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Subject: About This Report

This report finds itself In a post-mortem role. While pre- :
liminary data from the study were made available to the committee 3
which studied the relationship of the Home Economics Division of f
Cooperative Extension In New York to the home demonstration units
and subsequently made the recommendation that separated the of -
ficial tles of the division to the units, it was impossible to
prepare a completed report for the committee before its decislion
was made.

fAs an historical study, the report presents many Important
details about urban and suburban home demonstration units. But
I+ need not be considered an historical document only. There are
a number of Important implications for small volunteer study groups
which should be helpful to home economists and others Interested
in conducting educational work through such groups. The Home Eco-
nomics Division of Cooperative Extension continues to identify or-
ganized groups as one of its primary audiences. For those counties
which are predominantly urban, the study's findings and implica-
tions may be particularly relevant.

The author of the report wishes to thank the Interviewers who
were employed to interview the unit members. The entire group was
unusual ly capable. Special commendation is also given Patricia
Coolican, leader of the Onondaga County Home Economics Division, ;
for recruiting the Intarviewers and for her excellent administra- ]
tion of other aspects of the data collection. Linanne Sackett,
Cooperative Extension Agent in Onondaga County, did an excellent
job of developing and administering a test to project leaders and
through these leaders to the participants in the Floor Facts Project
which was an important phase of the study. In the author's entire
experience, the efficiency with which these two agents and their
clerical staff managed the data col lection has never been excel led.
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‘ VOLUNTEER STUDY GROUPS
CHARACTERISTICS AND EDUCATIONAL FUNCT I ONS

Home Demonstration Units in Onondaga County

Summary of Flndings1

|. Objectives of Study

A. To describe the characterisfics of a sample of HD units

in Onondaga County.

B. To test the effectiveness of the teaching of a selected

project, i.e., Floor Facts, to members of these units

by project leaders.

-~y

ing of the members who were t+aught the project.

D. To compare for selected characteristics the project lead-
ers who taught'the project, those who were trained.to

teach it, and members of the units.

E. To indicate the leaders' preparation for teaching the
project along with their teaching input and evaluation

of the teaching.

1. Major Sources of Data for the Study

A. Interview schedules obtained from 1021 members in 62

units which had indicated intent to participate in the
& Floor Facts Project. | i

B. Usable pre- and post-tests from the same individual on

T the Floor Facts Project obtained from 362 members in 48

units.

| to read first the sup-
d central tendencies,

1The critical reader may find it helpfu
. plementary section on variations aroun

pages 111 to 120.

1




C.” Usable pre- and post-tests from the same individual on

the Floor Facts Project obtained from 57 project leaders.

D. Lesson reports obtained for 54 units from 53 project
leaders.

rersonal Characteristics of Members by Uni‘rs1 and for Total
[Mfembership

A. Place of residence

1. The unf#s were predominantly urban with 59 percent
having from 70 to 100 percent of their members |iv-

ing in urban places.

2. The largest percent (26) of the members as a whole
(N=1019) lived near a village of 2,500 and over in
a built-up suburban area.

B. Age of members

1. The median age in the average unit was 37.4 years.2

2. 71 percent of the units had median ages which were
under 40.

3. Less than one.+hird of the members (N=1019) of the .

62 units were 40 years of age and over.

C. Years of school completed

1. The members of the average unit had a median of 12.9
years of school completed.

2. 38 percent of the units had medians for number of
years of school completed of 13.0 or more.

3. 49 percent of the members. (N=1016) had one or more
years of school beyond high school.

. o
'L‘

1The number of units for which data on these characteristics
were available was 62.

2Average and mean are used throughout the study interchangeably.
Median, which Is also an average In the generic sense, is al-
ways used directly and never designated as an average.
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D. Number of home economics courses t+aken exclusive of HD
gro]ecfs '

F‘

1‘

2.

3.

The average unit had a mean of 2.4 courses in home
economics (exclusive of HD projects) taken by its
members.

Only two units, or three percent, had from 5.1 -

6.0 averages.

81 percent of the 1021 members had taken 3.0 or less

courses. .

Size of family and household

1‘

2‘

In the average unit, the mean size of members' fam-
ilies was 4.1.

One fifth of the 1021 members had families with from
six to nine members, and a |ittle over one fourth

(28 percent) had families with from one to three mem-
bers.

In the average unit, the mean size of members' house-
holds was 4.3.

43 percent of 1020 members had households consisting

of five or more members.

Occupations of husbands

1.

Over half (58 percent) of the units had professional,

technical and kindred workers as the first ranking

(in percent) cccupational class of husbands of mem-
bers. The second ranking occupational class repre-

sented by the husbands was craftsmen, foremen_and

'kindred workers.

Of the 972 members (irrespective of units) who had
husbands, 351, or 36 percent, had husbands in the
occupational class of professionalerechnical and

kindred workers. Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred

workers was the second ranking occupational class

with 17 percent.

R T S R 7




3.

when both units and total membership are considered,
+he women who were members of the 62 units were pri-

marily from the upper occupational classes.

G. Employment of members

1.

The average unit had 31.3 percent of its members em-
ployed by self or someone full- or part-time or some
combination thereof.

26 percent of the units had from 40 - 49 percent of
their members employed by self or someone full- or
part-time. ’

If all of the 1021 members are considered, 32 per-

cent were employed either part- or ful l-time by some-

one and/or by self.

H. Participation of members in orqanizations

1.

2.

in the average unit, the mean participation score
1

was 7.9.

In the average unit, the mean number of organiza-

+lons to which members belonged was 4.0.

84 percent of the units had mean participation

scores in the. class of 5.0 - 9.9.

.

Of the 1021 members, 51 percent had participation
scores under 7.0. 25 percent had scores above 11.0.
42 percent of the 1021 members belonged to from one
to Three organizations.

The two organizations to which the largest number
of the women belbnged were: church or synagogue,
929; and PTA, 397. |

|. Status of HD units compared t+o other organizations

1.

In the average unit, the precent of women rating

t+heir units high or very high was 63.1.

1

Participati

on score equals sum of organizations to which one

belongs plus three times the number of official positions held.
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Of 14 organizations to which 29 or more women be--

longed, the HD unit ranked tenth trom the top on

While the members appeared to rate their units fairly
high, compared to their ratings of other organizations
the unit did not have a relatively high standing.

The units were composed predominantly of members in
the middle income class of $5,000 - $9,999.

The median net income for 983 on whom information

2.
status score.
3.
Net family income: 1964
1.
2.

was obtained was 138,119,

Characteristicg Derived from Relationship of Members to

Units by Units and for Total Membership

A.

Number of members in units

1.

2.

The average unit had a mean membership of approx-
imately 18 women. ‘ )
Very few of the units had large memberships three

" had from 26 - 30; three from 31 - 35; and one had

316. L

~ Number of years of membership

1.

The average unit had a mean number of years of mem-
bership of 4.5.

18 percent, or 11, of the units were new groups.
Only five units had an average (mean) number of
membership years of 10.0 or more.

Slightly over two thirds (68 percent) of +he 1019
members reporting had been members of their unit
for less than five years.

1The number of units for which data on these characteristics
were available was 62. A




C. Number of years units had existed

1. The average unit had been in existence for 9.4 years.
The range was from 0 to 40 years. |

2. 69 percent of the units had been in existence for
10 years or less. Only 11 percent had existed 20

years or more.

D. Friendship percent score of unit members1

1. The average unit had a mean percent score of 58.2.
The range in percentage points of the scores of mem-
bers within units was often fairly large.

2. Of the 1020 members who provided information, 51 per-
cent had friendship scores under 60 percent.

3. Only a small percent (seven) of the 1020 members
had scores of 80 percent or more, and only nine per=

cent had scores that were under 30.

E. Percent of‘hnif members who were close friends
1. The mean percent of members who were claimed by
other members as close friends in the average unit
was 22.1.
2. Of the 1020 who gave information, 59.7 percent

claimed close friendship with less than 20 percent

of their unit members.
3. Only 7.7 percent of the 1020 claimed close friend-

ship with 50 percent or more of their unit's mem-

bers.

1Each unit member who was Interviewed was presented with a list
of all of the members of her unit and asked to indicate the
degree of her friendship with each by checking one of four
choices, i.e., one of the closest, an average acquaintance,
know very little, and do not know. Numerical values--3, 2,

1, O--were assigned to these respective choices. Each res-
pondent's score was then summed and a percentage score based
on the number of members minus one (the respondent) calculated.
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Percent of unit members known very little

1.

2.

The mean percent of members knowrr very little by

the different members of the averagé unit was 23.1.
0f the 1020 members giving information, 18 percent
knew very |ittle from 40 - 100 percent of the mem-

bers of their units.

Percent of unit members not known

1.

2.

3.

The mean percent of unit members who were not known

by other members of the average unit was 12.0.
About three fourths (76 percent) of the units had
mean percentages which were under 20.0.

0f the 1020 women on whom information was obtained,
44 percent indicated there was no one in their unit

whom.THey did not know.

Visiting among unit members

1.

The members of the average unit had a mean of 24.7
percent of other members whom they had visited one
or more times in the past three months. In only a
few of the units was there any extensive amount of
visiting among members.

Of the 1020 members who reported on their visiting
other members, almost three fourths (73 percent)
had visited less than 36 percent of the other mem-

bers in the past three months.

Number of women recruited for unit membership

1.

57 percent of the 784 members reporting (234 did
not consider themselves eligible to answer) had re-

cruited one or more members.




J. Reasons for belonging to units

1. On a list of nine, the reasons most frequently

checked by the 1021 members were: a) because |

want to learn more about the best ways to run my

household (94 percent) and b) because | enjoy (or

expect to enjoy) the social life which the unit

provides (82 percent).
2. In no unit was the percent of members below 64 who

chose because | want to learn more about the best

ways to run my household, and 40 percent of the

units had 100 percent.
3. Twenty-nine percent of the units had 90 - 100 per-

cent of members choosing because | enjoy (or expect

to enjoy) the social life which the unit provides.

K. What members expected to learn in unit

1. The most frequently stated learning expectation (271,

or 27 percent, of 988 respondents) was improve home-

making skills and/or keep up-to-date on new ideas

and techniques. This expectation was followed closely

by gain more knowledge--new ideas, better methods--

more about whatever is taught (242, or 24 percent, E

of 988 respondents).

V. Leadership in Uni‘l's1

; - A. Number of different leadership positions held %

| 1. The average unit had a mean of different leadership x
positions ever held by its members of 1.9.

.2, The average unit had 36 percent of its members (new

members included) who had never held a leadership J
position. |

1The number of units for which leadership data were available
was 62.
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3. Slightly over one tenth of the 1021 women had held
from five to nine different positions since joining
‘their units, whereas slightly over one third of

+hem had held only one or two positions.

Specific leadership positions held

1. A little over one third of the members who had held
one or more leadership positions (649) had served
as chairman; an equal proportion had been vice-chair-
man; and a |ike proportion secretary. One fourth
had been treasurer.

2. Two fifths of those who had held one or more leader-
ship positions (of 649) had been |eader for one proj-
ect; only seven percent (of 646) had been leader for
four projects.

How project leaders were selected, as reported by unit
chairmen

1. Over one half (51 percent) of the units selected

+heir leaders by having them voluntfeer.
2. Another 37 percent of the units combined volunteer-

ing and the chairman asking women to be leaders.

Percent of membership years devoted to |eadership

1. The average unit had a mean of 59.8 percent of member-
ship years devoted to leadership.

2. In 58 percent of the 62 units, the mean percent of
membership years devoted to leadership was 50 or
more.

3. Twenty-nine and one tenth percent of the 1019 mem- . g
bers for whom a percent could be calculated, had :
devoted from 100 to 250+ percent of their member-
ship years to leadership; this means these women
were holding from 1 to 2.5+ leadership positions

per year.

N

i
k.
3
e
3
3]
3
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E‘

‘.

Difficulty in finding project leaders

1‘

For the average unit, the percent of members who
thought i+ was difficult to find project leaders
was 35.6.

Of the 874 members answering the question as to
the difficulty of finding project leaders, 64 per-
cent did not think there was any difficulty.

The most frequently mentioned reason given by 287
who thought it difficult to find project leaders

was small children--babysitting problem.

Vi. Project Teaching1

A‘

B.

Number of extension and nonextension projects in which

participated (1964-65)

1‘

The average unit organized long enough to have had
some project teaching (N=50), had a mean of 4.95 ex-
tension projects in which Its members participated
in 1964-65. |

Of the 707 members who gave information, 249, or

35 percent, had parficipafed in three or less ex-
tension projec+s in 1964-65.

About half (51 percent) of the 707 members had
participated in from one to three nonextension
projects in 1964-65.

Reactions of unit members to project teaching

1‘

The average unit organized long enough to have had
some project teaching (N=57), had a mean score of

3.7 for its members' ratings of project Teaching.2

1The number of units on which project teaching data were avail-
able varies; so the N is indicated throughout.

2The range of possible scores was from +5 to -5. A score was
the sum of either positive, negative or neutral ratings of .
length of discussion, amount of discussion, project leader's
training, subject matter--general vs. concrete, and attention

given,




2.

LR

0f 852 members who rated project teaching, only 5.1

percent gave a negative rating. Over half of them
(50.6 percent) gave the project teaching the highest

possible rating, +5.

Learning through projects (1964-65) .

1.

In the average unit (N=51), 86 percent of the mem-

bers indicated that they had learned something which

they had applied.from the first or only 1964-65 proj-
ect listed as |iked best.

The projects which were listed first and most fre-

quently out of two or three (or the only one) |iked
best, were Interior Design, Versatile Egqg, and Stitch
Those Knits.

Most of the projects listed first (or the only one

listed) as llked best had large percentages of unit

members who had learned something which was applied.

Method of éhoosing projects

1.

Of 847 members (exclusive of new members) who gave
Information, 82 percent thought each member checked
her preferences for program topics on a list of proj-
ects developed by a county program committee and Cor-
nell University, with those topics receiving the:larg-
est number of choices belng Included in the unit's
program.

When the chairmen of the units were asked with an
open-end question to indicate the procedure by which
their units selecfed.projecfs for the program year,
45 percent of 60 chairmen reporting stated that proj-

- ects offered by Extension were explained, members

checked preferences on |lists, and prdjecfs with the
greatest number of chcices were included in the pro-
gram. Almost as many chairmen (42 percent) Included

as modifications of this major procedure a combination
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V".

Vill.

of it with the choice of ether projects not offered
by Extension and also decided by vote or with attempt-

ing to find a project leader.

Program Planning Meeﬂngs1

A. Program planning compared to other meetings

1. Of 58 unit chairmen giving general estimates, al-
most half (48 percent) thought over 75 percent of
the members attended both pfogram planning and
other meetings; another 21 percent thought there
was generally no difference, but estimated atten-
dance at both meetings between 50 and 75 percent.

B. Evaluation of program planning meetings

1. In the average unit (excluding three new ones)
(N=59), the percent of women who thought the
meetings useful was 88.9.

Meefiqg,Sifuafionsz

A. Number of times units met or expected to meet

1. The 49 units reporting and in existence during the
year or part of a year before the members were inter-
viewed, met on the average of 18 times. The range
was from one to 52 times. _

2. During the year 1965-66, the average unit (N=62)

expected to meet about 18 times.

B. Time of déyﬁaf which units met

1. Eighty-nine percent of the 62 units held their

meefings‘indghe evening.

1

The number of units on which data for program planning meet-

ings were available varies so N is indicated throughout.

2The number of units on which data for meeting situations were
available varies so N is indicated throughout.
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C. Places at which units met
1. About three fourths of the 62 units held their meet-
ings in the houses of the members. .
2. About one third of the 47 units which met in members'

homes had problems of space, seating capacity, or

distance to travel in winter.

D. Physical and mental state of women at time of meetings

1. In general, the women who reported on their physical
and mental state at the time of meetings rated them-

selves either average or above average.

E. Estimated average number of hours devoted to unit meetings

1. The mean for the estimated average length of meetings

for 61 units reporting was 3.0 hours.

F. Estimated average number of hours of unit meetings de-
voted to project lessons

1. The mean for the estimated average length of project

meeting for 60 units reporting was 2.1 hours.

G. Percent of total meeting time devoted to project lessons

1. The mean percent of total meeting time devoted to

project lessons for 59 units reporting was 67.2.

H. Late comers for project lessons

1. The mean estimated percent of late comers for 60

units reporting was 9.5.

Sources of Homemaking Information

A. Of four extension sources of homemaking information,

for the 62 units the home demonstration unit had by far

the highest average (mean) percent (57.8) of members

making much use of . it.

B. When members irrrespective of units are considered, the

upper three sources of homemaking information, on the
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basis of percentages making much use of, were home

demonstration unit, 58 percent; newspaper articles,

56 percent; and @agazige arflclgg, 54 percent. The

small percent (about four) of members reporting much

use of TV is noteworthy.

- X. Relationship of‘HD Units to College of Home Economics

A. The average unit (N=62) had a mean score for its members
on relationship to the Coliege of Home Economics of 6.6

which was 73 percent of the maximum possible score of

1
nine.

B. When individual members are conslidered, 23 percent had
perfect scores of nine, and only 27 percénf had scores

of five or less.

Xl. Evaluation of Teaching of Floor Facts Project

A. The average unit of the 46 which had usable test data
had a mean pre-test score of 10.9 points out of a max-
"imum possible score of 21.0. The actual range of mean
scores for the 46 units was 6.0 to 14.0.

B. Slightly over three fourths (76.3 percent) of the 415
members from whom usable pre- and post-tests from the
same person were obtained scored from seven to 14 points
on the pre-test.

C. The average unit, of fhew46 which had usable test data,
had a mean post-test score of 16.0 out of a maximum

Scores were based on three levels of agreement plus don't know
tor the following statements: 1) It is necessary for the col-
lege to take leadership in working with the county to determine
subject matter offered; 2) It is desirable for the college to
set standards for what is taught; and 3) The college through
the tralning given the home demonstration agents provides good
tralning for our project leaders.
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possible score of 21.0. The actual range was from 13.0
to 19.5.

D. Slightly over one third (34.0 percent) of the individual
members (413) had scores from 18 to 21 on the post-test.

E. The average unit of the 46 which had usable fest data
had a mean difference between the means of the pre- and
post-test scores of 5.1, which was a significant gain‘

o at .0005 (one-tail) level. The unit mean gains (there

were no unit mean losses) ranged from 2.0 to 8.8.

F. Of the individual members (413) 91.5 percent showed
gains from the pre- to post-test. As high as 12.8 per-
cent had gains of 10 to 18 percent.

XI1. Relationship of Unit Characteristics to Learning of Members
Participating in Floor Facts Project

A. Relationship of learning to characteristics of units as
derived from personal characteristics of members

1. Of nine characteristics, such as place of residence,
age, years of school completed, etc., only one unit
characteristic was signfficanfly related to learning
of members, i.e., mean participation score, with the
units having low mean participation scores having a
larger mean gain in their test scores than units with

high mean participation scores.

B. Relationship of. learning to characteristics of units as
derived from members' connections with the units

1. Of 11 characteristics, such as number of members in
units, number of years unit has existed, number of

years of membership of members, etc., none was sig-

nificantly related to the learning of unit members .
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X1,

Floor Facts Project Leadersl

A. Comparison of Floor Facts Project leaders with members

of units on six selected characteristics

‘.

The Floor Facts Project leaders who actually taught
the project (43) differed significantly (with higher
mean scores) from the unit members (966) for organ-
izational participation scores, friendship percent
scores, and number of home economics courses taken
other than those through Extension.

The Floor Facts Project leaders who actually taught
the project (43) did not differ significantly from
the 966 members on number of years of membership In
their unit. ‘ ”

While the significance of differences could not be
calculated, the median ages and median years of

school completed were fairly similar.

B. Preparation-of Ieaderé‘fdr teaching Floor Facts Project

1.

Pre- and post-test scores on knowledge of Floor Facts
material

a. Ona the pre-test, the 45 leaders who actually
taught the Floor Facts Project and whose units -
returned usable pre- and post-tests from the
same members, were not significantly different
from the 413 unit members who took the test;
nor were these leaders significantly different
from the 413 members on the post-test. Although
both groups made significant gains from the pre-
to post-test, the difference béfween their gains

was not significant.

1

In this section of the report the number of project leaders
varies according to the kinds of information being considered
and in each instance is related to the absence of certain
data.
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2. Time spent in preparation

a. Three tenths of 46 leaders spent only an hour

or less in preparation, but seven tenths spent
two or more hours.

b. There was no significant relationship between
the ‘amount of time speﬁf by the leader on prep-

araticn and the learning of the members taught.

Number of hours spent teaching Floor Facts Project
1. Almost two thirds (62 percent) of 46 leaders spent

1.5 or more hours teaching the project.

2. There was no significant relationship between the
number of hours spent in teaching the project and

the learning of the members taught.

Leaders' evaluation of teaching of Floor Facts Project

1. Of the 47 leaders who reported, 72 percent were
satisfied with their teaching experiences and 28
percent partially satisfied.

2. There was no significant relationship between degree |
of satisfaction of the leaders and the learning of ]

the members.

Coverage of topics in teaching the Floor Facts Project

1. 45 percent of the 47 l|eaders who reported, indicated
that they covered all eight of the major topics in-

cluded in the Floor Facts Project.

Use of teaching aids for the Floor Facts Project

1. Most of the 47 leaders who reported made use of the
four major teaching aids that were made available

to ‘them or called to their attention in their train- [

ing.
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X§Vv. Supplement--Variations Around Central Tendencies

A. Since throughout the study means or medlans were used
to describe units, a supplement was added at the end in
which, on the basis of coefficients of variation, the
following 19 variables were considered to be adequately
indexed by the means or medians used:1

Years of age
Years of schooi completed
Number in family
Number in household
Rating unit high or very high
Number of members in unit
Friendship percent score
Motive for belonging to unit--wanting to learn
Motive for belonging to unit--wanting fo enjoy
social life
Score on reaction to project teaching
11. Percent of unit members learned something applied
. Percent of unit members who thought planning meet-
ings useful
13. Number of hours unit devoted to meetings
14. Number of hours unit devoted to project lessons
15.. Percent of total meeting time of unif devoted
‘ to project lessons -
16. Percent of unit members making use of HD unit
for information
17. Score on relationship to Col lege of Home Economics
18. Pre-test score on Floor Facts lesson
19. Post-test score on Floor Facts lesson

WN =

VoONO UV &

o

N

1Alfhough not customarily done, coefficients of variation using

Q were also calculated for medians in order to give some ldea
of the variations around these measures of central tendency.
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Some Major QOoservations About
The Findings for These Urban-Suburban Units

The units were predominantly composed of young women, a
group that the Home Economics Division considers an impor-
tant audience.

The educational level of the various units was fairly high
which means that the content of the subject matter, while
directed to interests and needs,lcould be advahced to a
fairly high level.

while the members of the units nad had some courses in home
economics, the extent of this background of training was
hardiy great enough to be considered as a foundation on
which to build.

The women in the various units had husbands who were pre-

dominantly from two classes, i.e., professional, technical,

and kindred workers and craftsmen, foremen, and kindred

workers. Women whose husbands are from these occupational
classes may be expeeted to want to know how to manage their
homes more efficiently, and hence to be more responsive to
efforts to assist them.

The units had a goodly number of employed members for whom
certain kinds of home economics projects should be very
meaningful, but for whom accommodations for fime of meeting
must be made.

