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ABSTRACT
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Subprofessionals were utilized as systemic links between’ professional
adult educators {home economlsts) and disadvantaged clientele. The
report is divided into four phases. They are: (1) a sdcioeconomic
description of home economists, Extension aides, and'selected
families being-assisted in the pilot counties; (2) level of living

index for the three groups; (3) an attitude study of home economists_

and Extension aides toward the poor; and (#) measurement of ‘any
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_' ’ UTILIZ&TION OF. NONPROFESSIONALS AS SYSTEHIC LINKAGE IN DIRECTED * ' e
: SOCIAL CHANGE PROGRAMS J '

L
. v v . °

4 .
ST SECTION I~ 4.

s B - ,\I'N‘Tl}o,nucrlona

In recent years terms such as 'poverty', "disadvantaged", amd "low - : .

3 -

S Ly v

income'' have become part of an everyday vocabulary refer’riqg to the 34

Y

. million Americans who for one reason' or apot:.’her can be categorized under <
" ' .ﬂ ‘. ’

' Cos . one. of those or similar definitiwns. 'Aﬂwhole series‘of governmental and A
' : C—~ private programs .have\l;een deve}opeci to improve social and economic ! /§ .
%, conditions for these people. .E.von so, many. of the peoi:ie and cofnmuni 3 ?
%‘ - . who neeci .help‘-:lﬁost .a,r:! ot taking advant‘age, of th‘o help available becauyse ;: r
‘/ > i‘: ’  C ' they do not know_ abou§ it 6r$ not underatand if; The problem is par- . ., ‘ 1
™ i . . ticularly acute in rural areas. "Some 30 gerceht’of our total population - .
' ix live in rutal a{aa; but 40 percent of the nation's poor live ‘there."(1) *
;‘%‘ ‘ hctually 14 milldion of‘ébe 34 poor Americanslkare rural people.(2) Of‘ ’ {
i g‘, this 14 rnilli_on, 11 million are white, therefore, the problem is not a ) I
v ? qon-white problem a_lonq. . bt
' 3 . " ¥ * USE OF NONPROPESSIONALS . | : ‘ B
; L Th_e present ‘study is concerned with the.'otilizat.ioln' of rfonprofea- . 3 .
. : sionala in a.public' bur:'.a.ucracy, A‘the Cooperative éxtension Servio\‘e in ' i oS
P : . Missiaaippi, to bring about directed aocial‘ chau&e amo’ng the disadoan- i
. : \‘ R taged The-backgrout_xd preagntad above 18 of particular interest since - P
t " Lo Miasissippi As tho a:corld most rural state in' the nation and has one of ' ° R ]
_the largést oa.rcantages.'of non-white population of any ;tate. Coe . _ o
~ - One of the probleu;s faced i:yi arly_ organization in exﬁandihg its - |
program ‘to an audienoe of 'this'sizo is _suf_fic"i;'am: manpover to do-tho job?

J . 8 P




A recent s&iucion,)which-has been

r

The Extension Service is no exception.

) tried on a limited basis,'is the use of nopprofesséionals to.reach clientéle

‘w

who heretofore ha&é seemed’unreachable, * In N&ngber, 1 ome economists

o - ,
in four Alabama counties began working with two part-time progrdm aides in

. a pilot project designéd to develop and test nethods and.materials for use
! ' 5 . ' . ’
’,paﬂin:an*educacional program for young homemakers living in low-income, rural
Mo v, -

areas. (3) In 1965 the Ex:ension Service and the Housing Authority 4in

WilmingCOn, Delaware set up a ttaining course for 'homemaking ceachers

’ who were nonprofessional'hpusing project regidents. The graduates were

employed by the hqusing project to teach good housekeeping praccices to ’

. . .other residents (4) Barlier, in 1962, the Milyaukee County Extension

!

Service in coaperation with- the Deparcmenc'of Public Welfare esfaqiished

a pélgc training program fJL 50 relief recipiehts to serve as "Home

Management“Aides”; ééachers and not housekéep;rs.(S)

', " The zrend.ts uge no;proﬁéssionalg‘has been evident in a vagiecy of
organigatio;s: In fact, Mhrnyublingeyserling, Director of ﬁ;ﬁen‘s'
Bureau, U. S. Depa;tment of Labor said, '"One of the 1mpo;can£ d:;elop-

. meﬁ;s we éan'ancﬁh;péte in cke years ghead-will be thé éﬁre iﬁ;ensive B
“gnalysis of How the nonprofe;sisnal aspects of many professional jobs

" -can effectively be assumed by persons less highly trained, under

adequate supervisioq. This will be especially true in the healch .

