there is no significant difference in the
distribution of participants and nonparticipants with respect to
partnership arrangements, The nonparticipants have a slightly higher

Table 11, Axtent of Partnersh*p Arrangements of Perticipants and of
Nonperticipants (6 Counties), 1956,

Type of Business Participants Nonparticipants
(Sample) | (Control)
Por cent
Partnership =~ 18 21
Not a partnership 82 79
Total 100 _ 100
N = . 150 150

S . 41800 . : d.f. =1 ©Not significant at the ,05 level




“how close the combination of,enterﬁriées of a control operator would.

proportion of operators wvho have partnership agreements, That there is

eny difference at all between the two groups arises from the fact that,

.especially in the case of some nonparticipants, it was difficult to ~

know with certainty whether or not & partnership arrangement existed,

Major and Second Ranking interprise

Since the preliminary survey indicated that the participents in
the Farm and Home Menagement Program in the spring of 1956 were pre=-

dominantly dairy farmers, the design for ssmpling was planned so that

those operators included would be princlpally dairy farmers and in no

instance would have less than 9 milk cows, In thoge instances where

operators who were chosen for the sample had a combination of dairy

...... ot 4

was selected, Agein in the absence of detailed information for those

selected for the control group, it was'qot,always possible to be suré

match that of hig opposite in the participant sampib.

According to Table 12, there is no significant difference between
the participants and nonﬁéfticipénté'ﬁith“respect to major and second-
ar§ enterprigses, In Bbth the pérticipant and ﬁonparticipant groups,
there are 2 operators whose major enterprise is poultry but each of

these has dairying as a éecondary enterprise,
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Table 12, C%assificationvof Partlcipants and, of Nonparticipants
' (6 Counties) According to Major or Major and Secondary

ﬁnterprise, 1955.

1

Type of Farm ' Participants Nonparticipants
(Sample) (Control)
Per cent
Dairy (No Secondary ‘
Enterprise) 93 95
Dairy & Poultry i
(Secondary Enterprise)™ é L
Poultry & Dairy | ‘ o
(Secondary Enterprise)™® 1 1
Total 100 100 |
Ne 150 | 150

X2 = ,5000 o © duf., =2 Not significant at the .05 level

L

* K poultry enterprise was considered secondary if the gross receipts
from the sale of eggs were $500 or more below those from milk and the

operator had 500 or more hens,
##* A dairy enterprise was considered secondary if the receipts from the

sale of milk were $500 or more below -those from eggs and the operator
had 9 or more cows,

" Number of Milk Cows

There is no significant difference in the distribu%ion of milking
herds according to size for the participants and nonparticipants
(Table 13), The averages, both means and meciians, for tlie two sroups
are very similar, Only 7 per cent of the participants and 9 per cent

of the nonparticipants have undsr 20 cows, On the other hand the pro-
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portions of both groups with 50 or more cows are relatively small, 7

per cent for the participants and 11 for the nonparticipants,

Table 13, Number of Milk Cows in the Herd of Participant and Nonw
participant Operators (6 Counties), 1955..

Fumber of Milk Cows Participents Nonparticipants
(Semple) (Control)
-— J
Per cent
9-19 7 9 |
20-29 39 Lo |
30-39 29 24
L4049 18 16
50-59 5 5
60-69 1 3
70-79 - 1
80-89 1 1
90-99 - 1
]
Total 100 100
N= 150 150
Mean 32,7 33,3
Median 30.9 29,8
X2 = L, 7700 d,f, = 8 ©Not significant at the ,05 level

Full-or Part-Time Operator

There is no difference between the sample of participants eand the
nonparticipents with respect to major occupation (Table 14), The

major occupation of 97 per cent of both groups is farming,
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Table 14 bajor Occupation of Participent and Nomparticipant Operstors
. (6 Counties), 1956, . .

Major Occupétién Participants Nonparticipants

(Sample) (Control)
Per cent .
Farm - S 97 v ’ 97
Non~ farm Y 3 IR 3
Total | T 1,00 T 100
N = - 150 150
X2 = 1,0003 d,f, = 1 Not significant at the ,05 level

Managerial Ability

In the paired matching for obtairfng_a control group, county
agents considered the factor of menegeriel ability., UWhile in many ine-
stances they may have had some fairly concrete knowledge of the mane-
gerial abillty of the varticipant operators, their knowledge respect-
ing this factor for operators who were consi&ered for the nonpartici-
pent group was considerably less, It is, therefore, not surprising :
that the scores on farm msnagement practicesl derived from data in the
benchmark survev are significently different for the two groups
(Toble 15), It is also quite likely thet the exposure of the semple
to the progrem had already had some effect before the benchmark survey
was undertaken, . As has already been indicated, the benchmark schedule
contained questions the enswers to which should be helpful in dealing

with this presurvey exposure of the sample, In the final report on

1 The items which were included in the scores on farm management
practices 1sed in this section are iisted in the Appendix,




the study the comparison of the two groups on measurements of chenge

must necessarily conside:r this ﬁresurvey exposure of the sample,

Table 15, Managerial Ability as Indicated by ¥arm hanagement Score
of Participent and Nonparticipant Operators (6 Ccunties),

1956.
Managerial Ability Pacticipants Nenparticipents
(Sample) (Control)
Per cen

High 22 17
Medium 70 62
Low 8 21
Total 100 o 100

= 150 150

X2 = 10, 7400 d ¥, = 2 Significant at the ,02 level
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IV, OOMPARISON OF PARTICIPANTS AND NONPARTICIPANTS ON:
SELRCTED SOCIAL VARIABIES, SCORES FOR PARM AND HOME
PRACTICES, AND SELECTED BCONGMIC VARIABIES IN THE FARM BUSINESS

The purpose of this section is to determine how well matched the
participants and nomparticipanis are en gelected variablss other than

those on which they were initially matched,

Selec*ed Social Variables

Summary

The social varisbles used in this analysis were:
1, Bducation of the operators

2, Jducation of the homemszkers

3, Participation of the operstors snd homemekers using:

a, Genersl participatica score
b, Contact with -ixtenslon score L

| | 4, Wumber of persons in biological family 2t home -

{ 5. Stage in fainlly cycle
? 6, Regidential mobility since family was established
The perticipant operstors are sigificantly different from the
nonparticipent operators on the variabl~s of education, genersl part-
jcipation score, and score for contect with Bxtension, On these same
varisbles the homemakers of the two groupings are not significantly
different, However, the difference in zenerel perticipestion of the
two zroups of homemakers is of sufficient mesnitude to deserve
attention,
with respect to size, stage in the family cycle, and moblility

of families, perticipant and nonmparticipant femilies are very similer,
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EBducation of Operators

The educational lcvel of the perticipant operstors is siemifi-
cantly different from that of tke nonparticipent operstors,
Ixamination of the two distributions reveals thest this significent
difference is caused by a larger percentage of.the partiéipgnts wvith
hich education snd a larger percentage of nonparticipants wi££'low
education, The average (mean) participent operstor has 12,4 yeors
of schoolinz while the average (mean) nonparticipant hasg 11, 4 years
of schooling (Table 16) |

Table .6, Educetion of Operators in Participant and.Konparticipant
Families (6 Counties), 1956,

Yesars of School Participants Honpartictpanus
Completed _ (Sample) (Control)
Per cent

5-7 1 3

8 8 18
9-11 25 30

12 35 30
13-15 21 13

16 7 3
17-18 3 3
Total 100 100

= 148 149
Mean 12, 4 11. 4
Median 12,5 11,8

X2 = 15, 2658 d.f, = 6 Significent at the .05 level

This indicates thet educetional differences could be an explena~-

tory intervening verlable for some other differences thet may be found

between the participant end nonparticipsnt operators. In any event,
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education should often be conirolled in order to check for the possible

influence of level of ecucation on differences between the two groups,

Béucntion nf the Heomemakers

Unlike the operators, the distributions of the participant and

nonparticipent homemskers on level of sducation ere very similer, The
sllght differences are not significant, The two groups of homemaekers
heve, on the average, a fraction of & year of schoolin« beyond high
school with an average (mean) of 12,7 grades completed by participant
and 12,4 by nonparticipsnt homemskers, (Table 17)

Table 17.1Education of Homemakers in Participant and Nonparticipant
Families (6 Counties), 1956,

Years of School Participants Nonparticipants
Completed (Sample) (Control)
Per cent

5-7 1 1
8 ' 10 ' 9
9-11 i8 22
12 28 35
13-15 32 23
16 9 7
17-18 2 3
Total 100 100

= 149 148
Mean 12,7 12,4
diedian - 12,8 12,5

X% = 1, 5144 - dof. = 6 Hot significant at the . 05 level
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The educational level of homemekers is, therefore, not likely to
be needed as a control for the emelysis of other varisbles, althoush

it may be useful in some instances,

General Participation Szore of the Operatorsl

The participant and nonparticipant operators differ significently
with respect to genersl participation sccre, The mean score of the
participsnts is 62 and that of the nomparticipants,49, (Table 18)

Table 18, Participation Score of Operstors in Participant and Voo~
participent Families (6 Counties), 1956,

Score Participants Nomparticipants
(Sample) (Control)

Per ceat

1-14 1 1

15-30 12 20
31-145 26 26
16-60 15 2k
61-75 16 17
76-90 13 8
91-105 10 2
106-120 5 1
121-135 1 -
136-150 - -
151 and over 1 1
Total 100 100
N = 150 150
Mean 62 b9
Median 58 48
X% = 24,1800 d.f, = 10 Significant at the ,0l level

1 The items which were included in the general participation score and
contact with Ixtension score used in this section are listed in the
Appendix,
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The hisher participation score of the participents (Table 18)
and the hisher educational level of the participents (Table 16)
suggests that if educational level were controlled it misht help
explain the differences in level of participation between the partici-
pants end nomparticipanis, ¥or purposes of this report it is sufficient
to note that these differences do exist, In a subsequent report

analysis using controls of the type suggested vwill be undertaken,

General Participation Score of Homemakers

The difference with respect to general participation between
participant and nonparticipant homemekers is not as great as bsiween
participent and nonparticipant operators (Teblss 18 end 19). The

Pable 19. Participation Scors of Homemekers in Perticipant and Non-
participant Familiss (6 Counties), 1956,

Score Participsnts Nonparticipanté‘
(Sample) (Control)
Per cent
1-14 15 27
15-30 32 32
31-45 15 17
46-60 16 8
61-75 11 10
76-90 5 1
91-105 3 3
106-120 - 1
121-135 1l 1
136 and over 1 -
Total 100 100
e - 149 | 148
Mean Lo - 33
Median "33 ' 27

12 = 14,4000 d. £,

il
\O

Yot significant at the ,05 level
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participant heomemakers have a higher average score (mean) than
.. that of the noamparticipant homemakers, but the distributions of the
.- two groups_.are not significantly different (Table 19)., However, in
- future enalyses, differences which ere this large may be

considered important,

Contact with Extension Score of Operators

The operator's contact with Ixtension score excludes the activity

of the participants in the Ferm and Home iianagement Program, However,

v T ST

even with this exclusion the participants! scores are still enough
higher than those of the nonparticipants to yield a highly significant
difference (Table 20),

Table 20, Score for Contact with IExtension of Orarators in Perticipant
and Nonparticipent Families (6 Counties), 1956,

Score Participaents Nonparticipants
(Sample) (Control)
Per cent
4 - 3
5 1 6
6 2 6
7 3 10
8 6 8
9 10 13
10 - 12 17
11 17 15
12 17 13
13 21 8
14 11 1
Total 100 100
N = 150 ' 150
Mean 11,1 93
liedian 1,4 %7

) |
X= = 42,9000 d.f, = 10 Significant at less than , 061 level
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Contact with Extension Score of Homemskers

There is no significant difference in the disiributions of contact
with Zxtension scores for the perticipant and nomperticipent howc: -icers
(Table 21), Twenty-one ner cent of the participent and 29 per cent of

Table 21, Score for Contact with ZExtencion of Homemakers in Participant
and Wonparticipant Families (6 Counties), 1956,

Percentage Score Participants Nonparticipents

(Semple) (Control)
Per cent

Hone . : . 21 29 i
1-7 | 9 9
8-16 19 17
17-24 8 7
25-32 | .5 10
33-ko .., .13 7
41-48 . 9 9
k956 © e 9 7 - ~
57-6U b 3
65-72 1 1l
73-83 2 1
Total 100 . 100 o
N= 149 148
Mean 2L 21
Median 18 14
X2 = 9, 3258 d.f. 3 10 Not sismificant at the .05 level

the nonparticipant homemskers have had no contact with the Home Demone
stration 3xtension Service program, This is in contrast with both
groups of operators, all of whom have hed some or considerable contact

with .xtension (Table 20).
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Number of Persons in Biological Family at Home
end Families by Stcxe in the Femily Cyclel

The two distributions of number of persons in the biologiczl
families at home ere not significantly different, They are, in fact,
very similar, (Teble 22)

Table 22, Number of Persons in 3iological Family at Home in Perticie
pent and Nomparticipent Families (6 Counties), 1956,

Number of Persons Participents Norperticipants
(Sample) (Control)
Per cent

2 18 20

3 17 21

L 22 20

5 24 - 21

6 11 12

7 3 2

8 2 3

9 or more 3 1

Total 100 100

N= 149 149

ihnean L". 3 ’4‘. 0

l"ledian L”o 2 3. 9

X2 = 1, 1600 d.f, = 7 Not significant at the ,05 level

The distributions of famiiiés'by stage in the femily cycle are also

very similar (Table 23).

1 System of classification of femilies for stage in the family cycle is
that developed by W, A, Anderson, in Rural Social Participation and
the Family Life Cycle: Part I Formal Participation, Nemoir 314, Cornell
University Agriculturel Experiment Station, Ithaca, New York, January,
1953, pp. 10-12,




-36=

Table 23. Stage in the Faumily Cycle* of Participant and Nemparticipant
Families (6 Counties), 1956,

Stage Participants Nomparticipants
: (Sample) (Control)
Per cent

Stage I | 6 ' ”
Stage II 34 29 i
Stage 111 22 21
Stage IV 29 32
Stage V 9 11
Stage VI - -
Totel " 100 100

= 142 Lh4
X2 = ,6600 d.f. = 4 TNot significant at the ,05 level

*Stage I - Husband and wife onlv (wife less than 45 yezrs of age)
Stege I1I - Husbend aznd/or wife and 1 or more children less than
10 years of agze
Stage III - Husband and/or wife and 1 or more children less than
10 eand 1 or more children over 10 years of age a
Stage IV - Husband snd/or wife end 1 or .ore children over 10 years
of age
Husband and wife (wife L5 years of ege or more and no
children at home)
Stage VI - Widower or widow only, over 45 years of age, and no
children at home,

Stage V

The participant and nonparticipaﬁt'?éﬁilies are, therefore, very
cimilar in size and stage in the family cycle, Since stage in the
family cycle roughly indicates composition of the families, the
families are 2lso similar in composition, These family characteristics,

therefore, are not expected to be related to differences between the

participants and nonparticipants on other variabies, as for example

ths differences in social perticipation.
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Reaidential Mobility

S ——————————tttet ke

The residentinl mobilityldistributions of the participant =nd
nomparticipant families are very similar, The percentsges of familieg
in both groups who have no or low residential mobility, are relatively

large, (Table 24).

Table 24, Residential Mobility since Family was Xstablished of

Perticipant and Nomparticipant Families (6 Counties),

1956,
Mobility Participants Nonpsrticipants

(Semple) (Control)
Per cent

Always lived in
present residence 41 L6
Low 34 37 |
Medium pR 10 |
High 11 7 i
Total 100 100
Ne 142 143

1 The classifications of low, medium, and high were made by the system .
developed by James W, Longest in Social Change in the liarathon
Communi ty, Cortland County, New York, 1929 to 1954, Unpublished Cornell

l x? = 2,1900 a, f, = 3 Not significant at the ,05 level
|
| University Ph,D, Thesis, 1957, pp. 110-113.

i
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1

Scores for Farm and Home Practices

Summary
Thé scores on which the participents and nonparticipants are

compared in this section are:

Operators'! scores:

Score tor farm managementz

Score for deiry feeding practices

Score for dsiry brecding practices

Score for dalry discsse comntrol practices

Score for eagronomy practices for corn

Score for esgronomy practices for oats

Score for agronomy practices for hay and pasture

VoM FWRDdF

Homemakers! scores:

. Score for household management practices
Score for foods and nutrition practices
. Score for clothing and textiles practices
Score for housing and design practices

;u.mo-'

The score for farm management and agronomy scores for oat
practices and for aay and pasture practices are significantly
higher for the participant than for the nonparticipent operators,
It is probable that some of the difference in these scores is due

to learning of the p&rticipants while or the program previous to the

1 The items which were included in these scores are in the Appendix of
the report, )

2 The comparison of farm manazement scores is repeated here in zrester
detail than given earlier in Table 15, page 27. This variable is
included in both sections &s it is an essential variable in each,

In part III it was included because it was one of the variables
used for matching, It is 2180 included in this section beceuse it
is one of the farm practice scores developed,
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gurvey. Subsequent reports on the study will undertake an analysis
of these differences,

No significant difference exists between the participant and non-
perticipant operstors! distributions on scores for deiry feeding
practices, deiry disease control practices, and agronomy corn practices,

There 1s no significant difference between the distributions of
perticipant and nonparticipant homemakers on the four homemeking

rractice scores,

Score for Farm.Management Practices of Operators

There is a significant.difference between the distributions of
participants and nonparticipants on farm management scoros (Table 25),

Pable 25, Score for Farm lanagement Practices of Operetors in Partici-
pent and Honperticipant Femilies (6 Counties), 1956,

Percentage Score Participants Nonparfictpants
(Sample) (Control)
Per cent
36-45 2 3
46-50 3 3
51-55 3 15
56-60 12 4
61-65 17 25
66-70 22 12
71=75 19 11
76-80 11 11
81-85 J 5
86-95 2 1
Total 100 100
N= 150 150
Mean 68 64
Median 68 64

X2 = 23,1300 d.f. = 9 Significant at the , 01 level
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As mentioned easrlier, it is likely that learning of some participents
who had been esposed to the program previous to the survey has helped
to raise the farm management scores of the participents above those

of the ronparticipents, 4inother factor contributing to this difference
was the inability of agents to kmow the managerisl characteristics of
nonparticipants well enough to match them with the participants on this
variable, Analyses of the various intervening factors affecting
mansgerial differences of vhe two groups will be undertaken in subse-

quent reports,

Score for Dairy Feeding Practices of Operators
There is no siznificent difference be.ween the participant and
nonparticipant distridbutions for dairy feeding scores, In fact the
distritutions are verylgimilar. (Table 26)

Table 26, Score for Dairy Feeding Practices of Operetors in Perticipant
and Nonparticipent Families (6 Counties), 1956,

Percentage Score Perticipants Nonparticipants
(Semple) (Control)
Per cent

31-40 2 1l
h1-50 9 , 11
51-60 37 35
61-70 36 Ih]
71-80 14 12
81-90 2 -
Total | 100 | 100

= 150 150
Mhean 6103 6007
Median 61, 2 61,3
12 = I, 400 d.f. = 5 Not significant at the ,05 level

- ane
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Score for Dairy 3reedine Practices of Overators

There is no significaent difference in the distributions of part-
icipants and nonparticipants with respect to dairy breeding practices
scores, The differences that do exist are in the direction of the
scores of the narticipants being larger than those of the nompartici-
pants, (Table 27)

Table 27, Score for Dairy Breeding Practices of Operstors in Partici-
pant and Nomparticipant Femilies (6 Counties), 1956,

Percentage Score Participants Nonparticipants

(Semple) (Control)
Per cent

Less thzn 21 - -

21-30 - 1l

31-40 1l 2

§1-50 2 L

51-60 7 13

61-~70 16 22

71-80 21 17

81-90 : 30 23

91-100 23 18

Total 100 100

Nas 150 150

Mean 79,2 74, 5

Median . 81,7 75,6

2 .

X* = 9,0300 d.f, = 7 Not significent at the ,05 level

Score for Dairy Disease Control Practices of Operators

There is no significant difference in the distributions of part-
icipants and nonparticipants with respect to scores on dairy disease

control practices, On the contrary, the distributions as well as
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averages, both mean and median, are very similar (Table 28;

Table 28, Score for Dairy Disease Control Practices of Operators in '
Participant and Nonparticipant Families (6 Counties), 1956,

Percentage Score Participents Nonparticipants

(Sauple) (Control)

Per cent

24-32 1 -
33-40 - - |
1148 1 -
L9-56 3 5 |
57-64 10 10
65-72 9 16
73-80 35 35
81-88 36 26
89-y6 5 7
97-100 - 1
Total 100 100
N = 150 150
Meap 77 76
Median 79 77
X2 = 11, 6700 d.f. = 8 1Not significant at the .05 level

Score for Agronomy Practices for Corn of Operators

There is no significant difference between the distributions of
participants end nonparticipants on agronomy practice scores for corn

(Table 29).
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Table 29, Score for Agronomy Practieces for Corn of Operators in
Participant and Nonparticipent Families (6 Counties),

1956,
Percentsge Score Participants Nonparticipants
(Sample) (Control)
Per cent

10-19 2 2

20-29 8 10

30-39 19 21

L0-49 22 22

50-59 27 16

60-69 14 21

?0~79 9 ?

80-89 - 1l

Total 100 100

N= 134 136

Mean Le, 7 Lo, 4
Median 47,8 L6, 9

X = 7. 3170 d,f. = 7 Not significant at the ,05 level

Score for Agronomy Practices

for Oats and for Hay and Pasture of Operators
There ig a significant difference between the participants and the

nonparticipants on their oat practices, and hay and pasture practices
gscores (Tahle 30 and 31). One reason for the participants having higher
scores is probably the learning snd adoption of practices resulting

from program influences which occurred before the survey, but the
determination of the degree of these influences must await more detailed

analysis,




Table 30, Score for Agronomy Practices for Oats of Operators in
Participant end Womoarticipent Families (6 Counties),

- bl

Percentage Score Participants Nonperticipants
(Sample) (Control)
Per cent

C =9 1 -

10-1Y 1 2

20-29 1 3

30~-39 2 13

Lo-19 1h 20

50-5Y 12 12

€0-6Y 12 16

70-79 17 10

80-89 34 22
90-100 6 2

Total 100 100

N= 128 128

Mean 690 3 590 5
Median 74, 0 60, 0

X =204, 1664 a,f, = 9 Significant at the , 0l level




Table 31, Score for fgronoay Practices for Hay end Pasture of Operators
in Perticipant and Wonparticipant Families (6 Counties), 1956,

Percentage Score Participants Nonperticipants
e (Sample) (Control)
Per cent

0 =9 2 1l

10-19 - -2

20-29 b 5

30-39 7 20

Lo-49 18 22

50~59 30 25

60-69 20 14

70=-79 13 7

80-89 5 3
90-100 1 1

Total 100 100

N= 149 148

Mean 55.8 49,3
ledian 56,0 49, 2

X2 = 19,9287 d,f, = 9 Significant at the ,02 level

Homemekers' Practices Scores

There is no significant difference in the distributions of part--
icipant and nonparticipant homemekers on the household management score,
foods and nutrition score, clothing and textiles score, and housing and
design score (Tables 32,33,34%, and 35).

The only homemakers' score which is close to being significantly
different is the one for housing and design, Furthermore, the varies-
tions in distribution on this score are not consistently higher or

lower for the participants or nonparticipants, but the nonparticipents!

gcores tend to be somewhat larger as is indicated by their slightly
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larger mean and wedian scores, (Table 35)

Pable 32. Score for Household hanagement Practices of Homemakers in
Participant end Nonparticipaut Famiiies (6 Counties), 1956,

Percentage Score Participants Nonparticipants
(Sauple) (Control)
Per cent
L6-50 - -
51-55 1 1
5660 3 5
61-65 11 7
65-70 25 19
71-75 28 33
76-80 22 23
81-85 8 12
86-90 2 -
Total 100 100
= ' 149 148
Mean : 72 | 73
Median 72 ' 73
X2 = 5. 1400 d.f, = 7 Not significant at the ,05 level

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




Table 33, Score for Foods and Nutrition Practices of Hcmemakers in
Participant and Nonpartizipent Families (6 Counties), 1956,

Percentage Score Participants Nonparticipauts
(Sample) (Control)
Per cent
24-32 - 1
33-40 2 2
' 41-48 11 8
4956 18 25
57=-64 29 27
65-72 24 20
73-80 10 13
81-88 5 2
89-96 1 2
Total 100 100
N= 149 148
Mean 62 62
Median 62 61
X2 = &, 4200 &£, =8 Not significent et the ,05 level

©

- ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Table 34, Score for Clothing and Textiles Practices of Homemakers in
Participant and Nomparticipant Families (6 Counties), 1956,

e - L mam——— e -

Percentage Score Participants Nonparticipants
(Sanple) (Control)

Per cent i
1 =10 1 1
11-20 Y 3
21-30 13 13 |
31-40 22 14 |
41-50 25 30 |
51-60 3 6
61-70 13 16
71-80 6 9
81-%0 7 7
91-100 1 1
Total 100 100
N= 149 148
Mean 46, 3 49, 7
Median k2,9 | L6, 7

2

X* = 10,2168 d.f, = 9 Not significant at the ,05 level

| ERIC




Table 35, Score for Housinz and Design Practices of Homemakers in
Participant and Nomparticipant Femilies (6 Counties),1956,

Percentage Score Participants Nonparticipants
(Sample) (Control)
Per cent

Less than 24 1 -

2432 3 1

33-40 5 L

41-48 6 12

4956 29 18

57-64 17 26

65-72 21 18

73-80 13 16

81-88 5 L
89-100 - 1l

Total 100 100

N = 149 148

Mean 60 61
Median 60 61

X2 = 14, 1669 df, = Hot significent at the ,05 level
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Selected Economic Variables in the Farm Business

Summary

The veriables used in this section.are:

1, ¥et farm income and labor incoue per operator

-

Pounds of milk sold per man 8ﬁd»pe.r o

N
3

W
.

man equivelent

F

Work units per man

ilachinery and feed expense vper cow

oW

Average inventory

». icres of land operated

Phe veriables on which there is a significent difference in the
distributions of the perticipants end nonparticipents are net ferm and
labor income per operator,

None of the distributions for other variables are gignificantly
4different for perticipents end nonparticipants, but on the coantrary
are vefy similer, Of these other veriables the only one on which there
ié eﬁough difference (although not significent) to warrant notice is
that of pounds of milk sold ver man, The nunmber of pounds of milk
gold per man vhen related to incone might explain some of the differeuce

in income between participents and ncmparticipants,

Net Farm Income and Labor Income per Operator

The distributions of participant and nomparticivant operators are
significantly different with respect to net ferm end labor incomes,

Both mean and median net farm incomes and labor incomes per operator
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Table 36, Fet Ferm Income per Operztor of Perticipant and lon-
Participent Farms (& Counties), 1955.

Net Farm Incone Participants Nonparticipants

per Operator ($'s) (Semple) (Control)
Pe~ cent

Negative 500 and over - 2

Negative under 500 - 3

1-2000 5 9

1001-2000 10 15

2001-3000 19 23

3001~4000 19 20

L001-5000 19 11

5001~ 6000 10 10

6001-7000 6 3

7001- 3000 7 1

8001-5000 2 2

9001-~20,000 3 1

Total 100 100

W= 150 150

tiean L, 247 3,180

Median 3,894 2,913

X2 = 23,9400 & f, = 11 Significent at the ,02 level

are somevhat higher for participants than for nomparticipamts., The

factors vhich contribute to these differences are not yet known, but

futvre analyses will try to determine these relationships, (Tables 36
and 37)




Table 37. Labor Income per Operator c¢f Participant and Nonparticipant
Farms (6 Counties), 19%5.