While the units were composed of women who participated in
several formal organizations, this participation for at
least half of them was not excessive and should not have
been too serious an obstacle to their participation in the
unit as a study group.

While the unit members generally rated their units fairly
high, they did not rank them high compared fo other organi=-
zations o which they belonged, so that giving time and

energy to unit affairs would probably be considered less

important than it would be for other organizations.
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10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

The various units, as the occupations of husbands would in-
dicate, had members whose incomes were middle-class incomes.
In a society where pressure on the consumer to buy is great,
these women could be expected to have a high interest in

practical home economics information.

'Most of the units were not excessively large and hence of-

fered an opportunity for conducting effective study groups.

In general, the years of membership in units were not exces-

sive, so that for many women exposure to home economics sub-
ject matter is not necessarily repetitive.

In general, units had been in exisience for a decade and

this could mean that some of them might have developed into
social cliques with members having crystallized points-of-
view about educational matters.

On the other hand, contrasted with 11, the friendship percent
scores, extent of acquaintance of members, and amount of vis-
iting among members indicated a lack of cliquishness or group
solidarity that would be obstructive to the participation of
newcomers.

The interest of members in recruitment of new members was
prevalent in all groups to a considerable extent, indicating
that in many of the units the members had a real interest

in maintaining the group.

The dual motivations of learning useful home economics knowl-
edge and skills and of socializing with other women were
present in the units, and both motives seem to be justifi-
able for adult educational groups.

As in most organizations, leadership in the units tended to
fall to a limited number of members, so that the unit could
hardly claim it provided any unusual opportunity for devel-

oping leadership.
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In all units there were those who thought it difficult to
find women who would teach projecfs{ however, this number
was not especlally large, usually around one third of the

members of a unit.

The care of small children was the number one obstacle to

securing project leaders. For groups of young mothers, this
is undoubtedly a major problem, but it was evidently being
dealt with to some extent in the units studied.

The members of units generally rated their project teaching
fairly high and claimed they were learning things which they
could apply.

The average unit had about "five different projects in a giv-
en year, which should have given the members a fairly wide
range of home economics subject matter.

Most units selected their projects by majority vote from a
list submitted by the county and college staffs. This sys-
tem appeared to take care of interests and at the same time
provide subject matter which the county and college staffs
were qualified to provide.

Unit members generally considered program-planning meetings
as important as other meetings, a fact which indicated that
they felt they had some voice in deciding on their study
projects. -

In general, the units had about 18 meetings per year. This
number of meetings, with about five projects for the year,
would appear to have provided a fairly good opportunity for
learning home economics information.

Most of the units held their meetings In the evening, which
accommodated women who were employed, of whom there were a
number in most units.

While most units met in homes, some of these homes presented

problems of space, seating capacity, and distance to travel.
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25,

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32,

Although evening meetings predominated, the members of the
units gave little indication of being below par in energy

or mental alertness.

The units seemed to divide their meeting time reasonably

well in terms of what the women expected, with about two
thirds of the time being devoted to project teaching and

one third to socializing. |

In general, the units had a relatively small number of late
comers at meetings. . This suggests that the problem of start-
ing a lesson which might be. interrupted by late comers was
not great.

While recognizing that the interviewing of the members was
focused on the unit, and that this may have given undue em-
phasis to the unit, the importance of this channel as a source
of homemaking information for the members: stood out. TV home-
making programs were in a relatively unimportant position.

On the whole, the members of the units placed fairly high
value on their relationship to the College of Home Economics.
They questioned most the college's seffihg standards for what
was taught.

In general, unit members knew about half of the information
on Floor Facts included in the pre-test. This suggests that
more attention should be given to the entry level for the

sub ject matter fhéf is taught. |

All units made gains in their average scores from the pre-

to post-test. The average gains for the units as a whole
were signiflcanf. Thus, the indication Is that the units
served as an effective means of transmitting information.
Twenty characteristics of the units were indexed by numbers,
heans, or percentages and these indices were related to the
galn in scores between the pre- and post-tests on the Floor
Facts Project. Of the 20, only one relafionshlp was found

to be significant, namely, that with participation score,

for which the women with low participation scores had gains
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significantly higher than those with high scores. This ex-

~blorafion.was basically negative in that the characteristics

of the units used for analysis did not appear to be impor-

" tant as factors affecting™learning. This may mean that the

: character of a study group as determined by the character-

istics of its members, whether personal or attributable to
the unit, Is basically unimportant and that other factors
not studied, such as ability, motivation, etc. of individu-

al members, influence learning more than the more obvious

~ones investigated.

The leaders who actually taught the Floor Facts Project did
not perform significantly better on their pre- and post-tests
and, consequently, their gains from the pre- to post-test
were not significantly better than those of the members whom
they taught. This tends to suggest that on the basis of
testing, the leaders had succeeded in passing on what they
had learned rather éffecfively.

While there were differences among the leaders who taught
the Floor Facts Project in preparation time, number of
teaching hours, and satisfaction with their teaching, there
was no significant difference in the gains of members as a
result of these variations. This analysis leaves one puz-
zled as to why differences for such factors would not have
resulted in differential gakns in learning. Perhaps the
lack of significant relationship is the result of the lack
of accuracy In the leaders' estimates of time and satisfac-
tion plus the Iimitation of using tests from only one les-
While in this s+udy the analysis-of home demonstration units
depended Iargely on the use of measures of central teridency,
i+ must be recognized that the variation within units and
among units Is considerable for some variables and hence
raises questions concerning the use of the unit as an edu-

cational device. On the other hand, a fairly large number
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of the measures of cantral tendency when evaluated by coef -

ficlents of variation can be considered to be adequafe in-

dices of the units.




VOLUNTEER STUDY GROUPS
CHARACTERISTICS AND EDUCATJONAL FUNCT IONS

Home Demonstration Units in Onondaga County

Introduction

Origin of the Study

Interest in a study of the home demonstration unit as a
volunteer study group in New York State began in 1960 when
Vera Caulum, State Leader for Home Demonstration, as. chairman
of the Educational Policy Committee in the College of Home
Economics asked the committee to consider such a study. While
+he committee did not endorse the idea, interest in a study
continued. The Office of Extension Studies incorporated in ifs
1962-63 plan of work a preliminary study of home demonstration
units using a sample of counties and data from a‘specially de-
signed membership card. The study subsequently. appeared as a
report entitlied, Study of Home Demonstration Units in a Samp le
of 27 Counties in New York State, Extension Study No. 3. The

study was somewhat limited in depth, but raised a number of

questions with which a subsequent study of greater depth might
be concerned.

Accordingly, in its 1964-65 plan of wOrk,’fhe Office of
Extension Studies indicated that a study in depth of the char-
acteristics of home demonstration units and their functions as
educational channels would be conducted. The study continued
to be a part of the office's plan of work in 1965-66 and 1966-67
during which time preliminary investigation related to home dem-
onstration units was conducted with selected agents; the design
of the sfbdy was finalized; interviewing and testing of unit
members, as called for in the design, were carried out; and the

data thus obtained, organized and analyzed. Because of more

25
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pressing assignments of the Office of Extension Studies together
with the severance of formal relationships between the Home Eco-
nomics Division and the units, the completion of the study was
delayed until 1968. However, preliminary data from the study
was provided the Home Economics committee that developed fhe'po|~

icy for severing formal relafioﬁships with units.

Objectives of Study

The study undertakes 1) to describe the characteristics of

a sample of home demonstration.units in Onondaga County; 2) to

test the effectiveness of the teaching of a selected project fo
members of these units by project leaders; 3) to relate charac-
teristics of the units to the learning of the members who were
taught the project; 4) to compare on selected characteristics

the project leaders who taught the project, those who were trained
to teach it, and the members of the units; and 5) to indicate the
|leaders' preparafionifor\feachlng +he project along with their
teaching input and evaduafion of the teaching.

Methodology

The study began with an exploration of the operations of

the HD unit in six widely different counties in New York State.

A schedule was developed with which the supervising county home
economics agent was interviewed. The information thus obtained
was subsequently used In constructing the schedule used for in-
terviewing unit members. The information obtained by means of
the latter schedule was expected to provide the principal data
for characterizing the units.
The study was designed to examine the cha}acferisfics of

HD units in depth rather than to study a random sample of units
on a limited number of characteristics. Furthermore, the test-
ing aspect of the study required the selection of units in one

county in order to be manageable. Accordingly, a county was
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sought which would have a fairly large number of units taking
one project and which, in addition, would have a staff that was
willing to devote time fo the operations of the research.
Onondaga County was selected because it met these require-
ments. Of Iits 100 units organized for the year 1965-66, 62 in-

dicated intent to participate in a project entitied, Floor Facts.

An extension professor in the Department of Household Economics
and Management of the College of Home Economics, in whose field
the Floor Facts Project had been developed, agreed to assist
with the preparaflon‘of an evaluation test.

Considerable attention was given to the construction of
the schedule for interviewing the members of The units which
were expected to participate in the Floor Facts Project. As
previously noted, the information obtained from inferQiews of
six home demonstration agents was used in the construction.
Suggestions for [tems or questions to be included were also
made by Extension Leader, Bettie Lee Yerka, who was serving as
|iaison for the state office of the Home Economics Division to
the Office of Extension Studles, and by the Onondaga County Home
Economics Division Leader, Patricia M. Coolican. Other sugges-
+ions were derived from Chapter 8, "Face-to-Face Relations, In

Small Groups'" of Human Behavior--An Inventory of Scientific Find=-

ings by Berelson and Steiner. The schedule was pre-tested on
four members of a unit which was not participating in the Floor
Facts Project. (See Appendix A for schedule.)

The home economics agent responsible for training the proj-
ect leaders who were expected to teach the lesson on Floor Facts
developed the test which was used for pre- and post-testing the
project leaders and the members of the uanS which had agreed
to participate in the prOJecT. The test was reviewed by the ex-
tension professor in the Department of Household Economics and
Management and by the author. (See Appendix B for test.)

A leader's report form for reporting +ime used in teaching

the lesson on Floor Facts, teaching aids used, topics covered,
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etc., was prepared by the Onondaga County home economics agent
responsible for the project. (See Appendix C.)

The Home Economics Divislon Leader recruited the thirteen
women who interviewed the members of the 62 units. All of these
women proved to be excellent interviewers. They were exposed
to two training sessions. In addition, each of them met with
an experienced research t+echnician for the review of thair first
t+wo or three completed schedules.

The Onondaga County home economics agent responsible for
the project administered the pre- and post-tests to the project
ieaders, using the occasion for training them for the adminis-
tration of the test to the members of their units who were ex=
pected to participate in the Floor Facts Project. This agent
also collected the pre- and post-tests from the units as well
as the project Ieadergﬁ reports.

The 62 units that were finally identified as participants
“In the Floor Facts Project had 1,107 members when the in+erview-
ing for the study was initiated. 0f these 1,107 members 1,021,
or 92 percent, were interviewed. '

Usable pre- and post-tests from the same individuals were
obtained from 48 of the 62 units for a total of 362 members, or
34 percent of the total number of members (1,050) exclusive of
the 57 project leaders. In addition, usable pre- and post-tests
from the same individuals were obtained from 57 project leaders
when they were trained by the Onondaga County home economics agent,
Forty-seven of these 57 project leaders taught the 48 units from
which usable pre- and post-tests of the same participating mem- '
bers were obfamed.1 However, in those places in the report where
the unit averages for the test data are related to the charac-

teristics of units, only 46 units are used. One unit was excluded

L

1One project leader taught the Floor Facts lesson to two of the
48 units.
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because usable pre- and post-tests were obtained from only two
members; the other, because only +two members with usablie pre-
and post-tests had provided information on their characteristics
through interview schedules.
Fifty-four lesson reports were obtained from 53 different
leaders. Data from 47 of these reports were used in the sfudy.l
These reports were collected by the Onondaga County home econom-
ics agent who was responsible for the Floor Facts Project.
The interviewing of the unit members was done from the
first of November, 1965 to the end of March, 1966. Most of the
interview schedules were sent in by the end of January. The
training and pre¥ and post-testing of the project leaders was
accompl ished February 8, 9, 15, and 16, 1966. The project lead-
ers did their teaching during the period from February to May,
1966.
In summary, the major sources of the data for the study
were: ’
1. Interview schedules obtained from 1,021 members in 62
units which had indicated intent to participate in the
Floor Facts Project

2. Usable pre- and post-tests from the same individual
on‘fhe Floor Facts Project obtained from 362 members
in 48 units o

3. Usable pre- and post-tests.from the same Individual

on the Floor Facts Project obtained from 57 project
leaders

4. Lesson reports obtained for 54 units from 53 project

leaders

Since a major concern which served to initiate the study

was what are the effects of the characteristics of the units

1One project leader taught two units and made separate lesson .
reports on each.
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on their educational function, this question was embodied in the
hypothesis that the educational function of a home demonstration
unit will be influenced by the unit's characteristics, some 41
of which were originally listed as independent variables.
Although the 41 independent variables originally listed
served as a guide for data collection, the data obtained rela-
t+ive to some of the variables could not be offectively related
to the test scores of those who participated in the Floor Facts
Project or did not appear to provide useful analysis. The in-
dependenfhvariables which were finally chosen for association
with the learning of unit members as revealed by know ledge test

results were:

Percent of members living in rural places

Age of members

Years of school completed by members

Number of courses taken in home economics by members

Number in family of members

Percent of unit members whose husbands were in professional,
technical and kindred types of occupations

Percent of unit members employed

Participation score of members

Net income of members

Number of members in unit

Number of years unit had existed

Number of years of membership of members

Number of leadership positions held by members.

Percent of membership years devoted to leadership

Percent of average meeting time spent on project lessons

Reaction of members to project teaching :

Friendship percent score among members

Close friendship of members

Percent of members visited one or more times by each member

Relationship score of members to College of Home Economics

In the pages that follow, the discussion of the data fo-
cuses on the HD units. Although many of The sections begin with
comments about tables in which the data deal with units, usually
some discussion, often without tables, of the same type of data
for all unit members irrespective of unit connections follows.
In some instances only data for members without reference to

units are presented and discussed. Considerable tabular data
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not included in the text for all unit members irrespective of
units are presénfed in Appendix D. It should alsc be pointed
out that while for pﬁrposes of emphasis in analysis the unit is
the focus of the study, the arithmetic value of variables ex-
pressed in terms of a mean or mean of means (mean of the average
unit) is approximately the same as the mean for the total mem-
bership irrespective of units.

At the end of the main text is a supplementary section in
which a discussion of the variation around means (or medians)
is presented. This supplement was prepared to inform the reader
that averages can often be misleading and should be interpreted
with some notion of the variations of individual values above
and below them. The supplementary section was considered es-
pecially appropriate in view of the author's emphasis on the
variability of characteristics of unit members in a previous
study entitled, Study of Home Demonstration Units in a Sample
of 27 Counties in New York State, Extension Study No. 3. Since

the supplementary section is brief and essentially descriptive,
perhaps the preparation of another report analyzing in detail
the meaning of the variations around averages used to charac-
terize unlits and describe the actlvities associated with them

is needed.

Personal Characteristics of Members by Units
and for Total Membership

Place of Residence

The predominantly urban character of the 62 units studied

is reflected In the large percent (59) of them which had from

70 to 100 percent of their members who were fiving in urban
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places (Table 1).! Forty percent of the units had 100 percent
of their members Ilving in urban places. Only seven percent of

the units had a marked mixture of urban and rural women, that
is from 40 to 59 percent urban or vice versa. Moreover, only

16 percent of the units had all of their members living in rural

places.

Table 1

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According fo
Percent of Unit Members Living in Urban Places and
Percent Living in Rural Places

Urban Rural

Percent of. Number Percent Number Percent

unit members of units of units of units of units
None 10 16 25 40
1-9 4 7 6 10
10 - 19 3 5 4 7
20 - 29 0 0 2 3
30 - 39 2 3 2 3
40 - 49 3 5 1 2
50 - 59 1 2 3 5
60 - 69 2 3 2 3
70 - 79 2 3 0 0
80 - 89 3 5 2 3
90 - 99 7 1 5 8
100 25 40 10 16
Total 62 100 " 62 100

1Urban places included the City of Syracuse, near the City of
Syracuse in a built-up suburban area, in a village of 2,500 -
9,999 and near a village of 2,500 and over in a built-up sub-
urban area. Rural places included on a farm from which half
or more of income was derived, on a farm from which less than
half of income was derived, in the open country not on a farm,
in a village of less than 2,500 and near a village of under
2,500 in a built-up area.
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When individual members are considered, the largest percent
(26) |ived near a village of 2,500 and over in a bui | t-up subur-
ban area, and the next largest percent (18) lived in the City

of Syracuse. Both types of places were considered to be urban.‘

Age of Members

The median age of members in the average unit was 37.4
years (Table 2). Forty-two percent of the 62 units had medians
for ages of members which were under 35, and 71 percent had me-
dians under 40. Thus, the membership of a good majority of the
62 units consisted of relaflvely young women. This is not to
say that there were no older women in many of the units. There
were, but not In any large numbers. Actually, less than one
t+hird (31.9 percent) of the members (1,019) in the 62 units were

over 39 years of age.

Years of School Completed

The members of the average unit had a median of 12.9 years
of school completed (Table 3). For 38 percent of the 62 units
the median number of years of school completed was 13.0 or more.
Only eight units, or 13 percent of the total, had medians that
were 11.0 years or less. On the other hand, only one unit had
a median In the class interval of 16.0 to 16.9.

Of the 1,016 members in the 62 units who reported on years
of scth!ing, 21, or two percénf, had eight years or less; 429,
or 42 percent, had completed 12 grades only; and 494, or 49 per-

cent, had one or more years beyond high school.

1See Appendix D for tables presenting distribution of unit mem-
bers for these .and other data. Tables in Appendix D are ar-
ranged in order of textual discussion. |
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Table 2

Number and Percentage Distribution of
Units by Median Age of Unit Members

Median age
of unit Units .
members Number Percent
20 - 24 1 2
25 - 29 10 16
30 - 34 22 35
35 - 39 13 21
40 - 44 3 5
45 - 49 6 10
50 - 54 2 3
55 - 59 2 3
60 - 64 3 5
Total 62 100
Mean of mediansa 37.4
o = 19,22
CV.= 25%

@|nformation on age was obtained by class inter-
vals, hence the use of medians. Of course, a
mean from grouped data could have been calcu-
lated. The U. S. Census uses median age in its
reports.

Number of Home Economics Courses Taken

The number of home economics courses taken in high school,
in college, and in adult education exclusive of home demonstra-
+ion projects were added together to provide a rough index of
home economics training which the unit members had received.
The average unit had a mean of 2.4 for its members (Table 4).
~ Over three fourths (77 percent) of the units had means for num-

ber of home economics courses taken of 3.0 or less. Only two

units, or three percent, of the 62 had averages that were over
5.0. "




35
Table 3

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units Accordin
To Median Years of School Completed by Unit Members

Median years of

school completed Units
by unit members Number Percent
11.0 - 11.9 8 13
12.0 - 12.9 30 49
13.0 - 13.9 12 19
14,0 - 14.9 | 7 11
15.0 = 15.9 4 6
16.0 - 16.9 1 2
Total 62 100
Mean of medians 12.9
c = #1.1
CcV = 9%

3The U. S. Census uses median years of school completed in
its reports.

A large percentage (81) of the 1,021 members had taken 3.0
or less courses. As many as 25 percent had taken no courses.
Only 41 women, or four percent of the total, had taken eight or
more courses. These women who had taken large numbers of courses
were widely scattered among the 62 units. Thus, in 25 of the
units the upper limit for number of courses taken was ©lght or
more. Whether units or individual members are considered, it
is clear that the members on the whole had limited formal train-

ing in home economics.

Size of Family and Household

In the average unit the mean size of members' families was
4.1 (Table 5). Sixty-one percent of the units had means for fam-
ily size of 4.0 - 4.9. Of the 1,021 women, 20 percent had fam-
ilies with from six to nine members and 28 percent had families

with from one to three members. ‘ i
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Table 4

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
By Mean Number of Home Economics Courses,
Exclusive of HD Projects, Taken by Unit Members

| Mean number of
; home economics

; courses taken | Units
1 by unit members Number Percent
1 0.1 - 1.0 5 8
; 1.1 - 2.0 21 ' 34
§1 2.1 - 3.0 22 ' 35
i 3.1 - 4.0 9 15
: 4,1 - 5.0 3 5
: 5.1 - 6.0 2 3
Total 62 100
. Mean of means 2.4
o = 1.1
CV = 44%

Table 5

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
By Mean Number in Unit Members' Families

Mean number

in families of Units
unit members Number . Percent
1.0 - 1.9 2 3
2.0 - 2.9 6 10
3.0 - 3.9 - 11 ‘ 18
4.0 - 4.9 38 61
5.0 - 5.9 5 8
Total 62 100

Mean of means 4.1




37

In the average unit the mean size of members' households
was 4.3 (Table 6). Slightly over three fourths (76 percent)
of the units had mean size of households which ranged from 4.0 -
5.9. Only six, or 10 percent, of the 62 units had mean size of
households that were under 3.0. Of the 1,020 women giving in-
formafion; 43 percent had households consisting of five or more

&

members.

Table 6

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
According to Mean Number in Households of Unit Members

Mean number in

households of | Units
unit members Number Percent .
1.0 - 1.9 1 2
2.0 - 2.9 5 8
3.0 - 3.9 9 14
4.0 - 4.9 40 65
5.0 - 5.9 7 1"
Total 62 100
Mean of means 4.3
c = .8
CV = 19%

Occupations of Husbands

Professional, technical and kindred workers was the occu-

pational class which ranked first in percent of members' hus-
bands belonging to it in 36, or 58 percent, of the 62 units
(Table 7). The highest percent of husbands in this class in
the 36 units ranged from 27 to 87 percent. The occupational

class, craftsmen, foremen and kindred workers, had the second
largest number of units (12, or 20 percent, -of the total) with

the highest percent of husbands. The highest percent of hus-
bands in this class in the 12 units ranged from 22 to 53 percent.
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Table 7

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
According to Occupational Classes Having Highest
Percent of Unit Members' Husbands

Units with highest percent

Occupational classes with ranges of members' husbands in
of highest percentages given occupational classes

- ‘ Number Percent

Professional, technical, and '

kindred workers (27 - 87%) 36 58.0

Managers, officials, and propri-

etors except farmers (32 - 60%) 4 6.5

Clerical and kindred workers 0 0.0

Sales workers : 0 0.0

Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred |

workers (22 - 53%) 12 K 20.0

Operatives and kindred workers

(29 - 40%) 5 8.0

Service workers 0 0.0

Laborers 0 0.0

Farmers (43%) 1 1.5

Classes with identical highest percentages

Professional, technical, and . f
kindred workers; sales workers
(33%) . 1 1.5

Professional, technical, and
kindred workers; managers,
officlals and proprietors (23%) 1 1.5

Craftsmen, foremen, and Kin-
dred workers; operatives and

kindred workers (41%) 1 1.5 . :
Operatives and kindred workers, |
farmers; retired (20%) 1 - 1.5

Total 62 100.0
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No other occupational class had any large number of units in

which it had the highest percenf of husbands. Four major oc-
cupational classes, i.e., clerical and kindred workers, sales

workers, service workers, and laborers, had no units in which

these classes had the highest percent of husbands.
3 0f the 972 members (irrespective of units) who had husbands,]
351, or 36 percent, had husbands in the occupational class of

professional, technical, and kindred workers; 166, or 17 percent,

had husbands who were craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers;

and 140, or 14 percent, had husbands who were managers, officials,

and proprietors (except farmers). No other occupational class

had over 10 percent of the husbands. |

Thus, when both units and total membership are considered,
it is quite g!ear that the women who were participating in the
units were primarily from the upper cccupational classes. How-
ever, on the basis of status rank, an interesting reversal of
position occurs for two of the upper occupational groups. The

craftsmen, foremen, and-kindred workers class had more husbands

than did the managers, officials, and proprietors (except far-

mers).
A few (48) of the families of the members had no husbands
present. Information was obtained on the occupation of the head

of the family (or household) for 43 of these families. Twenty

were unemployed or retired, the next largest number (13) were -

cierical or kindred workers.