.

f'ields....ceachipg“and social'wqu. fields....and in th? field of home

economica."(ﬁ)

UNDERLYING CONCEPT

-y

LIPS




T

it. - Michael Harrington in his book-"'The Other’ Agerican", noted charag~. .
. - ¢ . .
terlstics associated with poverty - fatalism, pessimism, apathy, defeat',

a,li‘enation ~and termed them collectively JLhe "culture of-.pbverty."(?}

& Another writer suggests that Harrington 3 concept presents a very

* one-sided picture of the poor. He said he would "rather talk about f

. different low-income cultures that include many different values and

behavior patterns".(8) ... oo

The latter definition suggests that one might think of poverty-in.

"social system or systems”. Sorokin identified the.signifi-

, terms of a

-

. human 1individuals by which;one party tangible il‘r.lfluences ghehte'rt actions.
or the state of mind ;:)f the other". (9) Therefo're, we might t.]'d.t_'llstg of the

"social system” but just as'correctly we .
L 4

might identify’ certain sections or elements in' the  arena ag soc:lid'l systems

entire arena of poverty as a

’

in their own righta Obviously, soc:Lety F.s filled with & multitude of

5 a
"social systems" 4in which individuals seek to £i0d status, roles, rights,-

.

and objectives (purposes) in daily living and by means of which they

fulfill the imperatives of being persons”.(10) - ’

. ’ ot

The concept of social systems has important implications for-
Extension workers and ather educators of chang‘\e" agents. ' ’
"The educator must adjust educational programs to the way of life of the
various sﬁb-ckultures he is. trying to rea:.f'!.' To b?e an effective p;I.anner.,

- L]

Beavers sald,

he must have some knowledge of ,the home life and aspirations ‘of

-

cant element of social systems as 'meaningful interaction of two or more.}

families",(11) Stated another way he mpet&unders tar;d. the social systeru

-~

within which he 1s conducting educational programs, *
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kdifferenti;llrules for the ordering of speech and thought..."{(12)

"language and to know the social climate {customs, taboos, mores) of the

’ w : ’ + - .@ ‘
The Cooperative Extension Service has a long history of, developing

» -

ptograms with people "where they are". Nevertheless; there 1s some

feeling that commufiication between profession@ily trained Extension R

-

. workers (college graduates) and the disedventeged are not always as

i&f&;tive as possible. ;This'efieéed difficﬁlt;“mfhht be explained by .

the fact that communication bebweep any tyo social systems is more .

- L]

difficulc than it is within the system. Smith,‘in his book, Communication

and Culture, states, ....Communication across group boundaries runs the

dengei - aside from sheer languege difficulcies - of being blocked by

— L LN .
In order to develop more effective programs with the disadvantaged
the Extension Servifes_heve-emplo§ed, in selected areas, aides or nonpro-
fessionals to sexve ee a bridge between the professional and the dis-

advantaged. These aides were employed to serve as systemic-links betweep

"

two social systems {Extension-home economists and disadvantaged families).

The aides potenitially can fill this "1linking' role since they are selected

from among the disadvantaged. :In this way they are able to use the same

L}
-

compunity (social system). They can or will be trained adequately to‘\‘

communicate with profes&i%nals and absorbt subject-matter treiding which -

- -

~can be relayed to the disadvantaged.

1

This pap;?ﬂib a review of a Cooperative Extension Service action
\ ¥

program 1in qgveg {7) Missiseippi counties using the nonprofesqionel ap-

proach of reaching disadvantaged-familiee with educationel program;l Two - T

of the counties used men aides only and ere not included ir this report.
. Vd

v— - vv J; ic ‘
4

.Q\“ ' ¥ . rﬂwi“
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MISSISSIPPI AIDE PROJECT

In 1966. the Hisaisaippi COOperacive Extension Service received
special funds from the Federal Extension Service to™ conducc a pilol:
L] ‘m ;
project in Community Resource Development. One aspect of tire proiecl:

was the use of sub-proquaiogals or Excencion Aldes to help. extend

Extension educacional p;agrams-co the "hard to reach" or "disadvantdged".

-

Research shows that many of those hardest to reach with educational

prograns have limited education, low income and live in rural areas.