Labor Income per

Operutor ($'s) Participants Nonparticipents
(Semple) (Control)
Per cent

Negative 500 and over L 15

Negative under 500 3 7

1l -1000 13 15 |
1001-2000 21 23 |
2001~ 3000 19 18 i
3001-4000 18 Y |
4001-5000 11 ? ;
5001-6000 5 1 |
6001-7000 3 1 {
70018000 1 1 1
8001~9000 1 -

9001-20,000 1 1

Total 100 100

N = 150 150

Mean 2,580 1,527

Median 2,409 1,455

X2 = 28, 45100 d, f. =11 Significent st the .0l level
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Pounds of Milk Sold per Manland.per Cowr

There is not a simificent difference between the distributions
of participant and nonparticipant farms for milk sold per man or per
cow. However, the distributions of participant and nonparticipant
farms for milk sold per man are glmest significantly different, The
megnitudes of the differences between the means and the medians also
point in this direction. This, therefcre, mey be one of the factors_
causing the significantly greater incomes of the perticipants., (Tables
38 and 39)

Table 38, Pounds of iiilk Sold per ian by Participant and Nomparticipasnt
Farms (6 Counties), 1955,

Pounds of liilk Participsants Nonparticipants

Sold per iien (Szmple) (Control)
Per cent

Lo,001 - 75,000 3 3

75,001 -110,000 9 D 14
110,001 -145,000 27 36
145,001 -180,000 30 21
180,001 -215,00C - 16 13
215,001 -250,00®™ 12 - 6
250,001 -285,000 1 5
285,001 -320,000 2 l
320,001 -355,000 - 1
Total 100 100
N= 150 150
Mesn 161,800 154,334
tiedian 157,727 142,359
X° = 13, 3500 d.f. = 8 ©Not significant at the ,05 level

1l Por men units utilizes the men equivalent measure of labor to equate

the fzrms on labor supply in order to obtaln & comparison on certain
production factors,
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Pable 39, Pounds of #ilk Sold per Cow by Perticipant and Nonpartici-
pent Tarms (6 Counties), 1955 | '
Pounds of Milk Participants Nonparticipants
Sold per Ccw (Sample) (Control)
Per cent
3,001 - 4,000 1 1
4,001 - 5,000 1 1
5,001 - 6,000 3 7
6,001 - 7,000 13 13
7,001 - 8,000 20 21
8,001 - 9,000 20 26
9,001 -10,000 21 16
10,001 -11,000 11 8
11,001 =12,000 | 9 5
12,001 -13,000 1 2
Total 100 100
N= 150 150
Mean | 8,614 8,294
Median 8,622 8,283
X2 = 6, 9600 4 f, =9 Not significent at the .05 level

Man Zquivalent

E
E Man equivelent is 2 measure of annuel lebor used in operating the
|
E farm, This includes unpaid family labor, hired lsbor, and the labor
f of the operator or operators, and is celculated on the basis of number
| of months of labor contributed from all sources divided by 12, Thus,
if on a particular farm all labor months total 24, the man equivalent
is 2,0, |
The man equivelent distributions of the participant and non-

participant farms are very similar (Table 40),
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Table: 40, lian “lquivalent of Perticipant and Jonparticipamt Ferms®
(6 Counties), 1955.

AN ¥ L L1

lian Tiguivalent Participants Nonparticipants:  ,~-u:
(Sample) - (Control)
SRR T
Per cent
0.1-0,9 1 -
1, 0-1. b -~ 32 34 N
1,519 23 21
2,02, 4 30 30
2, 52,9 6 &
3.C-3. 4 5 4
30 5"39 9 1l 1
b, 0=l L 1 1
u’o 5"'“'- 9 = -
5.0 plu 1 1
Total 100 100
= 150 150
i'lean 10 9 1. 9
Median 1,8 1,9
%2 = 1.8000 &.f. = 8 Not significent at the ,05 level

~Work Units per luen

L]

-- "A pr.bductive man work unit is the average amount of productive --
vork accomplished in ten hcours,

"The . number of productive man work units on a farm is celculated
by multiplyipg the acres of each crop #nd the number of each kind of
animel by units which have been calculated on the basi's of the average

amount of time required to handle one acre or one enimal, nl

1 Farm lanagement Handbook ~ Prepared by the Extension Staff. of, the: -
Department of Agricultural .iconomics, N, ¥, S, Coilege of Agriculture,
Cornell University, Ithaca, New York, A, E, 1045, November, 1956, -p. L5,
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There is net a significant difference in the distributioas of
participant and nomparticipant farms with respect to worg uni ts mer
man, The distributions are very similar and the mean averages are
{dentical, (Teble 4;)

Table 41, “ork Units per Men of Participent and Nomparticipent Farms
(6 Counties), 1955.

York Unite per Man Participante Nonparticipents
(Sample) (Control) _ '
Per cent

100=175 1 1

176-250 13 23

251-325 Ly 31

326-400 28 N 29 .

L01-475 11 11 o

476-550 2 4

551-625 1 _ 1 |
|

Totel 100 ' 100 |

N = ‘ 150 o 150

Mean 320 320

Median 311 313

X% = 9, 7800 d,f. = 6  Not significant at the ,05 level

Machinery and Feed Ixpenge per Cow, Average Inventory,
and Acres of Land Operated

Thére is no significant difference in the distributions of feed

and machinery expense per cow nor in éverage inventory or acres of land
operated for the participant and nonparticipsnt farms. The participants
and nonparticipents are, therefore, well matched on these size and cost

foctora (Tables 42,4344, and 45) .




Table 42,

J—

riachinery Expense per Jow of Participaat and Nonpaﬁticipant
Farms (6 Counties), 1955,

S

iachinery Expense Participants Nonparticipants
per Cow ($'s) (Sample) (Control)
Per cent

1 - 39 1 -

Lo - 69 16 20

70 - 99 L6 L2
100-129 25 23
13C-159 11 11
160-18Y 1 3
190-219 - 1
Total 100 100

N= 150 150

Mean 930 L" 960 5
ledian 91, 3 91.8

2= 7. 7400 d,.f, = 6 ot significent at the ,05 level




Table -3, Feed ixpense per Cow of Participant and Nomparticipant Farme

(6 Counties), 1955,

i'eed Ixpenase per Participants Nonparticipents

Cow ($'s) (Sample) (Control)
Per cent

1 - 30 3 3

3l - 60 17 27

61 - 90 33 22

91 -120 25 24

121-150 13 13

151-180 5 5

181-210 2 b

211-240 1 1

241270 - -

271=300 - 1

Total 100 100

N= 150 150

Mean 94 93

vedian 8Y 88

X2 = 9,030 d.f. = 8 ©Not significant at the ,05 level




(6 Counties), 1955.

Table Uk, Average Inventory of Participant and Nonparticipant Farms

&verage Inventory Participants Nonparticipants
(61s) (Sample) (Control)
Per cent
9,001 - 20,000 13 15
20,001 - 30,000 27 21
30,001 ~ 40,000 27 28
Lo,001 - 50,000 18 19
50,001 - 60,000 9 7
60,001 - 70,000 3 3
70,001 - 80,000 1 Iy
80,001 - 90,000 1 1
90,001 ~1C€0,000 - 1
100,001-200,000 1 1
Total 100 100
N = 150 150
Mean 36,037 37,940
kedian 33,659 35,001
X2 = 5,8200 "4, f, = 9 Not significant at the ,05 lavel




TPable 45, Acres of Lend Ope
participant Operators

- 60~

reted in 1955 by Perticipant =ad Hon-
(6 Counties), 1755,

Yumber of Acres Participents Honparticipants

(Sample) (Control)
Per cent

Less than 70 1l 1l

70 - 99 3 3

100-13Yy 9 13

140-179 16 15

180-219 1 15

220-259 16 13

260-299 11 9

300-339 b 11

3L40-499 18 17

500 and over L 3

Tot2l 100 100

Ns= 150 150

tieon 257 254

median 247 243

2 o )

X~ = 6, 6600 4, f, = 9 Not significant at the ,05 level
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APPENLCIX

Items included in the operat.:
and homemaker participation and
practices scores,

Participnation Score of Operator and Homemaker

Membership in organizations
Attendance at meetings
Contributions made to organizations
Committees on

Offices held

Score for Contact with Extension of Operator

Number of Extension meetings on farming attended 1955-56

Attend any meetings in 195455

Number of visits to county agentts office 1955-56

Visit county agent's office 195L4-55

Number of farm visits by county asents 195556

Any farm visits by county agents 1954=55

Ever conducted demonstration on farm cooperating with county agents
Ever attended special training meetings by Extension specialists
Ever attended demonstration meeting on someone's farm

Read County Farm and Home News

Ever a member of Extension

Held an office in Extension in 1956

On a commodity committee in 1956

Maximum total possible score - 1L

Score for Contact with Extension of Homemaker

Now member of a home demonstration unit

Formerly member of a home demonstration unit

During past year, attend any lessons or nroject meetings

During past year, go to any general meetings of home demonstration
unit

Ever been local leader

Ever been officer in unit

Ever been member of county's Home Demonstration Executive Committee
Ever had responsibilities for unit activity

During last year or two, attend any meeting by home demonstration
agent to plan kitchen in church, etc,

During last year or two, attend any meetings by home demonstration
agent to olan building or remodeling of community building

During last year or two, attend any meeting by home demonstration
agent to discuss construction or remodeling of houses

(Continued)
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13,

14,
15,
16,

10,
11,
12,
13.
L.

15.

16,
17.

18,

19,
20.
21,
22,

1,
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In last year or two, televhoned home demonstration agent'!s office
for informationn

In last year or two, 7one to home demonstration agent's office
for information

Ever a member of L-H Cludb

Now a L4-H Club leader

Formerly a L-H Club leader

Score for Farm Management Practices of Operator

Evaluation of size of operation

Evaluation of production per animal (cow)

Evaluation of production per acre

Fyaluation of efficient use of macninery

Evaluation of eficlient use of labor

Evaluation of efficient use of capital

Bvaluation of efficient use of feed

Farm reccrds used in farm business

Most imnortant use of records kept

Least important farm records

Goal on use of dairy feed (as percent of milk receipts)

Estimate of cost of new tractor for one year if not operated

Estimate of cost of new tractor for one vear if operated

Three year goal on number of ccws her man in relation to labor

efficiency

Three year goal on number of pounds of milk sold ver man in rela-
ion to labor efficiency

Use of increase in inventory in figuring labor income

Proportion of total current market value of business that is

represented by real estate

Proportion of all farm cash income that is represented by sales

of milk

Individual who would be best off .financially

Most serious thing wrong with Situation 1k farm business

More serious weakness in Situation 15 farm business |

Three most important points to include in answer to Situation 16
farm business proposal :

Score for Dairy Feeding Practices of Operator

Harvesting prictices ' ‘

a. Normal date of harvesting first cutting of hay
b, Maturity of hay at time of cutting

¢, Kind of hay

d, Date of harvesting silage hay crop

e, Maturity at time of cutting hay silage

fo Corn silage stage of maturity at time of cutting

(Continued)
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12 .
13 .
.
16 .
17

Hay equivalent fed
Pasture management
Are pastures clipped
Supplemental roughage feedinz of cows on pasture

Supplemental pasture for cows when other pastures are short
Minerals cows receive in addition to those in grain mixture

Grain feeding for milking cows

Feeding calves

Grain feeding of heiferss

a, Less than 1 year of age when not on pasture

b, Less than 1 year of agze when on pasture

¢, Over 1 year of age when not on pasture

d, Over 1 year of age when on pasture

Supplemental roughage for heifers:

a, Less than 1 year of aze when not on pasture

b, Less than 1 year of aze when on pasture

¢c. Over 1 year of age when not on pasture

d, Over 1 year of a-e when on pasture

Ase when fall heifers are allowed to go on pasture completely

Age when spring heifers are allowed to go on pasture completely
What is the average tape weight of your heifers at breeding

What is the average tape weight of your heifers at first freshening
What is the average age of your heifers at breeding

What is the average age of your heifers at first freshening

Score for Dairy Breeding Practices of Operator

'what percentage of cows bred last year were bred artificially
Wr.at percentage of cows bred last year were bred to production
pedizree (having a history) sire

What percentage of cows bred last year were bred to registered
sires :

Percentage of cows bred last year which required only 1 service
Which of the following breeding and treatment records do you keep
What is the average calving interval

Are cows turned out daily during winter

a, For exercise

b, To check for heat

How long do your cows normally remain dry

How long is allowed between calving and first service following
calving
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Average loads of manure per acre
- Average nounds of nutrient per acre

Scare for Dairy Disease Control Practices of Coerator

Use practice of calf-vaccinztion a~ainst brucellosis
Was herd blood-tested for brucellosis during the past year
Percentage of the herd treated during the year for mastitis
Are size stalls adequate for prevention of mastitis
Is ample bedding used for prevention of mastitis
Is strip cup used daily
Are teat ends dipped in disinfectant after milking
Are milking machines kept in sroper operating order
How long is the milking machine on most cows
F 4

Score for Agronomy Practices for Corn of Operator

Averare loads of manure per acre

Averace tons of lime per acre

Averaze pounds of nutrient per acre

a. Nitrogen

b. FPhosphorus

¢, Potash

Percentage of corn acreage top dressed
Percentaze of hybrid corn acres planted with a hybrid with a
comnarative yield rating of

a. 9.1 or more

be B.6 to 9.0

c. 9.0 to 8,5

de 7.9 or less

Percentage of corn acres treated for weed control

Score for Agronomy Practices for Oats of Operator

a, Nitro~zen

b. Phosphorus

c. Potash

Percentage of total oat acreage seeded to aighly recommended
varieties ‘
Percentage of total oat acreage seeded to a moderately recommended
variety

Percentage of total oat acreage seeded to varieties with a low
recommendation

Percentage of oat acres treated for weed control
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Score for Agronomy Prastices for Hay and Pasture of Operator

Percentate of acres which are seeded with a recommended or hishly
recommended variety of seed (alfalfa, birdsfoot trefoil, red
clover)

Are there any new seedings

Average loads of manure per acre

Average tons of lime per acre

Average pounds of nutrient per acre

a, Nitrogen

b, Phospiorus

Ce Potash

Averaze number of years a particular mixture of legumes is left
down (alfalfa alone, alfalfa and birdsfoot trefoil, red clover
or other legumes, birdsfoot alone)

Percentage of acres of seedings as recommended for type of soil
drainage

Score for Household Management Practices of Homemaker

How easily do you

a, Plan meals

b, Get meals on the table

¢, Wash dishes

d., Gather and sort clothes for wasiing

e, Get clothes dry

f. Iron clothes

g, Mend clothes

h, Make beds

i. Keep things picked up

jo Do regular cleaning

ks Get things in and out of kitchen cupboards

1, Get things in and out of clothes closet

m, Get things in and out of cleaning equipment storage

n, Do shopping or marketing

o, Clean up after meals and nut food away

p. Prepare eggs for market

Keep vacuum cleaner and its attachments stored together
Every-day-dishes, do you stack different kinds of dishes on top
of each other ’

Do need to leave kitchen to get supnlies while preparing a meal
Later satisfied with "on-the-spot" decisions

2. In buying groceries

b In buying clothes

co To get involved in major jobs (cleaning, repairingz, etc, )
d, To stop work to take mart in some spontaneous activity for fun
Have enough time to zet things done you want to get done
Easily adjust activities when changes in demands on time call for
it

(Continued)
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Assuming cooperation from family

a, Able to have meals reacy on time

b. Able to have ironing done when needed

¢, Able to have clothes cleaned,or repaired when needed

d, Able to have bills paid on time

e, Able to finish jobs undertaken for others or other groups

f. Able to keep from day to day your house as clean as you feel
necessary

Arz yvou worn out at the end of the day

Estimate of how mucy spent for family livinz last vear

How much spent last year for

8 Food

b, Life insurance

ce Medical expenses

What are estimates based on

What lzinds of household records are kept

Score for Foods and Nutrition Practices of Homemaker

Method of shopning for food

Do you sometimes substitute for items on chopping list

How often shop for food

How much of staple food supplies store near where prepare food
Where keep utensils used in cleanlng and preparing vegetables and
fruits

Where keep utensils used in mixing cakes, making pies and cookles
How long cook cabbage

How long cook greens

How long cook snap beans

How long cook notatoes

When fry meats like hamburgers, what heat used

When cook pot roast or stew chicken, what heat used

What oven temperature for roast beef, chicken or turkey

What oven temperature for roast pork

Last year was freezer or locker full

Vhere is freezer located

Score for Clothing and Textiles Practices of Homemaker

Are clothes for family members discussed by family

How do you plan for new clotning

If plan a few or many months ahead, how do you go about it
Which members of family select and buy men's suits and coats
Which members of your family select and buy ladies! suits and
coats

How usually plan to buy household linens

L
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Score for Housing and Desizn Practices of Homemaker

lMethod of heatinz ouse

Kind of fuel used

Number of rooms per person

House comfortable in the summer

House comfortable in the winter

Privacy provided for each member of family
Couveniency of the house to live in

Facility with which the house is cared for
Comfortable furniture arrangement in living room
Convenient furniture arrangement in living room
Furniture repair needed

Retinishing of furniture needed

Painting of furniture needed 1
Reupholstering of furniture needed

Reseating of furniture needed l
Xnowledge of how to repair, refinish, paint, reupholster, and ,
reseat furnitare "
Home furnishings done by members of family
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PREFACE

A basic principle vhich has been followed in the Evaluation Study of the
Farm and Home Management Program in New York State is that an adequate eval-
uation requires not only measurement of changes in the participants but also
a clear and comprehensive knowledge of the Program as it actually operates.
Only with such lknovledge can research techniques be developed for effective
study of the participants. Moreover, an accurate description of the Program
as it hes actually been conducted is necessary to provide full understanding
of measurement of ctanges in the participants. 4

Following this basic principle each year since the study was initiated
in 1956, the agents responsible for the Program in the 10 counties which are
included in the study have been interviewad for the purpose of finding the
kind of Program which they were conducting and their reactions to their expe=
riences. In 1958 detailed questionnaires for both agricultural and home
demonstration agents were prepared for studying the operations of the Program.
The survey was first conducted in the 10 counties included in the evaluation
study. It was then expanded to the 20 other counties in the State which are
conducting Farm and Home Management programs. The 20 additional counties
were included so that a description of the entire Program could be prepared
and in order to ascertain how well the Progrem in the 10 study counties re-
presents the Program in the State.

The first report in the Evaluation Study of the Farm and Home Management
Program in the State of New York was entitled, "Evaluation Study of Farm and
Home Management Program in New York State - Adequacy of Sample and Control
Group with Statement of Study Design", Report No. 1. This report is the
gsecond in a series that will be prepared as a part of the Evaluation Study.

If the report is read following a reading of the "Introduction" of Report No. 1,
its significance will be more apparent and a better understanding of the details
of Report No. 1 should also follow.

The statistical work for Report No. 2 was done by Marilyn Spring and
Jean Harshaw. The report was typed by Margaret Archibald. The interviewing
of agents was done by James longest and Frank Alexander.
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SUMMARY OF THE STUDY CF THE OPERATIONS OF THE FARM AID HCME MANAGEMENT
PROGRAM IN NEW YORK. STATE

I. Introduction.

A, Purgose.

1. To ascertain for counties participating in the Program the subject
metter and methods being used and reactions of agents to their
experiences.

2. To compare the 10 counties included in the Evaluation Study of
the Farm and Home Management Progrem with the 20 nonstudy counties
in order to ascertain how well the study counties represent the
Program in the State.

B., Method and scope.

1. Thirty-nine agricultural agents in 30 counties and 11 home demonw-
stration agents in 13 of the 30 counties were interviewed through
the use of questionnaires by representatives from the Offlice of
Extension Studies during the late spring and early summer of 1958.

2, Ten of the 30 counties are included in the Evaluation Study of the
Farm and Home Manegement Program.

II. Farm management phase of the Program.

A. Year entered Program.

1. Fifty-three per cent of the 30 counties entered the Program
after 1955.

2. In the case of the 10 study counties 20 per cent entered tl..
Program after 1955, whereas 70 per cent of the 20 nonstudy councuies
entered after that date. These are important facts to remember
in the subsequent comparisons of study and nonstudy counties.

B. Number of participating families.

1. At the time of the survey 1,639 families were participating in
the farm management phase of the Program. Of chese 1,639 families,
471 were also purticipating in the home management phase.

2. The average (median) number of participating families per county
was 48.5 with a range from 11 to 1k6.

3. The aversge (median) number of participating families per county
in the 10 study counties was 65.0 with a range from 29 to 146
and in the 20 nonstudy ccunties 45.0 with a range from 11 to 90.

-1-




C.

D.

Participating femilies accorling to type of farming in vhich engaged.

1. Of the 1,639 participating families, 79.0 per cent are engaged
in dairying only or dairying in combination with some other
enterprise; in the 10 study cour ies the percentage was 93.1
compared to 69.0 in the 20 nonstudy counties.

Subject matter being considered in the Program.

1. A large proportion of the 30 counties have considered to some
extent all of the 38 subject-matter items listed in the question-
naire. The lowest per cent of counties considering an item was
73 for egronomy - entering important field data on farm map.

2. Por 26 of the 38 subject-matter items the per cent of study zounties

in vhich some attention was given the items exceeded the per cent
of nonstudy counties, for the remaining 12 items. the percentages
were the same for both groups of counties.

3. Vhen subject-matter items were weighted by proportion of families
exposed to each and arrayed on the basis of per cent of counties
in vhich 50 per cent or more of the perticipating femilies had
been exposed to various items, 12 of the upper 13 items deal with
some aspect of analysis. Moreover, for each of these 12 items,
88 per cent or more of the counties in which these types of
subject matter were considered had exposed 50 per cent or more of
their participants to such subject matter.

L. Fertilization, feeding of roughege, interpreting soil tests,
number of heifers, seed selection, harvesting time, grain feeding
of milk cows; all subject-matter jitems that would normslly follow

business analysis, have received considerable emphasis when weighted

by per cent of families exposed.

5. Vhen the study and nonstudy counties are compared on subject-matter
items weighted by proportion of families exposed neither group
of counties stands out with a consistently higher percentage of
counties for a large proportion of the subject-matter items.

6. Agents were asked to list the steps which they advise or try to
follow in helping families make a managerial decision. A
summary of their listings follows:

Steps Per cent of agents

listing each step
(35 sgents)

ProblelM. « « « o« « o o« o« o o ¢ o o o o s o« s o + 20

BOBLS. « « « « o o o o o o o o s o o s s s o o o« 29

Study of situation . + « « o ¢ ¢ o o 0 o 0 . o o 69

Experience of others . . « « « ¢« ¢« o ¢ ¢ o o« o o 1T

ALLEINatives o » o o o o o o o o o o o o o o = o 54

Consider costs and returfi8 . . « « o « o o o o o ((

MEBNS. « ¢ « o o o « o o o o 6 o o o o o o o o 20

DECLIAE « ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ o o o o s o o o o o o+ o 31

TrEBL. « « « o o o o o s s s o o o o o s 0004 6
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7. No important differghce exists between agemts in study and non-
study counties in the listing of decision-meking steps.

8. 1In 40 per cent of the 30 counties in the Progrem both farm business
and family living goals have been considered by 51 per cent or
more of the participating families. The study ccunties have a
better record in this respect than the nonstudy counties.

E. Selected general and specific methods used in Program.

1. General methods used.

a. Ferm snd home visits have been used in all counties. From
97 to 83 per cent of the counties have used College publice~
tions, group meetings, county ferm news, aad letters or
cards with seasonsl reminders. About two-thirds of the
counties have used locel newspaper articles. Farm walks have
been used by only one-third of the counties and tours by less
than one-fourth.

b. There is ns consistent pattern of difference between study
and nonstudy counties with respect to general methods used
in the Program.

2. Specific methods used.

a. Ninety per cent of the counties have compered individual
summaries with averages, and from 83 to 70 per cent have
used specislists on individual farm visits, used farm maps
for enalysis and planning, and used specialists at group
meetings. In 60 per cent of the counties the participents
summarized their own cash account and inventory books and
in 40 per cent the College did this.

b. There is no consistent position for either the study or non-
study counties with respect tc which group has higher percent-
ages for various specific methods.

3. Genersl methods weighted by extent of participant exposure.

a. Vhen general methods used are weighted by per cent of partici-
| p ants exposed farm and home visits and letters or post
- cerds are in First position. Farm and home visits were used
with 50 per cent or more of the participants in all 30 counties.
In all the 25 counties in which they were actually used,
letters or post cards with seasonsl reminders vere used with
50 per cent or more of the participants. In view of the
emphasis that has been placed on farm walks it should be
| noted that none of the 10 counties having farm walks had 50
‘ per cent or more of the participating families involved.




b. Vhen weighted by rroportions of participants involved the
nonstudy counties siightly surpass the study counties in
exposing participants to general methods.

Specific methods weighted by extent of participant exposure.

a. Vhen specific methods are weighted by per cent of participants
exposed, almost all (93 per cent) of 27 counties which compared
individual summaries with avereges, had used the method with
50 per cent or more of their participants.

b. Eighty-two per cent of 12 counties. which had the College
summerize cash account and inventory books and 72 per cent
of them (N = 18) which had participants summarize their own
cash account and inventory books had 50 per cent or more of
their participants involved.

c. As weighted by per cent (50 £) of participents exposed, the
use of farm maps, the use of specialists for farm visits, the
use of panels of participants at meetings, and use of

' specialists on tours have had from moderate to low emphasis.

d. A larger proportion of the nonstudy thaen study counties had
50 per cent or more of their participants involved for 5
of 8 specific methods.

"Hves in the participating families were involved to some extent
in all of the counties in vhich the methods were used for T of
14 methods.

In genersl the study and nonstudy counties are not markedly differ-
ent in respect to exposure of wives to the various methods used.

Agents having major responsibility for the Program in each county
ranked the various methods used according to purpose, i.e., 1) to
teach principles, ideas, and techniques; 2) to solve individual
problems; 3) to give informetion.

a. For group meetings, use of specialists at group meetings, use
of participant penels, and College summarizes records, 76 to
50 per cent of agents using these methods indicated the first
purpose - to teach principles, ideas, and techniques.

b. For farm and home visits and farm walks, Tl to 50 per cent
of agents using these methods respectively indicated the first

purpose - to solve individual problems.

¢. For letters or cards and tours, 64 and 57 per cent of agents
using these methods respectively indicated the first purpose -
to give informetion.

1 Because of the complexity of information, no comperison of study and
sonstudy counties is attempted on this item. Tebles containing data on the
2 groups of counties for this topic are in Appendix B.




8. Agents having major responsibilities for the Program in each county
rated varioud methods used on an effectiveness scale.

8.

According to the per cent of agents rating them very effective
the 6 general methods fall into the following order:

Methods Per cent of agents
rating very effective

Farm and home visits (N2 30 cos.) . . . . . 67

Ferm walke (N2 10 €CO0S.) « « « ¢« o ¢« « o « « 60
College publications (N = 29 cos.) « « « « « 35
Group meetings (N= 26 cos.) + « « « « « « « 23
Pours (N2 7 COS.) ¢ o« o v o o o o o o o o o 1l

Letters and carls to participants
(N : 25 cos.). L] L ] L ] L ] L ] L ] L ] L ] L ] L] L ] L ] L ] L ] 8

According to the per cent of agents rating them very effective
the 8 specific methods fall into the following order:

Methods Per cent of agents
rating very effective

Use of specialists on individual

farm visits (N2 25 coS.)e ¢ « ¢« ¢« « o « « T2
Panels of participants at group

meetings (N = 3 €0Se)e v v o« ¢ o o « o o & 9T
Comparing individual summary with

averages (N= 27 c08.) v v v « o o « « « « 63
Participents summarize records

(N=18coSe)e v« v v v v v o0 o e o oo 50
College summerizes reocrds

(NS 12C08.)e ¢« v ¢« v ¢ o o o o o o o o o b2
Use specialists at group meetings

(N2 21 c0Se)e v v v o o o o s o s o« o o 38
Use farm maps for analyzing and

planning (N2 23 €C08.) « « ¢« « o ¢« « « « « 35
Use specialists on tours (N = 4 cos.). . . . 25

There are some marked differences betveen study and nonstudy
counties with respect to per cent of agents rating methods
very effective. Considersbly larger percentages of the study
than of the nonstudy county asgents rate very effective group
meetings, participants summarize cash account and inventory
books, College summerizes cash account and inventory books,
use of specialists ca tours, and use of farm maps for analysis
and planning. The reverse is true for farm walks, tours,
letters or cards to participants, panels of participants at
group meetings, and use of specialists at group meetings.




F.

Other aspects of methods.

1.

Farm and home visits.

a. The average (median) for the 39 egents is 3.7 visits per family
per year, wvith & range from 1 to 9.

b. The agents in the nonstudy counties have an average (median)
of 3.9 visits compared to 2.9 for the study county agents.

Making appointments for visits.

a. Slightly over two-thirds of 39 agents usually or always make
appointments.

b. A slightly higher percentage of the nonstudy than of the study
county asgents follow the practice of always or usually meking
appointments.

Try to bring wife into discussions.

a. Slightly over two-thirds of 39 agents always or usually try to
‘bring wives into discussions.

b. The agents in tt study and nonstudy counties do not differ
greatly in respect to the per cent vho always or usually try
to bring wives into discussions.

Number and attendance at group meetings.

a. The average (mean) number of group meetings of participants
held in the 30 counties during the past year was 10, with the
study counties having en average of 23 aend the nonstudy counties
only 5. The range for number of meetings in the study counties
was from 2 to 75 and in the nonstudy counties from O to 18.

b. The estimated average (mean) attendance at group meetings for
the 26 counties which held them was 1l4.5, for the 10 study
counties it was 12.5 and for 16 nonstudy counties 15.4. The
range for the study counties was from 5 to 4O and for the
nonstudy counties from 9 to 35.

How long should families remasin in Program.

a. As high as 16 per cent of 39 agents either did not know or had
no specific answer as to how long femilies should remain in
the Program.

b. Sixty-one per cent thought 3 years was satisfactory.

c. The agents in the study counties are much less certain than

those in the nonstudy counties about howv long participants
should remain in the Progream.




Asking other agents on staff to help with Program.

a. All of the 39 agents have asked other staff memebers to help
with the Program.

b. Other staff members help with specialized subject matter
other than ferm mens;cment in 42 per cent of the 30 counties.

c. The nonstudy county agents mentioned more frequently than
the study county sgents receiving help with specialized
subject metter other then farm management.

What consciously do to gain confidence of families.l

a. Try to show family confidential nature of work was mentioned
most often - 12 times.

b. Show sincere interest in their problems was mentioned 10 times.