Emp loyment of Members

The average unit had 31.3 percent of its members employed

(by self, someone, or both) full- or part-time or some combina=
tion thereof (Table 8).2 Twenty-six percent of the 62 unlts had

o e

1Fdr'ry-eighf members had no husband in the family and one gave
no information on occupation of husband.

2FuII-'rime emp loyment was defined as 35 hours or more per week,
and part-time as less than 35 hours per week.

S
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from 40 - 49 percent of their members employed, 26 percent had
from 20 - 29 pércenf, and 16 percent had from %y - 39 percent.
Altogether, 68 percent ot the 62 units had from 20 - 49 percent

of thelr members employed.

Table 8 : 1)

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
According to Percent of Unit Mombors [mployed Either |
By Self, Someone, or Loth, Either Full- or Part-Time .

AL F rTITI R

Percent of unit , Units
members emp loyed Number Percent :
i
0 2 3 %f;
1 -9 4 7 E
10 - 19 7 1
20 - 29 16 26
30 - 39 10 16
40 - 49 16 26
50 - 59 5 8
60 - 69 2 3
Total 62 100
Mean 31.3
g = +14.9
CV = 48%

The average unit had 25.2 percent of its members who were
amp loyed full- or part-time by someone and 7.8 percent of ifts
members who were self-amployed full- or part-time (Tables 9 and
10). Only three, or flvo percent, of tnhe 62 units had no mem-
bers who were emplpyad full- or part-time by someone, whereas
21, or 34 percent, had no members who wore self-employed full-
or parT~fime.‘

If all 1,021 of the unit members ure considered, 32 per-

cent were employed either part- or full~-time by someone, or by

Jawe——Y o

‘Twen?y members wore employed by someing and also by self.
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self, or by both. Ten percent of the 1,021 members were employed

full-time by someone, 16 percent part-time, and 74 percent not

at all. Only oﬁe peréenf of the 1,021 members were self-employed | g
full-time, seven percent part-time, and 92 percent not at all.
Thus, while about one fourth of the members were emp loyed full-
or part-time by someone, only eight percent were self-employed
full- or part-time. It appears, therefore, fha+ while employment
among the members was not extensive, it was widely distributed

among the various unifts.

"Table 9

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
According to Percent of Unit Members Employed

By Someone, Either Full- or Part-Time
Psrcent of members | o
employed by someone Units
either full- or part-time Number Percent
0 3 5
1 -9 6 10
10 - 19 9 14
20 - 29 26 42
30 - 39 8 13
40 - 49 7 11
50 - 59 3 5
Total 62 100
Mean 25.2 1
o= £12.7 | 4
Cv = 50%

Participation of Members in QOrganizations

Each member was asked to indicate the organizations to
which she belonged and what offices she held. From this infor-

mation a participation score was calculafed.1 In the average

Y

1The participation score was the sum of the number of organiza-
tions belonged to plus three times the number of offices held.
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Table 10

Numbervand Percentage Distribution of Units
According to Percent of Unit Members '
Self-Employed, Either Full- or Part-Time

Percent of members

self-employed either Units
full- or part-time Number Percent
0 21 34
1 -9 17 27
10 - 19 17 27
20 - 29 6 10
30 - 39 1 2
Total 62 100
Mean ' 7.8
o= %7.8
CV = 100%

unit the mean participation score was 7.9 (Table 11). Fifty-
two, or 84 percent, of the 62 units had mean participation scores
in the class of 5.0 - 9.9. Only seven units had mean scores of
10.0 and over. The cbefficienf of variation for the mean of the
means was 30 percent. Thus, for about two thirds of the units
the mean of the means was a fairly representative figure.

In the average unit the mean number of organizations to
which the members belonged was 4.0. Only five units, or eight
percent of the 62, had means of less than 3.0 and only four units,
or seven percent, had means in the class interval of 5.0 - 7.9.

Of the 1,021 members, 51 percent had participation scores
under 7.0. Twenty-five percent of the members had scores above
10.0. . Only 31 members beionged to just one organization and

only nine to nine or more organizations. The organizations to

which the greatest number of the women belonged were: church
or synagogue, 929, and PTA, 397.
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Tabie 11

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Mean Participation Score of Unit Members

Mean participation Units
score of unit members Number Percent
0.1 - 4.9 3 5
, 5.0 - 9.9 52 84
A 10.0 - 14.9 6 9
! 15.0 - 19.9 . 1 2
Total 62 100
Mean of means 7.9
g = *2.37
CV = 30%
Status of HD Units Compared to Other Organizations

: The women were asked to rate the organizations to which
they belonged according to their perception of the organiza-

: tion's standing in their community. Following is a list of

the organizations to which 29 or more women belonged, arrayed

~ according to their average rating score.

| Rank Average rating score
} 1.  Church or synagogue (N=903)2 4.48
| 2. Sunday or Sabbath school (N=194) 4.42
: 3. Auxiliary of veterans (N=29) 4,24
4. Altap or Rosary Society (N=166) 4.21
| 5. Church circle <. fellowship (N=137) 4.15
; 6. Women's Soclety for Christian Service (N=67) 4.13
§ 7. Other church organizations (N=230) 4.08
i 8. Garden club (N=29) 3.90

1 L , ,

The women were given five levels for rating an organization,

| i.e., very high, high, average, low, and very low. The levels
were assigned numerical values from five to one.

2

N is the number of women belonging to and rating.
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Rank Average rating score
S. Women's club (N=101) 3.85
10. Home Demonstration Unit (N=947) 3.84
11. PTA (N=384) 3.77
12. Home Bureau (N=30) 3.73
13. Sorority, lodge, or fraternal (N=148) 3.66
14. Sports or hobby (N=175) 3.58

Of the 14 organizations or kinds of organizations included
in the above tabulations, the HD unit ranked tenth from the top.
For these women who were members of HD units, the church and
Sunday or Sabbath school ranked hign, first and second respec-
ﬂvely.1

In the average unit the percent of members who rated their

units high ‘and very high in community standing was 63.1 (Table

12). Sixty-two percent of the 62 units had percentages of the
members who rated them high and very high ranging from 60.0 -
100.0. Only 14 percent of the units had percentages below 40.0,
and there was no unit where less than 10 percent of the members

rated their units high or very high.

Net Family Income: 1964

In order to obtain a general index of the income level of
the members of the units, each member was asked to indicate in
which of three general classes she thought her family's net in-
come for 1964 would fall.2
$5,000, $5,000 - 9,999, and $10,000+.

The distribution of the units for each level of income, ac-

The three classes were less than

cording to the percent of members in the units falling into each

"The status ranking of organizations presented here has a seri-
ous weakness, namely, the small number of women who rated some
of the organizations.

Net income was defined as salary or wage or income from farm
or business after expenses. '
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Table 12

Number and Percenfage Distribution of Units According to
Percent of Unit Members Rating Unit Very High or High

Percent of members

rating very high Units
or _high Number Percent
0.0 - 9.9 0 0
10.0 - 19.9 2 3
20.0 - 29.9 3 5
30.0 - 39.9 4 6
40.0 - 49.9 8 13
50.0 - 59.9 7 11
60.0 - 69.9 13 21
70.0 - 79.9 12 = 20
80.0 ~ 89.9 5 8
90.0 - 99.9 2 3
100 6 10
Total 62 100
Mean 63.1
o = $22.8
CV = 36%

class is presented in Table 13. Forty-five percent of the units

had no members with incomes less than $5,000 and only one unit

had 50 percent or more of its members with less than $5,000 net

income. On the other hand, 80 percent of the units had 50 per=-
cent or more of their members with net incomes'*rom $5,000 -
9,999. Only 15 percent of the units had 50 perceﬁf or more of
+heir members in the income class, $10,000+. Thus, it is clear
that these HD units were composed predominantly of members in
the middle income class of $5,000 - 9,999.

when the entire membership of all 62 units is considered,

67 percent of the 983 members giving information fell in the
class of $5,000 - 9,9939. The median for these 983 members was
$8,119,
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L Table 13

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Percent of Unlt Members Whose Net Incomes Were Less Than
1 $5,000; $5,000 - 9,999; -and $10,000+: 1964

Less than $5,000 $5,000 - 9,999 . .$10,000+

Percent of No. of Percent No. of Percent No. of Percent

unit members units of units units of units units of units
None 28 45 0 0 7 "
1 -9 14 23 0 0 7 11
10 - 19 9 14 2 3 14 23
20 - 29 2 3 3 5 14 23
30 - 39 5 8 4 6 3 5
40 - 49 3 5 4 6 8 12
A 50 - 59 1 2 1" 18 5 8
% 60 - 69 0 0 4 6 3 5
f 70 - 79 0 0 - 20 33 0 0
; 80 - 89 0 0 6 10 1 2
; 90 - 99 0 0 7 > 0 0
| 100 0 0 1 2 0o 0
Total 62 100 , 62 100 62 100

Characteristics Derived from Relationship
of Members to Units by Units and for Total Membership

Number of Members in Units

: The 62 units had an average (mean) of 17.9 members per unit
(Table 14). There were no units with five or less members. About
one third (34 percent) had from 16 - 20 members. Almost three
fourths (72 percent) of the 62 units had from 11 - 25 members.
Very few of the units had large memberships; three had from 26 -

30; three, from 31 - 35; and one had 36 members.
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Table 14

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Number of Members: 1965-66

Number of Unlits
unit members Number Percent
1 -5 0] 0
-6 - 10 10 16
11 - 15 _ 13 21
16 - 20 21 34
21 - 25 11 17
26 - 30 3 5
31 - 35 ‘ 3 5
36 ' 1 2
Total 62 100
Mean 17.9 h
g = 6.9
CV = 39%

Number of Years of Membership

The number of years which women had belonged to-a uni¥
should have had some bearing on fha.nafuré of the soclal ties
whicg characterized the unit. The mean number of years of mem-
bership in the average unit was 4.5 (Table 13). Eighteen per-
cent, or 11, of the 62 units were new groups. Almost half (48
percent) of the units were composed of members who, on the aver-
age, had been members from O.1 - 4.9 years. Only five units,
or eight percent, had an average (mean) number of membership
years of 10.0 or more.

Stightly over two thirds (68 percent) of the 1,019 members

reporting had been members of their unit for less than five years.
Only 14 percent had been members for 10 or more years.

Number of Years Units Had Existed

The average unit had been in existence for 9.4 years (Table

16). The 62 units were widely distributed in terms of years of
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Table 15

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Mean Number of Years of Unit Membership

Mean number of years : Units
of unit membership Number Percent
0 (new)® 11 18
0.1 - 4.9 30 48
5.0 - 9.9 16 26
10.0 - 14.9 2 3
1.0 -~ 19.9 3 5
Total 62 100
Mean of means 4.5
o = +4.0
CV = 89%

aThiszero indicates new units in which all of the members
" were new and hence had zero years of membership. ‘

existence. The range was from O - 40 years. However, 69 per-
cent of the 62 units had been in existence for 10 or less years.

Only 11 percent of the units had existed for 20 years or more.

Friendship Percent Score of Unit Members

This score was designed to indicate the social character
of the units. Each unit member who was interviewed was presen-
ted with a list of the names of all of the members of her unit
and asked to indicate the degree of her friendship with each by

checking one of four choices, i.e., one of closest, an average

acquaintance, know very little, and do_not know. Numerical val-

ues--3, 2, 1, O--were assigned to these respective choices.
Each respondent's score was then summed and a percentage score,

based on the number of members minus one (the respondent) cal-

cuiated.
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Table 16

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Number of Years uUnit Had Been in Existence

‘ Units
‘Number of years unit had existed Number Percent
0 (new)® 1 17.7
1 -1 1.6
2 3 4.8
3 1 1.6
5 1 1.6
6 3 4.8
) 2 3.2
8 7 11.3
9 6 9.7
10 8 12.9
11 1 1.6
12 2 3.2
13 3 4.8
15 2 3.2
16 2 3.2
17 2 3.2
20 3 4.8
23 1 1.6
24 1 1.6
30 1 1.6
40 1 1.6
Total 62 99.6°
Mean 9.4

i
i+

O a
<<
i
o~
uc
|

@\ nformation provided by unit chalrmen.

bThis sero indicates new units which had been organized for
less than a year.

Coges not add to 100 because of rounding.

The average unit had a mean percent score of 58.2 (Table
17). This suggests that the average unit was only slightly

over half way to a perfect friendship group (100 percent score).
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Nine, or 14 percent, of the 62 units had mean percent scores

of 80 or more. The highest mean percent score was 88.9 and the
lowest, 33.9. The range in percentage points of the members'
scores within the units was 6ffen fairly large. Moreover, in
each unit there was at least one person who had a fairly high
percent score. Thus, the highest friendship percent scores in
the 62 units ranged from 50 to 100.

Tabie 17

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Mean Friendship Percent Scores of Unifs

Mean friendship percent Units
scores of units Number Percent
30.0 - 39.9 5 8
40.0 - 49.9 ’ 10 16
50.0 - 59.9 17 28
60.0 - 69.9 21 34
70.0 - 79.9 7 1
80.0 - 89.9 2 3
Total 62 100
Mean of means 58.2

o= +11.5

CV = 20%

Of the 1,020 members who provided information for calcula-
tion of a friendship score, 51 percent had friendship percent
scores under 60 percent. Sixty-eight, or seven percent, of the
1,020 members had friendship scores of 80 percent or more. Only

nine percent had friendship percent scores that were under 30.

Percent of Unit Members Who Were Close Friends

The mean percent of members who were claimed as close
friends by other members in the average unit was 22.1 (Table

18). Fifty-six percent of the 62 units had mean percentages
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of members who were claimed as close friends that were under

20 percent. Only two, or four percent, of the 62 units had

mean percentages of 50 or more of their members who were claimed

as close friends.

Table 18

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Mean Percent of Unlt Members Who Were Claimed as Close

Friends by Other Members

Mean percent of unit members Units
claimed as close friends Number Percent
o 0.0 - 9.9 3 5
10.0 - 19.9 32 51
20.0 - 29.9 15 24
30.0 - 39.9 7 1
40.0 - 49.9 3 5
50.0 - 59.9 1 2
60.0 - 69/9 1 2
Total 62 100
Mean of means 22.1
o = +10.8
CV = 49%

Of the 1,020 women who gave information on friendship, 59.7

percent claimed close friendship with less than 20 percent of

their unit's members. In fact only 7.7 percent of the members

indicated close friendship with 50 percent or more of their

unit's members. It would appear, therefore, that on the whole

there was no excessive number of members who had close friend-

ships with other members of their units.

Percent of Unit Members Known Very Little

The mean percent of members known very little by the dif-

ferent members of the average unit was 23.1 (Table 19). Eighty-

five‘percenf of the units had mean percentages of members who
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knew other members very little which ranged from 10.0 - 39.9

percent. Forty-five percent of the units fell in the class in-
terval of 20,0 - 29,9,

Sixty-seven percent of 1,020 members .knew very little only

a relatively small percent (0 - 29) of the members of their units.

Only 18 percent knew very little from 40 - 100 percent of the

members of their units.

Table 19

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Mean Percent of Unit Members Who Were Known Very Little
By Other Members

Mean percent of unit members Units
who were known very little - Number Percent
0.0 1 2
0.1 - 9.9 6 9
10.0 - 19.9 13 21
20.0 - 29.9 28 45
30.0 - 39.9 12 19
40.0 - 49.9 LI 2
50.0 - 59.9 1 2
Total 62 100
Mean of means 23.1
o = #9.7
CV = 427

Percénf of Unit Members Not Known

The mean percent of unit members not known by other mem-
bers for the average unit was 12.0 (Table 20). Almost one fourth
(24 percent) of the 62 units had mean percentages of members not
known by the other members ranging from 20.0 - 49.9. On the
other hand, about three fourths (76 percent) of the units had
mean percentages which were under 20.0. Eight, or 13 percent,

of the units had no member who did not know all of the other

members.




-Table 20

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Mean Percent of Unit Members Who Were Not Known by Other Members

Mean percent of unit members Units
who were not known . Number Percent
0.0 L 8 13
0.1 - 9.9 24 39
10.0 - 19.9 15 24
20.0 - 29.9 12 ‘ 19
30.0 - 39.9 Lo 1 2
40.0 - 49.9 ' ‘ 2 3
Total B 62 100
: Mean of means 12.0
o = +£10.4
CvV = 87%

0f the 1,020 women from whom information was obtained, 44

percent indicated there was no one in their unit whom they did

not know. However, nine percent of the women were new enough .in

their groups that they did not know from 50 to 100 percent of the

women in their unit. Only a few of the women, nine, or one per-

cent, did not know 90 percent and over of the members of their unit.

Visiting Among Unit Members

The members of the average unit had a mean of 24.7 percent
of other members whom they had visited one or more times in the
past three months (fable 21). In only a few of the units was
there any indication, on the basis of this index, of an extensive
amount of visiting among members. Slightly over three fourths
(76 percent) of the units had a mean of less than 30 percent of
members visited by other members. | |

0f the 1,02C members who reported on visiting other members,
almost three fourths (73 percent) had visited less than 30 per-

cent of the other members in the past three months. Only nine
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1 percent of the 1,020 had visited 50 percent or more of the other

members.

Table 21

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Mean Percent of Unit Members Visited by Other iMembers
One or More Times in Past Three Months .

Mean percent of members
visited by different members

; one or more times in Units
] past three months Number Percent
0.1 - 9.9 3 5
10.0 - 19.9 26 42
20.0 - 29.9 18 29
30.0 ~ 39.9 7 1"
40.0 - 49.9 5 8
50.0 - 59.9 2 3
¢ 60.0 - 69.9 0 0
: 70.0 - 79.9 0 0
1 80.0 - 89.9 1 2
; Total 62 100
] Mean of means 24.7
% g = 113.6
4 CV = 55%

Number of Women Recruited for Unit Membership

Individual members rather than units constitute the unit

of analysis for recruitment activities. wWhile 43 percent of
the 784 members who reported had never recruited a member, 57
percent had recruited one or more members (Table 22). As high
as 17 percent of these members had recruited three or more mem-
bers. The median number of members recruited was 1.3 with zero

included, and 2.2 with zero excluded.




Table 22

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit idembers
According to Number of Members Recruited :
Since Joining the Unit

Members
Number of women recruited Number Percent
0 339 43
192 24
2 124 16
3 53 6
4 20 2
5 21 3
6 4 1
7 - 6 1
8 4 1
9 or more 21 3
Total 784° 100
Median (with 0 included)® 1.3
Q= .95
CV = 73%
.Median (without 0) 2.2
Q= .85 ‘
CV = 39%
20¢ the 1,021 members interviewed 234 were new members
who did. not consider themselves eligible for answering
this question, although 74 other new members did answer
i+ and indicated they had recruited members. In addi-
tion, three gave no information on recruitment.
bBecause of an open-ended category of 9 or more, used in

obtaining the data, it was not possibie to compute means.

Reasons for Belonging to Units

The 1,021 women who were interviewed were asked to check

a list of nine possible reasons, and given an opporfunify to
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write in other reasons for their belonging to HD unifs.‘ They
were snsfrucfed to check as many reasons as applsed The most

frequenfly checked reasons were: 1) because | want to learn

more about the best ways to run my household (such as diet,

sewing, buying, managing my work) (94 percenf) and 2) because

| enjoy (or expected to_enjoy) the social life the unit pro-

vides (82 percent).
The rank order of the nine reasons according to percent

choosing each Is as follows:

Reasons Percent choosing
(N=1,021)

1. Because i want to learn more about the
best ways to run my household. . . « « « o o o © - 94

2. Because | enjoy (or expect to enjoy)
+he social |ife which the unit provides. . . . . . 82

1The checklist of reasons was as follows:
1) Because | enjoy (or expected to enjoy) the social
life which the unit provides.

2) Because | want to learn more about fhe best ways
to run my household (such as diet, sewing, buying,
managing my work).

3) ____ Because | want to learn more about community prob-
lems and how to work on them.

4) ___ Because | want to learn more about child-rearing.

5) ;___ Because | want to learn more about husband-wife
relationships.

6) ____ Because | want to obtain some information about
a) (fill in)
b) | (filt in)
c) (fill in)

7) ____ Because a close friend wanted me to belong.

8) ____ Because | have belonged to this unit for a long
time.

9 ___ Because | like to have an evening, affernoon, or

day away from home.
10) Other
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Reasons Percent choosing
' .(N=\,021)

‘3. Because | want to have an evening,
afternoon, or day away from home . . . . « « . . 50

4. Because | want to obtain some infor-
mation about one or more (specifically
indicated) matfers e e et e e e e e e e e e e 40

5. Because | want.to learn more about
Chi 'd-reaning‘ [ ] [ ] L] L] [ ] L] [ ] [ ] L] [ ] [ ] L] L] [ ] [ ] [ ] L] [ ] 35

6. Because | want to learn more about
community problems . . . o ¢ ¢ 0 0 e e e e e e e 34

7. Because a close friend wanted me to
jo'n [ ] [ ] L] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L] L] L] [ ] [ ] L] L] [ ] [ ] [ ] L] [ ] L] [ ] [ ] 21

8. Because | have belonged to this
unit for a long time . . « ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢« ¢ o o 00 o0 18

9. Because | want to learn more about :
husband-wife relationships « « « ¢« ¢ ¢« o o o o o @ 17
The magnitude of the percentages dropped sharply following
the reasons which are in first and second position. While the
women looked upon the social life of the group as important,

strong group ties, such as a close friend wanting one to join

or belonging to the group a long +ime were chosen by relatively

smal | percentages of the women.1
As would be expected from the percent (94) of The.1,021

women choosing because | want to learn more about the best ways

to run my household, the average unit had a mean percent choos-

ing this reason of 93.9 (Table 23). In no unit-was the percent
below 60, and 40 percent of the units had 100 percent of those

reporting who checked this reason. Again as would be expected
from the percent (82) of the 1,021 women who checked because_|

enjoy (or expected to enjoy) the social life the unit provides,

the average unit had a mean percent of 81.7 (Table 24). Twelve,

1 : 0 . .
Other reasons written in were: educational purposes, €njoy

activities of fered, enjoyed former experiences (or mother did),
get acquainted with neighbors, enjoy being with other people.
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or 19 percent, of the 62 units had percentages in the category .
of 50 - 69. Eighteen, or 29 percent of the units, were in the
class of 90 - 100 percent of members choosing this reason.