G. Relationships with orgenizations, business concerns, end public

agencies in conductingﬁthe’Prog;am.

1.

Vith orgenizations snd/or business concerns the relationships have
been prinecipally informing about and discussing the Progrem et
meetings or with officisls. There has been a considerasble amount
of this type of relationship. The proportions of counties report-
ing otherwise worked with for orgenizations and/or business
concerns are generally smsll. PCA is outstanding with 50 per cent
of the counties reporting otherwise worked with.

A lerger per cent of the nonstudy than study counties have had no
relationship with 8 of 12 organizations or business concerns in
conducting the Program.

In the case of sgencies, both informing and discussing ss well as
otherwise working with oceurs fairly frequently. The SCS and
FHA are the 2 agencies for which otherwise worked with is out-
standing, with 57 end 60 per cent of the counties respectively
involved.

The differences between the study and nonstudy counties with
respect to relationship to agencies neither follow a consistent
pattern nor seem to be important.

H. DNeeds of agents working on Progrem.

1.

Adequacy of training for Program.

e. Ninety-four per cent of 39 agents thought they had adequate or
very adequate training for conducting the Progrem.

1. Because of the wide variety of answers generally given to open-end questions
(Item 7 is this type of question.) throughout the study with only a few
exceptions comparisons of study eand nonstudy counties on information obtain-
ed by these questions are not attempted.
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b. All of the study county agents and 92 per cent of the nonstudy
county agents felt they had adequate or very adequate training

for conducting the Program.

o, Additional training needed by agents rating themselves adequately
or less than adequately trained.

a. There is no importent agreement among agehts on additional

training needed. Budgeting was mentioned i times, what to do
after summarizing 3 times, and counseling 3 tinmes.

3. Adequate educational tools.

a. Almost three-fourths of the 39 agents think they have adequate
educationsl tools.

b. More of the study county than nonstudy county agents think they
have adequate educational tools.

c. Tools menticged by those answering "mo" included the following:

(lg . Debt menegement sheet.
(2). Herd esnelysis sheet.
(3). Adequate forms for snalysis of vegeteble and fruit

enterprises.
4). Form to take off income tex information from record books.

5). Tools for fruit, vegetable, and poultry operators.

6). More teaching tools for budgeting.

7). More adequate budget forms.

(8). More informetion on general farming end enterprise
combination, also including home aspect.

(9). Improved book for more simplified record keeping.

4., Need specialists' help other than in menagement.

a. Almost all of the 39 agents with little difference between
those in study and nonstudy countles stated they need help from
other then menagement specialists.

b. Specialized areas in which help is needed and which were

mentioned by 2 or more egents are:
Number of times

mentloned
Engineering...................13
Agronomy......“..'............12
Dairyivg (enimal husbandry). « « o ¢ o o o o o o 12
Marketing....................5
SOilS.O...0.....000.0...0.0ll‘
vegetableSoo.oooocooooooooooo3
Marriagecounseling...............2
Poul-t.ry.a
Farm snalysis for vegetables by .
vegetable specialistB. o« ¢ ¢ o o o o 0 0 o 0o .2
Farm enelysis for fruits by fruit specialists. . 2




L.

Problems agents face.

l.

2.

3.

Education or service.

b.

C.

d.

€

Fifty-niné per cent of the 39 agents consciously concern theme
selves with education versus service.

A higher per cent (69) of the study county then of the non-
study county sgents (54 per cent) consciously concern them-
selves with this problen.

Of the 23 esgents who consciouély concern themselves with this
matter only sbout one-fourth f£ind it difficult to decide
which jobs are educational and which service.

The nonstudy county agents more often (33 per cent) then the
study county agents (21 per cent) find it difficult to decide

whether jobs are educational or not.

The principle most frequently mentioned which agents act on
regarding this problem is that gservice is considered an
opportunity or occasion for education (some of these answers
suggested repeating a service if necessary to do an effective
educational job or being careful not to repeat since purpose

is to educate).

Time spent with families.

&,

b.

Almost three-fourths of the 39 agents do not spend as much
time with families as they would like.

A lerger per cent (85) of the study than of the nonstudy
county agents (65 per cent) feel they do not spend as much
time as they would like with the participating feamilies.

Views of agents about how en egent working on the Program should
spread his interests.

8

b.

The views of egents are somewhat varied on this matter.
Slightly over one-third of the 39 egents think that an agent
working on the Program should work on it with a minimum of

other responsibilities.

The agents in the study counties more then in the nonstudy
counties would prefer working on the Program in combination

with no other or a minimum of other Extension responsibilities.




. Characteristics of families agents find it difficult to work vith.

a. Characteristics mentioned by agents most frequently were:

Number of agents
mentioning

.

Unwilling to give you facts. « « o« « o o ¢ o ©
Personality and/cr family conflict . . . . . .
Claim want help but don't follow

throughe « o « o ¢ ¢ + o o o o s o o o o o s
Obstinate about adopting recommended

Practices. o« o ¢ o o o o o 0 e e e 00 . oo
Unstable family (going from one thing

0 anOtheTr)e « o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o
Independent and/or indifferent ones. . . . . .
Refuse to recognize problems . « « ¢ « o o « »
Self-sufficient. « « « « s o o ¢ o o o o o o o
Previous family background . « « o« « o o o o o

pPPPL W W

J. Evaluation of Program by agents.

1. What does Farm snd Home Management Progrem offer tiiet no other s
Extension activity provides? .

a. Characteristics mentioned 5 or more times were personsl or
individual approach (19), analysis of situation (14), wvhole
farm approach (9), effective guidance of agents in work with
families (6), and intensive work with families. (5).

2, How Program has influenced total'qéﬁn;y Extension ﬁ&qgram.

a. A wvide variety of ideas concerning the influencé of the
Program on the total county Extension. Program vas given.

b. The following are the principal categoriés of ideas with
number of mentions:

i

; .

E : " Idea Number of mentions
E

. Relating to content of Program. . . . B 1
Relating to agent's viewpoint -
Or DEhaViOor « « « « o o ¢ o s o o o o o« o o = 22
Relating to participation in
_ Extension activities. . « + ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o 0 o o 8
Relating to status of Extension in
 COUNLYe ¢ o s e e e s s e s e s e e s e e e 3
Relating to relationship of Extension's
departments and of Extension with
other agencies. « « « o« o o o o o o o o o o o 3
No basic change in program. . « « o « o ¢ o o o b
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3. Hovw important agents think the Program should be.

a. Reted on basis of agent in-put 77 per cent of the agents
thought the Program justified 1 or more agents.

b. The study county agents (92 per cent) much more frequently
than the nonstudy county agents (59 per cent) thought the
Progrem justified 1 or more agents.

i, Cooperation of participating families.

a. In 71l per cent of the counties the agents think cver 70 per
cent of the participating families are very cooperative.

b. The per cent (75) of ronstudy counties whose agents think
over 70 per cent of the participating families are velry
cooperative is greater than the per cent (60) of study
counties in which this is true. : |

5. How meny families can 1 agent work with efficiently per year.

a. The average (median) number given by the agents is 61.1
with a range from 25 to over 1lCO.

b. The aversge (median) number in the study counties is 6k.l4 com-
pared to 53.3 for the nonstudy counties with wide ranges in
both cases.

6. Evaluation of training activities.

a. Personal work of farm management specialists with agents holds
first position with 69 per cent of 39 agents rating it very
much help.

b. The study end nonstudy counties have the seme per cent (69)
of agents rating personal work of farm management specialiste
very much help.

c. The training conferences held at the College of which there
had been 11 at time the survey was begun probably represent
the core of formal training for the Program. Only 1l per cent
of 37 agents rated them very much help, however, 45 per cent
rated them much help and another 43 per cent scme help.

d. The composite ratings of the study county agents for these
training conferences at the College are higher than the same
ratings of the nonstudy county agents.

E 7. Agents' views of how important others in the Extension orgenizea~
| tion consider the Program.

a. Of 8 individusls or groups of individualsvwio might be consider-
ed to have some relationship to the Program, farm management
specialists ranked first with respect to per cent (92) of




- 12 -

agents vho think this group considers the Program to be very
important with 100 per cent of the study county sgents and 88
per cent of the nomstudy county agents holding this opinion.

b. Other individuals or groups in order with high percenteges
of agents thinking they consider the Progrem very important
vere state leader of your depertment and state leader vho

supervises your county.

¢. The per cent of study county agents is larger than that cf
nonstudy county egents who think the state leader of their - ;
depertment considers the Program very important, but a larger
per cent of the nonstudy county than of study county agents
think the state leaders who supervise their counties consider

the Progream very importent.

d. No group of specialists other then farm menagement was thought ;
to consider the Program very importeant by any large percentage

of agents.

e. Slightly over three-fourths of the agents think Extension
administrators sbove the state leader level consider the

Program very importent or important.

£. All of the study county agents and about two-thirds of the
nonstudy county agents think that the edministrators above
the state leader level consider the Program very importent

or important.

III. Home management phase of Prggyam.l

A. Year entered Program.

1. Over two-thirds of the 13 counties in which the home demonstration
depertment is involved in the Program entered it after 1955.

—p——

1 Because of the small number of counties and home demonstration agents involwed,
no attempt has been made to compare study snd nonstudy counties for the home

management phase of the Progream.
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2. One home department entered the Program at the time the agri.
cultural department in the county did, but the other 12
departments entered the Program after their corresponding
agricultursl departments had entered it.

B. Number of participating femilies.

1. At the time of the survey 474 families were being worked with by
the home demonstration agents.

2. The average (median) number of femilies per county is 36.0 with
" 8 renge from 14 to TO.

3. In 11 of the 13 counties the number of families with which the
home demonstration egents work was smaller then the number with

which the county egent was working.

C. Subject matter being considered.

1. Of 19 subject-matter items asbout which agents were asked, 12 had
been taught in over three-fourths of the 13 counties.

2, How to keep e home account book end how to keep a home inventory
were the 2 subject-matter items which have been considered in
the greatest proportion (92 per cent for each) of counties.

3. How to keep & home account book is at the top of the list of
subject-matter items when items are weighted by the percentage
of femilies exposed to them.

k., The most frequently mentioned decis ion-meking steps which home
demonstration agents advise participating femilies to follow
are study of the situation, slternatives, results (cost) of
alternatives, and choice of solution.

5. In slightly less then one-third of the 13 counties the home
demonstration agents have worked with from Tl to 90 per cent
of the participasting families on both form and family goals.

D. Selected general end specific methods used in Program.

1. General methods used.

a. Both farm and home visits snd College publications have been
used in sll 13 counties and both group meetings and manage-
ment conferences have been used in 85 per cent of the counties.

2. Specific methods used.

a. Use of specialists at group meetings and use of specialists on
individuel farm visits have been used by e larger proportion
(69 per cent in both instances) of counties then have any
other of the 6 specific methods abcut which agents were asked.

A Xtarm s 2 o bt ms e




- 1h -

3. General methods wzighted by extent of participant exposure..
a. Waen weighted by the proportion of participants exposed,
farm and home visits is the outstanding general method
agents have used. College publications ranks second.
4, Specific methods weighted by extent of participant exposure.

a. Only having specialists at group meetings has been used
extensively vhen weighted by per cent of perticipants exposed.

D E

5. The exposure of husbands to various methods used by the home
demonstration agent is fairly extensive.

6. Concensus among agents regerding the primery purpose of various |
methods is not marked. i

7. Of the 7 general methods rated by agents as to effectiveness,
management conferences were rated very effective by the largest
per cent (82) of agents. No other general method approached
this one in per cent of agents rating it very effective.

8. OFf the 6 specific methods rated by agents as to effectiveness,
the use of specialists at group meetings had the highest per
cent (33) rating it very effective,

E. Other aspects of methods.

1. The average (medien) number of farm and home visits per agent
per year for 12 agents is 2.9 visits. Forty-six per cent of
the sgents estimated from 1 to 2 visits and 8 per cent 5 visits.

‘ 5, About two-thirds of 131 home demonstration egents always or
usually make appointments for home visits.

3. About two-thirds of lOaagents always or usually seek to bring
both husbands end wives into discussions.

4. The aversge (mean) number of group meetings held in the 13 count-
ies in the past year was 8.9 with a range from O to 36.

5. The aversge (meen) attendance at group meetings in the 11 counties
holding group meetings in the past year vas 15.9 with a range
from 4 to 50.

6. TFifty-five per cent of 11 agents think that either 2 or 3 years -
is the length of time families should remain in the Program.
However, 27 per cent would give no specific number of years.

PR

1 One sgent-atelarge vho was working in L counties is counted as L agents.

o The agent-at-large is counted only 1 time since she gave this information
for this practice in general end not for each county in which she worked.
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Most of 13 esgents who have major responsibility for the Program
have gotten help from other staff members in conducting the
Program.

Vhile not agreeing to eany great extent, most of 9 agents
indicated considersble sensitivity as to techniques for gaining
the confidence of fandilies.

Relationship to organizations, business concerns, and public
agencies, in conducting Fearm and Home Management Program.

1.

In only a few of the counties have the agents had any relation-
ships of this kind. The more important of these relationships |
have been with women's organizations, the Grange, and the FHA. |

Needs of sgents working on the Program. 1

1.

2.

Problems agents face.

Eighty-two per cent of 1l agents thought they had been adequately
or very adequately traincd for conducting the Program. 1

The kinds of training needed by those who rated themselves *
adequately or less than adequately trained and mentioned by |
more then 1 sgent are housing problems, counseling, household

equipment, and homemsking work units (time management).

Nine-tenths of 10 asgents think they have adequate educational
tools.

Ten of 11 sgents think they need help from other than home
menagement specialists. The kinds of help needed most are in
housing, foods, family life, and clothing.

1.

2.

Four-fifths of 10 agents consciously concern themselves with the
probler: of service versus education in conducting the Program
but of the ones who do this only one-third find it difficult

to decide which jobs are educational and which service.

The principle most often mentioned by 8 agents which is followed
in resolving the problem of education versus service is that
service is considered an opportunity or occasion for education.

In about two-thirds of the 13 counties the ager*s think they are
not able to spend as much time with participemts as they would like.

In terms of workload of agents involved in the Program there is
some degree of concensus with half of 14 agents thinking the
egent working on the Program should have that responsibility and
1 other strong responsibility.
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There is little agreement among 10 agents concerning the
characteristics of families with vhich they found it difficult
to work. The characteristic mentioned most often was "feel no
need for help".

Evaluat.ion.

1.

The unique characteristics of the Farm and Home Manegement Progran
as contrasted wtih other Extension activities which 1l agents
mentioned most often are: individual help, reaily get to know
participants, helping to see individual probleuws, and home visits;
all of vhich emphasize intimecy of teacher-pupil relationship.

The agents indicated that the Program has influenced the totel
Extension program in their counties in that management is becoming
a more important subject-metter area and in some cases the home
visit is being seen as & means for keeping in touch with the
homemeker.

In rating the importance of the Program in terms of agent time,
almost two-thirds of 1l agents think it Justifies 1 agent full=-time.

There is a wide variation in agents' opinions concerning the
proportion of participants who are very cooperative. Only &k
per cent of 13 agents think thet more than helf of the families
with whom they are working are very cooperative and would like
more of their time.

The average (mediasn) number of families vhich the agents think 1
agent can vork with efficiently per year is 54.5 with a range
from 35 to 100.

Of the 8 kinds of training which the egents rated the personal
work of home management specialists with agents end the 1l train-
ing conferences held at the College were rated very much help

by the largest proportions of the agents.

Of the 12 individuals or groups of individuals other than the
agents themselves who might be expected to have some relationship
to the Program, 1l were thought by over half of the agents to
consider the Program very important or important. Iconomics of the
household and household management specislists and state leader
vho supervises your county are in first place in terms of the

per cent (100) of 1l agents who think they comsider the Program
very importent or important.




I.

CONCLUSIONS

All counties in the P;ggrmm.

A.

B.

D.

H.

The Farm and Home Manegement Program in New York State is being
conducted principally with dairy operators.

The Program is primerily & farm management program in more than half
the counties in which it is being conducted and for almost three-
fourths of the participating families. However, in a number of count-
ies the sgricultural agents have given considerable attention to both
farm and home goals.

The subject matter being taught in the ferm management phase of the
Progrem is focused on analysis of the farm business and in the home
demonstration vhase of the Program on home account records.

Both the sgricultural and home demonstration agents show some consensus
with respect to decision-making steps which they are try.ng to teach
but there seems to be some lack of conciseness in their conceptualiza~
tion of these 8teps.

Farm and home visits vhen measured by extent of exposure of partici-
pants is the first ranking method of both sgricultural and home
demonstration agents; however, for both groups of egents, the number
of visits per family per year is not particularly large.

While agricultural agents consider the ferm and home visits their
most effective general method, home demonstration agents consider
menagement conferences their most effective general method.

The agricultural agents consider the use of specialists on ‘ndividual
farms and comparing individusl summaries with averages at their most
effective specific methods. The home demonstration ager ts think their
most effective specific method is use of specialists at group meetings.

The widespread use of compering individual summaries with avereges in
the farm menagement phase of the Program represents the introduction
of a specific method of teaching that seems to have. considerable
potential in terms of motivation. - < -

There is evidence that the Program has exposed a number of men ‘to home
demonstration end an ever larger number of women to agricultural
teeching. . - -

Compared to home demonstration egents, the agricultural agents have
more concensus with respect to the first ranking purpose for which.
they use various methods - to teach principles, ideas, and techniques;
to teach to solve individual problems; or to give information.

- 17 -
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Both agricultural and home demonstration agents are making use of
group meetings and securing ettendance that 1s probably effective
for teaching analysis and record keeping which requires small
groups in order that individual problems and questions may be given
adequate attention.

thile there is some uncertainty among both agricultural and home
demonstration ‘agents as to how long people should remain in the
Program, in general the period Pavored is 2 or 3 years.

The sgricultural agents have felt it was importent to inform about
or discuss the Program with orgenizations, business concerns, and
public agencies and have worked with SCS and FHA in connection
with participents in a number of instances. The home demonstration
agents have nct been very active in terms of these relationships.

On the whole both agricultural and home demonstration sgents consider
themselves adequately or very adequately trained for conducting the
Program. -

There is a felt need by egricultural agents for help from specialists
other than management specialists in engineering, agronomy, and
dairying (snimal husbandry); in the case of the home demonstration
agents the need is for specialists' help in housing, foods, family
life, and clothing. , '

Vhile fairly large proportions of both egricultural and home
demonstration agents consciously concern themselves with service
versus education in working with the participahts) a much smaller
proportion of both find this problem difficult to resolve. The
principle for resolving the problem which a number of both groups

of agents follow is to make a service an opportunity for educational
work. ' g

The distinctive characteristics of the Program in contrast with other
Extension work mentioned most often by agricultural agents are
personal or individual approach, &nalysis of situation, and whole
farm epproach; and by home demonstration agents are jndividual help,
really get to know participants, helping to see individual problems,
and home visits.

The agricultural agents think the Progrem has influenced their total
county program both in respect to content and viewpoint and behavior
of the staff, and they can cite concrete evidence of these influences.
The home demonstration agents think the principal influences’ have
been for menagement to become &a more important subject-matter area
and in some instances for the home visit to be accepted as an
effective way for keeping in touch vith homemakers.

Large proportions of both agricultural end home demonstration agents
think the Program important enough to justify at least 1 agent full-
time.
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T, Both the agriculiural and houe deonscration cgents place firct
among the various kinds of ineservice training received the
personal work of specialists in the respective fields of farm and
home management.

U. The agricultursl agents place first the specialists in farm
management as the relevant Extension personnel other than
themselves who consider the Program very importent. The home
demonstration agents rank the home management specialists and
the state leaders who supervise their counties first in terms
of considering the Program very important or important.

II. Comperison of study and nonstudy counties for farm management phase of
Program.

A. A large proportion of the study counties had entered the Program
by the end of 1955, vhereas almost an equal proportion of the none-
study counties entered after that date. This difference between
the 2 groups of counties in length of time in the Program is f
undoubtedly an importent influence on some of the other differences
between the 2 groups of counties which appear in this study.

B. Vhen the study and nonstudy counties are compared:

1. The study counties =

a. Have a higler average number of participants.

b. Have & higher per cent of participants engeged in daizr oniy
or dairying in combination with another enterprise.

c. Have a higher per cent of counties with & broader scope
of subject matter.

d. Have a higher per cent of counties i th 51 per cent or more
of their pasrticipants worked with on both farm and family goals.

e. Have a larger average number of group meetings.

f. Have a larger per cent of agents who &re uncertain as to how
long families should remain in Program.

g. Have a higher per cent of agents who think they ave adequately
or very adequately trained.

h. Have a higher per cent of agents who think they have adequate
educational tools for farm menagement iork.

i. Have & higher per cent of agents who consciously concern
themselves with the problem of education versus service
in working with participants.

j. Have a higher per cent of agents who feel they do not spend
as much time with families as would like to.
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Have & higher per cent of agents vwho think the agent working
on the Program should limit himself largely to it.

Have & higher per cent of agents vho think the Program is
important enough to justify 1 or more agents full-time.

Have e higher average number of persons which agents think
could be worked with efficiently.

Have asgents vho generally rate the Program training confer-
ences at College more highly.

Have higher per cent of agents vwho think farm manasgement
specialists consider Program very important.

Have higher per cent of agents who think state leader of the
agricultural department considers Program importent.

Have higher per cent of agents who think administrators above
state leader level consider Progream very important or impor-
tant.

nonstudy counties -

Are shead with respect to the use of general methods vhen
weighted by proportion of participants exposed.

Have a higher per cent of counties for a greater number of
specific methods used when these methods are weighted by
proportion of participants exposed.

Have a higher per cent of counties in vhich agents rate e
greater number of general methods very effective.

Have a larger average number of farm and home visits.

Have a higher per cent of agents who usually or always make
appointments for visits to participants.

Have a larger average attendance at group meetings of pertici-
pants.

Have a larger per cent of agents who receive help in conducting
the Program from other county staff menmbers in specialized
fields other then management.

Have a larger per cent of counties which have no relationships
with a large proportion of orgenizations or business concerns.




C.

i. Have larger per cent of egents who find it difficult to
resolve the problem of education versus service.

Jj. Have larger per cent of egexts who think the state leader
who supervises their counties considers Progrem very

important.
3. Both study and nonstudy counties -

a. Show no consistant pattern of difference -~

(1).
(2).
(3).

(k).
(5).

b. Show no importent difference --

(1).

(2).
(3).

(%).
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For subject-matter items actually used when these are
weighted by proportion of participants.

For decisionemaking steps which usually advise or try ‘o
help families follow.

For whether or not use the generel and specific
methods ebout which were asked.

For specific methods rated very effective.

For relationships with public agencies in conducting
Program.

For exposure of wives of participating families to
various methods.

For practice of bringing wives into discussions.

For need of agents for help from other then management
specialists.

For reting of personsl work of farm maragement special-
ists with agents in terms of treining.

The generel conclusion derive” from the foregoing comparison is
that the Program in the 10 study counties is different from the
Program in the 20 nonstudy counties and therefore the Program in the

study counties cannot be considered representative of the Frogram
in the other counties.
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PREFACE

This is the third report which has appeesred in connection with the
Evaluation Study of the Farm and Home Management Trogrem in New York State.
The firs$ report dealt with the adequacy of the semple and control group
used for the mejor phase of the evaluation study and the second was concerned
with the operations of the Program. This reprit examines the Program through
the eyes of the Extension administrators, supervisors, and specialists., It |
perallels in some ways the second report which examines the Program through
the eyes of the agents working in the Progran.

It is believed that the second report together with this one presents
a fairly adequate picture of the interpretations end understandings of the

Program which are held by the college and county staffs responsible for

* conducting it. i
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Summary of Findings

This is a study of Extension administrators, supervisors, and specialists

to ascertain their knowledge of, views about, and evaluation of the Farm

end Home Management Program in New York State. Included in the study are

the Director and Assistant Director, 5 agricultural state leaders, 7 home

demonstration state leaders, one home demonstration egent-at-large, 3 farm

management specialists and one home manage..ent specialist.

I. Knovledge of or consensus about the Program

A.

Knowledge of the subject matter which has been emphasized in the
Program is fairly good. |
Knowledge of Program methods is fairly good.

Knowledge of assignment of major responsibility for the Program
to farm and home management specialists is very good.

Knowledge of total number of counties in the Program is good.
Knowledge is only average with respect to number of counties in
which the home demonstration department is cooperating.

Knowledge of 4 importent characteristies of participants is good.
Knowledge of functions of the College Steering Committee is good.
Knowledge of and consensus esbout the specific functions of 6
college Extension staff groups which are generally recognized as
having responsibility for the Program is fairly good.

Consensus as to the specific functions of 9 college Extension

staff groups marginally associated with the Program is only moderate.

Consensus is high that Program objectives have not changed.
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IIT.

K.

L.

-2-

Consensus is fairly high on Program objectives as stated by
the respondents.

Consensus that Program costs have been very high or high is high.

Views about Program subject matter

A.

Consensus that the steps in decision-making should be taught
perticipants is fairly high.

Consensus as to broad definition of subject matter to be taught
in the Program is fairly low.

Consensus that the subject matter of the Program should be

essentially manageriél'ahd economic 18 very high.

K -~

Views about Prgg;am methods

A.

\
1 1

Consensus is fairly high that the Progrem is important enough to

'warrant the agent (both egricultural and home dEm5h9£ré%ion) working

on the Progrem distributing his or her interest so that he or

she does farm“and'home.management with a minimum'of other Extension

' responsibilities.

Consensus as to how long perticipants should remain in;the Program
is low. |

Consensﬁs on 13 principles or guides for the cooperation of the
agricﬁltural egent and home demonstration agent assisgned to the

Program in a county is fairly high.

Views about training of agents for the Program

A.

Consensus with respect to the importence of in-service training
oriented to mensgement-economic emphasis for agents in the Program

is very high.
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B. A low degree of consensus exists with respect to training which
can be interpreted as importent for both agricultural énaJhoﬁe
dempnstration agents working together in a Program involving

both farm and home management.

C. Only moderate consensus exists for amount of future training to

be given agents who have worked in the Program 2 or more years.

V. Evaluation of Prggpam

A. In rating 12 methods as to effectiveness, consensus for very

effective is high for only one method, namely, farm and home

visits.

B. Consensus that the amount of specisl training agents in the
Program have received has been sbout right is fairly high.

C. Consensus with respect to importance of the Program in terms of
what should be the county agriculturel staff's in-put, i.e., one

agent full-time in a 3-agent county, is fairly high.

D. Consensus with respect to importance of the Program in terms of
what should be the county home demonstration staff's in-put is low.

E. Consensus with respect to what the respondents believe various
college Extension staff groups think as to the importance of the

Progrem is high for very important for only one group (one person

in this case) and fairly high for another group.

F. Consensus on the ultimate place of the Program in Extension work
is low.

G. Consensus with respect to unique contributions of the Program is
fairly high for the broad concept of "overall approach".

v H. Consensus on influence of the Program at either county or state

level is low.




Resumé

I. Knowledggfof Program

Distribution of 8 items ’
of knowledge
Very good 1
Good 2
Falrly good L
Aversge 1
Falirly poor -
Poor -
Very poor -

Four other items were classified under knowledge of or consensus

about the Program. For these items there was no reliable judgmeat as

to correct or incorrect answers. For 2 of the items there was high
consensus among the respondents, a third item showed fairly high

consensus, and & fourth moderate consensus.

II. Consensus on views about subject matter, methods, and training of agents

Distribution of 9 items
relating to subject matter,
methods, and training

Very high
High
Fairly high
Moderate
Fairly low
Low

Very low

n

oW
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III. Consensus on evaluation of the Program

Distribution of 9 items
relating to evaluation

Very high
High
Fairly high
Moderate
Fairly low
Low

Very low

oy

I oA

From the preceding tabulations, the respondents' knowledge of the
Progrem is good and their consensus with respect to items of knowledge
heving no correct or incorrect reference is at least fairly high. Consensus
in regard to views about Progrem subject matter and methods and training of

agents for the Program is not very marked. There is little comsensus on

evaluation of the Program.




Introduction

This is a study of Extension administrators, supervisors, and specialists,
to ascertain their: 1) knowledge of the Farm and Home Management Program,
2) views about Program subject matter, 3) views about Program methods,
L) views about training of agents for the Program, and 5) evaluation of the
Program. Questionnaires covering these areas were filled out during the

latter half of 1959 by 19 persons including the Director of the Extension

Service, the Assistant Director, 5 asgricultural state leaders, 7 home demon-

stration state leadersl, 3 farm management specialists, one home mansgement |

specialist, and one home demonstration asgent-st-large assigned to the
Program.
Sixteen of the 19 respondents had been employees of the Extension

Service for 10 or more years. Only 3 had been with Extension less than 10

years. Eight had been employees from 20 to 33 years. Seventeen had been
in their present professional position from 1 to 5 years and 2 from 6 to 10

years. The range in age was from 26 to 62. Sixteen of the 19 were over

4O years of age.

Four of the 19 respondents hed bachelor's degrees only, 9 bachelor's

and mester's degrees, and 6 bachelor's, mester's, and Ph. D.'s degrees.