Table 23

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Percent of Unlt Members Belonging to Unit Because They wWanted to
Learn the Best Ways to Run Households

Percent of unit members
belonging to unit because

they wanted to learn best : Units
ways to run households . Number Percent
60 - 69 : 1 2
70 - 79 1 2
80 - 89 10 16
90 - 99 25 40
100 25 40
Total 62 100
Mean 93.9
o = +7.25
CV = 8%
Table 24

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Percent of Unit Members Belonging to Unit Because They Enjoyed
or Expected to Enjoy lts Social Life

Percent of unit members

belonging to unit because Units
they enjoyed its social life Number Percent
50 - 59 ’ 4 6
60 - 69 8 13
70 - 79 10 16
80 - 89 22 36
90 - 99 11 18
100 7 11
Total 62 100
Mean 81.7

vV = 16%

Oa
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What Members Expected to Learn in Unilt

The Interviewees were asked to state what they expected
to learn through their partic'patior. "~ urit projects. The
answers to this question overlapped .: might be expected,
with the responses to the checklist of reasons for belonging
to units. The answers given by 988 of the interviewees were
classified under the 13 categories in Table 25. The most

frequently occurring expectation was improve homemaking skills

and keep up-to-date on new ideas and techniques, with 27 per-

cent giving this response. This answer was followed closely

by gain more knowledge--new ideas, better methods--more about

whatever is taught with 24 percent. The third ranking re-

sponse was learn more about sewing (and other homemaking)
wiThVIO percent. The first two answers are quite general and
not entirely dissimilar. The third ranking answer and sev-
eral of those with lesser frequencies were responses that
were related to specific kinds of learnlhq, such as sewing,
cooking, crafts, decorating, and such miscellaneous skills
as gardening, flower arranging, floor care, chiid care, and

home nursing.

Leadership in Units

Number of Differenf Leadership Positions Held1

The average unit had a mean of 1.9 different positions
ever held by Its members (Table 26). Slightly over 80 per-
cent of the 62 units had a mean of less than 3.0. In the

1The leadership positlons which each interviewee was asked

about were: chalrman, vice-chairman, secretary, treasurer,
and project leader. Each different project leadership was
counted as one position.
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Table 25

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members

According to What Expected to Learn Through Unit Projects

wWhat expected to learn
t+hrough unit projects

Improve homemaking skills and/or

keep up-to-date on new ideas
and techniques

Gain more knowledge--new ideas,
better methods--more about
whatever Is taught

Learn more about sewing (and
other homemaking)

Learn to be a better homemaker

Learn to-make things for the
home--crafts

New ideas in cooking (and
other homemaking skills)

Social reasons-=companionship,
meet new. people--plus learn
something new

Learn about home decorating,
interior design, efc.

Miscel laneous homemaking skills--
gardening, flower arranging,
fioor care, child care, home
nursing ‘

Christmas decorations and ideas

Doesn't know--doesn't get to
meetings--or too new to say

Learn by participating
Doesn't expect to learn much

Total

Members
Number ~ Percent

2 27
242 24
97 10
84 9
79 8
62 6
35 4
33 3
26

20

18 2
1" 1
10 1
a8 100
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Table 26

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units by Mean 3
Number of Different Leadership Positions Held by Unit Members

Mean number of different unit ) Units
leadership positions held Number Percent
0.1 - .9 14 ' 22
o - 1.9 20 32
2.0 - 2.9 18 29
3.0 - 3.9 9 15
4.0 - 4.9 1 2
Total : 62 100
Mean of means 1.9
o= *1.0
CV = 53%

@|ncludes old and new members; 24 percent of the new members
were holding leadership positions. :

average unlt, 36 pzrcent of the members had never held a
leadership position (Table 27).

|f the total membership irrespggjive of units is con-
sidered, 115, or 11.3 percent, of fﬁe 1,021 women had held
from five to nine positions since jolning their unit. On
t+he other hand, as many as 348, or 34.1 percent, of the

1,021 women had held only one or two different positions.

Speclific Leadership Positions Held

For those holding one or more leadership positions, the
percentages who were holding or had held specific kinds of
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Table 27

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to a
Percent of Unit Members Never Holding a Leadership Position

Percent of unit members Units
never holding leadership position Mumber Percent
0 3 5
1 -9 ’ 4 6 .
10 - 19 4 6 )
20 - 29 18 29
30 - 39 12 20
40 - 49 12 20
50 - 59 1 2
60 - 69 4 6
70 - 79 2 3
80 - 89 2 3
Total 62 100
Mean 35.9
c=%+19.8 ' :
CV = 58%

®Includes old and new members; 24 percent of the new members
were holding leadership positions.

positions are given in Table 28. |t should be remembered, how-
ever, that the same Individual may have held more than one of
these posiﬂons.1 A little over one third of the members who
held one or more posltions had served as unit chairman, én'equal
proportion as vice-chalrman, and a like proportion as secretary.
One fourth had served as treasurer. Two fifths (40 percent) of
these leaders had been project leaders for one project. Only

seven percent had been leaders for four projects. Altogether,
80 percent of the women who had held one or more leadership po- : ol

sitions had been project leaders at some time.

1No information was obtalned on number of times positions were : 1
held. ;




Table 28

Percent of Unit Members Who Held or Had Held One or More
Leadership Positions According to Specific Positions Held

Positions

Chalrman of unit (N=649)

Vice-chairman of unit (N=649)

Secretary of unit (N=649)

Treasurer of unit (N=649)

Project leader--one project
only (N=649)

Project Ieader--fwo projects
(N=646)°

Project leader--three proj-
ects (N=646)°

Project Ieader--four proj-
ects (N=646)°

Percent holding

35
35
35
25

40
21
13

7

9Three Interviewees |isted only one project for which they had
been leader but indic.-ted they had led other projects without

listing or giving any number.

How Project Leaders Were Selected

As reported by the unit chairmen, slightly over one half

(51 percent) of the 62 units selected their project leaders by

having them volunteer (Table 29).

Another 37 percent of the

units combined volunteering and the unit chairman asking women

to be leaders. Eight percent of the units were reported to have

used these two methods plus some unit member asking the person

to serve as leader.

The reports of the unit chairmen on the methods of select-

ing project leaders were partially supported by the reports of

individuals who had been project leaders.

Thus, a little over

90 percent of the members who had ever been project leaders re-

ported they had volunteered.




Table 29

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Methods by Which Project Leaders Were Selected®

Methods by which Units
project leaders selected Number Percent
By volunteering 32 51
By chairman asking the SEE

person to be leader 1 2

By some unit member ask-

ing person tq be leader 0 0.
Combination of (1) and (2) 23 37
Combination of (1), (2),

and (3) 5 8
Other 1 -2

Tote. 62 100

@information provided by unit chairmen.

Percent of Membership Years Devoted to Leadership

For each member the percent of membership years devoted to
leadership in her unit was calculated. This percent was obtained
by dividing the sum of years of leadership of each member report-
ing by number of years of her membership in the unit times 100,
The avérage unit had a mean of 59.8 percent (Table 30). In only
three units was the average 100 percent or moré. However, in 58
percent of the 62 units, the mean percent of years of leadership
was 50 and over, and no unit had a mean percent of less than 20.

When individual members (1,019) are considered, the percent
of membership years devoted to various leadership positions ranged
from O to over 250.1 Siightly over one third (36 percent) of the
women had given no time to leadership. However, 29.1 percent had
devoted from 100 to 250+ percent of their membership years to

leadership; this means that these women were holding from one to

1
Includes»new members.
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2.5 positions per year. Thus, taking the membership as a whole,

between one fourth and one third of the women had assumed a con-
siderable load of leadership. It should be remembered, however,
that these women apyear to have been scattered over a number of

units.

Table 30

Nurmber and Peréenfage Distribution of Units According to
Mean Percent of Membership Years of Unit Menbers
‘Devoted to Leadership

Mean percent of membership

years of unit members Units
devoted to leadership Number Percent
20.0 - 29.9 5 8
30.0 - 39.9 9 14
40.0 ~ 49.9 11 17
50.0 - 59.9 12 19
60.0 - 69.9 6 10
70.0 - 79.9 7 11
80.0 - 89.9 8 13
90.0 -~ 99.9 1 2
100.0 - 109.9 1 2
110.0 - 119.9 0 0
120.0 - 129.9 0 0
r 130.0 - 139.9 1 2
: 150 1 2
Total 62 100
Mean of means 59.4
o= *24.8
; CcV = 42%
r ‘ %percent of membership years devoted to leadership = sum of -
years of leadership of each member reporting divided by num-

ber of years of her membership in unit times 100. ‘Women who
held leadership positions but had been members for less than
one year were considered to have been members for a year in
calculating the percentages. o

i
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Difficulty in Finding Project Leaders

For the average unit the percent of members who thought it
difficult to find project leaders was 35.6 (Table 31). In less
than one third (29 percent) of the 62 units was the percent 50
or more. No one thought It was difficult in 13 percent of the
units. |

Of the 874 members who answered the question as to the dif-
ficulty of finding project leaders, 559, or 64 percent, did not
think there was any difficulty.

Table 31

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According fo
Percent of Unit Members Who Thought Tha; Project
Leaders Were Difficult to Find

Percent of unit members

who thought project leaders Unlits
were difficult to find Number Percent

0.0 8 13

0.1 - 9.9 | 3 5
10.0 - 19.9 13 21 ﬂ
20.0 - 29.9 5 8 i
30.0 - 39.9 12 19 i
40.0 - 49.9 3 5 i
50.0 - 59.9 1 2 3
60.0 - 69.9 5 8 ]
70.0 - 79.9 8 13 ]
80.0 - 89.9 2 3 3
90.0 -~ 99.9 0 0 1
100 2 3 ?
Total 62 100 1
Mean 35.6 %

o = £28.4

CV = 80%

3excluded from the calculation of the percentages were some
who gave no information and some, who because they were
new members, could not answer the question on difficulty

. of finding project leaders. 3
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The reasons given by 287 women who thought it difficult to
find leaders are presented in Table 32. The data are for the
number and percent mentioning eaghCFeaé9n~so that one woman some-

times gave more than one reason.

Table 32

Number and Percent of Unit Members Reporting According to
Reasons Offered for Why Project Leaders Were Hard to Find

Percent of persons

No. of who thought project
persons ~ leaders hard to
Reasons hard to find mentioning find (N=287)

Small children--baby-

sitting problem 116 40.4
Lack of confidence in

ability to teach;

timidity 79 ' 27.5
Working . 49 17.1
Training Inconveanient:

(parking problems,

too long, hard to

get to, held in

daytime when mem- ’ \ '

bers not free) 48 16.7

Transportation problem 47 16.4

Lack of time; too busy 35 12.2
Lack of interest in «

project (too tech-

nical; repetitious) 32 11.1
Too much bother; too -

lazy; let others

do the work 8 2.8
Other (not enough

members, same ones

always volunteer) 19 6.6

Care of small children or babysitting was the reason men-

tioned by 116 women, or 40.4 percent of the 287 who gave reasons.
The second ranking category in terms of.ffequency of mention was
lack of confidence in ability to teach or +imidity with 79 women,

or 27.5 percent of the 287 mentioning it.

i s e
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Project Teaching

Number of Extension and Nonextension Projects in Which Partici-
pated (1964-65)

In four, or eight percent, of the 50 units fo which the
question applied, the mean number of extension projects in which
members participated in 1964-65 ranged from 8.0 to 10.9 (Table
33).1 On the other hand, the mean range of 15, or 30 percent,
of the 50 units was from 1.0 to 3.9. The average unit had a
mean of 4.95 projects in which its members participated in 1964~

65.
If the 707 unit members who gave Information on this ques-

+ion are considered, 35, or five percent, had participated in
from 10 to 15 projects. On the other hand, 249, or 35 percent,
of the 707 had participated in three or less projects. About
one third (33 percent) of 707 members had not participated in

in any nonextension project, and 51 percent had participated in
from one to three such projects. Only a few of the membérs re-
ported participation in six or more nonextension projects. Thus,
it appears that nonextension projects constituted only a small

part of the total programs of the units.

Reaction of Unit Members to Project Teaching

The 852 unit members who had been members long enough to
have had some experience with project teaching gave their reac-
tions to five aspects of this teaching. The five aspects were:
1) length of lessons, 2) amount of discussion, 3) project’lead-

ers' training, 4) subject -matter--general vs. concrete, and

1ln addition to carrying projects offered by Cooperative Exten-
sion, some units had projects such as crafts, etfc., which uti-
I1ze resources other than extension. Because of the small num-
ber involved for some units;, data for other projects by units
are not presented..
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5) attention given. A rating score was devised which compre=-
hended these five aspects and had a maximum range from +5 to -5.

The average unit which had been organized long enough to

1

have had some project teaching had a mean score of 3.7 for its
members' ratings of project teaching (Table 34). All of the 57

‘units had plus means. Thirty-seven percent of the units had

high means for the teaching, from 4.0 to 5.0. Only 14 percent
of the units had mean ratings from 1.0 to 2.9.

The five aspects of project teaching fell into the fol lowing
rank order according to the mean percent of women In the 57 units
who rated them as about right, adequate, well balanced, or good:

. Mean percent for
Rank - ' ' 57 units

1 - Trainlng of project leaders (adequate). . . . . 93.3
2 - A"H'en'fion (gwd)o ¢ o o e o o o e e o o s o o oo 86.8

The detalls of the scoring fol low:

| tem : : Score values
Length of lessons - Too short -1
Too long -1
About right +1
, Varies ‘ 0
" Amount:-of discussion L Too much discus=-
slon -1
Too little discus-
sion -1
About right +1
Varies 0
Project -leaders' training Don't have ade-
' quate training -1
Do have adequate
training +1
Varies 0
Subject matter--general '
vs. concrete . Too general -1
wWell balanced +1
Too concrete -1
Varles 0
"Attention gliven - Proper attention
) not given -1

Gbod attention given +1
Varies 0
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‘ Mean percent for
Rank 27 units

3 - Length of lessons (about right) . . . . . . . . 85.2
4 - Amount of discussion (about right). . . . . . . 80.8
5 - Subject matter (well balanced as .

between concrete and general) . . . . . . . . . 80.8

‘% the 852 members who gave fheir reactlions to the five |
phases of project teaching are considered, 50.6 percent of them
gave the project teaching (combining all five phases) the high-
est possible rating, namely, +5. Only 5.1 percent of the members

gave a negative rating, from -1 to -3.

Table 33

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Mean Number of Extension Projects in Which Unit Members
Participated During 1964-65 -

Mean number of extension projects

in which unit members participated Units
during 1964-65 Number Percent
1.0 - 1.9 1 2
2.0 - 2.9 7 14
3.0 - 3.9 7 14
4.0 - 4.9 10 20
5.0 - 5.9 15 30
6.0 - 6.9 5 10
7.0 - 7.9 1 2
8.0 - 8.9 3 6
9,0 -9.9 0 0
10.0 - 10.9 1 2
Total 50° 100
Mean of means . 4,95
o = *1.81 ‘
CcV = 3.7%

3Eleven new units not in existence in the 1964-65 program year
and one unit that discontinued operation in that year but had
existed before and has now been reorganized were not included.




Table 34

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units Aécording to
Mean Scores on Reaction to Project Teaching in the Units

Unit mean scores on a Units
reaction to project teaching Number Percent
1.0 - 1.9 2 4
2.0 - 2.9 6 10
3.0 - 3.9 28 49
4.0 - 4.9 20 35
5.0 1 .
Total 57 ' 100
Mean of means 3.7
c=$.85
CV = 23.5%

aRange of possible scores was from +5 to -5.

Following the rating of the five phases of project teach-
ing, the members were asked to give their comments about the
teaching. Of the 662 Interviewses who commented, 41.2 percent
gave favorable comments, with the teaching being cbnsidered good

or excellent (Table 35). Another 6.2 percent also made favor-

able comments but accompanied them with reservations or sugges-
tions. Thus, almost half of the 662 members appearéd to be gen-
erally favorable to the project teaching.

The remaining comments tended to be criticalwor unfavorable.
Slightly over one fourth (25.4 percent) of the 662 interviewees

made critical comments about the substance and accompanying aids
of the projects. These comments included not of interest, more

crafts--fewer discussions, projects too Iong;ﬁoﬁ~flme al lotted,

projects too -detailed or technical, more visual aids -and/or

printed material needed, subject matter foo general, too much

literature, and kit projects a waste of time. Comments made by

54 women, or 8.2 percent of the total, reflected an unfavorable

attitude toward the project leaders.
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Table 35

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members
According to Classes of Comments About Project Teachlng

Unit members
Comments about project teaching Number Percent

Favorable comments--teaching exceilent or
good 273 41.2

Favorable comments but with reservatiions or
suggestions--less talk, more doing

(crafts, etc.)--members not attentive 41 ‘ 6.2 ?
Quallty depends on project leader 28 - 4.2 :
Would like agent to teach projects 5 - .8 ?

Unfavorable comments about project leaders--
too much talk or reading, dull, not
enough Information 54 8.2

i
| :
. Comments about members--should be more {
attentive, come late, more should be , , :
leaders, miscellaneous 39 5.9 f

Comments about projects 5
Not of Iinterest _ 21 3.2 ¢
More crafts--fewer discussions 46 6.9 :
Project too long for time allotted 37 5.6 ]
Projects too detalled or technical 13 2.0 {
More visual alds and/or printed §

material needed I5 2.3 f
Subject matter too general . 1.7 ?
Too much |lterature 5 .8
Kit projects a waste of time ) 2.9

Unfavorable comments on specific projects--
stretch fabrics, pre-adolescence,
Christmas 14 2.1

Comments on trainling

Not always enough I .7

Training requires too much time 9 1.4
More than one project leader should

take training 9 1.4
Difflculty of getting to training 4 .6
Tralning done too far in advance 3 )
Miscel laneous 5 .8
Total 662 100.4°

9adds to more than 100 because of rounding.
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Learning Through Projects (1964-65)

The Interviewses were asked to list the three projects in
which they nad participated in 1964-65 and which they | 1 ked
best, and to indicate for each elther what they had learned
that they applied or that they had learned nothing that they
could apply.1 Since for the first project (or only project)
|isted was the number large enough to warrant attention, only
this project Is considered here.

In the average unit, 86 percent of the members indicated
that for the first or only project listed, they had learned some-
thing that they had applied (Table 36). This {s a rather high
percent, but it should be remembered that this project was prob-
ably the one they considered best or was one of two or three
projects considered best. As high as 11, or 21 percent, of the
51 units had 100 percent of their members who indicated they had
learned something from the project listed first, and no unit had
less than 50 percent claiming this.

The list of projects presented in Table 37 includes those
which the interviewees listed first of the two or three |isted
or the only one listed as liking best of those In which they had
participated during 1964-65. The three projects listed most fre-
quently were Interior Design (13.1 percent), Versatile Eqg (12.9

percent), and Stitch Those Knits (11.9 pércenT). Other projects

which were frequently |isted were Flower Arrangements, Cleaning

Rugs and Upholstery, and Fabric Finishes.

1Of 733 women to whom the question was applicable, 689 listed
at least one project. The interviewees were given a list of
21 projects for which the Home Demonstration Division had pro-
vided either leader training or kit programs during 1964-65.
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Table 36

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Percent of Unit Members Who Claimed That From the First or Only
Project Listed as Liked Best They Had Learned
Something Which Was Applied: 1964-65

Percent of unit
members who learned

something in project o Unlts
that was applied Number Percent

50 - 59 4 8

60 - 69 _— 9 2

70 - 79 7 14

80 - 89 . 12 24

90 - 99 : 16 31

100 11 21

Total 51 100

Mean 86

*13.0
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Table 37

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members
According to First or Only Project
Listed As Liked Best: 1964-65

Unit members

Projects Number Percent

Interior Design 90 13.1
Versatile Egg 89 12.9
Stitch Those Knits 82 11.9
Flower Arrangements 65 9.4
Cleaning Rugs and Upholstery 51 7.4
Fabric Finishes ‘ 36 5.2
Choices at the Cheese Counter 31 4.5
Home Nursing 30 4.4
Meats: New Cuts, New Names 29 4.2
Christmas Decorations and Ideas® 27 3.9
Alter to Fit 26 3.8
Time Saving 26 3.8
Dish Gardens 19 2.8
Home Fseezlng 16 2.3
Crafts 14 2.0
Fiower Planting | 14 2.0
Pre-Adolescence 12 1.7
Storage 7 1.0
Food and Nutrition--includes

miscel laneous topics 6 .9
20tk Century Food Developments 6 .9
Poisons ‘ 3 .4
Sewlng--igcludes miscel | aneous

topics ' 3 4
Bridge Lgssonsa 2 .3
Seafoods 2 .3
Mlscellaneous--includeg topics

only mentioned once 3 . .4

Total 689 99.9°

%These projects (some of which are probably combinations of proj-
ects under a general category) were not on the Iist of projects
and kits provided by the Home Economics Division for guidance
of the interviewers and interviewees.

bDoes not add to 100 because of rounding.
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A list of the projects which appear in Tahle 37 is presented

below and for each project (or class of projects) the percent of

“those listing it who claimed they learned something which was

applied Is given.

Projects

Alter to Fit (N=26)°

Bridge Lessons (N=2)

Home Freezing (N=16)

Poisons (N=3)

Sewing=--includes miscel laneous topics
(N=3)

Stitch Those Knits (N=82)

Meats: New Cuts, New Names (N=29)

Christmas Decorations and ldeas (N=27)

Dish Gardens (N=19)

Choices at the Cheese Counter (N=31)

Versatile Egg (N=89)

Crafts (N=14)

Flower Arrangements (N=65)

Cleaning Rugs and Upholstery (N=51)

Foods and Nutrition--includes miscel-
laneous topics (N=6) ‘

20th Century Food Developments (N=6)

Flower Planting (N=14)

Time Saving (N=26)

Pre-Adolescence (N=12)

Interior Design (N=90)

Fabric Finishes (N=36)

Home Nursing (N=30)

Storage (N=7)

Seafoods (N=2)

Miscel laneous--includes topics only
mentioned once (N=3)

Percent learning
something whi?h
was applied

100
100
100
100

100
98
97
96
95
94
93
86
86
84

83
83
79
77
75
74
64
60
57
50

100

1Of the number listing each project (or class of projects) only
a few (one to eight) failed to provide information on whether

or not they had learned something.

2N refers to the number listing each project or class of proj-

ects.
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It is obvious from the above tabulation that most of the
projects |isted appearing in Table 37 were those from which
large percentages of unit members had learned something which
was applied.

Method of Choosing Projects

Of 847 members (exclusive of new members) who gave infor-
mation on how they thought unit projects were chosen, 695, or
82 percent, thought each member checked her preferencesifor
program topics on a list of projects developed by a county pro-
gram committee and Corneli University, with those topics receiv-
ing the lardest number of choices being included in the unit's
program. The small number of remaining women were distributed
among four other methods plus an gl-p__e__c_cafegory.1 Four percent
did not know what method was used. o

~ The chairmen of the units were asked with an open-end ques-
tion to indicate the procedure by which their units selected
projects for the program year. Of the 60 chairmen reporting,
45 percent stated that projects offered by Extension were ex-
plained, members checked preferences on list, and projects with
the greatest number of cholices were included in the program
(Table 38). For the most part, this procedure agrees with that
which 82 percent of the members (including chairmen) indicated
as being used in their units. Almost as many chairmen (42 per-
cent) included as modifications of this major proceduré a com-
bination of it with the choice of projects not offered by Ex-
tension and also decided by vote, or with attempting to find
a project leader. A small percent (10) of the chairmen indi-
cated that the unit officers made a preliminary decision on the
program and presented it to unit for approval.