Knowledge of or consensus sbout the Program

The questions asked of respondents with respect to their knowledge of

the Progrem in some instances have a correct ansver, in others a correct answer

1 One of these retired before the study wes completed.

|
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is not available. UWhere answers have no correct or incorrect reference,

only the consensus of the respondents is noted.

Khowlggég_of Program subject matter

The respondents were asked to indicate the principal subject-matter
topics which have been taught in the Program. A wide variety of listings

resulted. The following tebulation presents a summary of the listings:

Subject-matter topics . No. of mentions
1. Management - general, or farm, or home, or both 23*
2. Record keeping -« farm or hom= 9
3. Anslisis of farm business T
4. Financial matters - farm or home 6
5. Use of time - farmer or homemaker 5
6. Business procedures - partnerships, credit 3
T. Decision-making 2
8. Work space for homemaker 2
9. Decorating 1l
10. Engineering 1
11. Agronomy 1
12. Agricultural economics 1
13. Budget planning - home and business 1l
14, Living space 1
15. Home remodeling 1l
16. Livestock menagement 1
17. Dairying 1l
18. Economic facts 1

* Some respondents listed more than one aspect of management.

The more frequently mentioned topics are for the most part the ones
which have been emphasized in the Program;. However, "use of time" has been
gilven little specific attention in teaching farm operators, and the same

applies to "decorating" in teaching homemekers.

1 Frank D. Alexander and James W. Longest, Evaluation Study of Farm and Home
Menagement Progrem in New York State, Study of the Operation of the Farm
and Home Management Program in New York State, Report No. 2, Office of “Exten-
sion Studies, State Colleges of Agriculture and Home Economics, Cornell
University, Ithaca, N. Y., Jenuary 15, 1957, pp. 29-33 and 70-T1.
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Since teaching decision-making has been one of th; objectives of the
Program, it was considered desirable to find out how administrators, super-
visors, and specialists had conceptualized the process. The resppndents
were, accordingly, asked to list the major decisionpmaking'stéps according
to sequence which agents should teach farm operators and homemakers. The
tebulation below gives the answers by steps of the 17 who responded to this
question.

Decision-meking steps with titles Number of respondents
__given for each step mentioning

Steg 1l

Study, review, or know situation 10

Identify problenm

Clarify goals or objectives 1
Total 1

- o

Step 2

Analysis of resources, eppreise situation, study facts
Setting family goals, review goals or objectives of family
Define problems
Alternatives
Selection of problem or need

Total

Hevwro

Step 3

Explore alternatives, determine alternatives, ete.
Decide on best course of action
Esteblish goals el
Select and study informetion applicable to problem
Identify problems

Total

5'0—-&-&-!\)5

Step b

Eveluate, analyze, determine elternatives, etc.
Make decision on course of action, etc.
Meke decision and plan to carry out
Make choice and accept responsibility
Develop plen of work
Put into operation
Total

E:Il—'r-l-'r-m-q




Decision-making steps with titles , : Number of respondents *
given for each step mentioning

Step 5 .

Decide on one alternative
Put chosen course into action
Select plan of action
Put plan into action
Identify and evaluate alternatives
Recheck at intervals
Reevaluate
Total

'f-'wu—*mmmww

Step 6

Take action or put plan into action
Evaluate results
Selection of alternative

Total

5‘!\) =&

Steg T

Evaluate results
Reevaluate and adjust plen
Commitment of resources to chosen alternative
Put into operation
Accept consequences
Total

dewpr

Step 8

Recheck resources and goals and repeat
Review and evaluate success or progress
Total

dHH

The number of steps listed by the respondents varied as follows:

Number of respondents

3 steps
4 steps
5 steps
6 steps
T steps
8 steps

DO 10 =
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Six of the respondents listed 7 steps and only one 3 steps. About
half (more or less) of the respondents agreed on somewhet the same designe~
tion for steps 1, 2, 3, and 7. The 2 most frequently mentioned labels given
for steps 1 and 2 are quite similar, as are the 2 most frequently mentioned
labels for steps 3 and 4, While the designations used for steps represent
many similar verbalizations, the ordering of these does not révéél any great
amount of common agreement.

The tabulation below attempts to classify in a possible logical

sequence the designations given to steps by respondents but disregards

their sequence of steps:l
Class of designations for steps No. of times mentioned®
Identification of problems 8
Consideration of goals and objectives T
Study of situation (including resources) 23
Examination of alternatives 19
Choice of one salternative 18
Develop plan of action 1l
Put plan into operation 11
Acceptance of consequences 1
Evaluation 13

% Number of mentions is used here because in a few instences the
respondents gave designations to more than one step which in this
classification fall into one category.

The 5 categories which were mentioned most frequently are: 1) study of

the situation (including resources), 2) examination of alternatives, 3) choice

T T

1 The logicel sequence given in this tsbulation was developed by the author

on the basis of C. A. Bratton's sequence (See C. A. Bratton, New York Dairy

Farm Business Summaries for 12§§, mimeographed report, Depertment of Agrie-
cultural Sconomics, New York State College of Agriculture, A Unit of the
State University of New York, Cornell University, Ithaca, N. Y., . 2) and
his own interpretation of the designations given by the respondents.
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of one alternative, 4) evalustion, and 5) put plan into operation. The .
con3ensus of the respondents in respect to these 5 categories is fairly
high, but it can hardly be claimed, even on logicsl grounds, that they

provide a complete pattern for decision-making.

Knowledge of Progrem methods

Respondents listed what they thought were the principal methods which

agents have been using in conducting the Program. The tabulation below gives

the methods listed in order of number of persons listing each:

Methods . Number listing

Farm and home visits ' 13
Group meetings ’ 13
Service letters

Tours of farms

Farm manegement club, group, etc.

Personal counseling

Farm walks

Bulletins (publications)

Office confzrences

General meetings (few)

Smell group meetings

Small neighborhood meetings

Group activities

Personal. letters

Conferences

Telephone call

Moviea

Special invitation to regular Extension meetings

FRERPRPEFERPWESSOWU O

The 2 methods, farm and home visits and group meetings, each of which

was listed by 13 of the 19 respondents ranked first and third in per cent of

counties reporting on the use of various methods in 19581. Most of the methods

1l Frank D. Alexander and James V. lLongest, Evaluation Study of Farm and Home )
Menagement Program in New York State, Study of the Operation of the Ferm and
Home Management Program in New York State, Report No. 2, Office of Extension
Studies, State Colleges of Agriculture and Home Economics, Cornell
University, Ithaca, N. Y., January 15, 1959, pp. 35 end 73.

um‘ - -
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listed by the respondents are known to have been--used but some of them not
very extensively.

The respondents were also asked to indicate what they thought had been
the relative emphasis of the agents with respect to 2 methods, i.e., tarm

and home visits and group meetings. Th~ir responses are given in the following

tabulation:
Number thinking agent relied
principally on
Group meetings 1l
Farm and home visits 10
About equally on each 8

Total 19

According to the findings of the study of operations of the Program made
e .
in 1958, agricultural agents connected with the Program haed made very extensive
use of farm and home visits but had also used group meetings fairly extensively.
the home demonstrati~n asgents made fairly extensive use of farm and home
visits, but not as much as had the agricultural agents, and they had not used
group meetings extensivelyl. In general it seems the administrators, super-

visors, and specialists have a fairly good knowledge of the relative use made

of these 2 methods by the agents.

Knowledge of specialists assigned mejor responsibility for Progrem

Eighteen, or 95 per cent, of the 19 respondents indicated that they
thought the major responsibility for the subject matter had been assigned to

the specialists in fari and home management. Only one responcent disagreed.

1 Tbid., pp. 37-38 and TL-75.
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It is generally recognized that this responsibility was given to these 2 .
groups of specialists by the Director of the Extension Service at the beginning
of the Program.

Since there has, however, been some discussion from time to time as to

the rcle of subject-matter specialists other than management specialists,

several respondents commented on this question even though they thought major 4
responsibility for subject matter had been assigned specialists in farm and i

in home menagement. Some of these comments follow:

"You cennot, however, apply management and ignore other subject matter.
The farm and Home management specialists have not ignored other subject
matter."

"The menagement specialist i he does a good job is fully aware of
contributions other subject-matter specialists meke. And I think
have encourasged agents to draw on these other specirlists.”

"Much more responsibility has fallen on farm management specialists than

on home management specialists because more agents have been working

on this phase of the Program. In more recent stages of development .
other subject-matter departments have made greater contributions to

training of agents engaged in the Farm and Home Management Program."

"The management specialists have responsibility for helping other
specialists see where they can contribute to the Program."

"I can see this shifting to other subject matter areas. As the Program
develops I can see other department specialists assuming more
responsibility."

Knowledge of total number of counties in Program

The respondents were asked to indicate how many counties were in the
Program in July 1959. Class intervals of 5 units each which started with

less then 5 and ended with 50 end.over were provided for indicating answers.
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The distribution of the respondents according to the class intervals chosen
follows:

No. of respondents checking

No. of counties given class intervals
15 = 19 1l
25 - 29 9
30 - 34 9
Total 19

The actual number of counties conducting programs in July 1959 was 29. Thus
9 of the respondents chose the correct class interval and 9 others selected
the class interval whose limits are closest to 29.

The respondents were also asked to incicate by choosing among class

intervals of 5 units which began with less than 5 and ended with 50 and over

in how many counties the home demonstretion and agricultural departments were
cooperating.in conducting the Program in July 1959. The numbers selecting
different class intervals follow:

No. of respondents checking

No. of counties _given class intervals
Less then 5 2
5= 9 b
10 - 1k 9
20 - 2k 2
25 - 29 2
Total 19

As of July 1959 there were actually 12 counties in which the agricultural
and home demonstration departments were cooperating in the Program. Nine of
the respondents checked the 10 = 14 interval in which the exact number of

counties falls. However, 2 chose léss than 5 and 2, 25 = 29. The confusicn

about number of counties in which the 2 departments are cooperating ariéés
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-y

from vhe irregularity of the home demonstration department's participation.
This irregularity of perticipation has occurred lergely because of difficulties

in staffing the work.

Knowledge of characteristics of participants

The administretors, supervisors, and specialists indicated what they
thought about 4 characteristics of the families participating in the Program.

The following tabulation gives their views:

- .
Lo -‘

Characteristics of participants True False Didn't know Total
Primarily clients of the agricultural

department 18 - 1 19
Mostly deiry farmers 18 - 1 19
Mostly low-income farmers = . . ... 1 18 - 19
Mostly young farmers (under 35) 1 13 5 19

Most of the information which is available on the participants supports
the views which a large majority of respondents held regarding each of these
4 characteristics.l

Several of the respondents commented in connection with their reactions
to the statements as to the characteristics of participents. Some of these

comments follow:

Are primarily clients of the agricultural department

"In some counties this is less true than formerly - i.e., farmers are
working with Extension in the farm and Home Management Program.who had
nct’ previously been members: of sgricultursl department.” (Respondent's
answer was "true".)

"I think we defeated the basic purpose of the Program not getting
outside clientele in part. Fearmers in it are the smart ones and not
ones could benefit most." (Respondent's answer was "true".)

1 Jemes W. Longest and Frank D. Alexander, Evaluation Study of Farm and Home
Management Program in New York State, Adequacy of Sample and Control ol Group

with Statement of Study Design, Report No. 1, Office of Extension Studies,
State Colleges of Agriculture and Home Economics, Cornell University, Ithaca,
N. Y., Mey 15, 1958, pp. 12, 15, 17, and 18.
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Are mostly dairy farmers

"One would expect this since majority of New York Farmers are dairy.
We have had less previous exgerience in conducting this type of work
with other types of farmers." (Respondent's answer was "true".)

"Roughly seme proportion of total dairy farmers in the state are parti-
cipating as are fruit farmers or perhaps other types." (Respondent's
enswer was "true".)

"Dairy farmers predominate in all agricultural programs, plus it is
harder to work with other type of farmers, lack of experience with mostly."
(Respondent's eanswer was "true".) :

Are mostly low-income farmers

"My observation leads me to believe they are better then average farmers
but usually have substandard menagement problems which are often financial
in nature." (Respondent's answer was "false".)

"Some that I know and hear sbout are among the association directors and
are not what I'd classify as low income." (Respondent's answer was

"false".)
"In order for the Progrem to have some degree of success the "better"
farmers with higher incomes were drafted.” (Respondent's answer was
"Palse". )

"There has been a tendency in many counties for the same cooperators as
elready had to participate and these have been the progressive (non low-
income) farmers." (Respondent's answer was "false".)

"I believe thet the 'good' menagers have been more aware of seeking
further help to assist with management decisions." (Respondent's answer
was "false".)

Are mostly young farmers (under 35)

"I think there are more young farmers in present Program than in the
1956, 1957, and 1958 groups." (Respondent's answer was "don't know".)

Knowledge of functions of College Steering Committee

A College Steering Committee for the Farm snd Home Management Program was
established in the early part of 1955. The respondents were asked to check

on a list of 7 functions which they thought the committee was performing at
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the prezent time. According to the data of Table 1, there is fairly high
consensus among the 19 respondents that the committee's functions are: 1) plane-
ning training for agents in the Program, 2) advising the Director concerning
progress of the Program, and 3) eveluating the Program. Ten individuals
thought the committee "advised the Director concerning operations of the
Progrem.” Since this function could be considered to overlap with "advising
the Director concerning progress in the Program" and also appeared last on

the check list, this may account for the fact that only 53 per cent of the

respondents checked it as a committee function.

Teble 1. Distribution of the 19 Respondents According to Their Knowledge of
the Functions of the Farm and Home Manegement Steering Committee.

Functions Thinking yes _ Thinking no _ Total®
Per cent

Planning training for sgents in Program 100 -- 100
Advising Director concerning progress

in Program 84 16 100
Evaluating the Program 68 32 100
Advising the Director concerning ‘ :

operations of Program 53 47 100
Helping ageniz plan county progrems 2l 79 100
Dropping counties from Progrem 5 95 100
Approving county contracts - 100 100

* TFor each function 100 per cent = 19 respondents.

Perheps the nearest approach to an indication of the correct answer to

this question 1s to be found i.i the views of the chairman of the committee.
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It was his opinion that the functions of the committee included: 1) planning
training for agents, 2) advising the Director concerning progress in the
Program, 3) evsluating the Program, and 4) advising the Director concerning
Program operations. It appears, therefore, that a good majority of the
respondents agreed with the chairman of the committee on 3 functions and at

least a majority on a fourth function.

Knowledge of and con@ensus sbout functions of college Extension staff groups

The knowledge of the respondents respecting 13 possible functiéqﬁ'or
various college Extension staff groups was asked for in the questionnaire.l
For administrators, state leaders of agriculture, state leaders of home demon-
stration, the home demonstration agent-et-large, farm management specialists,
and home menagement specialists, the 6 staff groups generally recognized as
having responsibilities for the Program, it was possible to indicate correct
answers to this question. Each person in each of the 6 groups was asked to
indicate for his group the function that he actuslly performed, not what
functions he thought his group had performed. If one rerson out of a given
group performed a specific function then the correct answer was "function
performed” but if no person in a given group indicated that a specific function

was performed then the correct answer for that function was "no performence”.

Under this procedure in the count of those who indicated what they thought

1 The 13 functions are: 1) developing original Program policy, 2) planning
of formal training of agents, 3) formal training (conferences) of agents,
4) approving county participation agreements, 5) epproval of agents' progrems
and plans of work, 6) reviewing agents' programs and plans of work,
T) prepering agents' programs and plans of work, 8) prepuring subject-matter
meterials and teaching aids and tools, 9) conducting meetings with agents,
10) visiting farm families with agents, ll) conducting tours with agents,
12) conducting farm walk with agents, 13) advising egents on Program problems.
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they knew about the functions of a group the members of that group were
excluded. The tabulation that follows indicates the number of functions qut

of a total of 13 which 75 per cent or more of the individuals from 5 of the

A -
groups knew the correct answer (either "function performed" or "function not

oy

performed") for each group listed.

No. of functions on which 75% or
more of the other 5 groups knew the

Staff group actual function of this group®

1. Administrators (Director and

Assistent Director) 10
2. Farm manaegement specialists 10
3. Agricultural state leaders 8
4. Home demonstration state leaders : 8
5. Home demonstration agent-at-large 8
6. Home management speclalists 7

#* FEach figure in this column should be related to a possible total of
13. The personsin each staff group listed were excluded in arriving
at the per cent who knew the actual functions. The method used was':
to let the answers which the individuals in each group gave as to their
actual behavior serve as the correct answer by which those in other
groups were judged. This exclusion of these persons in each group when
per cent of agreement was being calculated resulted in the following -
number of persons whose knowledge of the functions parformed by each
group was being tested: group 1 - 17; group 2 - 16; group 3 - 14;
group 4 - 12; group 5 - 18; and group 6 - 18.

The respondents’ knowledge of functions performed was best for the farm
manegement specialists and for the administrators with 75 per cent or more of
them knowing what these 2 groups of the staff did with respect to 10 out of
13 functions. For the other 4 groups the number of functions on which 75 per
cent or mere knew what these groups did wes either 7 or 8 out of a total of
13 functions.

For 9 other groups of the college Extension staff the respondents indicated

what they thought these groups had done with respect to the 13 functions.

Sincé these staff groups were not included in the survey because it was
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generally recognized that they were only marginally associated with the Progranm,
indication by their members of functions actually performed could not be used
as the basis Por "correct answers". The tabulation which follows, therefore,
gives an indication of the consensus of the 19 respondents with respect to

v number of functions (out of 13) which they thought these 9 groups have or

have not performed:

No. of functions out of 13 on which
T4% or more of respondents agreed
as to whether performed or not |
Staff groups Performed |

Clothing end textiles specialists 8

Child development and family relationships -
specialists

Food marketing specialists

Food and nutrition specialists

Housing and design specialists

Poultry specialists

Agricultural engineering specialists

Agronomy specialists

Dairy (animel husbandry) specialists

wHE PO

In general the respondents have only a moderate degree of consensus. The

highest number of functions on which Tk per cent or more agreed as to perfor-

mence or nonperformence was 8 for the clothing and textile specialists. The
lack of agreement on the functions in the Program for these 9 groups of
specialists is related essentially to slightly ambiguous definition as to the
1imits of the Program which presents the question as to when a specialist is
working on the Program.
~ ....In relationship to the watter of the role of specialists in the Program,
the respondents were further asked to indicate whether or not they thought

- specialists in subject-matter fields other then farm and home manegement had

perticipated in the Program in a limited menner. Seventeen of the 19 thought
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the participation of specialists other than those in farm and home management

had been limited.

Comments made by those who thought that other than manegement speclalists

had participated in only a limited menner were:

"They have participated indirectly more than most of them realize =
in other meetinzs or general meetings; these specialists have helped to
point out solutions to problems uncovered by the Prcgram."

"I think that some suvhject-mutiter departments heve surnported the Program

-through manasgemcut specialiszis and some directly. VWhet I don't think

is appreciated is that the subject-matter departments had already made

their big contribution when they trained agents before they went to work
on Program."

"The other specialists have contributed greatly individually through
reguler Evtension mee-ings and through agent training not specifically

farm and home management training."

"Some more perticipation in recent stages than in eerlier stages."

"These specialists have participated when so requested."

"I think this was our decision. Program to be in realm of management

and only so far as related to management were they expected to participate."

These comments generally seem to emphasize that specialists from other

than the menagement fields have contributed to the Program - often more then

might be recognized.

Consensus sbout Program objectives

Fifteen, or 78 per cent, of the 19 respondents thought the objectives of

the Program es it was being conducted in the latter half of 1959 had not been

changed from the original ones which were set up at the beginning of the Program.

Two individuals thought the objectives had changed and 2 did not know.
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The 2 respondents who thought the objectives had changed commented as
follows:

"I really think the things we set out to do, to be coordinated, is
impossible and it hes degenerated *nto 3 programs," and

"The emphasis has changed to be more farm menagement then farm and

home menagement. Some have lost sight of the fact that this 1s an

experimental program to gain knowledge that will be helpful in conducting

the reguler Extension program.”

In order to sezure a less generalized answer regerding change in
3 : obJegtives, the staff members were asked to indicateffor 4 specific objectives
coﬁtgined in the original policy statement of the New York Farm and Home
Management Program whether or not each statement was: 1) as stated still a
part of policy, 2) modified some but still e part of policy, and 3) no longer
a part of policy. The U4 policy objectives and the distribution of the respon-
dents' answers for each according to the 3 choices listed above plus a do not
know category appeer in Table 2. On 2 of the L objectives the per cent of
respondente is higher for no change than was the average per cent (82) who
generally thought there hed been no change in all U dbjectives.l On the
objective, "to put plan to work on the farm and in the home", the per cent
(78) was lower than the per cent (82) who generally thought there had been
no change in objectives.

Among these administrators, supervisors, snd specialists there is a high

degree of consensus that the objectives of the Program have not changed. This

consehsus probably involves the best approximetion to the correct answer that is

"

1l ﬂﬁe per cent who generally thought therc had been no change wes calculated
. by adding together the number who checked each of the 4 objectives and
dividing this sum by 4 times the 19 respondents.
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evaileble and agrees with the opinions of the research staff conducting the
evaluation study of the Progran.

Befbré‘being asked to react to the U4 specific objectives quoted from
the State's original policy statement on the Program, the respondents were
asked to write out what they thought were the main objectives of the Program.

The most frequently occurring ideas contained in the sta“ements were:

No. of mentions

Atteining femlly goals and values 11
Study or analysis of situation or resources
Developing decision~meking aebility
Consideration of best use of resources
Evaluation or determination of elternatives

Vi 3 ~]1\O

In eddition to these 5 ldeas, some 18 other ideas were found in the
statements but none of them occurred more than twice and most of them were
mentioned only once. The fact that the list of idess (obﬂectives) “is fairly
long does not necessarily mesn lack of consensus; rather the various respone
dents simply listed aspects of Program objectives which seemed important to
them. The 5 most frequently occurring ideas (objectives) listed above are also
embodied in the first 3 specific policy objectives listed in Table 2. Th.is
would suggest that even when the respondents are given an opportunity to
respond to open-end questions, the verbalizations show considerable agreement
with 3 out of 4 of the basic objectives appearing in the original policy

statement of the Program.l

1l Although the open-end question asking for the main objectives of the Program

ceme before the question containing quotes from the State's original policy
L statement of the Program, this agreement may have resulted in part from
their having been influenced by the quotes.
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Consensus about cost of Program

The respondents were asked what they thought about the cost of the
Program in relation to number of families participating. It was indicated to
them there were spproximately 1650 participants in the Program in 1958. The

views of the respondents were as follows:

Cost Number
Very high 9
High 8
Normel 1l
Do not know 1
Total 19

If the 2 categories very high and high are combined a high degree of

consansus exists among the respondents with respect to the cost of the Program.
Seventeen of the 19 respondents consider the cost of the Program in relation
+0 the number perticipating as either high or very high. Since the respon-
dents were not asked whether or not they thought the costs were justified,

no inference to this effect can or should be mede. It should be observed,
however, that consensus is fairly high among the respondents that the Program
is importent enough to justify one agricultural agent full-time in a county

with a staff of 3 agents (see pagel).

Views sbout Program subject matter

Teaching of decision-making steps

The lack of agreement among the 19 respondents with respect to the steps

in decision-making has been discussed. The respondents were eslso asked to‘give
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their opinions as to whether or not in teaching decision-making it is necessary
that those taught should learn the stepe in the decision-making process.
Fifteen of the 19 thought those being taught should learn the steps. Two did
not think it necessary, and 2 did not know.

A few of those who thought it necessary to teach the steps in decision-
making commented as follows:

"I think we tend to teach process without identifying the steps.”

"But I Peel strongly that this should be tied to subject matter.”

"I feel that the learning is better if the learner knows the 'why' of
each step and knows he has taken each one."

"If there is to be a carry-over, that is, most people need to know what |
they did in order to avoid 'hit end miss' decisions in the future."

One who thought it unnecessary to teach the steps in decision-making

commented:

"Debatable - I'd say more important to help them 'do' than to learn
steps - forming the habit of 'doing' the process brings results."

Broad definition of Program subject matter

-

®
To discover what the administrators, supervisors, and specialists thought

broadly about the subject matter that agents working in the Progrem should
include, they were asked to check which of U broad:definitions of subject
matter in working with individusl families they would-choose. An opportunity
was also given the respondent to add his own définition. The following

tabulation indicates the choices which were made:
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Subject matter Number checking

1l._.Teach the management process - including records, their

analysis, and how to make managerial decisions, end help

also with any pressing problems to which families are

seeking an immediate answer such as seed selection, rotation,
breeding, kitchen management, or barn rcmodeling 8

Identify some pressing problem and use it *o *_.ach the
management process, including records, their analysis,
and how to make managerial decisions 6

Combination of 1 and 2 2

Combinetion of 1 and 2 with the addition: "Quide families

to obtain specific information and help the family weigh
alternatives, guiding them to consider the overall picture

including the financial situation and their own goals. It

is importasnt to teach how records are useful in determining

present use of resources. (The mechanics of keeping records

does not necessarily have sny relation to management.)" 1

Combinetion of 1, 2, 7 and 8 with qualifications for 7 -
"{f other agents can meet other needs" and for 1 and 8 -
"if other agents not available" 1

Only to get experience and confidence to help all families
make better decisions _ 1

Teach the management process only - including records, their
analysis, and how to make managerial decisions ] o 0

Help families with special problems as remodeling house or
barn, seed selection, rctation, breeding end incidentally
teach some menagement 0

Teaching the managerial process in combination with help on pressing
problems is the most frequently chosen definition with 8 respondents making
this choice. Six chose identifying some pressing problem and using it to
teach the manesgement process. The tabulation does not reveal any marked
consensus on definition of the broad area in which agents should operate. It
should be admitted, too, that the structured answers are weak in that it is

very difficult, if not impossible, to describe a job definition in the brief

manner attempted by the statements contained in the check list.




ALDDENDUM

Report No. 3, page 28.

A footnote index (%) should follow the tabulation heading,

Subgect matter.

Directly under the tabulation the following footnote should

be added: N

*Ttems 1, 2, 7, and 8 were the broad definitions listed in

the questionnaire.




Subject-matter emphasis

ﬁsing a scale of 1 to 5 with 5 being highest, the respondents were
asked to rate the emphasis that should be placed on 29 different subject-
metter areas. The 6 areas which were rated highest (weight of 5) by T4 per

cent or more of the 19 respondents are (see also Table 3):

6 Subject-matter aree No. of respondents reting 5

Decision~-making 17
How to summerize farm business for year 16
Analysis of Parm records 16
Business goals 15
Farm business record keeping (cash account and

farm inventory) 15
Family goals 1k

t

A seventh ares which was rated highest (weight of 5) by more then helf

(12) of the respondents was how to relate farm and family financial s’‘tuation.

"If those rating subject-matter areas either 4 or 5 are combined and a
weighted score given to each the list in rank order for those areas with a

score of 60 or more is:

1

Subject=-matter area Veighted score
Decision-making 85
Analysis of farm records 8k
Farr: business recori keeping (cash account end farm

inventory) 83
Business goels 83
Femily goals 82
How to summarize farm business for year 80
How to relate farm end family financial situation 76
How to plan adjustments in family spending 70
Keeping net worth statement 69
How %o evaluate fixed obligations 61
Anelysis of work load in homemaking 60

1 Weighted scores were obtained by adding the producc of number of respondents
rating an area 4 times that value (4) to the product of number rating an
area 5 times that value (5). The highest possible score is 85.

o
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The degree of coasensus around subject-matter areas that are essentially
managerial and economic with first priorit- on the farm business which these
lists reflect are strong evidence that in the thinking of administrators,
supervisors, and specialists the Farm and Home Management Program should be
oriented in this direction. The reverse side of this is the exteat of lower
ratings given to subject~matter areas in agriculture that are less manegerial
end financial in the narrow sense of their subject-matter content. Such
subject-matter areas are soil testing, fertilization, seed selection, hLarvesting
of forage, rotation of crops, breeding of dairy cows, feeding of dairy cows,
and culling of herd. Similarly the reverse side is shown in the extent of
low ratings given such home economic subject-matter asreas as kitchen arrange-

ment and remodelling entire house.

Views about Program methods

Distribution of participating agents' interests

The following tabulation shows how the 19 respondents thought an agent

working on the Program should distribute his or her interests:

S No. of Per cent of
Interests respondents total (19)
l. Farm and home management with minimum of
other Extension responsibilities 12 63
2. Farm and home management with a number of
other Extension responsibilities 3 16
3. Farm and home menagement exclusively 2 1l
., Farm end home management with one other
Extension responsibility 1 5
9. No information 1 2

Total 19 100
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L

Almost two-thirds of the 19 thought agents should have the farm énd home !
management assi gnment with a minimum of other Extension responsibilities. The
highest per cent (but only 38 per cent) of 39 agricultural agents parti-
cipating in the Program in 1958 also favored this type of assignment, but
the largest per zent (50) of home demonstration egents favored farm and home
management with one other strong :dxtension responsi‘bility.l

Some comments made by respondents on this matter of assignment follow:

Favoring assignment no. 1 in sbove tabulation

"Exclusive emphasis isolates the Program more then I think it should be."

"There would seem to be no one best answer. Much depends on the agent,
the county, stage of Program development. Is comething to be gained by
having agent have some other responsibilities? Helps insure integration
of Farm and Home Management with entire Extension program.”