1The question used to secure this information had three forced
answers plus other, but in a |imited number of cases the inter-
viewees added modifications to the procedure which 82 percent
of the Interviewees chose, and this resulted in two additional
methods.
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Table 38

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Chairmen
According to Procedure Used in Selecting Projects
For Program Year - ‘

Procedure in selecting Unit chairmen
projects for program year Number ) Percent

1. Projects offered by Exten-
sion are explained, mem-
bers check preferences
on list or vote, and proj-
ects with most votes are
included in program 27 45

2. Same as (1) with extra
projects not offered by
Extension also declided
by vote 13 22

3., Same as (1) except that
attempt is made to find
project leader--if no
project leader, that proj-
ect Is eliminated 12 20

4, Offlicers make preliminary
decision on program and
present to unit 6 10

5. Members check list of inter-
ests; results sent to HD of-
fice which advises which
projects will be given--then
vote is taken and project 3
leaders asked to volunteer 2 3 1

Total 60 . 100 1

Program Planning Meetings

Program Planning Compared to Other Meetings

Of the 58 unit chairmen giving an estimate, almost half
(48 percent) thought over 75 percent of the members attended
both program planning and other meetings (Table 39). Another 3
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21 percent thought there was no*differehce, but estimated at-
tendance at both types of meetings between 50 and 75 percent.
Slightly more than one fourth (27 percent) of the chalrmen

thought the program planning meetings were befter attended than
the other meetings, with comparative estimates of 75+ percent |
and 50 - 74 percent respectively. Only four percent of the
chairmen thought other meetings better attended than program

planning ones.

Table 39

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Chairmen
According to Estimated Percent of Members' Attendance at Program
Planning and at Other Meetings

Estimated. percent attendance

at program planning and at

Unit chairmen

other meetings of units Number Percent
75%+ p.p. and 75%+ other 28 48
754+ p.p. and 50-74% other 16 27
50-74% p.p. and 75%+ other 1 2
50-74% p.p. and 50-74% other 12 21
25-49% p.p. and 50-74% other 1 2
Total 58 100

Evaluation of Program Planning Meetings

Those members of units who had ever attended a unit meet-
ing devoted to program planning were asked to indicate whether

they considered these meetings useful, of some use, or of little

use. In the average unit (excluding three new ones), the per-

cent of women who thought the meetings useful was 88.9 (Tab1e~40);'

1Of 832 members (excluding new members and one who gave no in-

formation) only 56 had never attended a program planning meet-
ing.
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Sixteen units, or 27 percent, of 59 units had 100 percent of
their members who considered the planning meetings useful.

Only seven units, or 12 percent, had percentages below 80.

Table 40

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Percent of Unit Members Responding Who Thought Program
Planning Meetings Useful

Percent of members responding

who thought program Units
planning meetings useful o Number ~ Percent
50 - 59 , 1 2
60 - 69 2 3
70 - 79 4 7
80 - 89 22 37
90 - 99 14 24
100 16 27
Total 59 100
Mean 88.9
o = £10.0
cv = 1%

When members irrespective of units are considered, 88 per-
cent of 776 who answered thought the program planning meetings

"useful;I ten percent, of some use; and two percent, of little

use. Only five of the 11 women who thought the planning meet-

ings of little use, considered them a waste of time.

Meeting Situations

Number of Times Unlts Met or Planned to Meet

The 49 units which reported and which were In existence

1As would be expected, this percent is approximately the same
as the mean percent for the average unit.
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the year or part of year before the members were interviewed,
met on the average of 18 times (Tablie 41). The range of num-
ber of times was from one to 52. Twenty-nine percent of the
units clustered around the mean, falling in the category of 17 -
19 times. Eighty-four percent of the units met 12 or more times,
or once a month or more often. Ten percent met from 30 - 52
times.

During the year 1965-66 the average unit expected to meet
17.7 times, or approximately the same average as that for meet-
ings actually held Iin 1964-65. The expected range from five to
52 was slightly less than the actual in the previous year. Thir-
ty percent of the units clustered closely around the mean, fall-
Iing in the category of 17 - 19 times. Eighty-three percent of
the units planned to meet 12 or more times, or once a month or
more. Eleven percent expected to meet from 30 ~ 52 times.

Time of Day at Which Units Met

Eighty-nine percent of the 62 units held their meetings In
the evening (Table 42). Fifty-one percent of the 62 indicated
their hours to be from 8 to 11 or 11:30 p.m. Three units met
from 10:00 or 10:30 a.m. to 2:00 or 3:00 p.m., which included
the lunch hour, and four held their meetings in the afternoon.

Places at Which Units Met

. About three fourths of the 62 units held their meetings
only In the houses of the members (Table 43). Sixteen percent
used the houses of members in combination with either church,
schooi, or some other public place. A few used public p:aces
only. |

The unit chairmen were asked to indicate the probiems as-
'sociated with thelr meeting places. Of the 47 whose units met
only in homes, about one third (15) indicated that the homes
lacked space, seating capacity, or presented distance problems

in the winter. Three other chairmen whose units used homes as
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well as other meeting places, also complained of the space prob-
lem in homes. Churches presented heating problems, and other
public buildings, scheduling problems. Of the 62 chalrmen, 23
mentioned one or more meeting place problems.

Table 41

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unifts According to 3
Number of Times Met in-1964-65 and Planned to Meet in 1965-66

. . Planned
Number of times Met-- 10 meet=~
unit met or planned 1964-65 1965-66
to meet Number “Percent Number Percent

1
5
7
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
24
26
27
30
34
48
52

| ccaNOO==NUNDPUEN-UWLHUW—OO=
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@ information provided by unit chairmen.




Table 42

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unéfs According to
Hours of Day at Which Met

, o Units
Hours at which units met Number Percent
7:30 - 10 or 10:30 p.m. 6 10
8:00 - 10 or 10:30 p.m. 5 8
8:00 - 11 or 11:30 p.m. 32 51
8:00 - 12 0or 9 - 12 p.m. 6 10
8:30 - 11 or 11:30 p.m. 6 10
10:30 a.m. - 2 p.m. 2 3
10:00 a.m. - 3 p.m. 1 2
1 p.m. =3 p.m. 1 2
1.p.m. -~ 4 p.m. 2 3
12 noon - 3 p.m. 1 2
Total 62 101°

2 |nformation provided by unit chalrmen.

bAdds to more than 100 because of rounding.

Physical and Mental State of Women at Time of Meetings

In general, the women who reported on their physical and
mental state at the time of thelr meetings were either average
or above (Table 44). A considerably |arger'percen+ (49) said
they were mentally alert than said they felt real energetic (27
percent). Only those women whose units met in the evening had
a noticeable percent (10) who claimed they felt pretty tired.
The number who felt below normal in alertness was only six, and

these were-women whose groups met in the evening.

A )

Estimated Average Number of Hours Devoted to Unit Meetings

For the 61 units reporting, the mean for the estimated

average number of hours which a unit met was 3.0 (Table 45).
Slightly over three fourths (76 percent) of the 61 units met

for three or more hours. Ten percent had average meetings
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which lasted from four to six hours.

met for two hours.

Estimated Average Number of Hours of Unit Meetings Devoted to

Table 43
'Number and Percentage Distribution

Only four of the units

f Units

According to Meeting Places

Places units met

Houses of members

Houses and churches

Churches

Houses and schools

Houses and auditorium
in public housing

Houses and bank build-
ing

Houses and fire hall

Houses and lodge hall

Houses, church, and
fire house

School and church

Municipal bullding

YMCA

Total

Units
Number Percent
47 75.8
3 4.8
2 3.2
2 3.2
1 1.6
1 1.6
1 1.6
1 1.6
1 1.6
1 1.6
1 1.6
1 1.6
62 99.8°

3 nformation provided by unit chairmen.

b

Does not add to 100 because of rounding.

Project Lessons

For the 60 units reporting, the mean estimated average num-
ber of hours devoted to project lessons was 2.1 (Table 46). Al-
most one third (32 percent) of the 60 units devoted from 2.5 to
five'hours to their project lessons.
cent, of the 60 units gave less than 1.5 hours to their project

lessons.

Only five, or eight per-
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Tablé -44

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members According to
Physical and Mental State and Time of Day at Which Units Met

Morning Afternoon Evening
, meeting meeting meeting
Physical and (2 units) (5 units) (55 units) Total
mental state N. _# No. & No. & No. %
Physical state
Felt real energetic 12 44 31 50 2153 25 258 27
Felt above average 15 56 29 48 563 65 602 od
Felt pretty tired 0 0 1 2 82 10 83 9
Total 27 100 61 100 862% 100 950 100
Mental state ,
Felt alert 18 67 47 77 405- 47 470 49
Felt moderately alert 9 33 14 23 452 52 475 50
Felt below normal in A
alertness 0 0 0 0 6 1 6 1
Total 27 100 61 100 863 100 . 951 100

“One member who gave information on mental state did not do so for

physical state.

Table 45

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Estimated Average Number of Hours Devoted to Unit Meetings

Estimated average number of Units
hours devoted to unit meetings Number Percent
2.0 4 | 6
2.5 10 16
2.8 1 2
3.0 34 56
3.5 6 10
4.0 4 6
5.0 1 2
6.0 1 2
Total 61 100
Mean 3.0
c=3,6
CV = 20%

% nformation provided by unit chairmen.
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Table 46

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Estimated Average Number of Hours Devoted to Project Lessons

Estimated average number of hours Units
devoted to project lessons Number Percent
1.0 4 6
1.3 1 2
1.5 14 ‘ 23
2.0 22 37
2.5 12 20
3.0 4 6
4.0 1 2
4.5 1 2
5.0 1 2
Total 60 100
Mean 2.1
c = .75
CV = 36%

®Information provided by unit chairmen.

Percent of Total Meeting Time Devoted to Project Lessons

The estimated average amount of time devoted to project
lessons as given by each unit chairman was divided by the total
estimated average amount of time devoted to unit meetings as
reported by the same chairman and multiplied by 100 to obtain
the percentages used here.

The mean percent of total meeting time devoted to project

lessons for the 59 units reporting was 67.2 (Table 57).‘ Thus,

on the average, about two thirds of the meeting time of units
was used for project teaching. A liftle over one third (37 per-

cent) of the units devoted an estimated 75 percent or more of

thelr meeting time tc project teaching. Only nine percent of
the 60 units devoted less than half of their meeting time to
project teaching. It is recognized that the data presented here
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were estimates given by the chalrmen of the units. Even so,

these chairmen thought their units devoted a fairly large part*

of their meeting time to teaching.

Table 47

Number and Percentage’Distribution of Units According to
Percent of Total Meeting Time Devoted to Project Lessons

Percent of total meeting time Units
devoted to project lessons Number Percent

33 1 2
40 3 5
43 1 2
50 9 15
55 1 2
57 1 2
60 2 3
67 16 27
71 3 5
715 6 10
80 4 7
83 9 15
86 1 2
100 2 -3

Total 59 100

Mean 67.2

c = $6.9
CV = 10%

98ased on estimated average number of hours of total meet ing
and estimated average number of hours of meeting devoted to
project lessons; information provided .by unit chairmen.

Late Comers for Project Lessons

Any volunteer group engaged in educational or other kinds
of activities is likely to have laggards. The chairmen of 60
" units gave an estimated percent of members who were late for
project lessons. The mean for the 60 units was 9.5 percent
(Table 48). Forty-three percent of the units, according to
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their chairmen, had no late comers. This Is probably an over-
optimistic view, but apparently a goodly number of the chairmen
thought this was true or, at least, that lateness of arrival of
members was not serious. Eleven percent of the units, however,
must have experienced difficulties with regard to late comers,
because these units were reported as having from 25 to 100 per-

cent of their members appearing late for project lessons.

Table 48

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Estimated Percent of Unit Members Who Usually Came in
Late for Project Lessons

Estimated percent of members who

usually came in late for N Units
project lessons _Number Percent
0 26 43
1 8 13
2 6 10
4 1 2
5 2 3
9 1 2
10 4 7
15 1 2
20 5 8
25 1 2
50 3 5
95 1 2
100 1 2
Total 60 101°
Mean 9.5
o = £20.2
CV = 213%

?|nformation provided by unit chairmen.
b

Adds to more than 100 because of rounding.
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Sources of Homemaking |nformation

Table 49 presents the 62 units according to percent of mem-=
bers who made much use of each of four extension sources of home-
making information. The highest average (mean) for the 62 units

was 57.8 percent for home demonstration units, followed by month-

ly newsletters (35.5 percent), Cornell bulletins (32.6 percent)

and TV programs of Home Economics‘Division and/or on homemakigg)

(3.8 percent). The small extent to which TV programs were made

"much use of is noteworthy.

If the members are considered irrespective of unit connec-
t+ions, the following is the array from highest to lowest of 13
specific sources of information according to the percent of mem=

bers who made much use of each:

Percent who made
Source of homemaking information much use of

Home demonstration unit (N=992). . . « « ¢« « ¢ o« o 58
Newspaper articles (N=1,019) . . « o o o 0 o o oo o 56
Magazine articles (N=1,019). . . . . P 1
Monthly newsletter of Home Ec. . y

Division (N=1,003). « « o« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o 35
Cornell bulletins (N=1,014). . o « « ¢ o o o o o o = 32
Advertisements in newspapers

and magazines (N=1,019) . . . .
Bulietins from other universities

(N=1,018) & & ¢ ¢« o o o o o o o o o o o o o o0 s 11
Advertisements over radio and TV

(N=1,019) . & v ¢ o ¢« o o o o o o o o o 0 0 0 o0 7
Publications of industrial concerns

(NE1,017) « & ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0 o 0o 7
Personal contacts with HE agents

(visit with or telephone) (N=1,015) . « « « « « =« 5

18

IIf is quite possible that some of the TV homemaking programs
were not extenslon programs. For the total membership studied,
this category of TV programs was much used by only a small per-
cent of the members, but a percent that was slightly larger
than for TV programs by the Home Economics Division. Some mem-
bers checked the same extent of use of both classes of programs.




90

Percent who made

Sources of homemaking information much use of
Radio programs on homemaking (N=1,019) . . . . . . . 4
Television programs on homemaking 1
(N=1’019) ‘. L] [ ] L] [ ] L] [ ] L] [ ] [ ] [ ] .' [ ] L] [ ] [ ] [ ] L] L] [ ] 3
Television programs of Home Ec. 1

Division (N=1,019). . v v ¢ v ¢ o v o o s o s o o 2

It is quite possible That the interviewing of the unit mem-
bers tended to focus their attention on the unit as a source of
information. Even so, its relatively high rank is noteworthy.
The next ranking extension source of information was the monthly
newsletter of the Home Ec. Division with 35 percent who made much
use of, fqllowed closely by Cornell bullef%n§.hi+h 32 percent.
However, among the 13 sources listed in #Hq tabulation, news-
paper articles ranked second with 56 perceﬁ# who made much use
of, followed closely by magazine articles with 54 percent. It
is quite possible, of course, that some of the newspaper arti-
cles were prepared by the county home economiégyagen+s.‘

Relationship of HD Units fo Col lege of Home Economics

The relationship of the HD units to the College of Home
Economics, particularly its extension staff, had from time to
t+ime been a matter for serious discussion. Since this study
of fered an opportunity for interviewing HD unif members in some
detail, it was felt that the relationship of the units to the
college should be explored. Accordingly, interviewees were
asked to respond to the following item:"

The purpose of the Cooperative Extension Service Is in

cooperation with Cornell University to extend to the

people of the state the educational programs of the New

York State Colleges of Agriculture and Home Economics.

The College of Home Economics has primary responsibility:

for educational work with the county home demonstration
departments and the HD units. Will you indicate how you

1If t+hese two sources are combined so that anyone who checked

one or both is counted only once, the percent is four.
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feel about this relationship of the College of Home Eco-
nomics to home demonstration work in this county by In-
dicating your opinion regarding the following:

1) It is necessary for the college to take leader-
ship in working with the county to determine

subject matter offered.
agree; partially agree; disagree;
don't know

2) It is desirable for the college to set standards
for what is taught.

agree; partially agree; disagree;
don't know

3) The college through its specialists provides good
training for our project leaders.

agree; partially agree; disagree;
don't know \

4) The college through the training given the home
demonstration agents provides good training for

our project leaders.
agree; partially agree; disagree;

don't know

I+ was early recognized that the third item was too remote
for many of the women to react to in a realistic manner. This
point of view was further supported by the fact that 294 of the
women responded with don't know. Therefore, in developing a
score for the members' views of the relafionship of the Col lege

of Home Economics to county home demonstration work, statements
1, 2, and 4 were used with 3 being omitted. The forced answers
to the statements were given the following values: agree--3,

partially agree--2, disagree~-1, and don't know--0. An indiv-
idual's score was the sum of the values indicated by the answers

checked. The maximum possible score was nine.
The average unit had a mean score for relationship to the

College of Home Economics of 6.6, which was 73 percent of the
maximum possible score of nine (Table 50). A large percent of

the units had means that clustered around the average unit.
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Thus, 24 percent of the units had means that fell in the cat-
egory 5.0 - 5.9; 41 percent had means in the category 6.0 - 6.9;
and 26 percent had means in the category 7.0 - 7.9.

Table 50

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Mean Scores on Relationship to College of Home Economics

Mean scores on relationship Units
to Colliege of Home Economics Number Percent
4.0 - 4.9 S 2 3
5.0 - 5.9 15 .24 i
6.0 - 6.9 25 41 3
7.0 - 7.9 16 26 i
9.0 0 0
Total 62 100
Mean of means 6.6 !
c =t.9
CV = 13%

When individual members are considered irrespective of
units, 236, or 23 percent, of the 1,018 who provided data at-
tained a perfect score of nine. For no other score was there

such a large number of women. Only 27 percent of the women
had scores of five or less.

For statements 1, 2, and 4, the percent of members who .
fully agreed was calculated for each unit and the mean percent.
for the 62 units obtained. This mean for the 62 units for each

of the statements follows:

)
{
i
f
l
i
;
E
)
;
:
“14

Mean -percentages
of members who
. fully agreed
Statements for 62 units

1. It is necessary for the college to
take leadership in work with county _
to determine subject matter offered . . . . . . 39
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Mean pércenfages
.. of members who
fully agreed

Statements for 62 units

2. IT is desirable for the college to
set standards for what is taught. . . . . . . . 48

4. The college through the training

given the home demonstration agents

provides good training for our

project leaders . . .« « « « ¢« + v v v o o 0. . 14

From these percentages, it appears that the unit members
had reservations regarding the college's leadership in deter-
mining subject-matter offerings with only a mean percent of 39
for the 62 units. The members of the unitswere more willing
for the college to set standards for what was taught, the mean
percent fully agreeing for the 62 units being 48. The women
certainly thought training given their agents for training proj-
ect leaders was good, with the mean percent of those fully agree-

ing being 74 for the 62 units.

Evaluation of'Teachinq of the Floor Facts Project

As originally designed, a major objective of this study was
to relate the measurement of the effects of the teaching of a

specific project to the characteristics of the units. The les-
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son, Floor Facts, was a one session lesson taught by projecf
leaders who had been trained by an Onondaga home economics agent.
Sixty-two units had indicated that they would participate in the
project. However, the lesson was taught in only 56 of the 62
units. Fifty-five leaders did the teaching, one leader having
taught two units. While lesson reports by the leaders were ob-
tained from the 56 units, usable pre- and post-tests on the les-
son for the same individuals were obtained from only 48 units

and two of these were dropped from the data because in one case
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only two members took both tests and in the other, information

on characteristics was available for only two of the four mem-
bers who took both tests.

Measurement of Effects of the Project Teaching

The average unit had a mean pre-test score of 10.9 (Table
51). The maximum possible score on the test was 21.0. Thus,
the average unit's membership attained a mean on the pre-test
that was approximately half of the maximum possible score. Only

a few units had excessively low scores or excessively high ones.

The actual range was from 6.0 to 14.0.

Table 51

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to |
Mean Pre-Test Scores for the Floor Facts Lesson 5

Units
Mean pre-test scores Number Percent :
6.0 - 6.9 1 2 ?
7.0 - 7.9 0 0
8.0 - 8.9 3 7
9.0 - 9.9 ' 7 15
10.0 - 10.9 12 26
11.0 - 11.9 12 26
12.0 - 12.9 8 18
13.0 - 13,9 2 4
14.0 - 14.9 1 2
Total 46° 100
Mean of means 10.9b ‘

i
4+

0OAaQ
<
i

®These are the units whose attending members took pre- and

post-tests on the Floor Facts lesson excluding two units
that had only two members who took the tests and on whom
characteristic information was available.

bMaximum possible score was 21.0.




96

If the unit members are considered as a whole, the range
on the pre-test was from 0 to 21. Two women achieved perfect
scores of 21. Slightly over three fourfﬁs (76.3 percent) of
the 413 members from whom both usable pre- and post-tests from
the same persons were obtained scored from 7 to 14 points out
of the maximum possible of 21.

The average unit had a mean post-test score of 16.0 (Table
52).1 Thus, the members of the average unit attained a mean
score that was five points short of the maximum possible of 21.
Only a few units had excessively low or excessively high scores.
The actual rahge was from 13.0 to 19.5. Thus, the lowest post-
test mean was slightly below the highest pre-test mean.

When the unit members afe considered as a whole, the range
of scores on the post-test for the 413 members was from 2 to 21.
Nine women had perfect scores of 21. Slightly over one third
(34.0 percent) of the members had scores from 18 to 21.

Table 53 gives a distribution of the 46 units according to
mean differences between the means of pre- and post-test scores
of units. The average unit showed a mean gain of 3.1 which was
significant at .0005 (one-tail) level. Forty-eight percent of
the units had mean gains which were between 4.0 and 5.9 points.
Only 13 percent of the units had mean gains under 3.0 points.
However, 30 percent had mean gains from 6.0 to 8.9. The unit
means ranged from an actual mean gain of 2.0 to 8.8.

Only 3.9 percent of the 413 women taking both pre- and post-
tests showed a decline in their post-test compared to their pre-
test scofe, 4.6 percent had no gain, but 91.5 percent showed
gains. Those who gained from 10 to 18 points constituted 12.8
percent of the total. ‘

1

The post-test was identical with the pre-test. The latter was
given before the lesson was taught and the former immediately
after.




Table 52

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Mean Post-Test Scores for the Floor Facts Lasson

Unifs
Mean post-test scores Number Percent
- 13,0 - 13.9 3 7
14.0 - 14.9 8 17
15.0 - 15.9 10 22
16.0 - 16.9 15 32
17.0 - 17.9 7 15
18.0 - 18.9 "0 0
19.0 - 19.9 .3 7
Total . 46° 100
Mean: of means 16.0b
o= 1.4
CvV = 9/b

%These are the units whose members took pre- and post-tests
on the Floor Facts Lesson excluding two units that had only
two members who took the tests and on whom characteristic
information was available.

b . .
Maximum possible score was 21.

Relationship of Unit Characteristics to Learning of
Members Particlpating in Floor Facts Project

It is recognized that there are limitations in examining
the relationship between unit characteristics as indexed by
means and the learning similarly indexed that occurred on the
part of members of units participating in-only one lesson., Ex-
ploiring these relationships, however, was an important purpose
of the study, stimulated by critical comments frequently en-
countered regarding the Influence on learning of the charac-
teristics of the dnifs. These unit characteristics were di-
vided into twc classes, i.e., 1) characteristics of units as
derived from personal characteristics of members, and 2) char-
acteristics of units derived from. members' connections with
the units.

SRR o5 b SN KRt S S o AN s A 0
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Table 53

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units According to
Mean Differences of the Mean Pre- and Post-Test
Scores of Unlts for the Floor Facts Lesson

Mean di fferences of mean

pre- and post-test ~Units
scores of units Numbsr Percent

2.0 - 2.9 6 13

3.0 - 3.9 4 g

4.0 - 4.9 1 24

5.0 - 5.9 11 24

6.0 - 6.9 10 _ 22

7.0 - 7.9 2 4

8.0 - 8.9 2 4
Total 46° 100
Mean of means 5.1

o= *1.6

CV = 319

P for t+ of mean difference of the means of the pre- and
post-test scores of the units for the Floor Facts lesson
< .0005 (one-tail).

9These are the units whose attending members took both pre-

and post-tests on the Floor Facts lesson excluding two units
t+hat had only two members who took the tests and on whom char-
acteristic information was available.

The procedure used in this analysis of relationships was
to calculate the mean of the mean differences of unit members
on pre- and post-tests of the subject matter of the Floor Facts
lesson for two classes of units, i.e., those with high and with
low mean numbers of members, scores,fpercenfages, etc. A t test
was calculated for the mean differences of the pre- and post-
test and its probability level ascertained. .The -significance
level accepted was .05. For relationships where the t for the
difference on the pre-test means between high and low scores on

the Floor Facts knowledge test had a P for t of .20 or less,




99

covariance analysis was used to determine the significance of
+he mean differences. The covariance analysis was considered
necessary to take care of initial differences that were signifi-

cant or nearly significant at .05.1

Relationship of Learning to Characteristics of Unit as Derived
From Personal Characteristics of Members~ ‘

The unit characteristics listed below were tested for sig-
nificance of relationship to the learning of the members. In-
dication is given as to whether or not the relationship was sig-
nificant af .05.

Percent of members living in rural places. . « . « « « NS
Age Of members . « « « « o o o o o o o o o 000 s e NS
Years of school completed by members . . . NS
Number of courses taken in home economics

by members. « « « « ¢ ¢ ¢ o e e e e e e e e e e e e NS
Number in family of members. . « « = « ¢« ¢ ¢ o o ¢ ¢ & NS
Percent of unit members whose husbands were

in professional, technical, and kindred

types of occupations. « « « « ¢ ¢ o o 00 0.0 e NS
Percent of unit members employed . e« « « o« o « NS
Participation score of members . . . « « « « ¢ « « o S
Net Income of members. « « « « « ¢« o o o s+ o+ o o o-o o NS

Of the nine characteristics only one showed a significant
relationship and that.one was participation score of :members.
The units with low mean participation scores on the average had
a larger mean gain on their test scores than units with high

mean participation scores.

1For‘ry-six units were used in this analysis. The units included
were those which had both pre- and post-tests for the same in-
dividuals, had these tests for more than two persons, and had
interview schedules for the -individuals for.whom the tests were
avallable.

2See Appendix E for tables presenting detailed data on these 2
relationships. ' ]
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Relationship of Learning fo Characteristics of Units as Derived
From Members' Connections with the Units

The unit characteristics listed below were tested for sig-
nificance of relationship to the learning of the members. No

relationship was found significant at .05.

Number of members in units

Number of years unit has existed

Number of years of membership of members

Number of leadership positions held by members

Percent of membership years devoted to leader-
ship

Percent of average meeting time spent on proj-
ect lessons

Reaction of members to project teaching

Friendship percent score among members:

Close friendship of. members

Percent of members visited with one or more
times by each member

Relationship score of members to College of
Home Economics

Floor Facts Prdjecf Leaders

Comparison of Fioor Facts Project Leaders with Members of Units

In this section the project leaders who expected to teach
the Floor Facts lesson, those who taught the |esson;‘and those
whose units had usable pre- and post-tests on the lesson from
the same individuals are compared to. all members (excluding 55
project leaders) of the 62 units on six selected charécferisﬂcs.l
On four of these characteristics, i.e., 1) mean number of home
economics courses of any kind taken (except those taken through

Extension), “2) mean organizational participation score, 3) mean

lAH unit members refers. to all members who were interviewed.

ETghty-six of the unit members exclusive of the 55 leaders
were not interviewed. Among these 86 were two Floor Facts
Project leaders who were not interviewed. There was a total
of 57 Floor Facts leaders.
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friendship percent score, and 4) mean number of years of member-

ship in unit to which now belong, as would be expected from thelr
overlapping, all (55) Floor Facts Project leaders and those proj-

ect leaders (43) whose units had usable pre- and post-tests for ,.:

] the same individuals were quite similar (Table 54). I
; All (966) members of the 62 units (excluding 55 project §
% leaders) and the 55 Floor Facts Project leaders differed sig- ;

i nificantly (P < .05) on thelr mean organizational participation :
score, with the project leaders having a higher mean score, and '
also on mean friendship percent score, with the leaders having
a higher mean score. Likewise, as would be expected in view of
thelr similarify to the 55 pfojecf leaders, the 43 Floor Facts
Project leaders whose units had usable pre- and.post-tests from
the same individuals also differed from all members significantly
(P < .05) on both of these characteristics, with the leaders hav-
ing a higher score in each case. The 43 Floor Facts Project leaders,

while quite similar to the 55 Floor Facts Project leaders on the

gyt

number of home economics courses taken other than those taken
through Extension, were not so closely similar as for the other
three characteristics, so that the 43 Floor Facts Project lead-
ers differed significantly (P < .05) from all members on this
item with the leaders having a higher mean number of courses.
The 55 Floor Facts leaders did not differ significantly from
all members on the Item. There were no significant differences
between the means of either leader group and all members for

‘, number of years of membership in unit to which belonged.

. Since average age and average years of school completed

2 for the three groups were medians,1 it was not possibie to test

+he significance of the differences between the groups for these i

’Following +he practice of the U. S. Census, medians were used
for age and years of school completed. Although the age and
school data were obtained by class intervals, it would have
been possible to calculate means for both classes of data.
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averages. However, the median ages and median number of years
of school completed were fairly similar for the three groups.
The project. leaders were slightly younger and had a bit more
formal education than did all members exclusive of the project

leaders.

Preparatlon of Floor Facts Project Leaders for Teaching

Pre- and post-test scores on knowledge of Floor Facts mate-
rial. Tﬁe home economics agent who trained the project leaders
for the Floor Facts Project gave. them pre- and post-tests as a
part of their training. The two groups of project leaders, i.e.,
all 57 trainees and the 45 who actually taught the project and
whose units returned usable pre- and post-tests from the same
members, were very similar on their pre-test mean scores, and,
while the two groups were not signlficanfly di fferent on the pre-
test from the 413 members who took the test, they resembled the
women who were to be taught less than they did each other (Table
55).1 There were no significant differences among the three
groups on their mean post-test scores, nor on the differences
of the differences between pre- and post-test means (difference
in gains from pre- and post-test between each“group). However,
both groups of the Floor Facts Project leaders made significant
gains in the mean differences between their pre- and post-test

scores. The same was true for the 413 members.

1This similarity among the three groups on the pre-test provides
a somewhat comparable base for testing differences on the post-
test.
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Time spent in preparation. Forty-six project leaders from

whose unlts usable pre- and post-tests were obtained indicated
in thelr lesson reports the number of hours they spent in teach-
ing preparation in addition fo thelr training by the home eco-
" nomics agen‘r.1 The tabulation below gives the percentage dis-
tribution of the 46 leaders whose units had usable pre- and post-

t+ests from the same individuals according to hours of preparation:

Number of hours of preparation Percent
(N=46)
One hour or less 30.4
Two hours : 30.4
Three or more hours : 39.1
Total 99.9°

Three tenths of the leaders spent oniy an hour or less,;
but 70 percent spent two or more hours. ’

The units were distributed according to the three categories
of the leaders' preparation, and fhé differences between the mean .
di fferences of the pre- and post-test mean scores of units in the
three categories were tested for significance. None of the tests
was signlficant at .05 or less. In fact, the means of the dif-
ferences between the pre- and post-test mean scores for the units
In the varlous categories were very similar. Examination of the
differences In the mean pre-test scores for the units in the
three categories indicates that these pre-test means were simi-
lar enough to warrant acceptance of the matched character of the
t+hree classes of units on the pre-test and hence to justify ac-

ceptance of the testing of the mean differences.

1One leader who taught two units is counted twice because she
reported on both units. There was no information on this 1tem
for two units.

2Does not add to 100 because of rounding.
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Number of Hours Spent Teaching Floor Facts ﬁrSjécf

The project leaders were distributed as follows for hours

spent teaching the Floor Facts Project:

Number of hours Percen
Tﬁ=‘4‘671“
1.0 - 1.5 hours 38
1.5 or more hours 62
Total “100

Almost two thirds of the leaders spent 1.5'or more hours
teaching the Floor Facts Project. |

The units were divided according to the two categories of
hours spent on teaching the Floor Facts Project and the differ-
ence between the mean differences of the pre- and posf-fesf mean
scores of the units in fhe two categories were tested for signi-
ficance. The test showed no significance at .05 or less. When
tested, the difference between the means of the mean pre-test’
scores of the two groups of units was found to be sufficuenfly
nonsignificanf t+o warrant acceptance of the matched character .
of *he two groups of units on the pre-test and hence to Jusfify

!

acceptance of the testing of the mean differences. ”fﬂ "; o

Leaders' Evaluation of Teaching of Fioor_Facts Project

0f the 47 leaders® who reported, 72 percent were satisfied -

with their teaching experience and 28 percent parfialﬂy‘safISJ“
fied. However, when the unlts were divided info the two cate-
gories of satisfied leaders and partially saflsfled leaders, no

significant difference was found in the gains from the pre- to

1One leader who faughf two units is counted twice because she
reported on both units. There was no information on this item
for two units.

2One leader who taught two units Is counted twice. There was no
information on this item for one unit.

e
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post-test of the members of the two-¢lasses of units. The two
groups of units were considered similar enough on their pre-
tests to warrant comparing them on their gains in scores from
the pre- to post-test.

Coverage of Topics in Teaching the Fioor Facts Prgj;:f‘

The Floor Facts Project consisted of eight major topics.
Forty-five percent of the 47 leaders neporﬂng2 Indicated that
all eight foblcs were covered. The:peﬁéenf of the 47 leaders
covering each of the elght major fopléslis’given:ln the follow=- «

ing tabulation:

Major toplcs Percent

(N=47)
Types of waxes 100
Hard floors , ‘ 98
Resilient floors 98
Care factors 94
Selection factors gS
Grade 7
Use of equipment 68
Under|ayments 64

According to this record, the leaders evidently thought
they had done a fairly good job in terms of covsrage of the

content of the project.

Use of Teaching Aids for the Floor Facts Project
2

Forty-six of the leaders™ reporting indicated the major

teaching aids that they used. The percent of the 46 leaders

‘No attempt was made to relate the findings of this and the suc-
ceeding topic -to the learning of unit members on the Floor Facts

Project.

2One leader who taught two units Is counted twice. There was no
information on this item for one unit. '
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using each major aid is givén
Major aid

Floor Facts kit

Leaders' Guide

Facts About Floor Care
(bultetin)

Magazine pictures

below:

Percent
(N=47)

98
98

81
72

These percentages certainly Indicate that most of the

leaders made use of the major aids that were given them or

called to their attention by the home economics agent.

N
.

7‘1> B
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Supplement--Variations Around Central Tendencies

Since major emphasis of this study has been on the unit,
which has frequently meant that some measure of central tend-
ency (mean or median) has been used to characterize units or
describe some aspect of their functions (activities), it was
thought that attention should be given to variations of unit
values around these measures of central tendency (means or
medians) for the various variables. Accordingly, for all means
and medians as well as means of means or means of medians whether
the unit of analysis was the unit (club) or individual members,
standard deviations in the case of means and in the case of me-
dians semi-interquartile values (Q) were calculated along with
coetficients of variation (CV).

The coefficlents of varlation were considered the critical
indices for judgments as to whether or not the mean or medians
of variables used for characterizing units or describing activ-
ities reéafed to them could be accepted as indices of these char-
acteristics and descriptions for a large proportion of the units.
Since the coefficient of variation indicates the relative size of
a standard deviation to its meén, this percentage figure has been
used to indicate in a general way those variables used in the
study whose means seemed to index the units effectively. To do
this certain arbitrary decisions were made. Thus, it was decided
that a mean with a coefficient of variation under 40 would be

considered as an adequate index of units for a given variable.

In the case of unit means used to calculate a mean of means, it

was decided that the mean ‘of any variable for which 33 percenf2

1Alfhough not customarily done, the percentages which the semi-

interquartile values were of their respective medians have been
calculated and classified under coefficient of variation. Ac-
tually, there were only a few instances where the measure of
central tendency was a median.

2Fiffy-fhree was chosen as It was the closest percent to 50.

TSI
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of the units had coefficients of variation under 40 would be

considered an adequate Index. This.under 40 percent level of

the coefficient of variation means that about two thirds of the
distribution, assuming normality, would fall between -16 to +16
with the * o being 39 percent or less of its mean.I The 53 per-
cent-of-units level is arbitrary and based on the author's best
judgment, |

In using the coefficient of variation in the arbifrary and
rather rigid manner described above, It Is recogntzed that the
magni tude of the base used in’calculafing the coefficient has
been ignored. Whether a coefficient of variation of 40 percent
for size of family which is usually a fairly small figure can
be considered equal to 40 percent for age which in the case of
aduits Is a much targer fiqure, is subject to quesﬂon.2

Table 56 lists all of the mean indices of variables (with
accompanying table numbers) used in the study wherever a measure
of central tendency with fhe HD unit (club) as the unit of analy-
sis was given. These measures of central tendency were mean,
mean of means, and mean of medians. The mean for the variable
is given along with the coefficient of variation, and indications
of whether the coefficient is under 40 percent. Of the 42 mean

indices of variables listed, 22 had coefficients of variation

TIn the case of the medians 50 percent of the distribution would
rall between -Q and +Q with *Q being 39 pesrcent or less of its

median.

zlf is recognized that the application of the coefficient of
variation to measurement scales -is acceptable to statisticlans
cnly when the scale is one of equal units and when the absolute
zero point is taken into account. Insofar as it could be judged,
it appears that these criteria were frequently met by the means
(or medians) used in the study. However, there was some ques-
+ion about this in some instances. It was thought, however,

that using the coefficients served a useful purpose even though
the criteria for their use sometimes had to be disregarded.
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which were under 40 percent. T7he variables having these indices

are:

O UV HELWN —

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
17.

18.

16.
20.

21.
22.

Years of age

Years of school completed

Number in family

Number in household

Participation score

Rating unit high or very high

Number of members in unit

Friendship percent score

Motive for belonging to unit--wanting to learn

Motive for belonging to unit--wanting to enjoy social
life

Number of extension projects in which participated

Score on reaction to project teaching

Percent of unit members learned something applied

Percent of unit members who thought planning meetings
useful

Number of hours unit devoted to meeting

Number of hours unit devoted to project lessons

Percent of total meeting time of unit devoted to proj-
ect lessons

Percent of unit members making use of HD unit for in-
formation

Score on relationship to College of Home Economics

Pre-test score on Floor Facts lesson

Post-test score on Flooir Facts lesson

Di fference between pre- and post-test scores

Thus, according to our criterion, 22 of the 42 variables

relative fo unit characteristics or descriptions as presented

in the tables of the text are adequately represented by the

measures of centra. *endency which appear in the tables.
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However, to refine still further the use of central tend-

encies which were used in preparing the textual tables, consid-

eration needs to be given to the means or medians of units which

were used in calculating the various means of means or of medi-

Table 57 lists the 20 variables each of which has a mean
ented in a textual table. if 53 per-

ans.

of means or of medians pres
s whose coefficients of variation are

as an adequate level for accepting a

cent or more of the unit

under 40 percent Is tTaken
riable that represents the characteris-

nine of the variables

mean as an index of a va

t+ic or-description of a functlion of a unit,
All nine of these variables also qualify

so indexed qualify.
under the test applied t
Table 56. These nine variables are:

\
k
]
g
i
N
i
i
B
4
i
3
&
E
k
3
4
1
3
B
8
3
L
A
|
§
5
i
i
H
§
'
1
{

o the indices of variables listed in

Years of age

Years of school completed

Number in family

Number in household

Friendship percent score

Score on reaction to project teaching

Score on relationship to College of Home Economics
Pre-test score on Floor Facts lesson -
Post-test score on Floor Facts lesson

HUWN —°

OV O~NOYW

Thus, of the 42 mean Indices of variables listed In Table
clents of variation that were considered ade-

but fhe means of 12 of these variables were
uired

56, 22 had coeffi

quate (see page 113),

elther means of means or means of medians which in turn req

dequacy by an examination of coefficients of va
vari-

testing for a ri-

ation. |t has been indicated above that nine of these 12

ables had means or medians whose coefficients of variation by

our criterion qualified as adequate. This means that the fol-
% lowing list of 19 variables appearing in the study may be con-
| sidered adequate: |

Years of age

Years of school completed
Number in family

Number in household

PDAWN —

:
?
A
3
,;
1
3
s
3
3
1




117

Rating unit high or very high

Number of members in unit

Friendship percent score

Motive for belonging to unit--wanting to learn

Motive for belonging to unit--wanting to enjoy social

life

10. Score on reaction to project teaching

11. Percent of unit members learned something applied

12. Percent of unit members who thought planning meetings
useful '

13. Number of hours unit devoted to meetings

14. Number of hours unit devoted to project lessons

15. Percent of total meeting time of unit devoted fo proj-
ect lessons

16. Percent of unit members making use of HD unit for in-
formation

17. Score on relationship to College of Home Economics

18. Pre-test score on Floor Facts lesson

19. Post-test score on Floor Facts lesson

W ooO~NOoOvW,m

Table 58 lists 28 mean or median indices of variables for
which individual members of HD units (clubs) were the unit of
analysis. These means or medians were presented in textual ta-
bles preceding this part of the report. Accompanying the name
of each index and its variable are the actual mean or median
value, its coefficient of variation, and indication of whether
the coefficient Is under 40 percent. Aifhough the variables
and their measures of central tendency which are considered here
are not related to the problem of indexing variables applying
to units, the analysis serves to indicate the adequacy of the
means and medians appearing in textual tables where the indi-
vidual member is the unit of analysis. :

0f the 28 means or medians, 15 had coefficients of variation
under 40 percent. The under 40 percent coefficients were assocl-
ated with the following variables:

. Friendship percent score
. Years of age
. Years of school completed

. Pre-test score for Floor Facts lesson
. Post-test score for Floor Facts lesson

U HWwWN —

Each of these variables was indexed by a mean or median for
three classes of unit members, and for all five variables the

coefficient of variation of the mean or median of each class was

below 40 percent.
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" Table 57
Percentages of Units Whose Coefficients of Variation for

Means or Medlans Were Under 40 Percent for Varliables Used to

Characterize Units or Describe Their Functions Where the

Measure of Central Tendency Was a Mean of ~Means or of Medlans

1.

Percent of units

Mean or Median Indices of Variables with CV under 40

1. Median age of members, Table 2° 100
2. Medlan years of school completed, Table 3° 100
3. Mean number of home economics courses
taken, Table 4 ‘ 0
4. Mean number in family, Table 5 83
5. Mean number in household, Table 6 80
€. Mean participation score, Table 11 -8
7. Mean number of years of unit membership,
Table 15 | 23
8. Mean friendship percent score of members, '
Table 17 92
9. Mean percent of unit members claimed as
close friends, Table 18 4
10. Mean percent of unit members known very
little, Table 19 , 0
Mean percent of unit members not known,
‘Table 20 ‘ 15
12. Mean percent of members visited by dif-
ferent members one or more times in
past three months, Table 21 4
13. Mean number of different leadership
positions held, Table 26 2
14. Mean percent of leadership years, Table 30 2
15. Mean number of extension projects in which |
members participated (1964-65), Table 33 .48
16. Mean scores on reaction to project teaching,
Table 34 53
17. Mean scores on relationship to College of
‘ Home Economics, Table 50 , 63
18. Mean score on pre-test for Floor Facts lesson
Table 51 91
19. Mean score on post-test for Floor Facts les-
' son, Table 52 100
20. Mean of mean differences between pre- and
post-test scores for Floor Facts lesson,
Table 53 26
a

CV is not usually applied Td medians, but it was considered a
useful application here.

5 i
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APPENDIX A
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR UNIT MEMBERS




o hes

STUDY OF HOME DEMONSTRATION UNITS
INDIVIDUAL MEMBER QUESTIONNAIRE

No. Name of unit

Interviewer Date

1. How many years have you been a member of the unit to which
you now belong? (check one)

1) years
2) new member of this unit
3) new member never member of an Onondaga unit before

2. How many years have you been a member of other home demon-
stration units or clubs anywhere? years

3. Years of schooling (circle highest number of years):
Under 8, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 16+

4. How manf different courses in home economics did you take?
(enter number)

1) In high school
2) In college
3) In adult education (excluding HD study)

5. Think back to the first time you joined your present unit
and indicate by what method you were recruited for member-
ship? (check one)

1) _____ Was a member when unit was first organized
2) ____ Invited by a friend

3) _____ Referred to unit by H. D. agent

4) ___ learned about and joined on my own

5) Other (write in)

6. Will you indicate the degree of your friendship for each of
the following people who are now members of your home demon-
stration unit? (Use loose sheet with this question and names
on it. Glive sheet and pencil to interviewee and have her
check it. Interviewer review after interviewee checks.)
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8. Women have a number of reasons for belonging to an organi-
zation. Will you please indicate what your reasons are for
belonging to the H. D. unit of which you are a member7
(Check as many as you want to)

1) Because | enjoy (or expected to enjoy) the social
life which the unit provides.

2) Because | want to learn more about the best ways
to run my househo!d (such as diet, sewing, buying,
managing my work).

3) Because | want to learn more about community prob-
lems and how to work on them.
4) Because | want to learn more about child-rearing.
5) Because | want to learn more about husband-wife
reflationships.
6) Because | want to obtain some information about
a) (Fill in)
b) . (f11) In)
c) ) (fill in)
7) Because a close friend wanted me to belong.
8) Because | have belonged to fhls unit for a long
time.
9) Because | like to have an evening, afferroon, or
day away from home.
10) Other
9. Employment .
1) Do you work for pay (wages or salary) as an employee of
someone? (check one)

a) Yes, work full=-time (35 hours a week or more)

b) _____ Yes, work part-time (less than 35 hours a week)

c) No, not at all

2) Are you self-employed (rent tourist rooms, sew, etc.)
from which you earn money, or do you work on the farm
or in a family business from which you share the income
but do not receive wages or salary? (check one):

a) Yes, | work full-time in one or more of the
ways |isted above (35 hours a week or more)

b) Yes, | work part-time in one or more of the
ways |isted above (less than 35 hours a week)

c) No, not at all
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10.

1.

Please give the following information about your family com-
position.

ltems 1), 2), and 3) apply To those married, widowed,
divorced, or separated.