Favoring assignment no. 3 in above tabulation

"Because of original policy egent working on this should stick with
Farm and Home Management to exclusion of all other prograums."

Favoring none of the L essignments (appears as no informetion in above
tabulation)

"This assignment should be done on a type of farming basis and ebsorbed
into regular Extension program."

Length of time participents should remein in Program

The following tebulation gives a distribution of the 19 respondents by

number of years they thought families should generally remain in the Program:

Years No. of respondents Per cent
3 10 53
3-4 1 2
3-5 2 11
Don't know _6 31
Total 19 100

1 Frank D. Alexender and James W. Longest, fvaluation Study of Farm and Home
Management Program in New York State, Studr of the Operation of the Farm and
Home Menagement Program in New York Stete, "Report No. 2, Office of Extension
‘Studies, State Colleges of Agriculture and Home Economics, Cornell University,
Ithaca, New York, Januery 15, 1959, pp. 56a and 85.
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‘Ten, or 53 per cent, of the 19 respondents thoguht 3 years was about the
number of years families should remain in the Progrem. This pe.' cent (53) is
fairly close to the 63 per cent of agricultural agents (39) in the Program in
1958 who thought 3 years sbout right. The highest per cent (37) of home
demonstration agents (11) also held this same point-of-view. It should be
noted, however, that 6, or 31 per cent of the 19 respondents indicated that
they did not know the number of years families should remain in the Program.
Sixteen per cent of the agricultural agents in 1958 did not know or would
give no specific number of years. Of the 11 home demonstration agents 27 per
cent would give no specific number of years in 1958.l

Several of the 19 respondsnts who stated specific time periods did so
with reservations as indicated in their written comments. Some of the comments

of those who didn't know how long families should remain in the Progrem are

as follows:

"Some families will need help longer to fully grasp the management
concepts.”

"Depends on their progress and need for Progrem."

"Some danger in formalizing length of time."

Working relationship of agricultural and home demonstration agents

A list of 13 principles or guides for effective cooperation of an agri-
cultural agent and home demonstration asgent working in the Program in the same
county was developed from a case study of what was considered by several Exten-

sion workers to be one of the best cooperative teams in the state. The

1 TIbid-, pp. 46 and 81.
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respondents were asked to indicate on *this list the items which they considered
important for effective cooperation of the 2 agents.

Two of the 13 items were checked as important by ell 19 of the respondents,
3 by 18, ans. one by 16. The 13 items arrayed in order of the number indicating

then as important follows:

Number of respondents
Principle or guide consideringrimgortant

1. Each of the 2 agents understands clearly what the
other is attempting to do in the Program 19

2. Vhile the agricultural agent will be primarily
responsible for the farm management phase of the
Program, in working with a fanily the agricultural
egent will try to interest the husband in the home
phase of the Program and will work with the wife,
home demonstration agent, and the husbsnd on that
phase of the Program 19

3. In group meetings both husbands and wives will be
xept together with eacn agent taking the teaching
role for which he or she is best adepted 18

L, Joint visits will be undertaken on a selective
basis in the light of each particular case 18

5. The 2 agents will Jjointly evaluate their work from
time to time ) 18

6. £ach family upon entering the Program is told that
both an agricultural and home demonstration agent
will be working with it ' 16

7. While the home demonstration agent will be primarily
responsible for the home menagement phese of the
Program, in working with & family the home demonstre-
tion agent will try to interest the wife in the farm
operations and will work with thelsbend, the agri-
cultural agent and the wife on that phase of the
Program 15

8. The 2 agents will prepare contact notes on each
ferm and home visit, each one supplying the other
with a copy of these notes 13



10.

1l.

12.
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: Number of respondents
Principle or guide considering important-®

The 2 agents will spend at least an hour a week
in discussing Program 12

The 2 agents will recognize that most particpants

are likely to be clients of the agricultural departe

ment and that the home agent mey have to bide her

time before getting some of the homemekers interested

in the home phase of the Program 10

The 2 agents will travel together when making joint
visits 8

The 2 agents will prepare a joint annual report
which will go to their respective state leaders l

Where it is possible, the 2 agents will occupy
the same office 1

Four of the 13 items were checked by about half (10) or less of the 19

respondents. One item, where it is ggssible, the 2 agents will occupy the

seme office, was indicated as importent by only one individual. This item

might heve been considered important by more of the respondents if its!

intent of spatial nearness for the purpose of facilitating communications

had been better stated as "in adjoining offices" or "offices on the same

floor". It is interesting that item 2 was rated important by 19 respondents

but an almost identical item, except for the substitution of "home demonstration

agent" for "egricultural agent", was considered important by only 15 of the

respondents.

The following tebulation gives the number of respondents according to

numbexr of items rated important:
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No. of items rated important No. of respondents so rating

6
T
8

9
10
11
12

Ii\) NDWMPHWW MW

Total 19

No respondent considered all 13 items important but 2 thought 12 of
them important
Four of the respondents added one item each tr the list. These are:

"Agents may visit families singly for specific purposes but reports to
other so each knows his or her part of plan."

"The 2 agents will recognize that some of the homemakers will not at
eny time be interested in & home phase of the Progrem."

"Understanding each other's potential comtributions and encouraging
families to go where help is available."

"Bear and forbear on part of the 2 agents."
In general the consensus of the respondents with respect to these prin-
ciples or guides for cooperative work of the agricultural asgent and home demon=

stration agent assigned to the Program in a county is fairly high.

Views ahout trainingrof aggnts for the Program

Subject matter that should be taught

The respondents were asked to indicate on a list of 29 subject-matter
areas (with an opportunity for adding others) those in which they thought
agents working in the Farm and Home Management Program should have special

training. For each of the 29 areas the per cent of respondents who thought
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the agricultural agents shouvld have training therein was calculated. In
the tabulation below the subject-matter areas are arrayed from highest to

lowest per cent with each per cent for sgricultural agents accompanied by &

similar per cent for home demonstration agents.
Per cent of respondents thinking
each class of agent should have
gspecial training in given subject-
Subject-matter srea "' matter areas’ :
Ag. agents H.D, agents
Counseling techniques 100 - 100
Analysis of farm records = 95 26
Economic trends 95 95
Farm record keeping 95 Y4
Management process 95
Family goals end values 89
Small group teaching 89
Working relations of agricultural and home .
demonstration egents in Program 89
Decision-making 8h
Exchange of agents' experiences 79
Partnership arrangements 79
Budgeting for farm business T4
Credit ‘ T4
Land eccromics 68
Insurance | 63
Budgeting for family expenditures 58
Agricultural engineering - L2
Agronomy 37
ftnimel husbandry 37
Fruits and vegetables 37
Consumer education 32
Housing and design 32
Poultry | | 32
Analysis of household records 26
- +Child development and family relationships 26
Homemakers' use of time 26
Household record keeping 26
Food and nutrition 11
Textiles and clothing --
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Over half or more of the respondents would include 16 of the 29 subject-
metter areas listed as areas in which agricultural agents in the Program
should have specisl training. For half of these 16 areas, the per cent of
respondents who would include them ranges from 89 to 100. These 8 areas are
in order: counseling techniques, analysis of farm records, economic trends,
farm record keeping, management process, family goals and values, small
group téaching, and working relations of agriculturel and home demonstration
agents in the Progrem. Three of these areas are concerned with methodology,
i.e., counseling téchniques, smell group teaching, and wbrking relationships
of sgricultural and home demonstration agents. The percentages of respondents
who think home demonstration egents should have special training in these
3 areas of methodology were identical with the percentages for‘agricultufalf
agents.

For several areas of subject matter, the percenteges of respondéhts
thinking both agricultural and home demonstration agents should have special
training therein are identical or almost so, and at the seme tiﬁe the percent-
ages are fairly large. These areas are economic trends, management process,
family goels and values, and decision-making.

The agreement ofAthe respondents with the menagerial-economic orientation
of the Progrem is reflected in the fact that the percentages of those who
think agricultural agents should have specisl training in those areas relat;ng
to farming that normelly belong to the managerial-economic field aré large
as are the percentages thinking home demonstration agents should have special
training in the managerial-economic areas of homemaking. On the other hand
the percenteges drop sharply for training for agriculturel agents in subject-

metter areas such as esgricultural engineering, agronomy, enimal husbandry,
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fruits and vegetables, and poultry and for home demonstration agents in areas
such as child development and family relationships, food and nutrition,
housing and design, and textiles and clothing.

The respondents are in agreement that sgricultural and home demonstration
agents should have special treining in a number of subject-matter and method-
ologicel areas that can be logically associated with the Jjoint operations
of the 2 groups of agents. (See paragraphs 2 and 3 of this section.)

However, eassuming the full implications of & farm and home management program,
for at least 4 subject-matter areas in which special training for both
agents might well bde undertaken‘there is lack of agreement. These areas are

budgeting for farm business, farm record keeping, budgeting for family

expenditures, and household record keeping.

Amount of egent training in future

E - A majority (1l)of the 19 respondents thought that training conferences

| for agents who have worked in the Program 2 or more years should be conducted

at about the same level as in the past (2 or 3 conferences per year). Seven
of the 19, however, thought such training should be continued but the amount

decreased. One did not know what should be done.

Eveluation of Program

Reting of methods used in Progrsm

The 19 respondents were asked to rate 12 methods which have been used in

the Program as to effectiveness at 4 levels, i.e., very effective, effective,

slightly effective, ineffective and do not know.
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The percentege distributions of the respondents according to very effective

and effective ratings for each of the 12 methods follow:

Per cent of respondents (19) according

Methods to rating of method as i
Very effective Effective ]
Farm end home visits T4 26
Compare individuel summeries with averages 37 37
Menagement conferences (kitchen) 32 63
Group meetings - 26 58
Farm walks 21 48
Participants summarize farm record books 21 23 |
College summarizes farm record books el 32 1
College publications on farm and home - |
menageltent 16 16
Participants summarize home record books 1l - L W8
Tours 10 23
Letters end csrds with seasonal reminders == | 37
Locel newspeper articles -- 2l

On only one method, farm and home visits, do the respondents show any

high degree of consensus, with 74 per cent rating the method vééi,effective.

No other method was rated very effective by more then 32 per cent or 6 of the

respondents. If the percenteges rating the methods very effective and

effective are combined, only 4 of the methods, i.e., farm and home visits

e

(100 per cent), mensgement conferences (kitchen) (95 per cent), group meetings
(84 per cent), and participants summarize farm record books (74 per cent), were
so rated by T4 per cent or more of the respondents. Three of the methods,
i.e., letters and cards with seasonal reminders (37 per cent), college publi-
cations on farm end home manegement (32 per cent), and local newspaper articles

(21 per cent)were rated as very effective and effective combined.by 37 per

cent or less of the respondents. Only one method, local newspaper articles,

wes reted ineffective by any noticeable number (4) of the respondents. For
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5 of the 12 methods, from 4 to 6 of the respondents said they did not know

| how effective the methods were. These 5 methods, however, were ones that the

respondents might be expected to know least about.

Amount of special training agents have received

When the 19 respondents were asked what they thought about the amount
of special irsservice training for agents in the Program in the past, 12

thought it was about right, 2 thought it had been underemphasized, one

overemphasized, and 4 did not know.

Importance of Progrem in terms of county staff in-put

The respondents were asked to give their views of how important they
thought the Progrem is by indicating for e county having a staff of 3 agri-
cultural egents the amount of agent time that should be assigned to the farm
mansgement phase of the farm and home menagement approach. They were salsc
asked to do the ssme for the home management phase in a county with & home
demonstration staff of 3 agents.

Almost two-thirds of the respondents thought an agricultural department
with 3 agents could justify 1 agent assigned_fuli-time to the farm menagement
phase of the approach {Table 4). There was mﬁ;h less consensus sbout the home
management phase in terms of agent tiwe. ;The highest percentage (42) of the

respondents favored one agent part-time. Four of the respondents did not know

how much agent time should be given to the ferm management phase and 5 did not

know this for the home manegement phase.
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Teble 4. Importance Attached to Program in Terms of Agent Time Assigned to '
the Program, Assuming a Staff of 3 Agricultural and 3 Home Demonstra-
tion Agents in a County. \

Farm management phase Home management phase

Degree of importance (agricultural (home demonstration
department) department)

Per cent of respondents (number & 19

F
To Justify 2 or more agents

full=-time - -
To Jws tify 1 agent full-time 63 31
To justify 1 egent part-time 11 L2
Not important enough to -
Justify 1 agent part-time -- -
Do not know 21 26 |
No information ) el
Total 100 100

The agriculturel and home demonstration agents in the 1958 study of the
operations of the Program were asked this question of importance of the Farm

and Home Management epproach in terms of agent time for their respective depart- |

‘ments with their own county 81tuation in mind rather than a 3 agent staff.
Over two-thirds (64 per cent) of the 1lb home demonstretion agents (; agent
who worked in 4 counties counted 4 times) thought it justified one home
demonstration agent full-time. Tﬁis comperison shows the agricultural agents
Placing slightly more importance'oﬁ the approach than administretors, super-

visors, and specialists and homé‘demonstration agents attaching considerably
1

more importance to it.

1 Ibid., pp. 62 and 89.
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Substitute for the next to the last sentence on the page the following

two sentences

Over two-thirds (69 per cent) of the agricultural agents thought the

approach justified one full-time agricultural agent and slightly less than
two-thirds (6L per cent) of the 14 home demonstration agents (1 agent who
worked in L counties counted L times) thought it justified one home dem-

onstration agent full-time, Another 8 per cent of the former would use
2 full-time agents.

Remove from the last sentence (third line from bottom of page) the
word "slightly".

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Opinion as to importance various college Extension staff groups place on
Program o

The respondents were asked to indicate at which of 5 levels of impor-
tence they thought various Extension staff groups at the college would rate
the Program. The percentages of respondents according to 2 levels of

importence, i.e., very important and important, vhich they thought the 6

groups (only one person in one group) primarily responsible for the Program
would attach to the Progrem are given in the following tabulation:
Per cent of respondents (19)

- thinking group thinks Program
Very important JImportant

Home demonstration agente-at-large 90 10
Farm menegement specialists 63 2l
Agricultural state leaders 58 32
Director and Assistant Director iy 37
Home management specialists 32 53
Home demonstration state leaders 16 58

The home demonstration agent-at-large who was assigned to the Program
and the farm management specialists are the ones who are considered by the
administrators, supervisors, and specielists as considering the Program very

important. The agricultural state leaders take third position for this level

of importance. If the percentages for very importent and importent are
combined, all of the totals are T4 or above.

In addition to the 6 groups mentioned sbove, the respondents were asked
to give their opinions as to how important they thought 4 groups of agricul-
tural specialists (bther than farm menagement specialists) and 5 groups of
home demonstration specialists (other then home management specialists)

considered the Program. Very few of the respondents thought any of these
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groups considered the Program very important and for only 2 of the groups,

i.e., housing and design and child development and family relationships, are
the percentages of respondents thinking the groups consider the Program

important above 50 per cent.

Ultimateiplace of Program in Extension work

A general question on methodology wes asked, i.e., what kind of activity
did the respondent t':ink the present Farm and Home Management Frogram should
ultimately become in a county Extension program. Three specific alternatives
were offéred and in addition an opportunity given to write in an alternative.

The following tebulation gives the resporses of the 19 individuals:

What become No. of respondents Per cent

1. Have about 60 participants with a new group
each year and each femily in Program for
3 years 6 32

2. Have sbout 25 participents per year whose
records and experience with whom. would
serve to guide'the agent staff in conducs
ting and planning the regular Extension

program 6 32

3. Should be dropped and forgotten - -=
L, Other 1 _36
Total 19 100

Vhile no one thought the activity should be dropped and forgotten, there

is no great amount of agreement as to future direction. Choices 1 and 2 were
each selected by 6 respondents. The remaining 7 stated their own ideas as

to what the Program should become. Their views are quoted below:




|
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"I believe about 30-40 nev (participants) each year with each group
continuing for about 3 years."

"Should have muck larger number of ‘'participents' than indicated above,
wn various 'stages' or with agent!cooperator relationships in verying
degrees of intensity. 'Service' aspect should disappear after family
has been inducted for some length of time - perhaps 2 or 2 years.
Ultimate would be to have all Extension cooperators as participants."

"For larger counties (1) above. for smaller counties or more limited
staffs probebly (2). In any case the portion on 'used in planning
regular programs' (2) should come in."

"Size depends - couldn't judge number of participants.”

"I'd 1like to see home demonstration agents do intensive work with a
few (less than 25) families - urban as well as rurel each year to gain
knowledge end experience that would guide staff in developing progrem."

"Should be integrated into all Extension teaching."

"(Recome) an integral part of Extension progrem - special farm snd home
menagement meetings reduced to minimum; work intensively with 'enough'
Pamilies to understand the inter-velationships of common problems
confronting families."

Unique contributions of Program

The respondents were asked to indicate what they thought the Farm erd
Home Menasgement Program offered that no other Extension activity can provide.
A wide variety of statements were given in answering this question. The
tebulation below attempts to give some of the major ideas appearing in

the answers:
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Mejor ideas about unique contributions Number mentioning

1. Relating to overall approach

Whole farm look for femilies L
Help femilies objectively appraise situation 3
Overall analysis and appraisal of opportunities,
goals and basis for decisions 2
Work on incerrelated problems 1
Help femilies clarify goals 1 |
Provides opportunity for asgent and family working together
to olarify obJectives, anslyze resources, and meke plans
to utilize resources fully 1
2. Relating to work with individual family |
Work with individual family L
First hand contact between farmer and homemaker and agents 2
3. Relating to management emphasis
Manegement help for problems of individual farm family 2
Teach management 1 .
L. Relating to upgrading ezents
Opportunity for agents to learn how families manage 2
Provides in-service training for agents to work with meny
families without complete financisl study of their operations 1
5. Nothing really (if planned for regular coun@z_program) . 1

Ideas relating to "overall approach" (seeing the whole situation) are

fairly prominent. If the general sense of the various statements is compre

hended, there is perhaps more agreement among the respondents than may

appear on the surface.

Influence of Program on county and state Extension work

The respondents were asked to state what they thought had been the

influence of the Program on county Extension programs generally. A variety
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of ideas appeared in their answers. Only one idea was mentioned by any

noteworthy number, i.e., more emphasis on management in<ng§ram. From what

is generally known about the influence on the Program at the county level
this observation seems to have considerable valldity. The ideas appearing
in the answers of the 19 respondents with their frequency of mention are
listed below:

No. of times
Ideas as to influence of Program at county level mentioned

More emphasis on management in programs

Agents more conscious of management

Influenced (strengthened) county program

Made better qualified agents

Gained new group of coopersators

Supplied information for use in total program

More emphasis on total approach

Gained more local respect for Extension progrems

Brought agents and families closer together

Improved group process

Caused home demonstration to work with ferm feamilies

Better understanding between agricultural and home demonstration
agents

Developed some new local leadership

Showed by example value of working with farm families

Reemphasized value of Extension's basic programs

FHEFEF FRFFFODDPWWW®

The respondents were also asked to state what they thought had been the

influence of the Program on Extension program at the state level. Again a

wide variety of answers were given. The tabulation below presents the major

ideas contained in the answers of the 19 respondents:




No. of times
Tdeas as to influence of Program at state level mentioned

Role in overall management being learned by specialists

Caused specialists to take look at whole

More cooperation between agricultural (college) and home
economics (college)

Same but less influence (not specific) than in counties

Helped to coordinate departments

Provided more facts for teaching

Experience from more direct work with families influencing
other programs

Not much influence

Caused agricultural economics to improve its programs

Emphasized importance of county agent as generalist supported
by specilalists

Made specialists more aware of change in farming

More fundamental training in methods

Contributed to more objectivity in Extension programs

Encoureged preperation of new teaching materials

Learned management can only be taught to small groups of
individuals

Influenced long~range program planning in home demonstration

Closer contact between state staff and families .

Program direction toward management influenced by greater
awareness of needs

Gained additional support for Extension

Do not know

FHEF HEHEEMEMFE O REDD DWW WWw

=

There is no consensus around any one idea. Three important ideas were

mentioned 3 times each, i.e., role in overall management being learned by

specialists, caused specialists to take look at whole, and more cooperation

between agriculturel (college) and home economics (college).
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PREFACE

In the early training of agents who were to participate in the Farm and
Home Management Program in New York State attention was given to methods of
keeping records of the agents' contacts with participating familles. Since
the Program was designed for work with individual families which would in-
;olve teaching of an intensive and intimate character, it was thought that
the contact reecords might be helpful to an agent in maintaining continuity
of his efforts with individual families and would be especially useful in
those instances where an agent working on the Program is replaced. It was also
anticipated that these records would provide data for evaluation research.

Tt should be recognized that considerable self-iiscipline along with
methodical habits is required for one to pursue the routine involved in keep-
ing records of this type. In Oneida County, New York, Ralph Hadlock, associate
county agricultural. agent,assigned major responsibility for the county!'s
Program, has kept contact records on each participating family during the en-
tire period of the Program.

The data for this report were obtained from the contact records of a
random sample of 25 of Oneida County's participating families. This sample of
25 families is part of a larger sample of 250 participants in 10 selected
counties of the State which is being used in the over-all evaluation study of
the Farm and Home Management Program. While 25 familles is a small number,
the findings, nevertheless, provide a unique description of the Program in
Oneida County. It is hoped that those engaged in similar activities will find
gtimulating suggestions here and will be encouraged to experiment with the

keeping of contact records as Mr. Hadlock has done.
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Sumnary
This is a case study of the educational»exposure of a sample of 25 families
in the Farm and Home Management Program in a county in New York State. The
case studied is not representative of programé in New York counties but more
nearly approaches a model or ideal type. 'Major emphasis in the study is on meth-
ods used and subject matter taught, The data are from family contact records
kept by the agent who had major respoﬁSibility for the county!'s Program.1
The period of time covered by these reéSfds was from January, 1955 to May, 1959.

Methods of conducting the Program

1. Eighty-four per cent of the 25 families included in the study were in the
rogram for at least 3 years, This time-span provided an opportunity for
for continuity in teaching required for effective educational results.

Such a time-span is especially needed for the complex subject matter of

management which haé been the major emphasis of the Program.

2. A reasonably long time-span of educational exposure such as most of the 25
families have had can hardly be effective unless contacts between teacher
and those taught are fairly frequent. The variability in length of time of
participation prevents the use of average number of contacts by agents with
all 25 families. However, the average number of contacté with 19 families
for which such a statistic could be determined was 18.L4. Another figure
that indicates frequency of contacts and which could be calculated for all
25 families is the average interval between contacts. This average was

1.9 months. Thus, not only had the families had a reasonably long span of

1 While the agent who was responsible for the Program in the county kept the
contact records, from time to time he was assisted in conducting the Program

by home demonstration workers.
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educational exposure but they had also had fairly frequent contacts with
their ceachers.

For 19 families who were in the Program for at least 36 months the average
number of contacts was 6.6 in the first 12-months period, rose to 7.2 in
the second, and declined to L.6 in the third. Although the differences in
these averages is not especially large, the difference of 2 contacts be-
tween the average of the first 12 months and that of the third is suffi-
ciently great to suggest that by the third l2-months some of the participants
had probably gotten all they or the agent in chafge of the Program thought
was needed while others had lost interest. Another explanation for the
decline in number of contacts in the third 12-months period was the increase
in total number of participants in the county among whom the agent respons-
ible for the Program had to divide his time. |

The history of the agents! work in the Program is fairly well shown through
their types of contacts with this sémple of 25 families. The first 2 years
of the Program were conducted principally through farm and home'visits, but
beginning with the third year group meetings were initiated on an extensive
scale with a concentration of them in the first 3 months of the year follow-
ed by farm and home visits during the remaining months of the year. This
same pattern occurred in the fourth year and was starting again the fifth
year when the collection of data for the study was discontinued. Even
though group meetings were introduced in an extensive way in the third

year, farm and home visits continued to constitiute 50 per cent of the con-
tacts in that year and 38 per cent in the fourth year.

In the third and fourth years of the Program contacts between participants

and agents were assuming a seasonal pattern with the largest number of
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contacts occurring in the first 3 months followed by a much smaller number

of contacts in the 5 months from April through August and with both Sep;ember
and December having more contacts than any of these 5 months and both October
and;November having almost none. The fourth year generally repeated this

pattern through September. The last 3 months of the fourth year had

relatively few contacts as was true of the third year but these contacts were

not in exactly the'éaﬁe pattern as in the third year.

For the'average famil& two-thirds of the contacts with the agents were through
farm and home visits and less than a third were through group meetings with
the remainder being through office visits and letters. However, as the |
Program progressed contacts through. farm and home visits declined greatly
while contacts through group meetings increased rapidly .until in the 12-month
period (April, 1958-March, 1959) 50 per cent of all contacts were through

group meetings.

Subject matter taught

A toiual of 58 different topics or classes of topics were considered in the
555 contacts between the agents and the 25 families. The average family

was exposed to a little less than half of the 58 topics. However, only 9

per cent, or 5, of the topics were taught 51 or more times. This meant,
however, that on the average each of the 25 families would have had about

2 exposures to 2 topics, 3 to 2 others, and 6 to another, all 5 of which were
basically management topics or closely allied thereto.

In general the topics which were taught to large proportions of the families
were the major subject-matter areas of farm management, housing being the

one outstanding exception.
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Relationship of subject matter to methods -

During the year April, 1956 to March 1957 group meetlngs were , introduced
on an extensive scale and continued through the 2 following years. In these
2 years the per cent of contacts througJ group meetings increased from 36 to 50.

The per cent of exposures through group meetings to keeping farm and home records

rose from LL to 72, to ana;ysis of farm business and family c4penditures from

66 to 90, to agronomy from 26 to 66, and to all other subject matter from 2l to

29. This resulted in a greater concentration of teachlng the keeping of farm
and home records, the analysis of the farm business and family expenditures, and

agronomy subject-matter items to group meetings while farm and home visits

received a greater concentration of all other subject matter.




1.

24

7.

Egplicatiogg

The over-all view of the teaching operation which is presented should give
perspective to those involved in or planning similar activities.

The fact that the families spent a fairly long and continuous period in the
Program with contacts reasonably well spaced is evidence that an agent who
organizes his work can conduct a program at a high level of intensity.

The decline of contacts in what can be considered roughly the third 12-
months of participation offers an important clue for setting limits on the
time~-span of participation in this type of program.

The historical development of the Program which the study presents culminates
in a pattern of group meetings and seasonal activities that may be suggest-
ive to those initiating similar programs or revising old ones.

The list of subject-matter topics which the families were taught provides
helpful suggestions for agents in New York State who are seeking to
strengthen their Farm and Home Management Programs.

The relatively small number of times individual families were taught topics
which are primarily farm management or closely allied subject matter raises
the questionas to whether a program as intensive as this one appears to be
is sufficiently intensive at strategic points so that effective learning
results.

As the Program progressed the trend toward the concentration in group meet-
ings of subject matter basic to or closely related to management emphasizes
the need for critical examination of what are the most effective methods
for teaching families management and for helping them solve problems which

are revealed through analysis of their farm and family situations.
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A CASE STUDY OF THE EDUCATIONAL EXPOSURE OF A
SAMPLE OF 25 FAMILIES PARTICIPATING IN THE
FARM AND HOME MANAGEMENT PROGRAM IN
A COUNTY IN NEW YORK STATE

Introduction

The Farm and Home Management Program in New York State is an educational

activity in which the participating families have been fairly well identified
over a period of time, This identification has provided the potentiality of
isolating for study purposes the interaction of the families and the Extension
agents who have worked with them. The research utilization of this potential, |

however, was dependent on the agents invclved keeping records of their con-

tacts with the participating families, In 2 of the 10 counties included in the

longitudinal (1956-1960) evaluation study of the Farm and Home Management

Program, the agricultural agents responsible for the Program have kept contact
records on all of the participating families during the entire period of the
Program. This report is based on an anslysis of contact records of 25 families

from one of these‘counties.l These 25 families are part of the random sample

of 250 families included in the 1l0O-county evaluation study. The time-span
covered by these records is from January, 1955 to May, 1959. Since not all of

the 25 families entered the Program at the same date and some had dropped out

by May, 1959, the records for no family cover the entire period of 52 months,
This report is a case study of the educational exposure of the 25 families with

major attention to methods used and subject matter treated.

1 The data which this report uses from the agent's contact records include:
1) name of participant, 2)number of contact, 3) date of contact, L) place,
and 5) agent's notes regarding what was taught or discussed on each contact.
While the agent who was responsible for the Program in the county kept the
contact records, from time to time he was assisted in conducting the Program
by home demonstration workers.

- -
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Methods of conductiqgg?rogrgz

Length of participation with number of and intervals between contacts

The 25 families included in the report were participants for an average of
40.L months, or about 3% years (Table 1). The range in months of participation
was from 15 to 51. Eighty-four per cent of the 25 families were in the Program
from 35 to 51 months, Thus 21 of the 25 families had 3 or more years of con-

tacts with the agents conducting the Program.

Table 1. Number and Percentage Distribution of 25 Families According to Number
of Months in Program.