1) Cnildren living at home (include foster children)
a) Males ¢list by giving age of each):

(circle any temporarily away from home in school,
etc., now, fall of 1965)

b) Females (list by giving age of each):

(circle any temporarily away from home in school,
etc., now, fall of 1965) '

c) |f no children at home, check here

2) Others (relatives and nonrelatives) living with fam-
ily (same house and board)

a) Males (list by giving age of each):

b) Females (list by giving age of each):

—— ee—

c) 1f no others (relatives or nonrelatives) living
with family, check here

3) Husband (list by giving his age): ; or check
no husband living with family

4) Single, never married (check if applies)

Husband's occupation

1) Occupation of head of household (husband). (Describe
the job as speclfically as possible; give more than
place or company name) :

2) 1f no husband in household, occupation of person
who is head (indicate whether mother, son, daughter,
etc.) ~{Describe the job as specifically as possible;
qive more than place or co. name) :

.
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12. Leadership positions held since jeining this unit: (enter
numbers for as many as apply)

1) Number of years as chairman

2) Number of years as vice-chairman

i

3) Number of years as secretary
4) _ Number of years as tfreasurer ;
5) _ Number of years as project leader
(name of project area - see list)
6) Number of years as project leader
~ {name of project area - see list)
7) Number of years as project leader
{name of project area - see list)
8) Number of years as project leader
(name of project area - see list)
) No positions held
13. Iffyou indicated in question 12 that you had ever been a
project leader in this unit, will you indicate for each

project area for which you have heen a leader the specific
name of the most recent project taught in that area and
how you came to be the project teacher (leader)?

, How came to be
the project teacher (leader)
(check one for each project)

Name of most recent

project taught under Asked by
each area indicated Asked by some of
as leader in Volun~ unit unit ,
question 12 ‘roered~-chalrman members Other (write in)
1 |
2)
3)
4)

14. Since becoming a member of this unit, how many women have
you gotten to join the unit? (enter number including O=none)

1)
2) Doesn't apply=-new member
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15,

¥ one or more members have been recruited by you, ingicate
what you did to get them to join:

1)

16.

2)
3)
4)
5)

Name vihat you did

Doesn't apply--new member

As you see It, what is the way in which your unit chooses
its program for the year?

1)
2)

3)

4)

5)

6)
From a personal point of view what do you expect to learn
through your participation in the projects of your unit?

17.

Other:

Don't know

Each member checks her preference for program topics
from a list of total topics developed by the county
program committee and Cornell University. The re-
sults are tabulated and those topics receiving the
largest number of votes are included in the unit
program.

Each member checks a list of her interests; these
results are sent to HD office which makes the final
decision on the basis of the interests of a majority
of women in the county.

Unit officers decide what the progréh shall be.

Doesn't apply--new member
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Please indicate your reaction to the feachings of pﬁojecfs
in this unit: (check as many as you want to)

Deesn't apply--new member ____ (check)
1) Length
1) ____ Lessons are too short
2)____ lessons are too long
3) ___.. Lessons are about righf in’lengfh

2) Discussion

1) There Is too much decusSion
2) There is too little discussion
3) Amount of discussion is about right

3) Project leaders

1) The project leaders do not have adequate
training
2) The project leaders have adequate training

4) Subject matter

1) The material presented is usually too general
2) The material presented is 'wel I-balanced be-
tween principles and concrete illustrations

3) The material presented is too concrefe--foo
much how-to-do-it -

5) Attention

1) The members who attend do not give proper
attention to the teaching

2) The members who attend give good attention
to the teaching

6) Comments about *eachlng of projects:
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19. Will you please indicate the degree to which you make use
of the following sources of information tfor homemaking:
(check one for each)

Much use Some use - .tle use No use

1) Monthly newsletter

2) Television programs
of HD deépartment

3) Television programs
on homemaking

4) Radio programs on
homemaking

5) Newspaper articles
6) Magazine articles
7) Cornell bulletins

8) Bulletins from
other universities

9) Publications of
industrial concerns 4
(food, textiles, o
etfc.)

10) Your home demon-
stration unit

-11) Personal contact
(by visit or phone)
with HD agent

12) Advertisements in
newspapers & maga-
zines

13) Advertisements over : 3
radio & television ' oo

f 14) Other (write in)

nE
]
N
1]
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21.

22.
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How often have you sought Information or advice from a HD
agent in this county in the past year?

The purpose of the Cooperative Extension Service is in coop-
eration with Cornell University to extend to the people of
the state the educational programs of the New York State

 Colleges of Agriculture and Home Economics. The College of

Home Economics has primary responsibility for educational
work with the county demonstration departments and the HD
units. Will you indicate how you feel about this relation-
ship of the College of Home Economics to home demonstration
work in this county by indicating your opinion regarding
the following: '

1) It is necessary for the college to take leadership in
working with county to determine subject matter offered

~ fully agree; partially agree; do not agree at all;
don't know .

2) I+ is desirable for the college to set standards for what
is taught

fully agree; partially agree; do not agree at all;
don't know

3) The college through Its specialists provides good train-
ing for our project leaders

fully agree; ___ partially agree; do not agrese at all;
don't know |

4) The college through the training given the home demon-
stration agents provides good training for our project
leaders '

- ___fully agree; ___ partially agree; ___ do not agree at all;

don't know

Is it your Impression that project leaders (teachers) are
difficult to find in your unit?

1) Yes
2) No
3) Don't know

4) _Doesn't apply-=-new member
If yes to question 22, why do you think this is true? .___
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23.

24.

Have you ever attended a meeting of your unit at which the
program for the next year was being?Planned?

o/

1) Yes
2) No
3) Doesn't apply--new member

(1) If yes, did you consider this meeting:
(a) Useful

(b) ‘Of some use

(c) 0f ittle use; if checked, do you feel you
wasted your time by attending this meeting?

Yes
No
(2) If no, did not attend (check as many as apply):
(a) ____ Because of personal circumstances

(b) Because you considered the planning meet-
ing a waste of time

Will you think back into the past program year (1964-65) and
t+el| us what were the three study projects in which you par-
ticipated and which you liked best? Then give us the infor-
mation asked for in column (2) and (3). (Show interviewee

list of unit's projects) .

(3)
‘ Did not learn
(1) ' (2) anything could

Study project What did you learn that you applied apply (check)

1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

6)

In how many extension offered projects did you partici-

pafé during the program year 1964-657 (Be sure inter~ oy

viewer shows interviewee the unit's |ist of projects)
In how many other activities or projects offered in your

unit's 1964-65 program year did you participate (such

as knitting or other handicraft, etc.)?

Doesn't apply-~new member

me————




25.

26.

27.

28.

When you attend the unit meetings what is your usual
1) Physical state? ‘
(1) Feel real energetic
(2)
(3)

Feel about average

Feel pretty tired

(4) Doesn't apply--new inember
2) Mental state? |
(1) Feel alert
(2) __ Feel moderately alert
(3) _____ Feel below normal in alertness °

(4) Doesn't apply--new member

Below is a list of the members of your unit. Will you in-
dicate how often in the past three months ycu have visited
with each member at some place other than tiic unit meetings?
(Use loose sheet with this question and names on it. Give
sheet and pencil to interviewee and have her enter figures.
Interviewer review after interviewee responds.)

Your age (check the age group to which you be:long)

1) 19 years and under

2) 20 ~ 24 years

3) 25 - 29 years

4) 30 - 34 years

5) 35 - 39 years

6) 40 - 44 years

7) 45 - 49 years

8) 50 - 54 years

9) 535 = 59 years
10) 60 - 64 years
1) _____ 65 - 69 years
12) __. 70 - 74 years
13) 75 years and over

Income: check bne of the following which comes c!osest to

your total family (wife, husband, and other members combined)
net income after farm or business expenses were deducted for
the calendar year (1964):

1) Less than $5,000
2) $5,000 - $9,999
3) $10,000+
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Y

28A. Your place of residence (check the one that best describes

where you live and fill in the blank called for):

D) In the city of Syracuse

2) On a farm from which you get half or more of your
income (estimate)

3) . On a farm from which you get less than half of
your income (estimate)

4) In the open country but not on a farm

5) In the village of which has a popu-
lation of less than 2,500

6) in the village of which has a popu-
lation of 2,500 to 10,000

1) Near the village of in a bullt-
up suburban area

8) _ Near the city of Syracuse in a built-up suburban
‘area

ASK OF UNIT CHAIRMEN ONLY

29. How are project leaders selected in your unit? (check as
many as apply) -

1) By volunteering

2) By the chairman asking the person +o be leader

3) By some unit member asking the person to be leader
4) Other (write in):

5) Don't know because a new unit

30. What is the procedure which you foltow in your unit in selec-
ting projects for the program year? (Have the interviewee
give a concise account of procedure.)

-

Don't know because a new unit

S —
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32.

33.

34.

2) 50 - 74 percent attend

135

Will you give us a comparison of the usual attendance at
your program planning meeting and other meetings?
Prrogram planning Other
meetings meetings

(check one under each heading)
1) 75 percent or more attend

3) 25 - 49 percent attend
4) Under 25 percent attend

5) Please comment on this comparison:

]
]

6) Doh'f know because a new unit

Will you indicate how often you met last year and plan to

meet this yéar? (enter numbers or check)

i) No. of times last year; don't know because
‘ new unit
2) No. of times plan to meet this year
-3) Not decided how often wili meet this year

In what place or places does your unit meet? (check as many
as apply)

1) ___ Houses of members
2) ______School house
ffw______Grange hall

4) ____ Church

5) ___ Lodge hall

6) Other

What problems does the physical setting of your meetings pre-
sent?

(1) 1f home is checked in 5:

(2) |f school house is checked in 5:

(3) 1f Grange hall is checked in 5:

(question continued on next page)
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(4) 1f church is checked in 5:

(5) 1f lodge hall is checked in 5:

(6) |If other Is checked in 5:

(7) No probliems

Will you indicate the usual (on the average) amount of
time for the following: '

1) Average number-of hours for total meeting
2) Average number <f hours for project lesson
3) Don't know because a new unit

Will you give us the number of years this unit has been in
existence?

1) Number of years
2) __Organized since spring
3) Don't know

Will you indicate what percent of your members usually come
in late for the project lesson?

1) Percent
2) Don't know because a new unit

Will you indicate the usual hours at which your unit meets?
(Be sure to indicate AM and PM.)

1) From to

2) Not decided on yet
3) Have no regular time

4) Don't know because a new unit




Schedule No.

6. Will you indicate the degree of your frie
the following people who are now members

stration unit?

Name

NN

One of

An average
closest acquaintance very little

Unit No.
Unit Name

Know

ndship for each of
of your home demon-

1) Names of unit members_were entered here.

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

21)

22)

23)

24)

25)

26)
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Schedule No. Unit No.
Unit Name

26. Below is a |ist of the members of your unit. Will you
indicate how often in the past three months you have vis-
ited with each member at your and her home?

How often visited
: within past 3 months
Name (Auqust, September, October)
(Enter O for none)

1) Names of unif members were entered here.
2) |
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)
19)
20)
21)
22)
23)
24)
25)
26)




, APPENDIX B
FLOOR FACTS TEST WITH CORRECT ANSWERS INDICATED




Part I|.

Column A

b 5. .

Part 1.

c .

//0/141

Name
" Unit

Date given quiz

FLOOR FACTS SELF QUIZ

Place the letter of the statement in Column B on the
line that best describes the term in Column A.

_ Column B
Mastic a. mortar used to hold ceramic tiles
securely
Terrazzo b. surface texture applied to flooring
Parquet c. pasty substance used as adhesive to
Grout fasten tiles in place
\ d. marble chips held in place with concrete
Embossed or cement

e. patterned inlay in wood flooring

created by using many short board links

in various directions of the grain

. durable natural wax

g. a clear coating of vinyl applied to
+ile flooring

Carnauba

-

Place the letter of the word or group of words that
best com;letes the phrase on +he |ine before thé phrase.

A flooring which might be easily stained with common
household acids and alkalis is:

a. light colored vinyl

b. embossed linoleum

c. marble
Tile flooring would be as suitable as sheet goods
flooring in the: '

a. laundry

b. bedroom

c. bathroom V
Which flooring would be a sultable choice for covering
a concrete basement floor in a family room?

a. asphalt tile

b. Iinoleum

c. rubber or cork
The easliest floor to lay for a do-it-yourself fan is:

a. asphalt tile

b. vinyl tile

c. sheet good flooring
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a b5,
b 6.
c 1.
a 8.
b 9.
c.lo.
c Il
c 12,
b 135,
_d 14,
b 15.

A wood floor finish that may be readily patched in
_worn traffic areas is:

a.

b‘o :

C.

"Floor

which
a.
b.
c.

penetrating floor sealer
varnish

lacquer '
waxes are classified into 2 categories for deciding
wax to use on what flooring:

liquid wax or paste wax

solvent base wax or water base wax

self-polishing wax or polishing wax that requires
buffing

Solvent waxes are:

a.
b.
C.

not availabe as self-polishing
safe for all resilient floors
now sold as self-polishing

On which of the following types of flooring is choice of

waxes
a.
b.
C.

most important?
wood
vinyl
slate

The least expensive, yet most durable type of wax is:

a.
b.
c.

a self-cleaning, solvent base, liquid wax
a solvent base paste wax
a liquid, self-polishing solvent base wax

Common alkaline floor cleaners are harmful tfo:

a.
b.
CQ

rubber tile
vinyl asbestos tile
linoleum flooring

The most satisfactory of the following cleaners for wood
floors is:

a.
b.
C.

a mild ammonia solution
a dampened sponge mop
a liquid solvent base wax

R LIS T
Floors should be waxed:

a.
b.
c.

every 6 months

every other week

when they look dull and buffing no longer
revives the shine

Concrete floors that have a tendency to "dust-off':

a.
b.
CI

cannot be helped
can be etched with an acid solution
should be painted with enamel paint

Electric floor polishers have had serious draw-backs up
to now because:

a.
b.
c.

d.
Which

a.
b.

Cc.

their high speed for application splashed the wax
they were very expensive
they did not perform several floor cleaning
operations
all of the above

of the following is true?
vinyl tile costs less than vinyl sheet flooring
installation costs may be more t+han the flooring
itself
vinyl sheet goods may be readily installed by a
do-it-yourself fan
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Leader's name

|0'

1 to 13 hours

/"/S// 145

LEADER REPORT - FLOOR FACTS
Unit name
Date (s) taught

How much time did you use for actually teaching this lesson?
less than 1 hour ' single lesson
two lessons

more than' 1% hours

what teaching alds did you use?-
leader's guide and mimeo materials
tacts about floor care bulletin
floor facts kit from office
magazine pictures
other, specify

or hinder the progress of a meeting.
place for your purpose?

A meeting place may help
How appropriate was this
excel lent
____adequate
i nadequate

Did your unit members follow your instructions for taking

the quiz? : ‘
yes no

How much time did you find it necessary to use In prepara-

tion for your teaching after ycu attended the county meet-
ing? hours

Did you experience any difficulty in presenting the lesson?
yes no; Explain

What topics did you cover?

types of waxes
hard floors

selection factors
care factors

resilient floors
rade

use of equipment
others--specify

underlayments

How would ybu_appraise your meeting?

what else do you wish had been covered at the leader train-
ing session in the office?

How do you feel about this teaching experience?
satisfied
partially satisfied
unsatisfied
why do you feel this way?




N
ARG AL P M e S Tom e o

APPENDIX D

TABLES PRESENTING DATA ON UNIT MEMBERS
IRRESPECTIVE OF UNIT CONNECTIONS
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Tabie 1

Number and Percenfage Distribution of
Unit Members According to Place of Residence

Unit members

Place of residence Number Percent
in the city of Syracuse 183 18

On a farm from which you
get half or more of your
income 12 |

On a farm from which you
get less than half of

your income 16 2
In the open country but

not on a farm I3 i
In a village of less than

2,500 103 10
In a village of 2,500 - 10,000 106 10

' Near a village of under
2,500 in a built-up
suburban area 110 Pl

Near a village of 2,500
and over in a built-up

suburban area 261 26

Near city in built-up |

5uburban area 115 it
Total 1,019 100

No information 2




e et e i . i e S SR e BV Aty e 1

150

Table 2

Number and Percentage Distribution
Of Unit Members According to Age

Unit members
Age Number Percent
19 years and under 3 .3
20 - 24 years 74 7.3
25 - 29 years 199 19.5
30 - 34 years 226 22,2
35 - 39 vyears | 191 18.8
40 - 44 years 99 9.7
45 - 49 years 84 8.2
50 - 54 years 52 5.1
55 - 59 years 31 3.0
60 - 64 years 28 2.7
65 - 69 years 16 1.6
70 - 74 years 12 1.2
75 years and over 4 .4
Total 1,019 100.0
No information 2




Table

3

| Number and Percentage Distribution of
Unit Members According to Years of Schooling

Years of schooling Number
8 or under 21
9 15
10 27
11 30
12 429
13 141
14 104
15 70
16 117
Over 16 62
Total 1,016
No information 5

Unit members

Percent

2
1
3
3
42
14
10
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Table 4

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members
According to Number of Courses Taken in Home Economics

Number of :
courses taken in Unit members
home economics Number Percent
None . 253 25
1 180 18
2 262 25
3 133 13
. 4 79 8
5 43 4
6 19 2
7 11 1
8-19 17 2
20 or more 24 2

Total 1,021 100

%exclusive of home demonstration projects




Table 5

Number and Percentage Dis ribution of
Unit Members According to Number in Family

Number in family

W N OV Ul bW -

9 or more

Total

Unit members

Number

33
122
157
309
227
116

30

15

12

T —————

1,021

Percent

3
12
15
31
25
11

3
1
1

100
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Table 6
Number and Percentage Distribution of
Unit+ Members According to Number in Househol1
Number in household Unit members
“(family plus others) Number Percent
1 25 2
2 111 1
3 157 15
4 298 . 29
5 229 23 ; i
6 129 13 '
7 41
8 18 2
9 or more 12
Total 1,020 100
No information 1




Table 7

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members
According to Occupations of Husbands

Occupational classes

Professional, technical,
and kindred workers

Managers, officials,
and proprietors except
farmers ’

Clertcal and kindred
workers

Sales workers

Craffsmen,'foremen,
and kindred workers

Operatives and kindred
workers

Service wockers (private
households ‘and others)

Laborers except farm and
mine

Farmers
Unemp loyed or retired

Total

No information

Unit members

Number

351

140

54
94
166
95

.26

8
18
20

g e———

972

1

No husband living with family 48

Percent

36

14

10
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Table 8

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members
~According to Full- and Part-Time Employment, by Someone
Or Self, with Total Number Employed by Someone, Self, or Both

Unit members

Emp loyment status Number Percent

Work for pay as an employee of

someone
Yes, full-time (35 hours or more
per week) 102 10
Yes, part-time (less than 35
hours per week) 160 16
Do not work for someone 759 74
Total 1,021 100

Self employeda

Yes, full-time (35 hours or more

per week) 10 1
Yes, part-time (less than 35

hours per week) 76 | 7

Do not work for self 935 92

Total 1,021 100

Total number employed (by someone,
self, or both) 328 32

aTwen‘ry women were employed by someone and also by self.

§
g
£
1
|
14




Table 9

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unift
Members According to Participation Score

Unit members

Particlpation score - Number Percent
1 -2 134 13
3 -4 211 21
5-6 168 17
7-8 148 14
9 - 10 107 10
11 - 12 81 8
13 - 14 64 6
15 - 19 78 8
20 and over | 30 3
Total 1,021 100




158

Table |10

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members
According to Total Estimated Net Family Income: 1964

Total estimated
net family income

Less Than‘SS,OOO
$5,000 - $9,999
$10,000 and over
Retired (no Income given)

Total

No information

Unit membéfs

Number ~ Percent
81 8.2
658 67.0
243 24.7
1 » 1
283 100.0
38
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Table 11

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members
According to Number of Years Member of Present Unit

| Unit members
f Number of years membership Number Percent
; New member (0) 308 30‘
| 1 53 5
2 138 14
3 129 13
4 64 6
5 65 6
6 49 5
7 26 3
8 35 3
9 13 1
10 32 3
11+ ~ 107 1
ﬂ Total 1,019 100
§ No information 2
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Number and Percentage Distribution of ‘Unit
Members According to Friendship Percent Scores

Table 12

Friendship
percent score

0-9

10 - 19

20 - 29

30 - 39
40 - 49

50 - 59
60 - 69
70 - 79
80 - 89
90 - 100

Total

No information

Unit members

Number_

14
37
- 44
87
162
181
267
160
51
17

1,020
1

Percent

0 & H -

16
18
26
16

100

S
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Table 13

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members
According to Percent of Unit Members Claimed as Close Friends

Percent of unit
members claimed Unit members
as close friends Number Percent
o 93 | 9.1
1-9 - 223 21.9
10 - 19 293 28.7
20 - 29 184 18.1
30 - 39 97 9.5
40 - 49 51 5.0
50 - 59 28 2.7
60 - 69 26 2.5
70 - 79 10 1.0
80 - 89 6 .6
90 - 100 9 .9
Total 1,020 100.0
No information 1
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Table 14

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members According
To Percent of Other Unit Members Known Very Little

Percent of other

unit members Unit members
known very little Number Percent
0 171 17.
1-9 100 10
10 - 19 209 21
20 - 29 ; . 196 19
30 - 39 152 15
40 - 49 .74 7
50 - 59 48 5
60 - 69 25 2
70 - 79 15 1
80 - 89 13 1
90 - 100 17 2
Total 1,020 100

No information 1




Table 15

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members
According to Percent of Other Unit Members Not Known

Percent of other

unit members Unit members
not known Number Percent
0 453 44
1 -9 138 13
10 - 19 160 16
20 - 29 89 9
30 - 39 57 6
40 - 49 33 - 3
50 - 59 | 28 3
60 - 69 ‘ 22 2
70 - 79 18 2
80 - 89 13 1
90 - 100 : 9 1
Total 1,020 100

No information 1
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Table 16

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit

Members According to Percent of Other Unit Members
Visited One or More Times in Past Three Months

Percent of other
unit members visited

one or more times in

Unit members

past three months Number
0 90
1-9 21
10 - 19 © 274
20 - 29 171
30 - 39 g8
40 - 49 79
50 - 59 35
60 - 69 25
70 - 79 16
80 - 89 7
90 - 100 14
Total 1,020

No information 1

Percent

9
20
27
17

‘ - = N N W o O

100
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Table 17

Number and Percentage Distribution cf Unit Members According.
To Number of Different Leadership Positions Ever Held

Number of .
different leadership Unit members _ !
positions held Number Percent :

0 372° 36.4

1 207 20.3

2 141 13.8

3 112 11.0

4 74 7.2

5 52 5.1

6 37 3.6

7 13 1.3

8 1" 1.1

9 2 0.2

Total 1,021 100.0

30¢ the 372 members who had never held a leadership position,
234, or 63 percent, indicated the question calling for lead-
ership did not apply To them because they were new members.
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Tabie 18

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit
Members According to Percent of iembership Years
Devoted to Leadership

Percent of
membership years Unit members
devoted to leadershig? Number Percent
0 372° 36.5
1 - 24 41 4.0
25 - 49 ' 87 8.5
50 - 74 167 - 16.4
75 - 99 55 5.4
100 - 124 180 17.7
125 - 149 45 4.4
150 - 174 28 2.7
175 - 199 | : 4 0.4
200 - 274 32 3.1
225 - 249 5 0.5
250+ 3 0.3
Total 1,019 99.9°
No information 2

9percent of membership years devoted to leader-
ship = sum of years of leadership of each member
reporfing divided by number of years of her mem-
bership in unit times 100.

blncludeus,,,234 new members who held no leadership
positions. -

CFailure to total 100 percent due to roundiﬁg.




" Table 19

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members According to
Whether or Not Considered It Difficult to Find Project Leaders

Unit members

Difficult to find project leaders  Number Percent
Yes 294 34
No 559 64
Don't know 21 2
Total 874 100

& No information 2

Doesn't apply=--new member 145
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Table 20

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members
According to Number of Extension Projects and
Non-Extension Projects in Which Participated: 1964-65

Number of
Qroiecfs

»omxloxmbuw—-o

—b-‘—l_.—l—l
g B W N = O

Total

No information

Doesn't apply
(new member)

Extension projects

Unit members

Number

43
38
A
97
78
107
89
84
42
23
1

W

‘ - N D OO

707

21

293

Percent

10
14
11
15
13
12

100

Non-extension projects
Unit members

Number Percent
236 33
142 20
128 18

92 13
58
28 4
9 )
20
9
1
1
‘ 4
1
708 100
21 .
292
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Table 21

Number and Percentage Distribution of
Unit Members According to Rating Scores on
Reaction to Five Phases of Project Teaching

Rating score on

reaction to - Unit members

project teaching Number Percent

+5 431 50.6

+4 88 10.3

+3 181 21.2

+2 - 34 4.0

+1 61 7.2

0 14 1.6

-1 33 ‘ 3.9
-2 . 3 0.4

-3 7 ~ 0.8

Total 852 100.0

"No information 6

Doesn't apply
(new member) w 163

%The five phases were length of lesson, discussion,
project leader's training, subject matter, and
attention. : ,
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Table 22

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members
According to Method of Choosing Unit Projects

As They Saw It

Method of choosing projects_

as they saw it

1.

Each member checks her
preference for program

topics from list of total
topics developed by county
program committee and Cornel |
University. Topics receiving
largest number of votes are
included in unit programs.

Each member checks a list of
her interests; results sent
to HD office which makes final
decision on basis of interests
of a majority of women in
county.

Unit officers decide what
the program shall be.

Same as 1, plus they only
add project if someone
volunteers as leader.

Same as 1, plus vote to
add other projects members
interested in.

Other
Don't know
- Total

Doesn't apply=-~-new member

Unit members

Number — Percent

695 82

16 2

10 i

12 i

53 6

24 3

37 4
847 '99°
174

FFailure to total 100 percent due

to rounding.

e e ez




Table 23

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members
According to Evaluation Levels for Program Planning Meetings

b

Unit members

Evaluation of program
planning meetings Number Percent
Useful _ 685 ' 88
Of some use 80 - 10
Of little use 11 2
Total 776 100
Doesn't apply--new member 188
No information 1
56

Never attended
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Table 24

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members According
To Scores on Relationship to College of Home Economics

Score on relationship to Unit members
College of Home Economics Number Percent
0 (Don't know) 49 5
1 5 1
2 24 2
3 52 5
4 55 5
5 89 9
6 123 12
7 170 17
8 215 21
9 236 23
Total 1,018 100
No information 3

@ncludes only three of the four items in the questionnaire.

o wair e Lk e L)
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Table 25

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members
According to Scores on Pre-Test for Lesson on Floor Facts

Unit members

Pre-test score Number " Percent
0 2 0.5
1 0 0.0
2 3 0.7
3 6 1.5
4 6 1.5
5 10 2.4

6 18 4.4
7 22 5.3
8 34 8.2
9 39 9.4
10 42 10.2
1" 39 9.4
12 60 14.6
13 37 9.0
14 42 10.2
15 22 5.3
16 10 2.4
17 13 3.1
18 3 0.7
19 3 0.7

20 0 0.0

21 2 0.5

Total 413 100.0

PRy

g
4
¢
b
'&‘1
i,
g.i
4

i

M
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Table 26

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members
According to Scores on Post-Test for Lesson on Floor Facts

Unit members

Post-test score Number Percent
0 0 0.0
1 0 0.0
2 1 0.2
3 0 0.0
4 0 0.0
5 0 0.0
6 0 0.0
7 1 0.2
8 1 0.2 i
9 0 0.0
10 7 1.7 f
11 12 2.9 4
12 20 4.8 E
13 31 7.5 1
14 39 9.5 3
15 38 9.2
16 54 13.1
17 69 16.7
18 57 13.8
19 49 11.9
20 25 6.1 .
21 9 2.2 :
Total 413 100.0 3

P for t+ of difference of pre~ and post-test means < .0005
(one-tail)
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Table 27

Number and Percentage Distribution of Unit Members According
To Difference in Pre- and Post-Tests for Lesson on Floor Facts

Unit members

Difference ' Number Percent
-9 1 0.2 ]
-8 0 0.0 '
-7 0 0.0
"'6 O 0.0 :'
-5 0 0.0 ;
| =4 0 - 0.0 i
g -3 0 0.0 i
| A 4 1.0 t
-1 11 2.7 i
0 19 4.6 é
* 22 5.3 ]
+2 32 7.7 :
+3 42 10.2 |
+4 59 14.3 i
+5 43 10.4 )
+6 44 10.6 :
+7 37 9.0
+8 25 6.1
+9 21 5.1
+10 17 4.1
+11 12 2.9
+12 11 2.7
+13 6 1.5
+14 3 - 0.7
+15 0 0.0
+16 1 0.2
+17 2 0.5
+18 1 0.2

Total 413 100.0




APPENDIX E

TABLES PRESENTING DETAILED DATA ON RELATIONSHIPS
OF UNIT CHARACTERISTICS TO LEARNING OF MEMBERS
PARTICIPATING IN FLOOR FACTS PROJECT
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Table 1

Number and P-.centage Distribution of Units
According to Mwan Differences of Pre- and Post-test Scores
For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with High and Low Mean Percent
Of Members Living in Rural Places

Mean differences Units with mean percent of
between members g|+n E“Ealhcgslggngg
pre- and post-test High (11-100) Low (0-10)
scores for units No. Percent No. Percent
1.0 - 1.9 0 0 0 0
2.0 - 2.9 5 21 2 9
3.0 - 3.9 0 0 3 13
4,0 - 4,9 6 25 6 26
5.0 = 5.9 7 29 5 22
6.0 - 6.9 4 17 5 22
7.0 - 7.9 1 1
8.0 - 8.9 1 4 1
Total 24 100 23 100
Means of mean differences 5.0 5.1

P for + of difference of means
of mean differences < .45 (one-tail).

¥jvided into high and low at approximate median value.
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Table 2

Number ahd Percentage Distribution of Units
According to Mean Differences of Pre- and Post-test Scores
For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with High and Low Median Ages

Mean differences :
between Units with megjan age of members

pre- and post-test High (36.0-64.5) Low (26.4-35.9)"
scores for units "No. Percent - No. Percent :
1.0 - 1.9 0 0 0 0 |
2.0 - 2.9 5 22 2 8
3.0 - 3.9 0 0 3 13
4.0 - 4.9 6 26 6 25
5.0 -.5.9 7 31 5 21
_ 6.0 - 6.9 4 17 5 21
7.0 - 7.9 1 4 1
8.0 - 8.9 0 2
Total 23 100 24 100
Means of mean differences 4.8 5.3

g
i
£
F
E
{',
¥
!
i
3
.i
'l
|
{
{,
3
3
%
13
g
e
3
1

P for t+ of difference of means =
of mean differences < .15 (one-tail).

¥Divided into high and low at approximate median value.




Table 3

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units

According to Mean Differences of Pre- and Post-test Scores
For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with High and Low Mean

Number in Family

181

iean differences

between Units with megn number in familxb
pre- and post-test High (4.3-5.1) Low (1:9-4.2)
scores for units No. Percent No. Percent

1.0 - 1.9 0 0 0 0

2.0 - 2.9 3 12 4 18

3.0 - 3.9 3 12 0 0

4.0 - 4.9 8 32 4 18

5.0 - 5.9 7 28 5 23

6.0 - 6.9 2 8 7 32

7.0 - 7.9 0 2

8.0 - 8.9 2 0

Total 25 100 - 22 100

Means of mean differences 4.9 5.3

P for t of difference of means
of mean differences < .25 (one-tail).

-¥pivided into high and low at approximate median value.
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Table 4

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
According to Mean Differences of Pre- and Pgst-test Scores
For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with High and Low Mean

‘Years of Schooling

Mean dlifferences

between. Units with mean years of schooling
pre- and post-test High (13.3-16.1)" Low (10.6-13.2)" :
scores for units No. Percent No. Percent i
1.0 - 1.9 0 0 0
2.0 - 2.9 6 26 1
3.0 - 3.9 2 9 1
4.0 - 4.9 7 30 5 21
5.0 - 5.9 3 13 9 38
6.0 - 6.9 5 22 4 17 . )
7.0 - 7.9 0 0 2
8.0 - 8.9 0 0 2
Total 23 100 24 100

Means of mean differences 4.5 5.7

P for t+ of difference of means
of mean differences < .01 (one-tail).

Pre-test mean scores were significantly
different, P for + < .01 (two-tail).

When co-variance analysis was used,
F was not significant at .05.

2Divided into high and low at approximate median value.
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Table 5

; Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
1 According to Mean Differences of Pre- and Post-test Scores
For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with High and Low Mean Number
0f Courses Taken In Home Economics

Mean differences “Units with mean number of
between » courses taken in Home Economics
pre- and post-test High (2.3-’5.5)a Low (0.3-2.2)a
scores for units No. Percent No. Percent
f 1.0 - 1.9 0 0 0 0
{ 2.0 - 2.9 4 15 3 14
5 3.0 - 3.9 2 8 1 5
4.0 - 4.9 7 27 5 24
5.0 - 5.9 7 27 5 24
6.0 - 6.9 5 19 4 19
7.0 - 7.9 1 1
8.0 - 8.9 0 2 9
Total 26 100 21 100
Means of mean differences 4.9 5.3

P for t+ of difference of means
of mean differences < .25 (one-tail).

|
ﬁ
(

Pre-test mean scores were not significantly %
different, but P for + < .15, ' ‘

wWhen co-variance analysis was used,
F was not significant at .05.

9pivided into high and low at approximate median value.
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Table 6

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units

According to Mean Differences of Pre- and Post-test Scores
For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with High and Low Mean Percent

Of Members with Husbands in Professional, Technical,
And Kindred Types of Occupations

Units with mean percent of

Mean differences members with husbands in
between professional occupations
pre- and post-test High (33- 87" Low (0—30)
scores for units No. Percent No. Percent
1.0 - 1.9 0 0 0 0
2.0 - 2.9 3 13 4 17
3.0 - 3.9 2 8 1 4
4.0 - 4.9 7 29 5 22
5.0 - 5.9 6 25 6 27
6.0 - 6.9 4 17 5 22
7.0 - 7.9 1 1
8.0 - 8.9 1 1
Total 24 100 23 100
Means of mean differences , 5.1 5.1

P for t+ of difference of means
of mean differences--ldentical means.

®bivided Into high and low at approximate median value.

!
:
o
:
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Table 7

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
According to tlean Differences of Pre~ and Pest-test Scores
For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with High and Low Mean Percent
Of Unit Members Employed

Mean differences Units with mean percent of
between . unit members employed

pre- and post-test Migh (31-62)° Low (6300 _

scores for units No. Percent No. : Parcent
1.0 - 1.9 0 0 0 0
2.0 - 2.9 4 18 3 12
3.0 - 3.9 0 0 3 12
4,0 - 4.9 5 23 7 28
5.0 - 5.9 6 27 6 24
6.0 - 6.9 6 27 3 12
7.0 - 7.9 1 1 4
8.0 - 8.9 0 2

Total 22 100 25 100
Means of mean differences L"5.1 | 5.1

P for t+ of difference of means
of mean differences--identica! means.

@ivided into high and low at approximafe median value.
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Table 8

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
According to Mean Differences of Pre- and Post-test Scores
For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with High and Low Mean

' Participation Scores

Mean differences

between Units with mean participation scores
pre- and post-test  High (7.8-17.5)" low (3.2-7.7)"
scores for units No. Percent No. Percent

1.0 - 1.9 0 0 0

2.0 - 2.9 7 30 0

3.0 - 3.9 1 4 2

4.0 - 4.9 4 18 8 34

5.0 - 5.9 6 26 6 25

6.0 - 6.9 4 18 5 21

7.0 - 7.9 0 2

8.0 - 8.9 1 4 1

Total 23 100 24 100

wm
U

Means of mean differences 4.6

P for t+ of difference of means
of mean differences < .05 (one-tail).

%ivided into high and low at approximate median value.
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Table 9

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
According to idean Differences of Pre- and Post-test Scores
For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with High and Low Farcentage
Of Members in Unit in $5,000-$9,999 Income Bracket

Mean differences Units with percentage of members in 3

between unit in $5,Qgg:§9i999‘lncome bracggj ‘ @
pre- and post-test High (73-92) Low (29-72) 1
scores for unift No. Percent No. Percent

1.0 - 1.9 0 0 0 0

2.0 - 2.9 3 13 4 17

3.0 - 3.9 2 8 1 4

4.0 - 4.9 7 29 5 22

5.0 - 5.9 5 21 7 31

6.0 - 6.9 5 21 4 17

7.0 - 7.9 "0 0 2

8.0 - 8.9 2 8 0

Total 24 100 23 100

Means of mean differences 5.2 5.0 . ]

P for t+ of difference of means
of mean differences < .35 (one-tail).

Pre-test mean scores were not significantly -
different, but P for t was < .15 (two-tail).

when co-variance analysis was used,
F was not significant at .05.

3pjvided into high and low at approximate median value.
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Table 10

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
According to Mean Differences of Pre- and Post-test Scores
For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with High and Low Mean Number
Of Members In Unit

Mean differences Units with mean number

between of members in unit
pre- and post-test High (19-36)" Low (8-18)"
scores for units No. Percent No. Percent
1.0 - 1.9 0 0 0 0
2.0 - 2.9 1 4 6 25
3.0 - 3.9 3 135 0 0
4.0 - 4.9 7 31 5 21
5.0 - 5.9 8 35 4. 17
6.0 - 6.9 3 13 6 25
7.0 - 7.9 4
8.0 - 8.9 0 0 2 8
Total 23 100 24 100
Means of mean differences » 5.1 - 5.0

P for t of difference of means
of mean differences > .45 (one-tail).

9pivided into high and low at approximate median value.
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Table 11

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units ’
According to Mean Differences of Pre- and Post-test Scores
For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with High and Low Mean Wumber
Of Years Unit in Existence '

Mean differences Units with mean number of
between . yearg_ggjf in existence -
pre- and post-test High (9-40) Low (0-8)
scores for units No. Percent No. Percent
1.0 - 1.9 0 0 .0 0
2.0 - 2.9 4 17 3 13
3.0 - 3.9 0 ‘o 3 13
4.0 - 4.9 4 17 8 35
5.0 - 5.9 6 25 6 26
6.0 - 6.9 8 33 1
7.0 - 7.9 2 R 0
8.0 - 8.9 0 0 2
Total 24 100 23 100
Means of mean dffferences 5.3 4.8

P for t of difference of means
of mean differences < .15 (one-tail).

Pre-test mean scores were significantily
different, P for t < .05 (two-tail).

When co-variance analysis was used;
F was not significant at .05.

@Divided into high and low at approximate median value.

\
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" Table 12

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
According to Mean Differences of Pre- and Post-test Scores
For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with Righ and Low Mean Number
Of Years of Membership in Units to Which Now Belong

i

Mean differences | Units with mean number of
between vears of membership _
pre- and post-test High (3.8-17.9)°" Low (0.0-3.7)"
scores for units No. Percent No. Percent
1.0 - 1.9 0 0 y 0 0
2.0 - 2.9 6 26 1 4
3.0 - 3.9 o 3 13
4.0 - 4.9 2 9 10 41
- 5.0 - 5.9 8 35 4 17
6.0 - 6.9 4 17 5 21
7.0 -7.9 2 0 0
8.0 - 8.9° 1 1 4
Total 23 100 . 24 100

Means of mean differences 5.1 5.0

P for t of difference of means
of mean differences < .45 (one-tail).

“Divided into high and low at approximate median value.
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Table 13

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
According to Mean Differences of Pre- and Post-test hcores
For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with High and Low Mean Number
Of Different Leadership Positions Held

Mean differences Units with mean number of
between different leadership positions held
pre- and post-test High (2.25-4.3)° Low (0.8-2.1)
scores for units No. Percent -  No. Percent
1.0 - 1.9 0 0 0 0
2.0 - 2.9 6 25 1
3.0 - 3.9 2 8 1
4.0 - 4.9 3 13 9 40
5.0 - 5.9 7 29 5 22
6.0 - 6.9 4 17 5 22
7.0 - 7.9 1 4 1
8.0 - 8.9 1 4 1 4
Total 24 100 23 100
Means of mean differences 4.8 5.4

P for t of difference of means
of mean dlfferences < .15 (one-tail).

3ivided into high and low at approximate median vérue.»
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Table 14

Number and Percentage Distribution,of Units

According to Mean Differences of Pre- and Post-test Scores
For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with High and Low Mean Percent
Of Leadership Years

o
Mean differences Units with mean percent of
between leadergﬂ[p years o
pre- and post-test High (53.6-102.5) Low (20.3-51.1)
scores for units No. Percent No. Percent
1.0 - 1.9 0 0 0 0
2.0 - 2.9 7 29 0 0
3.0 - 3.9 2 8 1 4
4.0 - 4.9 5 21 7 3i
5.0 - 5.9 6 25 6 26
6.0 - 6.9 3 13 6 26
7.0 - 7.9 0 0 2 9
8.0 - 8.9 1 4 1 4
Total 24 100 23 100
Means of mean differences 4.5 5.7

P for t+ of differ 2nce of means
of mean differences < .005 (one-tail).

Pre-test mean scores were significantly
different, P for t < .005 (two-tail).

When co-variance analysis was used,
F was not significant at .05.

IDivided into high and low at approximate median value.




Table 15
Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
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According to Mean Differences of Pre- and Post-test Scores

For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with High and Low Mean
Of Meeting Time Spent on Project Lessons

Percent

Mean d|fferences

Units with mean percent of

between time spent gn project lessonsg
pre- and post-test High (71-100) Low (33-67)
scores for units No. Percent No. Percent
1.0 - 1.9 0 0 0 0
2.0 - 2.9 3 16 4 15
3.0 - 3.9 1 5 2 7
4.0 - 4.9 7 37 5 19
5.0 - 5.9 5 27 6 22
6.0 - 6.9 1 5 8 29
7.0 - 7.9 1 5 1 4
8.0 - 8.9 1 1 4
Total 19 , 100 27 100
Means of'mean differences 4.9 5.2

P for t of difference of means
of mean differences < .30 (one-tail).

o information available on one unit for time spent on project

lessons.

bDivided into high and low at approximate median value.
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Table 16

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
According to Mean Differences of Pre- and Post-test Scores
For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with High and Low Mean Scores
) On Reaction to Project Teaching

Mean differences - Units with mean scores on

between ‘ " reaction to_project teaching® b

pre- and post-test High (3.8-5.0) Low (1.2-3.7)
scores for units - No. Percent No. Percent

1.0 - 1.9 0 0 0 0

2.0 - 2.9 4 18 3 13

3.0 - 3.9 2 9 0 0

4.0 - 4.9 6 27 6 26

5.0 - 5.9 6 27 6 26

6.0 - 6.9 3 14 5 22

7.0 - 7.9 f 4

8.0 - 8.9 0 2 9

Total 22 100 23 100

Means of mean differences 4.8 ‘5.3

P for t of difference of means
of mean differences < .20 (one-tail).

Pre-test mean scores were not significantly
different, but P for t < .15 (two-tail).

When co-variance analysis was used,
F was not significant at .05.

3Two units did not provide information on reacfiqh to project
teaching as they were new units.

bDivided intfo high and low at approximate median value.
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Table 17

§ Number and Percentage Distribution of Units

% According to Mean Differences of Pre- and Post-test Scores

For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with High and Low Mean
Friendship Percent Scores

Mean differences

between Units with mean friendship percent scoﬁes
pre- and post-test High (58.7-88.9)" Low (36.1-58.6)"
scores for units No. Percent - No. Percent
1.0 - 1.9 0 0 0 0
2.0 - 2.9 7 29 0 0
3.0 - 3.9 0 0 ) 13
4.0 - 4.9 4 17 8 L2
5.0 - 5.9 1 29 5 22
6.0 - 6.9 3 13 6 26
7.0 - 7.9 ‘1 1
8.0 - 8.9 2 0
Total 24 100 23 100
Means of mean differences 4.9 5.2

P for t+ of difference of means
of mean differences < .30 (one-tail).

%Divided into high and low at approximate median value.
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Table 18

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
According to Mean Differences of Pre- and Post-test Scores
For Lesson on Floor Facts by Units with High and Low Mean Percent
Of Unit Members Who Were Close Friends

Mean differences Units with mean percent of

between members close friends _
pre- and post-test High (19.0-67.1)" Low (7.1-18.9)"
scores for units No. Percent No. Percent

1.0 - 1.9 0 0 0 0

2.0 - 2.9 4 17 3 13

5.0 - 3.9 1 4 2 8

4,0 - 4.9 7 31 5 21

5.0 - 5.9 5 22 7 29

6.0 - 6.9 3 13 6 25

7.0 - 7.9 1 4 1 4

8.0 - 8.9 2 9 0 - 0

Total 23 100 24 100

Means of mean differences 5.1 5.0

P for + of difference of means
of mean differences < .45 (one-tail).

Divided into high and low at approximate median value.
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Table 19

Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
According to Mean Differences of Pre- and Post-test Scores
For Lesson on Fioor Facts by Units with High and Low Mean Percent
Of Members Visited with One or More Times

Mean differences Units with mean percent of

between members visited with one or more times
pre- and post-test High (19.2-51.3)" Low (7.1-19.1)°
scores for units No. Percent No. Percent .

1.0 - 1.9 0 | 0 0

2.0 - 2.9 5 21 2

3.0 - 3.9 1 4 2 _

4,0 - 4.9 8 33 4 17

5.0 - 5.9 5 21 7 30

6.0 - 6.9 4 17 5 22

7.0 - 7.9 0 2 |

8.0 - 8.9 1 4 1

Total 24 100 23 100

Means of mean differences 4.8 5.4

P for t of difference of means
of mean differences < .15 (one-tail).

Pre-test mean scores were significantly
different, P for t < .0005 (two-tail).

When co-variance analysis was used,
F was not significant at .05.

9pjvided into high and low at approximate median value.
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Table 20

~ Number and Percentage Distribution of Units
According to Mean Differences of Pre- and Post-test Scores
For Lesson on Flcor Facts by Unlts with High and Low Scores
On Relationship to College of Home" Economics

L Units with mean scores on
Mean differences ‘rélatlonship to

between Col lege of Home Economics
pre- and post-test High (6.6-8.3)" Low (4.5-6.5)"
scores for units No. Percent No. Percent

1.0 - 1.9 0 0 0 0

2.0 - 2.9 5 19 2 9

3.0 - 3.9 2 8 1

4.0 - 4.9 8 3 4 19

5.0 - 5.9 7 27 5 24

6.0 - 6.9 3 11 6 29

7.0 - 7.9 1 4 1

8.0 - 8.9 0 0 2 9

Total 26 160 21 100

Means of mean differencés 4.7 5.6

P for t+ of difference of means
of mean differences < .05 (one-tail).

Pre-test mean scores were not significantly
different, but P for t+ < .15 (two-tail).

wWhen co-variance analysis was used,
F was not significant at .05.

Fivided into high and low at approximate median value.
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