Number of months Number of families Per cent of familieé |
152} 2 8
25-3l 2 8
35-Lk 11 Ll
45-51 10 )
Total 25 . 100

Average (mean):  LO.lL months

This period of 3 or more years of participation would appear to provide the
opportunity for continuity in teaching required for effective educational results,
assuming contacts between the teacher and those.taught are fairly frequent. The
need for this continuity is especially important for teaching the complex subject
matter of management which has been the major emphasis of the Program.

Because the number of months of participation by individuwal families varies
considerably, the average number of contacts for all 25 families is not a.signif-
icant figure. Accordingly, a distribution of number of contacts with a mean

average is presented in Table 2 for the 19 families who were in the Program for

36 or more months. The number of contacts used in the table is the number which
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the famil&“had with the agents during the first 36 months of paftiqipation.

The average number of contacts for these 19 families was 18,4 with a range from
10 to 2%.1 (Table2) Forty-seven per cent of the 19 families had from éd;to
27 contacts.

Table 2, Number and Percentage Distribution of 19 Families Who Participated

in the Program for 36 or More Months According to Number of Contacts
During the First 36 Months of Each Familyfs Participation.

Number of contacts Number of families Per cent of families
10-1L 6 32
15-19 N 21
20-2} 6 32
25-29 3 _15
Total 19 | 100

Average (mean): 18.4 contacts

Involved in the contacts with the families were the agricultural agent who

had major responsibility for the Program, the home demonstration agent, tempor-

arily employed. home demonstration county leaders, and a home demonstration

agent-at-large assigned to the Farm and Home Management Program on a state-wide

basis. - The 25 “families had a total of 593 contacts with these L classes of
Extension workers. . Eighty~-seven per cent of the total number of contacts were
with the agricultural agent, 7 per cent with the home demonstration agent, 5 per
cent with a home demonstration county leader, and 9 per cent with the home dem-
onstration agent-at-large. In a number of instances both the agricultural agent

and the home démonstration worker contacted families at the same time.

1 The average number of contacts for all 25 families was 22.2 with a range
from 7 to 36.
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The relatively small percentage of home demonstration contacts is the result of
the irregular participation of the home demonstration department in the Program.
This irregular participation resulted largely from difficulties in retaining
home demonstration workers on the staff.

The average number of months between contacts isja useful figure for
indicating frequency of contacts, and it can be used for all 25 families without
any serious distortion of the situation being described. The averége interval h
between contacts was 1.9 months. The agents were, therefore, contacting families
about 6 times a year. (Table 3) The range in spacing contacts was from 1.3 to
2.7 months. While one-fifth of the families had from 1 to 1.5 months intervals

Table 3. Number and Percentage Distribution of 25 Families According to Number
of Months Between Contacts.

Number of months

between contacts B Number of families ‘ Per cent of families
1,00 - 1.49 5 20
1950 - 1.99 8 32
2,00 - 2,L9 7 28
2050 - 2099 __5' . ) __2_9
Total ,‘ 25 100

Average (mean): 1.9 months between contacts

between visits, another one-fifth had from 2.5 to 3 months. The nature of the
problems of the families and their interests are important factors accounting

for this difference in spacing of contacts.

Number of contacts by 12-months periods of participation for 19 families in the
Program for at least 36 months

For the purpose of ascertaining the variation in number of contacts by

successive 12-months periods of participation, the record of contacts of 19 of
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the families who had participated in the Program for at least 36 months was
examined,! The average number of contacts of.£ﬁéée 19 families with the agents
was 6.6 in the first 12-months of participation, rose to 7.2 in the second, and
declined to 4.6 in the third. (Table ) Thus, while the average number of
contacts during the first and second i2-months periods of participation differed
slightly, a somewhat distinct decrease occurred in the third period. Only about
one-fourth of the 19 familiec had from 9 to 12 contacts with agents in the first
12-months period, in the second period this rose to one-third, and declined to
one-twentieth in the third. At the other end of the scale no family had as

few as 1 to 2 contacts in either the first or second period, but 3, or 16 per
cent, had this number of contacts in the third 12 months,

From these data it may be inferred that some of the participants had gotten

all they thought was needed and others had lost interest by the third year, On
the other hand the agent responsible for the Program may have concluded that
some had received all they rqu;red and that intensive efforts with others were
unnecessary because of loss of:;nterest. Another factor affecting the decline
in number pf contacts in the tﬁird 12-months period was the increase in total

participants among whom the agent responsible for the Program had to divide

"~

" his time, =

1 Only the first three 12 months periods for each family is used here, even
though the family's participation may have extended beyond 36 months.
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Table L. Number and Percentage Distribution of 19 Families in Program for
at Least 36 Months According to Number of Contacts by First, Second,
and Third 12-Months Periods of Participation.*

Number of
Contacts First 12 months Second 12 months Third 12 months
Nunber
l~2 - - 3
34 5 3 7
5 -6 6 5 6
7-8 3 5 2
9 -10 2 k4 1 |
11 - 12 3 2 - |
Total 19 19 19 2
Per Cent
1.2 - - 16
3~b 26 16 37
5-6 32 26 32
7-8 16 26 10
8 - 10 10 21 5
11 - 12 _16 11 -
Total 100 100 100

Average (mean): 6,6 Average (mean): 7.2 Average (mean): L.6

¥* Only the first three 12 months periods for each f amily is used here, even

though the family's participation may have extended beyond 36 months.
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Total view of contacts with families over time and according to method of contact

Figure 1 gives a picture of the total history of the agents! contacts with
the 25 families. As such it presents a picture of the evolution of thé'Program.
In the first 2 years the agents did most of the work with fhélgaftiéxpdhts vy
means of farm and home visits. As experience in teaching thé éﬁbjébt'métter of
management was gained it was decided in the interest of efficiéht uée of time
and teaching effectiveness to have the garticipating families meet in small
study groups for several meetings held on successive weeks in the éérly part of
the year.1 So beginning in January and going through March of’l957’”a'cohcenbra-
jon of contacts through group meetings occurs. During the”reméining months of
1957, contacts were essentially farm and home visits. ‘Agéin in January, February
and March of 1958, contacts through group meetings were hﬁite concentrated
followed almost entirely by farm and home visits in”thetfemaining months of the
year, The record of contacts ends with the fourth month of 1959, but for a
third time, even though the number of active participants in the sample of 25
had declined sharply, group cchtacts were being concentrated in the early months
of the year. |

Unless studied carefully the graph (Figure 1) may be misleading with respect
to the years 1957 and 1958, The percentages of contacts by farm and home visits,
through group meetings, and by other means (office visits and letters) for 1957
and 1958 are given below:

Per cent of contacts
1957 1958

Farm and home visits 50 3

Group meetings L8 56

Other means (office visits and letters) _2 _6
Total 100 100

1 In 1958 the average size of 10 active studygroups was 6 families with a range
from 3 to 9 families. The study groups have usually been held in the homes
of members.

=
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Thus in 1957 desp;pg the.introdnction of group meetings, half of the agent's
contacts with families were through farm ahd home visits. Ey i9§g;mﬁdwéver, )
this percentage had drdpped to 38,

The graph also shows the seasonal character of the contacts. The first year
(1955) may be dismissed for this consideration because it was a period of in-
itiation and enrollment. In the second year (1956)contacts were almost ex-
clusively farm and home visits and scattered throughout the year with 7 months -
January, March, April June, August, October, and November - all having a number
of contacts. Group meetings were.initiated on a wide scale in the third year
(1957). The first 3 months of the year had the largest number of contacts (a
large proportion of which were in group meetings) with a much smaller number of
contacts in the 5 months lrom April through August. Beth September and
December had more contacts than any of these 5 months but October had only one
and November none. In the fourth year (1958) the 1957 pattern was generally
repeated through September with the last 3 months of the year having relatively
few contacts but not in th 1957 pattern for these months.

The average (mean) per cent of all contacts with 25 families which were
farm and home visits was 60.3 per cent with a range from 33.3 to 100 per cent
(Table 5). The average (mean) per cent of all contacts which were through group
meetings was 37.4 with a range from 17.6 to 66.7. Thus on the average almost
two-thirds of the contacts of the agents with these families was through farm
and home visits and slightly more than a third were through group meetings. The
other 2 types of contacfs on which records were kept, namely, office visits and

letters were relatively unimportant. It is possible, however, that some letters,

particularly form letters, may not have been recorded as contacts by the agent.
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Each month has four bars with each bar representing one contact. No par-
ticipant had more than four contacts in any one month. However, the posi-
tion of bars under given months has no relation to the weeks of the month.
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Table 5. Number and Percentage Distribution of 25 Families According to Per
Cent of Contacts by Type of Contact.

“Type of contact
Per cent of
contacts Farm and Yome visit Group meeting Office Letter

Number
0 - 1 2l 19
1-_9 - - N 6
10 - 19 - 3 - -
20 - 29 - h - -
30 - 39 3 6 - -
Lo - L9 2 L - -
50 ~ 59 é 5 - -
60 - 69 7 2 - -
70 = 79 6 - - -
8o - 89 - - - -
90 - 99 - C - - -
100 g -— —_ —
Total 25 25 25 25
Per cent
0 - L 8l 76
1- 9 - - 16 2Ly
10 - 19 - 12 - -
20 - 29 - 16 - -
30 - 39 12 2k - -
LO - L9 8 16 - -
50 - 59 2l 20 - -
60 - 69 28 8 - -
70 - 79 2l - - -
80 - 89 - - - -
90 - 99 - - - -
100 - — - —
Total 100 100 100 100
Average Average Average Average

(mean) 60.3 (mean) 37.L (mean) 1.0 (mean) 1.2
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Subject matter taught

Topics by major categories . ——

The topics or classes of topics discussed or considered by these 25 families
in the 555 contacts made with them are listed below according to major
categories:l

Explanation and introduction to _the Program

Relating to keeping of farm and home records

Farm cash account book

Farm inventory record

Cross checking farm cash account and farm inventory books
Home account book

Home inventory book

Fixed expenditure sheet

Know your valuable papers form
Filing bills and recelpts
Income and outgo record

Net worth record

Labor income blank no. 4O
Financial situation blank
Converting milk to 3.7

Ana}gsis of farm business and of family expenditures

Analysis of farm business including business management factors
Controlling cost in milk production
Productive man work units-labor efficiency
Farm size

Number of cows

Milk price

Labor earnings and labor income

Money for family living

Feed costs

Milk-gain ratio

Machine costs

Capital

1 The number of contacts with all agents working with the 25 fanilies was
593 (See page 9). There were, however, 555 contact occasions which means
that more than one agent was involved on some occasions.
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Debts, loans, credit
Summary of individual businesses

Summary of businesses of all county participants
Summary of family expenditures for 50 families
Agiricultural situation

Aggénogg

Agronomy (general)
Seed selection
Fertilizer and lime
. Rotation
Soil maps
Soil testing
-+ Farm map |
Walking farm |
Demonstration plot |
Other agronomy topics

Feed;gg practices

Budgeting ahead

Farm program ahead

DHIC, value of

Partnerships

Barn construction and remodeling

Miscellaneous home economics topics primarily related to management
Kitchen

Housing

Social security

Insurance

Income tax

Goals

Decision making and decisions

Participation

Evaluation of pProgram

Miscellaneous




A total of 58 different topics or classes of topics were considered in the
555 contacts between the agents and the 25 families.® The average family was
exposed t0 L6.1 per cent or a little less than half of the 58 topics. The
range was from 16 per cent of the 58 topics for one to 65 for 2 of the 25
families. (Table 6) Twelve per cent of the 25 families considered under 30
per cent of the topics.

Table 6, Distribution of 25 Families According to Per Cent of Total Topics (58)
to Which Exposed.

Per cent of total topics

(58) to which exposed Number of families Per cent of families
10 - 19 1 L
20 - 29 2 8
30 - 39 I 16
LO - L9 A 32
50 - 59 e AR 6 2l |
60 - 69 L 16 |
Total 25 100 13

Average (mean): L6.1 per cent

Actual range 16 to 65

Topics according to extent of exposure

Figure 2 arrays in graphic form the 58 topics or classes of topics accord-
ing to the per cent of participants exposed or taught at least one time, The

11 topics to which 80 per cent or more of the 25 participants were exposed are

as follows:

| 1 The 58 topics include major categories which have no subtopics and the
subtopics under major categories but exclude from the cougt those major
categories having subtopics. '




Subject-matter topics
or class of topics

Figure 2. Per cent of 25 Participating Families Exposed to Each of 58 Subject-
matter Topics or Class of Topics at Least One Time.

Per cent of 25 participants

Farm cash account book

Farm map

Machine costs

Farm inventory record

Labor earnings & labor income

Analysis of farm business

Budgeting ahead

Number of cows

Feed costs

Hou31ng

Convemlnimlif to f§ (

Controling cost in milk production

Rotation

Explanation of Program

Miscellaneous

Kgronomy (general

Misc., HE topics related to mgt.

Soil testin

Fertilizer & lime

Seed selection

Summary of individual businesses

Kitchen

Soil map_

Farm program ahead

CapitaT

Barn construction & remodelin

Work-units & labor efficiency

Home inventoiz;book

Money for family living

Farm size

Home account book

Summary of businesses of co. part.

Income'and outgo

Milk-grain ratio

Labor income biank No. L9

Other agronomy

Income tax

Walking farm

Fixed expenditure sheet

Feed pracﬁices

o
Agriculjural situation

Net worth

Summary of family exp. 50 families
Filing b 1ls & receipts

Cross-check of farm CAB & inventory
Insurance

Evaluation of program

Parﬁnerships

Decisions & decision maEIng

Goals

Debts, loans, credit

Participation

Know your valuable papers
DHIC, value of

Soclaifgecufitz
o Demonstration plot
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Per cent of participants

Topics exposed at least one time

Farm cash account book 100
Farm map 100
Machine costs ' 96
Farm inventory book 96
Labor earnings and income 92
Analysis of farm business including

business management factors 92
Budgeting ahsad 88
Number of cows 88
Feed costs 84
Housing 80
Converting milk to 3.7 80

The focus on important farm management topics is clearly indicated by the
foregoing list. The fact that housing, a conventional home economicéitopic, %
was considered by so large a proportion of the participants is in part the result

of a special interest of the agricultural agent responcible for the program.

Another indication of the emphasis placed on different topics is to distribute
topics by number of times taught. Of the 58 topics or classes of topics 41 per
cent were taught from 1 to 10 times during the 4 years and 4 months covered by
this study (Table 7). Only 9 per cent of the topics were taught 51 or more
times. On the average this would mean that each of the 5 topics included in this
9 per cent would have been discussed 2 times in 2 instances, 3 times in 2, and
6 times in one with each of the 25 participants. However, this 9 per cent of

topics includes 4 important and clear-cut management areas, i.e., farm cash

account book, analysis of farm business including farm business management factors,
farm inventory book and machine costs. The fifth area included in this 9 per cent
of topics is agronomy (general), a subject-matter area which the Program has
emphasized because the management analysis which the participants have done has

pointed to agronomy as a problem area.
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The 12 topics which are at the top of the list in terms of number of times

taught are as follows:

Topics : No. of times taught

Farm cash account book 136
Analysis of farm business including

business management factors 87
Farm inventory book . 81
Agronomy (general) 69
Machine costs 60
Rotation : 48
Barn construction and remodeling L6
Labor earnings and labor income U5
Budgeting ahead k2
Housing Lo
Feed costs 39
Farm map 39

" When this list is compared to the preceding one on page 23, ? of the topics
also ocecur in that list. Agronomy (general), rotation, and barn construction -
and remodeling appear in the latter list but not in the first. Numbex: of cows
and converting milk to 3.7 appear in the first list but not in the latter,

Even though these topics do not appear among the upper ones according to both
methods of measuring exposure, L of them (barn construction and remodeling
excepted) show a fairly high degree of exposure by both methods.

A combination of the upper ranking topics using both the approach of per

cent of 25 families taught each topic at least one time and the number of times

each topic was taught yleclds the following list:

Farm cash account book (Both methods)

Analysis of farm business including business management factors (Both method$
Farm inventory book (Both methods) :

Machine costs (Both methods)

Labor earnings and labor income (Both methods)

Budgeting ahead (Both methods)

Housing (Both methods)

Feed costs (Both methods)

Farm map (Both methods)
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This list of topics cartainly comprehends some of the major subject-matter
areas of farm management, The one exception is housing which is conventionally
a home economics subject-matter area that is closely related to home management

but not its major focus,

Relationship of subject matter to methods

As has been noted previously, in the third cal-ndar year (1757) of the
Program, group meetings for teaching participants were introduced. It was
thought that an examination of contacts for each of tue 3 l2-months periods
which ended with a concentration of group meetings and for which data were
availasble might show important shifts in the number of times the major gnbject-
matter areas wers taught through farm and home visits and through group meetings.
The periods for which this examination was made were April, 1956-March, 1957;
April, 1957-March, 1958; and April, 1958-March, 1959 (Table 8 and Figure 1
page 15).

From the first to third 12-months period the contacts through group meetings
increased from 36 per cent of the total to 50 per cent, or by 1k pércentage
points, For each of L major subject-matter areas the percentages of total
times taught through group meetings alse increased from the first to third
period, The times keeping farm and home records was taught through group meetings
rose from Ll to 72 per cent, for analysis of farm business and family expenditures
from 66 to 90, for agronomy frem 26 to 66 and for all other subject mattert
from 2L to 29.

1 All other subject matter includes the following: program explanation includ-
ing introduction to, feeding practices, budgeting ahead, farm program ahead,
value of DHIC, partnerships, barn construction and remodelling, miscellaneous
home economics toplcs primarily related to management, kitchen, housing;
social security, insurauce, income tax, goals, decision-making and decisions,
participation, evaluation of Program, and miscellaneous.
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Percentage Distribution of Contacts and of Teaching Four Major Subject-

matter Classes According to Methods of Contact, by Three 12-Months

Periods.

Contacts and subject-matter exposures
by 12-months periods

Percentage distribution

Farm and
home visits meetings Other Total

Group

1.

2.

3.

Contacts - April,
. April,

April,

Exposures to = April,

keeping farm & April,
home records April,

Exposures to - April,
analysis of April,
farm business & April,
family expenditures

Exposures to - April,
agronomy April,
April,

Exposures to - April,
all other April,
subject matter April;

1956-March,
1957-March,
1958-March,

1956-March,
1957-March,
1958-March,

1956-iarch,
1957-March,
1958-March,

1956=March,
1957=March,
1958-March,

1956-March,
1957=March,
1958-March,

1957
1958
1959

1957
1958
1959

1957
1958
1959

1957
1958
1959

1957
1958
1959

6l
25

56
20
28

3l
11
10

74
59
3L

76
76
70

36
58
50

Ll
78
72

66

83
90

26

39
66

2l
22

29

6
1

[\S I | (0, | N

AN |

100
100
100

100
100
100

100
100
100

100
100
100

100
100
100

red in teaching of the kL broad subject-matter areas throuch farm and home visits
and through group meetings were:
the keeping of farm and home records through group meetings, 2) more concentraion
of the analysis of farm business and family expenditures through group meetings,

3) slightiy more concentration of teaching agronomy through group meetings, and

When the data of Table 8 are oxamined in detail,:the shifts which had occur-

1) considerably more concentration of teaching

4) in contrast, more concentration of all other svbject matter through farm and

home visits,

This pattern of the shifting ef the teaching of subject matter

between farm and home visits and group meetings means that the basic subject

matter of the Program has come to be centered ingroup meetings with other

subject matter b eing concentrated in farm and home visits.
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PREFACE

The original design of the Evaluation Study of the Farm and Home Management

Program in New York State included an investigation of a so-~called area ap-

proach in conducting the Program which was being followed in Oneida County.

The conditions under which the evaluation study and the Progran were initiated
and the subsequent developments of both prevented the organization of an
experimental study of this area approach. However, a limited study was con-
ducted of the area in Oneida County in which the Program was first initiated.
The findings of the study are presented in this report.

The staff of the Agricvltural Department of the County Extension Service,
with the exception of the agent responsible for conducting the Program, did
the interviewing for the study. To them and to the farmers who served as
respondents the authors wish to express their appreciation. The authors also
acknowledge and thark the agent in charge of the Program for his help in
developing and pre-testing the questionnaire and administering it in another

township in the county.
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Summary

The use of a 3-township area in conducting the Farm and Home Management
Frogram in a New York county was studied to explore the hypothesis that the
neighborhood may serve as an educational channel, particularly for informal
diffusion, No conscious effort was made by those conducting the Program to
identify and utilize neighborhoods. The study identified the neighborhoods
and found that they had potentialities for the informal transmission of learn-
ing from one person to another. Lsaving participation in the Program to free
choice, as was done, failed to assure that the neighborhood leaders would be
participants. Although the participants showed that they had definitely
learned specific managerial techniques, there is little indication that these
have been diffused to others despite efforts in this direction by participants,
The study opens to question the unqualified hypothesis that the neighborhood
functions automaticallyas an informal diffusion channel and suggests the need
to evaluate the kinds and complexity of subject matter which canbe diffused

through this particular type of locality group.
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The use of a 3-township area in conducting the Farm and Home Management
Program in a New York county was studied to explore the hypothesis that the
neighborhood may serve as an educational channel, particularly for informal
diffusion, No conscious effort was made by those conducting the Program to
identify and utilize neighborhoods. The study identified the neighborhoods
and found that they had potentialities for the informal transmission of learn-
ing from one person to another. Leaving participation in the Program to free

choice, as was done, failed to assure that the neighborhood leaders would be

participants. Although the participants showed tuiat they had definitely
learned specific managerial techniques, there is little indication that these
have been diffused to others despite efforts in this direction ty participaats.
The study opens to question the unqualified hypothesis that the neighborhood
functions automaticallyas an informal diffusion channel and suggests the need
to evaluate the kinds and complexity of subject matter which canbe diffused

through this particular type of locality group.




A CASE STUDY OF THE FUNCTION OF THE NEIGHBORHOCD
IN THE FARM AND HOME MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Introduction

In’195h a nationwide pfogram of Farm and Home Development was initiated
by the various state Extension Services. The Congress earmarked funds for
this Frogram whose major objective was tojwork directly with individual farm
families through intensive on-the-farm ccunseling. In New York State the
Program has emphasized management and is designated as the Farm and Home
Management Program.

In general the Prozram in New York has been conducted without reference
" to ﬁeighborhood or community. In 2 couﬁties, however, the Program was begun
in small subareas, In one o.f: fhese counties 3 townshipswithin the approx-
imate boundaries of a community were designated as the area in which the Farm
and Home Management Program‘in the county was tobe initiated. Meetings to
enroll farmers were held in égéh Qf these townships without much success.

Following this effort, the ag?icultural agent assigned to the Program went up

and down the roads contacting families and asking them several management quest-

ions by means of which he stimulated sufficient interest in a limited number
of families to cause them to agree to participate.
As a phase of a.» evaluation of the Farm and Home Management Program in

New York State1 a study was made of this ccmmunity (or 3-township area) for

1 The Office of Extension Studies of the New York State Extension Service is
conducting a study of the Farm and Home Management Program (in the State).
The study is a longitudinal one which was begun in 1956 and will be con-

cluded in 1961, The Kellogg Foundation is supporting the research, Similar
studies supported by grants from the Foundation are being conducted in Iowa,

North Carolina, and Washington.
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the following purposes: 1) to ascvertain whether or not the neighborhoods and
the leaders that might be found in the area had been utilized by those con-
ducting the Program and 2) to explore how the existing neighborhood structure
functioned with respect to diffusion of the subjoct matter of the Program

participants to nohparticipants.

Related studies

Lionbergernand Hassinger-in an orticle written in 1954 indicate the need
for research in the area with which this study is concerned when they comment
that, "Much research concerning neighborhood structure and trends has been done
ouﬁ little attention oas been directed to the function of neighborhoods in re-
lation to sociol action and the diffusion of farm information.!'1 On the basis

of their own investigations the authors concluded thét, "In general, the data
feveéled that neighborhoods in this northeast Missouri community cannot be
oonSidered insignificant factors in the diffusion of farm information."2

Marsh-and Coleman in the same issue of Rural Sociologg in which the aft-

icle by Lionberger énd Hassinger appeared conclude in a reoearch note, "The.
 usual hypothesis is that gooup norms and expectaoioos rooard change....ﬁhilo
this may well be true'if'group sénctions apoly to speoifio practices, there

also may be situations in which group sanctions of 'farm matters' accentuate
change, Today there are some farmer groups within which there is great emphasis
upon the societal values of 'efficiency and practicality! and !'science and

secular rationality'."3

1 Herbert F. Lionberger and'Edward,Hassinger, "Neighborhood as a Factor in the
Diffusion of Farm Information in a Northeast Missouri Farming Community",
Rural Sociology, XIX (Dec., 1954), p. 378..

2 Ibid., p. 38L.

3 C. Paul Marsh and A.Lee Coleman, "The Relationship of Neighborhood of
Residence to Adoption of Recommended Farm Practices," Rural Sociology,
XIX (Dec., 195L), pp. 388-389.
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Community development programs have spread over the Southeast during the
past 15 years, 'While these programs have tended to emphasize action, they
have also attempted to use the community as an educational channel, frequently
through a community club, Kaufman, Fanelli, and Windham reported 1513 organ-
ized clubs or groups involved in rural community development programs in 1955.
In the 7 southern states in which these programs were operating the Extension
Service was participating. While the local orgaizations were called community
clubs or committees, the authors think they might have more accurately been
designated as neighborhood grou.ps.l

Bonser in a study conducted in Temessee in 1955 states, "Evidence indi-
cates that both rural community clubs and home demonstration clubs are effective
media through which information on new homemaking ideas is channeled to farm
homemakers."® This study was designed to discover the effectiveness of commu-
ity clubs associated with the community development program in Tennessee., Al-
though, Bonser does not discuss the nature of the communities included in his

study, it is very likely that they are, as Kaufman,Fanelli, and Windham point

out, neighborhoods rather than comrm;mit;:i.e:3.3

1 Harold F. Kaufman, Alexander Fanelli, and Gerald O. Windham, Community
Development Programs in the Southeast, (Community Series No. 93 Social Sci-
ence Research Center, Division of Sociology and Rural Life, Mississippi State
College, State College, Mississippi), pp. 9, 11, and 13.

2 Howard J. Bonser, Better Homemaking Practices Through_ggrg;;Communit Organ-
izations, (Tennessee Agr. Expt. ota. Bull. 207; Knoxville, Tennessee) p. iii.

3 Evidence from various surveys and studies in the Southeast in which one of
the authors of this report participated while on the TVA staff between-1949
and 1955 supports this point-of-view. Mimeographed reports presenting the
data of 3 of these studies are: Interdivisional-Interdepartm:ntal Committee
of Tennessee Valley Authority and University of Tennessese, Social and Economic
Materials Relating to Chestuee Watershed and Vicinity, (TVA mimeographed report;
Knoxville, Tennessee, 1953); Led. Strickland, Frank D. Alexander, and Crosby
Murray, Report of the 1953 Community Fertilizer Program Conducted in Eight
Counties;ggglggpessee,(TVA mimeographed report; Knoxville, Tennessee, 1553);
and Frank D. Alexander, Rural Communities, Organized Groups, and Public Agen-
cies in Alcorn County, Mississippi, in Relation to Community Development,
Particularly Educational Programs Throush Rural Community Clubs, (Division of
Soclology and Rural Life, Mississippi State College, State College, Miss, 1955).
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The experience provided by the southern community development programs and
the findings of Bonser's study lend support to the assumption that the neighbor-
hood (or small community) can serve as an educational channel, particularly to
support educational work through organized clubs, This study, however, is
concerned with a apecific aspect of the educational potentiality of the neigh-
borhood. Its major concern is the hypothesis with which Lionberger and
Hassinger and Marsh and Coleman are concerned, namely, that the neighborhood

serves as a channel for informal diffusion of farm practices.

Method

This is a case study of a small area approach used in a particular educat-
ional program. Since this program was developed without resesrch considerations,
it is without experimental design and has the further limitation of a small
number of cases both in terms of neighborhoods and program participants.

A list of 110 farm operators which included most of those living in the
community area in which the Program was being conducted was mrepared by a
staff member of the agricultural department of the county Extenslon Service.
Among these were 26 farmers who were participants in the Farm and Home Manage=
ment Program, These 26 along with B nonparticipants randomly selected as a
sample of the nonparticipants in the area were included in the survey. Twenty-
three participants and 19 nonparticipants were interviewed. Twelve operators
of the 5L chosen for atud& either refused, had stépped farming, or were doing
only a negligible amount of farming and were not interviewed. Three members
of ihe‘ agric.;\i‘ltural' department of the county Extension Service did the inter-

" viewing.
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The questionnaire for the survey was designed to determine neighbor-
hood groupings, to identify leaders, and to ascertain whether or not partici-
pants in the Farm and Home Management Program were communicating to other

farmers what they were learning in the Program.

Neighborhoods and distribution of participants

Each farm operator in the sample was asked to check from a list of all

: operators in the afea those whom he considered neighbors. With the use of

these data a sociogram was constructed and used to determine neighborhoods.

Four neighborhoodéwhich are referred to hereafter as I, IT, III, and IV
were identified by this method. The 26 Program participants were residing'in
the ) neighborhoods as follows:

Neighborhocd No. of Program Participants
I | i
II | 6
III E 2
v L

The distribution of participants by neighborhood may be presumed to be one
of the factors which might hinder or aid diffusion of ideas and practices taught
in the Program. Neighborhood I has the largest number of participants and has
also the largest number of farm operators oi the L neighborhoods. When the
ratio of participants to nonparticipants is considered it is found that each

of: the neighborhoods has about the samé ratio.

©
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Relationship of small study groups to neighborhoods

In addition to farm and home vioits, tho agent responsible for the Program
in the community area (3 townshipo) periodioaily meets with small groups of
participants, They usually meet altornatoly‘io the homes of the participants.
Without consciously identifying participants with neighborhoode as delineated
in thie study, 25 of the participants were divided into 3 groups for the small
group meetings with 7 in one, and 9 ih each of the other 2.l There is some
identity bétween study groups and neighbofhoods but it is not complete. Every
member of ooe group is also a member of neighborhood I. The other study groups
consist of operators'frmm morouthan one neighborhood. The group with 7 partici-
pants draws L from neighborhood I and 3 from neighborhood II, and the other
group draws 5 from neighborhood III and L from IV. Thus, the formation of
study groups without conscious concern for neighborhood attachments did not
fully utilize whatever advantage for educational purposes may be associated

with all group members belonging to the same neighborhood,

Relationship of leadership and neighborhood

Two questions were asked concerning the relationship of lsaders to
neighborhuods: 1) Do those who choose leaders select persons who live in the
same or a different neighborhood? 2) Are participants in the Farm and Home
Management Program chosen as leaders more times than nonparticipants?

In general there iz a tendency for leaders and their choosers to live in
the same neighborhood. In 3 of the L neighborhoods 59 per cent or more of the

1 One of the 26 participants included in the survey never participated in
a study group.
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leader choices were made by persons living in the same neighborhood in which

the chosen leader resides. (Table 1)

Table 1. Per Cent of the Total Choices for Leaders That Came From Persons
Living in the Same Neighborhood as the Leaders.

Neighbor@pod Per cent of total choices

I 78 (N=6L choices)

II 59 (N=29 choices)

IIT 50 (N= 8 choices)

IV | 60 (N=15 choices)
Total 69 (N=116 choices)

In 2 neighborhoods almost all of the choices (80 per cent in I and 89
per cent in IV) were for le aders who were pérticipaéing in the Farm and Home
Management Program (Table 2). In the other 2 neighborhoods, II and III, non-
participants were chosen much more often, receiving 76 and 75 per cent of the
choices respectively. When tested by chi square,.the difference in choices for
leaders according to their participant status and neighborhoed of residence is
significant at the .00l level. Thus, conducting a program within &n area in
which neighborhoods exist and letting people volunteer as:pgrtiqipﬁgts will not
assure that the leaders in the neighborhoods will be the ones qhqosing to
participate. Since there is a definite tendency for the neighyorhoods to
provide the locus of leadership, it might be concluded,thgﬁ the neighborhood
and leadership structure automatically provides potentialities for the partici-

pants to diffuse what they have learned to others in the area. For neizhborhoods

and leadershin patterns to be utilized , however, it appears that conscinus
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Table 2. Per Cent of Choices for Leaders That Were for Participants and Non-
participants and Made by Persons Living in the Same Neighborhood in
Which the Leaders Being Chosen Reside,

' Tor participant Tor nonparticipant
leaders leaders Total
Neighborhood*
of residence | Per cent of cholces
; |
t I 80 20 100 (N=50 choices)
II | 2l 76 100 (N=17 choices)
III 1 25 75 100 (N= L choices)
o
IV 85 11 100 (N= 9 choices)
Total 66 3k 100 (N=80 choices)

X%= 36,7353 d., f. = 3 p<.,001

¥ Neighborhood of residence in the community in which the Program was being
conducted was treated as one of the 2 variables used in calculating chi
square. This permits an indication of the existence of association and
would also permit calculation of C. Direction of association might be
determined by inspection if certain neighborhood characteristics not now
available were obtained.

efforts must be made to identify leadsrs and interest them in participating

rather than simply leaving their participation to free choice.

Diffusion of managerial practices in one neighborhood

Since neighborhood I has what may be considered an adequate number of
operators and at the same time a preponderance of leadership choices for partici-
pants, it offers an opportunity to examine the extent of diffusion of manager-

ial practices which has occurred within a neighborhood since the Program began.

 LRIC
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The 2 major emphases of the Farm and Home }Management Program have been
1) to teach farmers to study (analyze) their farm businesses and 2) to use
records as the basis for this study. The farm operators were asked whethier or
not they had done 6 different studies (analyses) of their business in the 2 to
3 years since the Program was staried, i.e., 1) size of business - number of
cows, 2) production per acre of forage crops, 3) production per cow, L) the
percentage of milk check spent on grain, 5) machinery costs per cow, and 6)
production per man. They ware also asked whether or not they used written
records in doing each of these studies.

For the purpose of analyzing the data obtained regarding studies done,
the percentages which appear in Table 3 were calculated for participants and
nonparticipants sepérately. These percentages were obtained by dividing the
total number of studies made by each group by the total possible number which
the group could have made. Thus there were 13 participants who did 33 studies
before the Program began. Since each of these operators cou;d have reported
having done 6 studies for a possible total of 78, the per cent of studies done
was found by dividing 33 by 78.

The percentages in Table L were calculated for the purpose of analyzing the
data on the use made of wri#ten records in doing farm business studies. Only
those operators who had doné;ope or more of the 6 studies about which they were
asked are included. The percentages were obtained for participants and non-
participants separately by diﬁf&iﬂg fﬂe total number of studies doﬁebwi*h the

L4

use of written records by théhﬁbtai'hdhber of studies done by the group.
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pants and Nonparticipants Before and After the Program Began Was of
the Total Possible Number of Studies, Neighborhood I.

Percentage which total number of studies
was of total possible number of studies

13 operators involved with the total possible number of studies being 78
(6 per operator).

R b} operators involved with the total possible number of studies belng 66

(6 per operator

)

Table L. Percentage the Total Number of Farm Business Studies Made With Use
of Written Records by Participants and Nonparticipants Before and
After Program Began Was of the Total Number of Studies Made by
These Individuals, Neighborhood I.*

Study with use of written
records -~ before

Study with use of written
records - after

Groups Percentage which total number of studies using written
records was of the total number of studies done
Participants 6l 95
Nonparticipants 36 62

i

asked are included,

Only those operators who did one or more of 6 studies about which they were
The number of operators and studies involved were:

row 1 - cell 1, 6 operators who made 33 studies; row 1 - cell 2, 13 operators
who made 77 studies; row 2 - cell 1, 2 operators who made 1l studies and
row 2 - cell 2, 3 operators who made 13 studies.

Table 3. Percentage the Total Number of Farm Business Studies Made by Partici-
Made study before ‘ Made study after _
Groups i i B )
Participants” L2 _ 99
Nonparticipants%* 17 20
.

The percentage of farm business studies done by participants in neighbor-

hood I rose markedly from L? per cent of the total possible number for the

group before the Program started to 99 per cent after the Program was function-

ing, a gain of 57 percentage points (Table 3).

ER&C
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studies made with the use of written records rose from 6L per cent of the
studies made to 95 per cent, a gain of 31 percenvage polints (Table L).

That the participants in neighborhood I have learned to use certain of
the management. techniques which the Program has emphasized is well supported
by the foregoing facts. The participants in this neighborhocd would appear
therefore, tobe in a position to transmit their learning to neighbvors.
VMoreover, 80 per cent of the leadership choices for leaders living within the
neighborhood were for those who wore Program participants. (Table 2) Never=
theless, the percentuge which the total number of studies done by nonpartici-
pants was of the total possible number of studies rose only slightly, from 17
per cent before the Program began to 20 per cent after, a gain of only 3
percentage points (Table 3). The percentage of these studies made using written
records rose from 36 per cent of the total number done to 62 per cent, a gain
of 26 percentage points (Table L), Obviously there has been little diffusion
of study practices by the participants. In the case of using written records
in making studies of ‘farrb ousinesses the gain of 26 percentage points suggests
possible diffusion. The number of nonparticipant operators who used written
records, however, is only 2 for "before the Program began" and 3 "after the
Program began". This small number of cases hardly warrants any claim for
diffusion of using written records in maklng farm business studies.

The conclusion suggested at thls point is that given natural neighborhood
groupings of farm operators with most of the leader choices being for Program
participants who have definitely been1:a;éht to use certain management
techniques, it does not follow that the participants will transmit these to

their neighbors. A possible explanation for this lack of diffusion which
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might be offeréd as a hypothesis for-further study is that techniques as

complex as studying a farm business and using records for doing so will not

diffuse from farmer to farmer as have simpler practices such as the use of

improved varieties of seed or high 2nalysis fertilizers.

Discussion of business analysis by participants with nonpartic;pqnts

Another interest of the study was to ascertain the number of nonparticipants
each participant talked with about farm business analysis, The following
tabulation indicates the per cent of participants by neighborhoods in which they

resided who had talked with nonparticipants residing in the same neighborhoods

regarding specific business anal;yses1 and the number of different nonparticipants

with whom they talked:

Per cent of _ No. of
No. of participants participants who talked nonparticipants
Neighborhood per neighborhood with nonparticipants with wh.m talked
I 13 L6 13
I n 0 )
111 2 50 1
v k % !

In only neighborhoods I and III have any appreciable percentages of the
participants talked with nonparticipants about farm business analyses. In

neighborhood I, 60 farm business studies were discussed with 13 nonparticipants,

1 One or more of the 6 studies listed on page 11

©
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or an average of L.6 studies for each nonparticipant. In neighborhood II no
participant talked with a nonparticipant and in each of the other 2 neighbor-
hoods one participant had talked with one nonparticipant., Ir each of these 2
instances only one study was discussed. In all neighborhoods combined 8 or
about one-third of the 23 participants residing in these areas, had discussed
62 Studies with 15 different nonparticipants, Five of the 8 participants had
been chosen at least once as leaders in their neighborhoods.

These data indicate that in the 2 or 3 years since the Program began partici-
pants have made efforts to communicate to others what they have learned. Since
only 16l or 17 per cent of the 94 nonparticipant farm operators listed
as living in the community (or 3~township area) were talked with, obviously
the number of nonparticipants involved have not been ﬁumerous. Moreover, for
neighborhood I, the one neighborhood of the yy for whiéh the data on diffusion
met the requirements of analysis, the small amount of diffusion which could
be attributed to participants has been indicated. These findings of the study
strongly suggest that the complex practices that constitute management cannot
be expected to be diffused within 2 or 3 years. While efforts at diffusion
may é;aken awareness and interest, the very complexity of the management process

could possibly prevent complete diffusion.

1 Since one participant discussed farm business analysis with a nonparticipant
not residing in his neighborhood the number of nonparticipantstalked with
includes one more than the number given in the preceeding t abulation,
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Conclusions

1, VWithout any conscious attention to neighborhoods in the conduct of aﬁ
educational program small study groups were formed which made only partial use
of existing neighborhood groupings.

2. Although the participants in the Farm and Home Management Program in
the subarea of the county have definitely learned the relatively complex _.
technignes involved in this educational effort; there is no evidence that any
appreciable diffusion to other farm operators has occurred within a 2 to 3 year
period.'

3. There is evidence that the participants have made efforts to diffqée
the managerial skills which they have learned, but as indicated in the‘secqnd
conclusion the diffusion that has actually occurred is modest.

L. While this study is exploratory and limited in scope, its findings
question th2 unqualified hypothesis that the neighborhood automatically functions
as an informal diffusion channél and suggests the need to evaluate the kinds

and complexity of subject matter which can be diffused in neighbor groups.
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PREFACE

The original design of the Evaluation Study of the Farm end Home Manage-
ment Progrem in New York State included a costebenefit study of the Program.
To obtain the data necessary to make cost and benefit estimates of an education-

al program is difficult since it is almost impossidle to determine the

monetary value of educational results, especially long-time results. The

findings of this report should, therefore, be recognized as having definite
limitations. Any implications based on the findings require conservative
formulation.

The use of agents' time in-put on the Program as the basis for estimating
its major cost provided an admitedly inadequate method for meking such estimates
but it was the only approach that seemed menageable. The use of farm operators'

changes in labor income as the index of benefits also has limitations but

‘this income data offered the best feasible approech.

It i1s believed, however, that the report will provide an indication of

the cost of the Farm and Home Management Program and of the monetary benefits

which, over a short time-span, have accrued t the participants.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This is a study of Program time and cost in-put and cost-benefit relationship
for the 10 counties included in the evaluation study of the Farm and Home Manage-
ment Program in New York State.

Time In-put of Agent Staff

1. During the L-year period (1956-1959) the per cent of total staff time
of the combined agricultural and home demonstration depsrtments in the 10 counties
which was devoted to the Farm and Home Management Program rose from 13.8 per cent
in 1956 to 16.1 in 1959.

2. In 1956 the agricultural department -taffs of the 10 counties gave 16.4
per cent of their time to the Program and the proportion rose to 19.2 per cent in

1959.

3. In 1956, when 6 of the 10 counties had their home demonstration departments
involved in the Progrsm, 7.l per cent of the total staff time of these departments
was devoted to the Program. The per cent rose to 9.5 for the home demonstration
staff in the 6 counties in the Program in 1959.

4. TFor the h-year period (1956-1959) the average per cent of staff time
devoted to the Program by the agricultural depaertments was 17.4, by the home
demonstration departments was 8.4, end by the combined departments 1h.T7.

5. For the lL-year period the average number of egent-years per year devoted
to Progrem in the 10 counties for the agricultural departments was .63, for the
home demonstration departments in the 5 counties in which this depariment
participasted in each of the 4 years, .27.

Estimated Cost of Program

1. The county-level cost of the Program in the 10 counties for the agricultura.
departments rose from $49,881 in 1956 to $63,134 in 1959, and for the 6 partici-
peting home demonstration departments from $7,909 in 1956 to $14,953 for the 6
participating departments in 1959. The county-level cost of the Program for the
combined depertments in the 10 counties rose from $57,790 in 1956 to $78,087 in

1959.

2. The county-level cost of the Program in the 10-counties for the Yeyear
period (1956-1959) for the agricultural depertments was $222,246, for the partici-
pating home demonstration departments was $49,708, and for the combined depart-
ments $271,954. .

-l =
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3. When the cost of management specialists from the college was added to
county~level cost, the total cost of the Program for agricultural departments
rose from $57,898 in 1956 to $T4,850 in 1959, for the participating home
demonstration depdrtments from $14,180 in 1956 to $19,580 in 1959, and for
the combined departments from $72,078 in 1956 to $94,430 in 1959. In 1956,
the specialists' cost was 19.8 per cent of the grand total and in 1959, 17.3
per cent.

L., The grand total cost (county-level costs for both departments plus
both farm and home management specialists' costs fér the combined departments
for the l-year period, 1956-1959) was $331,047, with specialists' costs
constituting 17.8 per cent of this total.

Number of Partiqipants and Lquph of Participation

1. In 1956 when all 10 study counties had gotten their programs started,
the total number of participating families was U7h with 7.l per cent dropping
out during the year. The total number of participating families rose grad-
ually to 651 in 1959 with 16.2 per cent of drop-outs in that year.

2. During the 6 program years a total of 1052 families participated in
the Program. Of these 495 were continuing in the Program at end of 1959; 295,
or 28 per cent, had dropped out; and 262, or 25 per cent had graduated or
completed the work.

3. The average number of years of participation of those who had
gradusated or completed was 3.3.

k. The class of reasons most often given by the agents for participants
dropping out was no interest, loss of interest, became inactive and the next
in order of frequency was sold farm or dairy.

Cost of Program Related to Participation: 1956-1959

1. For the b-year period (1956-1959) the average per family-year cost
for the agricultural department at the county level was $95 and for the
agricultural and home demonstration depasrtments combined, $116.

2. For the h-year period (1956-1959) the average per family-year cost
for the farm management phase of the Program (county-level agricultural
department cost plus farm management specialists' cost) was $110.

3. For the L-year period (1956-1959) the average per family-year cost
combining agricultural and home demonstration department costs and farm and
home menagement specialists' costs was $14l.
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Comparison of Per Participant Countzrlevel Program Cost With

Per Capita Regular Program Cost of Agricultural Departments in
10 Study Counties

1. The per participant county-level cost of the farm management phase
of the Program in the 10 study counties as a whole wes $105 in 1956 compared
to a per commercial farmer cost for the regular asgricultursl department
Extension progream of $16.1 In 1959 the respective figures were $99 and $19.
Thus the per participsnt county-level cost of the Program was 6.6 times that
of the per commercisl farmer county-level cost for the reguler program in

1956 and 5.1 times in 19%59.

2, The per participant county-level cost of the farm management phase
of the Program in the 10 study counties as a whole was $105 in 1956 compared
to & cost of $172 per association member of the agricultural department for
the regular agrigyltural department Extension program. In 1959 the respective
figures were $ d $19. Thus, the per participent county-level cost of the
Prograem was 6.2 times that of the per agscciation member county-level cost
for the regular program in 1956 and 5.1 times in 1959.

<gost-benefit Relationship

1. On the basis of the advantage in labor income in 1959 of 87 partici-
pents over 87 pair matched nonparticipents (control group) the cost-benefit
ratio for the farm management phase of the Program over 3.9 years of partici-
pation is .983. This is based on an average (per participent) cost figure
of $429 for the 3.9 years end an average (per participant) benefit figure of
$436 for one year, 1959. Thus, in this one year (1959) the average labor
income advantage of &7 participents over 87 pair matched nonperticipants more
than paid for the cost of the Program. Tt should be mentioned, however,
that the benefit figure of $436 could have occurred by chance between 1 and 1.5
times out of 10. Moreover, in matching the 87 participants and nonparticipants
much of the representative character of the original rendom sample was lost
and hence the data for the 87 pairs may not be considered representative but
rather indicative of the influence of the Progrem on all participants.

E
F
|
E
1 The commercial farmers used to obtain this per cepita cost were those
receiving $2,500 or more from the sale of farm products. This group should
be considered a hypothetical clientele used to provide a basis for examining
comparative costs. It is not identical with the sctual clientele (those
taught end serviced) of the agricultural departments.
o> fThese association members are not identical with the actual clientele
(those taught and serviced) of the sgricultural departments and should be
considered a hypothetical clientele used for the purpose of examining
comparntive costs.




TIME AND COST IN-PUT AND COST-BENEFIT RELATIONSHIP
FOR THE FARM AND HOME MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
IN THE 10 STUDY COUNTIES OF NEW YORK STATE o

Introduction |

This study of Progrem time and cost in-put and cost-benefit relationship
for the 10 counties included in the evaluation study of the Ferm and Home
Management Program in New York State has these objectives: l) to indicate
the time in-put of the agent staff in conducting the Program; 2) to show the
cost of the Program at the county level and the total cost of the Program for
the 10 counties as & whole, including both county end state costs; 3) to
describe and analyze the record of participation; 4) to relate Progrem cost
to participation; 5) to compare per capita Program cost with per capita
regular program cost; and 6) to relate Program cost to income benefits of the
participants.

Major Sources of Data

The dete on time in-put and finances were obtained from monthly time
reports of agents, from the "Financial Summary of County Extension
Associations" prepared snnually by the Finance and Business Office of the
State Colleges of Cornell University, from salary records of the Finance and
Business Off'ice of the State Colleges of Cornell University, from records
of the offices of the asgricultural and home demonstration state leaders, and
from records asnd estimates of the specialists in the Depasrtment of Agricultural
Economics of the College of Agriculture and Department of Household Economies
and Manegement of the College of Home Economics. The data on number of
participants and number of years in the Program was obtained through periodic
surveys of the agricultural agents responsible for the Program. With the
exception of the date on number of perticipants and their years of partici-
pation, the basic data for the study were obtained for the years 1956 through
1959 because these were the years covered by the evaeluation study end hence
the period during which most of the data on the Program were recorded.
Participation deta were obtalned, however, from 1954 through 1959, thus making
possible a more complete treatment of this aspect of the study.

Time In-put of Agent Staff

During the L-year period the per cent of totel staff time of the
combined sgricultural end home demonstration departments-in the 10 counties
which was devoted to the Farm and Home Management Program rose from 13.8 per
cent in 1956 to 16.1 in 1959 (Table 1.). The smallest per cent (13.0) of time
given to the Program was in 1957 and the largest (16.4) was in 1958. There

- D
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Table 1. Distribution of Counties by Departments end by Combined Departments
According to Per Cent of Staff Time Devoted to the Farm and Home
Management Progrem: 1956-1959.
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was a fairly wide range among the 10 counties in proportion of staff time
given to the Program. In the first year of the l-year period the range was
from 8.4 to 32.1 per cent, and in the last year from 6.1 to 31.4. The same
county held the lowest position in both years but this was not true of the
highest position.

In 1956 the agricultural department staffs of the 10 counties gave 16.4
per cent of their time to the Progrem and the proportion rose to 19.2 per cent
in 1959. In 1957 the per cent of time devoted to Program was lowest (15.5)
and in 1958 it was almost as high as it was in 1959. The range in the
percentages among the 10 counties in 1956 was from 9.6 to 32.1 and in 1959
from 7.3 to 43.8.

The number of home demonstration departments in the 10 counties which
were participating in the Program varied from year to year (Table 1). In
1956, 7.1 per cent of the staff time of the 6 participating counties was
devoted to the Program. The per cent rose to 9.5 for the departments in the
6 counties which were participating in 1959. The range in percentages among
the counties for 1956 was from 1.4 to 14.5 and for 1959, from 2.2 to 15.l.
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Because of dlfferences in the size of staffs in the 10 counties, the
question may be raised as to whether the percentege of totel staff time
devoted to the Program is a mathematical function of the total number of staff
members. This is especially true in view of the fact that the memorands of
agreement between the counties end the state office of the Extension Service
under which funds were provided for partial support of the Program conteined
a stipulation which not infrequently called for as much time of one staff
member in counties with small staffs as in those with large ones.l If, for
example, a county with a 2-men sgricultural staff agreed to devote from 80
to 90 per cent of one man's time to the Program and this agreement was
strictly adhered to, the per cent of total staff time devoted to the Program
would obviously be higher when compared to & LU-men staff where ell of the
time of one staff member was given to the Program.

For the 10 egricultural departments en examination was, therefore, made
of the relationship of staff size to percentgge of staff time devoted to the
Program for the 10 agricultural departments.- The expectation that the small-
er staffs would have the higher percenteges of time devoted to the Program
was not supported by this exsmination. Actually, the larger staeffs tended to
give the higher percentages of time to the Frogram with no especially consist-
ent. position for the smaller staffs.

A distribution of the 10 counties according to staff time devoted to the
Program for the entire 4-year period is presented in Taeble 2 by departments
and combined departments. For the 4-year period the averagz per cent of
time given to the Program by the agricultural departments was 17.4, by the
home demonstration departments 8.4, and by the combined departments 14.7.

The range in percentages for the 10 agricultural departments wes from 7.7 to
26.8 and for the 8 home demonstration departments participating in the Program
for 2 or mﬁre of the 4 years 3.9 to 12.2, and for the combined departments

7.5 to 21.4, :

Staff in-put may also be indicated by number of egent-years. For the
beyear period the average number of agent-years per year for the agricultural

1 Over the 4eyear period in the agricultural departments of the 10 counties
the amount of time stipulated in the agreements varied from 50 per cent to
125 per cent of a professional men-year. The funds provided by the state
office of the Extension Service were derived from federal appropriations - :
ear-marked for the Program. These federal funds were first made a-aileble.
in the tiscal year 1954=1955.

2 Data were not available to make this examination for the home demonstration
depertments. The Progrsm, however, has been predominantly agricultural
and hence largely the responsibility of the agricultural egents. Moreover,
the participation of the home d:zmonstration departments in the 1O counties . -
has generally been irregular. For these reasons the exemination of the
agricultural departments only can be considered adeguate.
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Table 2. Distribution of Counties by Departments and by Combined Departments
According to Per Cent of Staff Time Devoted to the Farm and Home
Management Program for the b-year Period (1956-1959).

Agricultural Home demonstration | Both
Per cent of dqggrtment dgggrtment dggartments
staff time : Number
None ‘ - 2 ] -
Ool - )"'09 - 2* -
5.0 - 9.9 1 ek 2
1000' - l)"'og 3 3 h
15.0 - 1909 2 - l
2000 - 2)"'09 2 - 3
25.0 - 29.9 2 - ! -~
Total . 10 , ' 10 10
Average (meen)
yer cent 17.4 8.l 4.7

* One of these counties was in‘home demonstration Progrem 2 years.

¥% One of these counties was in home demonstration Program 2 years and
another was in home demonstration Program 3 years.

*¥*%¥This average includes 3 counties which did not participete in all 4 years.

Note: Percentages were calculated for home demonstration departments using
as the divisor the total staff time for only those years in which a
department participated in the Program.

departments was .63 with a raenge among the 10 counties from .27 to 1.06

(Teble 3). The average number of agent-years for the agricultural departments
rose slightly but not continuourly from .6l in 1956 to .67 in 1959. The
highest number of egent-years for a county during the L-year period was 1.4l
which gounty number 4 had in 1959 and the lowest was .20 in county number 10
in 1956.

For the 5 counties whose home demonstration departments participated in
the Program in each of the 4 years, the average number of agent-years per
year for the L-year period was only .27 with a range from .11 to .43 (Teble 3).
During the 4-year period the average number of agent-years in the particie .
pating counties rose slightly but not continuously from .17 in 1956 to .26
in 1959. For those counties actually participating the highest number of
agent-years was .58 in county number 3 in 1957 and the lowest was .02 in
county number 6 in 1957.
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Table 3. Number of Agent-years Devoted to the Program in the 10 Counties
by Departments: 1956-1959.% o e
' R
— jcultural depertment
Ave. no. of ”
agent-years 0ig R \1 8 N
per year 1956 1957 92 11959 ,
Count de l956.1959b “.  Number of te
ounty code no. (Arvayed by) & 4 er of agenteyears |
u 1006 077 ' 069 1038 1."’1
7 97 1.10 .92 1,04 .82
3 Sl .62 90 1.07 1.18
5 .90 (e 93 1.00 99
9 058 075 038 060 060
2 053 053 oha 060 055
l 039 ol"6 oh6 033 .30
8 .3k .39 .32 .34 31 |
6 .33 b5 .33 .27 .28 |
10 27 o3k .28 .20 .26
[Ave. for 10 cos, .63 61 .56 .68 67 i
&ountx code no. | Home demonstration depertwent
mﬂ
3 43 .23 .58 49 R'SY
b .25 .20 b .29 37
2 .18 17 .06 21 25
, 8 e15 24 .20 .09 010
6 011 .0l 02 .31 07
5 L b .00 006 022 03"’
l e C 018 006 .00 .00
9 - d .00 005 01’) .00
ve, for cos.
participating 27 e A7 £ | W15 2t | 26t
(5 cos.) (6 cos.) (8 cos.! (7 cos.) (6 cos.)

| |

F ) # Agent year @evoted to the Program was calculated by dividing number of days
| devoted §o0 the Program per year by the potentigl number of work days during
e year of a full-time agent. This figure wvas 234 dsys. It vas arrived at
by subtpscting from 365 days 104 Saturdays and Sundays, 6 holidays, and 21
days of vacation.

Last 3 home demonstratiom departments do not enter array.

Depertment in Program 3 years; average no. of egenteyears per year is «20.
Department ia Program 2 years; average no. of agentsyears pep year is 12
Depertment in Programi} years; average no. of agent-years per year is .O7.
These everages were cslculsted for only those counties participating for
the entire lLeyesr period.

These averages vere calculated for only those counties participsting in

the year indicated.

o0 OTD

~»
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The data in Teble 3 show that in general the in-put of asgent time was
sbout two-thirds of an agent year for the sgricultural departments. In the
case of the home demonstration departments the ir-put was on the average
slightly over one-fourth of an agent year.

Estimated Cost of Program

The first epproach to en estimation of cost of the Program was to
celculate totsl expenditures for the operation of the county Program
exclusive of the cost of specialists and of state gurervision and .adminis=-
tration. This calculation of cost wes made by applying the per cent of
total county staff time which was devoted to the Program to total expenditures
at the county levell for each department involved in the Program.

In 1956 the county-level cost of the Program in the agricultural
departme»ts of the 10 counties was $45,881 (Tsble 4). The cost declined
slightly in 1957, rose considerably in 1958, end rose slightly in 1959 to
e total of $63,134%. The range in cost among the 10 departmeuts was from
$2,429 to $8,935 in 1956 and from $2,222 to $14,857 in 1959.

_ The county-level cost for the 6 home departments having a Program was
$7,909 in 1956. There was & rise in cost in both 1957 and 1958 with 8
eounties participating in the former year and 7 in the latter. In 1959 the
cost was $14,953 with 6 counties participating. The range amcng the depart-
ments was from $287 to $187L4 in 1956, end from $699 to $4313 in 1959.

The county-level cost for the combined departments rose continuously from
$57,790 im 1956 to $78,087 in 1959. The renge among the 10 counties in 1956
was from $2429 to $8935, and from $2222 to $18,166 in 1959.

The county-level cost of the Program for the egricultursl departments
in the 10 counties was $222,246 for the L-year period (1956-1959), for the
home demonstration departments irn the counties participating was $h9,708,
end for the combined departments was $271,954 (Table 5).

The preceeding cost estimetes do not include state overhead in terms of
cost of specialists, supervisors, and sdministrators. Since additionel funds
from Pederal sources were allocated to the work of farm management speclalists
in the Department of Agricultuml Economics end to home management specilalists
in the Department of Household Economics end Mansgement in the College of
Home Economics, it was decided to include an estimete of the cost in-put by
these 2 departments. Included with this estimate in the case of home
management specialists is one home demonstration sgent-at-large who functioned
somewhat as & specialist. No estimates of state supervisory or adminis-
trative cost are included because no reasonsble basis for estimating such
costs could be determined. Moreover, whereas staff members were added in
the counties and to the staff of management speclelists, no additional
supervisory (state leaders) or edministrative personnel were added.

1 Total count.y-level expenditures (or costs) were met from federal, state,
and county 3Munds.
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———————————————————————— T P TS PN

Distribution of Counties According to County-level Cost of the

Farm and Home Management Progrem by Departments and by Combined
Departments for lW-year Period (1956-1959).

e . —

Agricultural Home demonstration Both
department, department departments
Dollars spent d Number Number Number

onvprgggam

of counties

of counties

of counties

None

l- 2,000

2: 000 - 3: 999
4,000 - 5,999
6: 000 - 7,999
8,000 - 9,999
10,000-11,999
12,000-13,999
lh,000-15,999
16,000-17,999
18,000-19,999
20,000-21,999
22,000-23,999
2h,000-25,999
26,000-27,999
28,000-29,999
30, 000-31,999
32,000-33,999
34, 000-35,999
36,000-37,999
38, 000~39,999
h0,000-hl,999
h2,000uh3,999
hh,ooo-h5,999
46,000-47,999

I I B ST Sl I I I T Y Y ST ar T R R R I |

2
o%

w =
%k
%*

-

LN I I I I R R D D R DUR DN DN BN DR B SR )

VYT BN "R I T I B I Ry [V I B O S S T T B TR T T T T |

Total

Total cost for
all counties

=
o

$222, 246

-
(@]

$49,708

=
. O

$271,954

* These 2 counties were in home demonstration phase of the Program 2 years each.

*¥%¥One of these counties was in Program 3 years.
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Table 6 summarizes the county cost, farm management specialists' cost,
home management specialists' cost, and grand total cost for the 10 counties
in terms of totals by departmants and years.l The grand total cost for the
agricultural phase of the Program was $57,898 in 1956 and rose to $7k,850
in 1959 and for the home demonstration phase was $14,180 in 1956 and rose
to $19,580 in 1959. In 1956 the farm management specialists' cost consti-
tuted 13.8 per cent of the grand total cost for the agricultural departments
and in 1979 15.7 per cent. The home management specialists' cost was 4.2
per cent of the grand total cost for the home demonstration deprrtments in
1956 and 23.6 per cent in 1959.

When grand total cost for both departments were combined, these amounted

to a grend total of $72,078 in 1956 end rose to $94,430 in 1959. In 1956 the
specialists' cost was 19.8 per cent of the grand total cost and in 1959, 17.3
per cent. The grand total cost for both departments for the l-year period

was $331,047, with specialists' cost constituting 17.8 per cent of this total.

1 The farm management speclalists' cost includes professional and secretarial
salaries, travel, cost account record summerization and a minor miscellane-

ous item (mostly supplies). The home menagement speciaelists' cost in-
cludes professional and secretarial salaries and travel. In view of the
small miscellaneous cost (mostly suppliies) of the farm management special-
ists whose participation was much greater than that of the home management
specialists, no attempt was made to estimate a miscellaneous item (mostly
supplies) for the latter. The farm mesnagement specialists' cost was
celculated for the total state Program, and then the cost for the 10
counties was determined by applying for each of the 4 years the per cent
which the 10 counties was of the total number of counties participating
in the Farm and Home Management Program. All counties participating in
the Program hed a farm manegement phase. The home management specialists'
cost for those counties of the 10 which had a home menagement phase of the
Program were determined by applying for each of the L years the per cent
vhich the number of counties having a home management phase was of all
counties having such a phase of the Program. The percentages for the L
years for each group of management specialists are:

Percentage of cost allocated to 10 counties

1956 1957 1958 3%3;2

Farm mgn. specialists 36 33 33
Home mgn. specialists 54 57 5k 50

Counties were considered participating in either phase of the Progrem in
a given year if as many as approximately 5 or more days of staff time were
devoted to the Program.
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Number of Participents and Length of Participation

Table 7 presents by years from 1954 to 1959, for the 10 counties in-
cluded in the study, the average number of femilies participating in the
Program end number and per cent of drop-outs.l Only one county had partici-
pants in 1954. However, in the following year all but one of the counties
had participants and in 1956 all 10 counties had participants.

In 1956, the first year all 10 counties had participents, the range
among the counties in average number of participants during the year was
from 27 to 80.5 with drop-outs during the year renging from none to 22.9
per cent. In 1957 the average number of participants ranged from 32.5 to
90.5, and the per cent of drop-outs from none to 38.0. In 1958, the average |
number of participants ranged from 34 to 91 and the per cent of drop-outs |
from 2.3 to 26.4. In the final year for which data were obtained (1959), |
the average number of participants ranged from 32.5 to 98.5, and the per
cent of drop-outs from 2.5 to 38.3.

In 1956 when all 10 counties had gotten their programs started there 4
were 4Th participating femilies with 7.1 per cent dropping out during the
year. The total number of families rose very gradually to 651 in 1959, and
during this year the per cent of drop-outs was 16.2.2

1l It should be noted that accurate information on number of years of partici-
pation is difficult to obtain. Since agents' contacts with participants in
a program of this type are somewhat limited and even seasonal, it is diffi-
cult to decide the exact date a participant mey have dropped out. Moreover,
no uniform system of recording the names of participants was followed by
agents. The records which were developed were the annual listings which a
representative of the Office of Extension Studies made with the help of the
agents. The final tabulations of perticipants were done by half year
periods so that the calculation of Yyears of participation by each particie-
pent resulted in a figure thet may be in error as much as a half year in
some instances and possibly longer in a few cases.

There is also a slight inaccuracy in number of participating families
because of partnerships. Insofar as is known, each partnership is counted
as one participant. In some of these cases, however, more than one of the
partners participated in the Program.

2 In 1958 epproximately 1639 families were perticipating in the 30 counties
of the state in which the Program as being conducted. (See Frank D.
Alexander and James W. Longest, Evaluation Study of Farm and Home Menage-
ment Program in New York State, Study of the Operations of the Ferm and
Home - Managnment Program in New Yark. State,. Report No. 2, Office ¢f Exten-
sion Studies, State Colleges of Agriculture and Home Fconomics. Cornell
University, Ithaca, New York, January, 1959, p. 24.) As shown in Teble T,

621 families in the 10 study counties were participating in the Program in

that year.
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Another approach to participation in the Program is presented in Table 8,

Table 8. Number and Percentage Distribution of Participants (1954-1959) in
the Farm and Home Menegement Program in 10 Study-counties According
to Years of Participation, by Classes, i.e., Continuing, Drop-outs,
and Graduates.

| : ! ]
’ Graduates
.__Continuing Drop-outs (completed) Total
Years of ; i Per | Per | Per Per
participation; No. cent No. . cent No. :cent : No. cent
i : T ™
0.5 ' 28 6 .13 4 1 * 4o 4
1.0 1 138 27 8k 29 16 6 238 23 '
1.5 6 1 61 21 4 2 71 T %
2.0 i 102 21 t 38 13 15 6 155 15 | |
23 9 2 50 17 18 7 7 7
'3.0 , 88 18 , 18 6 17 7 123 11
3.5 13 3 | 22 | 7 128 49 163 15
4.0 T7 16 6 | 2 34 13 117 11 !
k.5 10 2 3 : 1 14 5 27 3
5.0 22 h - - 8 3 30 3 5
5.5 - , - - 6 2 6 1
.é;p 2 * - ; - 1 * 3 *
Total L4OS5*% ¢ 100 295 #¥* 100 262 100 1052 100 |
Per cent dis- '
tribution by |
classes .47 _ 28 25 __| 100
Average 2.4 1.9 3.3 2.5
* Less than .5 per cent

#% This Pigure is not comparable to the average number of families in 1998
(Table 7). This is true by definition. Attention is called to it,
however, to prevent possible misinterpretetion.

*%¥This number of drop-outs is slightly less than the total number which
would be obtained by adding the total number for each year given in
Table ‘@. This difference results from the fact that drop=outs by years
sometimes reentered the Program. It was impossible to include a count
of such drop-outs in the above table.

which gives for the 6-year period for all 1) counties a distribution of the
number of participants according to years of participation by 3 categories,
i.e., continuing in the Progrem at the end of 1959, dropped out, and graduated
(completed). A total of 1052 different families participated in the Program
at some time during the 6-year period. Of these 495, or 47 per cent, were
still in the Progrem at the end of 1959; 295, or 28 per cent, had dropped out;
end 262, or 25 per cent, had graduated (or completed the work).
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The average number of years of participation of those who had graduated
or completed was 3.3, but the range was from .5 to 6 years of participation.
The average number of years of participation of those who had dropped out was
1.9 with a range from .5 to 4.5 years. Thus in these 10 counties the length
of participation of some of the drop-outs is actually longer than that of some
of those who were graduates. It should be pointed out, however, that for L
of the 10 counties, the practice of graduation was never actually followed.

The averasge number of years of perticipation of those continuing in the
Program at the end of 1959 was 2.4 with a range from .5 to 6 years.

Information was obtained from the agricultural agents on reasons for the

participants dropping out of the Program. It should be remembered that these
‘reasons were the agents' interpretation of the situation. The following tabu-
lation lists in order of frequency the classes of reasons given by the agents:
|
Reason for dropping out of Program Nunber
1. No interest, lost interest, became inactive 92 |
2. Sold farm or dairy or stopped farming 59
3. Either failed to do work called for or to attend meetings 2L
., Family situation changed or adverse 15
5. Gone into nonfarm or part-time nonfarm work 13
6. Moved 12
7. Too much farm work 11
8. Negative attitude regarding some phase of Program 9
9. Illness in family or death of operator 9 .-
10. Limited interest in what program offered 9
11. Program not adapted to operator 6
12. Miscellaneous b
13. ©Shifted to some other educational activity 3
14, Chenges in operation 3
15. Could not help 3
16. No information 23
Total 2051
The class of reasons for dropping out which agents most often attributed

to such participents was ro interest, loss of interest, became inactive, and
the next in order of frequency was sold farm or dairy or stopped farming. No
information was obtained as to whether or not the Program had an influence on
the decision to sell or stop farming.

1 The total of these drop-outs is slightly less than the total number which
would be obtained by adding the total number for each year given in Table
6 but is identical with the total in Table 7. The difference between the
gbove total (295) end the total that could be derived from Table 6 results
from the fact that drop-outs by years sometimes reentered the Program. Only
the reason for a final drop-out is considered in the above tabulation.
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Cost of Program Related to Particiggxion:

1956-1959

The b years, 1956-1959, are the period which will be considered for
relating Program cost to participation.
the Progrem to the agricultural department
county cost for the li-year period was $95,

The average per femily-year cost of
in the 10 counties in terms of
with a range from $39 to $156 (Table 9).

Table 9. Cost at County Level of Farm and Home Management Program to the
Agriculturel Department and to the Combined Departments by Counties
with the Number of Family-Years of Participation for the 4-year
Period, 1956-1959.

' ! {
‘Total agr. !Per family| Total cost Per family |No. of family
cost at ! year (sgr. & HD) | year years of
co. level | cost co. level | cost erticipation
Counties . |
, ‘
1 $14,500 | $113 $16, 393 $127 129.5
2 | 19,015 62 25,280 82 308.0
3 34,645 156 46,804 210 222.5
4 39,282 133 47,792 162 295.5
5 33,176 96 40,695 118 344.5
6 12,804 79 19,139 117 163.0
7 30,183 | 105 30,183 105 286.5
8 11,989 , 55 17,806 81 219.5 *
9 18, 263 108 19,653 116 169.0 ;
10 8,209 39 8,209 _39 208.0 |
Total 3o22,206 1 % 95 211,954 $116 2356.0

% Per family year cost obtained by using these figures as divisors.

Since the psrticipation in the home menagement phase of the Progrem was com=

pletely ebsent in some counties and conducted irregularl
the 10 counties, it was felt that no adequate per f

be calculated. However, the agricultural and home
were combined and for this expenditure the average per family-yealr cost was
$116 with a range from $39 to $210.

ami’ly-year cost figure-c

y in all but one of
culd

deronstration county ' c¢tsts

The estimete of the cost of farm and home menagement spegialists involyed

in the Program for the 10 counties as a whole could
proportional allocation of total state e
pege 13). It was, therefore, thought th

on the basis of equal distribution to each of the

to the possible error arising from the allocatio
Therefore, the cost figures which combine county-
are for the 10 counties as a whale. For the lL-year per

xpenditures

n to the 10 countie
level and specialists' cost

iod (1956-1959) the

only be obtained by a
for these specialists (gee
at any further allocetion of this cosk

10 counties would only adgd
s ag a whole.
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average per family-year cost combining county-level cost of the agricultural
departments and the cost of farm menagément specialists was $110.1 The
average per family-year cost combining agricultural and home demonstration
county level costs and farm and home management specialists' costs was $1h1,

Comparison of County-level Cost of Farm Management Phase of the Farm and Home

Program_peri?articgggpt with County-level Cost of the Reguler Extension Program

per_Commercial Farmer and per Association Member of Agricultural Department

The relationship of the county=-level cost of the Program per participant
in the 10 study counties &s a whole to the county-level cost of the regular
Extension program per commercisl farmer receiving $2,500 or more from sales of
farm products in those counties is presented in Table 10 for 1956 and 1959
which are the beginning and terminal years of the evaluation study. The
total dollaer cost of the Progrem in each county for each of these years wes
calculated by applying to the totsl county-level expenditure of the agricultural
department the percentage which agent steff time in-put for the farm manage=-
ment phase of the Farm end Home Manegement Program wes of all agent staff time
in-put. The cost of the farm menegement phase of the Program thus derive® for
each county was added up to obtain a cost figure for the 10 counties as a
whole. The remainder of each county's total expenditure for the agricultural
depertment, was considered the cost of the regular program. These costs for
the 10 counties were added together to obtain the regular progrem cost for the
10 countles as a whole.

In order to obtain a per capita cost figure for the regular program,
commercial fermers who received $2,500 or more from sales of farm products
in both 1954 and 1959 were chosen as a hypothetical clientele. Justification
for this choice rests in part on the fact that it is from among this segment

1 This figure was obtained by dividing $259,228 (grand total cost, 1956-1959,
for agricultural department - Teble 6) by 2346 (number of family years of
perticipation - Teble 9). :

2 This figure was obtained by dividing $331,047 (grand total cost, 1956-1959,
for both the sgricultural snd home demonstration departments - Table 6) by
2346 (number of family years of participation - Table 9).

3 'Data availeble limited this comparative treatment to the county=1level copts
“of the agricultural departments. - | C
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Teble 10. Comparative County-level Costs of the Farm Management Phase
(Agricultural Department) of the Farm and Home Menagement
Program and the Regular Extension Program in the 10 Study
Counties: 1956 and 1959.

‘ , ! :
Items 1956 1959

Regular Program
! County-level cost of regular program of agr. deptsd] $255,663 $266,19h'

Number of commercial farmers ' 15,533*." 13’763*ﬂ

Per commercial fermer county-level cost of |
regular progrem of egr. depts. 16 19 {
Number of association members of agr. depts. 1k, 753 %% 1A,16lﬂ+ ‘

Per association member county-level cost of ,
regular program of sgr. depts. | 17 19

Farm Mhnggement Program

County-level cost of farm manegement phase of n
Program-agr. depts. - g k9,881 !§ 63,134

Number of farm menagement phase of Program
participents-agr. depts. ‘ L7k 651

Per perticipant county-level cost of farm

menagement phase of Program-agr. depts. 105 : o7

P .

|Comparison of the two programs

: Times greater per participant county-level cost
| of farm menegement phase of Program 1s over per
) commercial farmer county-level cost of regular i
program of agr. depis. 6.6 5.1

Times greater participant county-level cost

of farm menagement phase of Program is over per
agsociation member county-level cost of reguler
program of agr. depis. 6.2 - 5.1

#* Although classified under 1956 dats, these figures wéfe derived from the
1954 census of agriculture. o .

**Frbm 1959 census of agriculture.

#¥%From filss in Office of Agricultural State Leaders.
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of all farmers that most of the participants in the Farm and Home Management
Program have come. :

When the cost of the regular program for the 10 countiggﬁés a whole in
1956 and 1959 is divided by the number of commercial farmers receiving $2,500
or more from the sales of farm products in 195h2 and 1959, the per capita
. 608t of the regular agricultural department progrem is $16 in 1956 end $19°
in 1959. When the cost of the farm menegement phase of the Ferm and Home
'Menégeément Progrem in 1956 and 1959 for the 10 counties as a whole is divided
by the total number of Program participents in those yeers, the per participant
cost of the Progrem is $105 in 1956 and $9%b;n 1959. ARt

" The per participant cost of the Program in 1956 wes 6.6 times as great
as the regular agricultural department program cost per commercial farmer
with receipts of $2,500 or more from the sales of farm products. In 1959 the
per participant cost of the Progrem was 5.1 times ss great as the regular:
program cost per commerciasl farmer. o ;

.. - . The wide difference in per capita costs for the 2 programs is obvious.
It should be emphasized, however, that using commercial farmers with receipts
of $2,500 or more from the sales of farm products is a hypothetical approach
to figuring per capita cost of the regular program. It provides onme method of
exemining comparative cost. The clientele thus assumed is not the actual
clientele (those actually taught and serviaed) of the sgricultural departments,
It is hardly possible that all commercisl farmers vho have receipts of $2, 500
or more from the sales of farm products are in eny given year a part of
Extension's clientele. Undoubtedly in most counties a nunmber of farmers witu
less then $2,500 from sale of farm products are in any given year a part of
Extension's clientele. Moreover, in all counties there is undoubtedly a grow=-
ing number of nonfarm people who are actual clients in any given year. ..

Another approach to compsrative county-level costs for the reguler.. -
program snd the farm management phase of the Farm and Home Management Program

1 Practically all of 595 participants in the Program in 1956 for whom data
were available on gross income for 1955 (or 1953 or 1954) had gross incomes
of $2,500 or more. It should be noted, however, thet gross income as used

- for these data includes cash farm receipts, increase in inventory, and
income from nonfarm work, whereas U.S. census data used to determine who
are commercial farmers is based on sales of farm products (cash farm
receipts).

It should also be noted that, in order to use comparable figures for
commercial farmers' sales of farm products in both 1954 and 1959, only
those operators having receipts of $2,500 or more could be used.

2 The 1954 agricultural census provides the only data on number of éommercial
farmers which were close enough in time for use in connection with 1956
cost data used in this study.




is to compare the per cepita cost of the regular progrem based on number

of association members of the egricultural departments in the 10 countiesl

to the rer cepita cost of this phase of the Program. The per member cost cf

the reguler progrem in the 10 counties as & whole was $17 in 1956 and the per
participant cost of the farm menagement phase of the Program was $105 in the
seme year. Thus the per capita cost of the farm management phase of the Frogram
was 6.2 times that of the regular program. In 1959 the per member cost of

the regular program was $192 end of the farm menagement phase of the Frogram
$99T7In this year the per capita cost of. the. farm menagement-phase of the
Program was 5.1 times that of the reguler progranm.

mewbers of the asgricultural departments as the basis for calculating per
capita cost of the regular progrem. These assoclation members can hardly be
considered to be identical with the actual clientele of the agricultural
departments. However, using this hypothetical clientele makes possible a
comparative cost statement. Irrespective of whether for this purpose, the
number of commercial farmers receiving $2,500 or more from the sales of farm
products i3 used or the number of association members, the 1resulting per
capita costs of the regular program differ very little.

No strong defense can be made for using the number of association
1
|
l
1

Relationship of Program Cost to Labor Income
Difference Between Participants and Control Group

Since the key income figure which has been used in the Progrem end hence
in reports growing out of the study of the Ferm and Home Management Program
has been labor income of the farm operator,- a statistic derived from labor
incom> dete 1s used here in calculating a cost-benefit ratio for the Program.
This statistic is the mean difference of the differences between the 1955.
mean lebor incomes of 87 participents and of 87 pair matched nonperticipants
(control group) and the differences of the 1959 mean lsbor incomes of the 2

1 TIn New York State each agricultural department has a volunteer membership
associastion involving a small membership fee. 1In both 1956 and 1959 this
fee ranged from $2 to $6.

2 This per ceplta figure based on membership is identical with that based on
commercial Farmers having sales of farm products of $2,500 or. more.

3 Lebor income of the farm operator is the annual income of the farm firm
vhich is derived as follows: [(cash recelpts + increase in inventory) -
(cash expenses -4+ unpaid lebor cost + decrease in inventory) - interest on
average capital (with average capitel = pgg;nning_inventory + end inventorx)]

e ~—

-~ number of operators in the firm.
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groups.l This mean difference of the differences is $436 (Table 11).

Table 11. Mean Labor Incomes of Participants and Nonparticipants (Control
Group) in 1955 and 1959 With Mean Differences and Net Excess of
Participant Ove:' Nonparticipant Labor Income.

1955 : 1959 Net excess
| of participant
Mean labor income Diff. Mean labor income viff. over non-
Parti- Nonpar- of Parti- Nonpar- of participant
cipants ticipants | meeans ciggnts ticiggpts means labor income
$1938 $LTTh $L6ks¢ $3783 $3183 $600 $l36%

% By two-tail test P>,2 but (.3 for t.
¥¥By one-tail test P>.]l but ¢.1l5 for t.

Since this Figure of $436 is the only availaeble statistic which could
Ye used in calculating a cost-benefit ratio, it is necessary to explain what
it is and the limitations under which it is used or can be used. There are
2 basic ways in which the $436 (mean difference of differences) can be obtain-
ed. While in obtaining the figure ($436) labor incomes of individual pairs
were used, the principle cen be demonstrated through the use of means. Thus
one way to obtain the statistic is by use of the formula: (1959 mean of
participants - 1955 mean of participants) - (1959 mean of nonparticipants -
1955 mean of nonparticipants). The second way is by use of the formula:
(1959 meen of participents - 1959 mean of the nonperticipants) - (1955 mean
of perticipants - 1955 mesn of nonparticipanis). Each formuls yields the
seme difference of the differences. In fact the 2 formulas can be reduced

to the same algebraic expression.

The second formula is used here because it provides the basis for a
clearer statement of the application of the statistic, $436, to the calculation
of & cost-benefit ratio. If the 1959 mean of the nonparticipents, $3,183, is

1 These 87 participants and 87 pair matched nonparticipants provide the data
which are used in a forthcoming report dealing with changes in knowledge
and practices of participant farm operators -attributable to the farm
management phase of the Progrem in New York State. Because the 87 partici-

. pants which were pair matched with 87 ronparticipants for use in the
report do not adequately represent the original random sample cf 250
perticipants studied in the 1956 benchmark survey, data on their labor
income chenges and on their length o participation cannot be considered
as representative but rather indicative of the influence of the Program on

all participants.
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subtracted from the 1959 mean of the participants, $3,783, the difference is
$600. If the 1955 mean ui the nonpsrticipants, $1,7Th, is subtracted from the
1955 meen of the participents, $1,938, the difference is $164. Now by sub-
trecting the $164 from the $600 the difference is $436 which is exactly what
would occur if this figure should be obtaird through the use of the first
formula. Subtracting the $164 takes out of the $600 the difference between
the means of the participants and nonparticipants in 1955 which was the Yyear
in which benchmerk data were obtained for the evaluation study. The $436 may,
therefore, be considered the net difference in average labor income in favor
of the perticipants over the ronparticipants for the year 1952. In using the
$436 as the Pavoreble differerce in izvor income of the participants over
nonpariticipants for calculating & cosc=berefit retio, it shouid be ewphesized
that this statistic represents one year, 1959, which is the only yeer following
the study's benchmark year for which datae were available. When tested for
significence by the t test, the difference of $436 is significant between the
.1 and .15 level. This is not & very high level.l

anmenih

1 Tt should be pointed out that the level of significeance between .1l and .15
for the difference of $436 is not so much higher (that is toward an .05
level; then the level of significence between .2 and .3 for the difference
($164 ) between the 1955 mean lebor incomes of the 2 groups. This level
of significence for difference between the lsbor incomes of the 2 groups
in 1955 was accepted as meaning they were matched on labor income. Yet
in using the $436 for celculating a cost-benefit ratio, & statistic of
difference 1is being used which is at a level which is not much higher
than the level at which the difference between the 1955 labor incomes of
the 2 groups were considered nonsignificent. This ccxparison of levels
of significance does not mean that the 1955 lebor income difference of the
2 groups and the difference of the differences between their 1955 and 1959
labor incomes ere being compered since these are distinctly different
varisbles. The comperison is made to point out that the 2 differences
have probebility levels for their t's which ere not very far apart. This
is mentioned to emphasize that using the difference of the differences
($436) to calculate & cost-benefit ratio is using a figure which is at a
nonsignificent level (P:.05). The probability level of t for the differ-
ence of the 1956 meeans is arrived at by the two-tall test and for net
gain in labor income ($436) of the participants over the nonparticipants
by the one-tail test. The one-tail test is used in the latter instance
since the hypothesis was that the participents would make more progress
in lebor income then the nonparticipants. (Continued on page 26




The most appropriate cost figure for calculating a cost-benefit ratio
for the 10 study counties is the per family-year cost derived from combining
the cost for the agricultural departments and the cost for farm management
specialists. This figure of $110! is considered the best cost figure to use
for 3 reasons. First, by no means were all of the participant femilies in
the 10 counties involved in the home menagement phase of the Progra.
Second, whatever influence the Program may have had on lsbor income change
is attributable principelly to the farm menagement phese of the Program.
Third, it is practically impossible to estimate a benefit figure for the
home management phese of the Program.

Since the benefit figure ($436) for 87 matched participants is used for
the calculation of the cost-benefit ratio considered here, the average number
of years of Program participation of these 87 participants was chosen as the
length of time for obtaining the per family cost of the Program. This figure
is 3.9 years.2 Multiplying the per family-year cost of $110 by 3.9 gives a
product of $429. This figure is $7 less tnan the $436 benefit figure for
1959. The cost-benefit ratio based on these 2 figures ($429 + $438) is .983. 1
This meens the cost of the Program for the aversge length of participation
(3.9 years) is 98.3 per cent of the benefit realized in the year 1959. Thus
in the one year (1959) for which data are availsble the aversge lsbor income
adventage of the 87 participants more then paid for the farm management phase
of the Program for the average length (3.9 years) of their participation. It
should be emphasized, however, that this cost-benefit relationship based as
1t 18 on a benefit figure for one year, 1959, should not be sssumed to have
been the relationship in any preceeding year or for that matter in any
succeeding yeer. If the favorsble labor income differential for the partici-
pents in 1959 continues in succeeding years, the cost of the Program will, of
course, become less and less significant. While the date suggest this

The formula used for calculating t was:

Ma

t =
N(N - 1)
where

Mg = mean of the N differences of paired observations (in the case of
change the paired observations ere themselves differences and
therefore the N differences are ectually differences of differences).

xq = deviation of a difference from the mean difference (in the case
of change actually mean difference of differences).

1 This figure of $110 is based on data from Tables 6 and 9. See also pages

2 For the 10 study counties the average number of years of participation of
the 262 families who had graduated or completed the Program between 1954

and 1959 was 3.3. ‘
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possibility, it should be remembered that the probebility for the $436 excess
favirdble to the participants to occur by chence is between‘? and § out of

10. A

Other cost-benefit ratios may be calculated from available cost data
reported in this study, such as, county-level cost for agricultural depart-
ments, or total county-level cost for the corbined asgriculturel and home
demonstration depertments, or grand total cost of the Program which would
include county-level cost for both departments plus both farm and home
menegement specialists' costs. If the latter is used, the cost figure is
$550 for the average length of participation of 3.9 years, and the cost~benefit
retion using the 1959 benefit figure of $436 is 1.26. Thus the cost of the
Progren for 3.9 years would exceed by 26 per cent the benefits besed on 1959
date of 87 perticipants pair matched with 87 nonperticipents. In view,
however, of the considerations listed in the second peragraph preceeding this
one, thig ratio should be given relatively little weight in evaluating the

Program.

1 Tt shoild also be emphasized that the 1959 benefit figure may not be
fair to the influence of the Progrem since 3.9 years may be too short
s period for these influences to be effectively reflected in labor income.

o While hardly measursble in dollars, there sre certain broad benefits of
the Progrem which deserve mention. The New York State Extension Service
has undoubtedly benefited from the Progrem s0 that in the future it will
be in s position to do a more effective educational Job. A large segment
of the agricultural egent staff has received basic training in farm manage-
ment which should ensble them to teach and counsel farmers more effectively
in this critical area. There are also indicetions that sgricultural agents
and their local committees are plemning county programs in which farm
business analysis is the foundation of the other subject-matter areas.
This epproach has the potentiality of integrating around sound economic
education all other phases of agricultural education es conducted by the

Extension Service.
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