Y
LY

Extension programs have long used the concept of helping people "where

Ehey are". Therefore, it was felt that the Extension Aide Program
could best begin with the homemaker in a. tocal family effort. This -
wag felc to be especially true for non-whites since sociological
studies have shown a predominance ‘of matriarchal fam:l.ly patterns among
non-vhites in the South. '

In choosing a county to begin this Pilot effort, Wilkinson was se-
lected. Il: 18 a 100 percent rucal county and 71.2 pefcenl: of the total
populacion ‘s nog;ﬂhice. The median family income in Wilkinson County
was $1,982 in 1959 which ranks among the lowesat %; the United Scaces.

The local hoo; economiset and county agent werq;cspecially incer-
ested in the pilot program which was another.contributing factor of
Hilkinson County being selectéd as the piloc councmg

Afcer the program had been in operacion in w11k1ngon County about
8ix nonchs. a meeting was held with neighboring county Excension staffs
to explain the program and reporc the Wilkinson County progress. Most
of ;hese_eachies a;co have a very hiéh rura%fpopulacioc. a very high

. L] é "
percent of non-white and are relatively low-in educational and income

.18
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levels. A progwess report was giyen at the meeting by the Wilkinson

County home eco?omi&t. Thia is significant because county Extension -
. : 3 . )

staffs seeﬁ to adopt programs or methods tried out by one of "their

-

_ own" more rapidly than thosgfgaBBEd dowmn frﬁm State or National levels.

. ., 8 - . .
Eventually: the program.spread to eight other counties and a total of

41 Extension Aides have been employed. Twenty-seven (27) aides are

=

still on the program and those who have quit have done so for personal e

N ' fa
0 N

reasons such as moving out the county or obtainirg a full time job. .7

* - LS

Pproject differa significantly in one aspect from th® procedures used

"The Missouri aide; were responsible for initiating contact with the

Special Technique.—--The method used in this Hissiséippi Extension Aide
in simil;; effprfa in oipe{ states. In‘;he Alabama special project
undertaken in four counties using sub-profesatonals, the atdes wisited -
the familiés and provided information on a variety of subjecta depending 'ﬁ
on the interest and needs of_the'héhemaker.(IQ) In New York a small

group of low-income women weZe tsught a series of -lesaons on gewing,
improved storage, food b‘uying, and stain removal.(14) In a Misaouri
project the Leader Aides used (1) group teaching methods, (2) individ-

ual casework method and €3) a combination of group and caqework.(lS)

)

family and establishing themelv‘ea in the role of teacher counselor.

While the Missiaaippi aides had the responsibility of 1n1r.:1a‘ting
contact with families and establishing thepselvea as teacher-counselors,
E&eir auhjegt matter content was prescribed by the local home economist.
This does not mean that information, as requested or needed by the home-

maker was not given but on each visit the aide had a prescribed demon-

. ’ M e
stration or activity to perform. After this was completed, each

Lo 14

3
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individual teaching situation dictated the- other information provided. -

Alde :eports, both written and oral, were used by the home: economist in

.

- selecting future demonstrations or activitiea. . Group teaching wae not

L}
E}

~ attefnpteq. since evidence indicates that the. clientele to be reached are

SO NG A DT Gl T S S S BRI

. .
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N s

traditioually nonresponaive to ‘group meetiqgs. - . .
. K Procedurally the program operated 3 follows. The aides were 1 ™
selected by the county Extemsion st‘hff. The oﬂ'tegia for e:leotion
-2 is 1no1uded‘1n Appendix A.,’ After thé aideo‘were selected, ‘the hoxoef ) !
; economist held two or three training sessions. to soqueint them withr ‘ s
‘ é%;; their job and to teach them a demonstration or eotiv:lty. Methods of :
) % approach Lnd \effeotive ways of teaching disadvantaged ¢11ente1e were ‘ 3
% *included in the sessions. Aides sha:ged. effective and inéffeoti-.ve .
% . 3" teaohin.g‘ experiences with eaoh-‘other. After the fj..rst ﬁmeetings,' the
% " aides wvere instructed to select 25 or more ‘disedvan‘ta'ged families in :
§ their neighborhood with .whom they would work. ng.:l.l:l:es‘ were se]:eoted - i
- %ﬁ in the aides' nef‘goborhood becauge they would be from her "social : :
% system" and because transportation woi:lld not be required. No funds 3
. ‘ ? were used to ps; travel for eides‘-. . ) \
' The firat demonstration or activity was usually some kind of handi- . .

e - craft or as the home econcmist said, "making oomethiog pretty." Used i 1
coffee cans were used to make colorful food l.torage containers, Helpful

hints were given"on proper storage prooedureo. The homemakers 1'seemed to

-

look forward to the aides visit to "make something pretty" as much as >

| _ they did the educational informstion. . . .
. On & speoif:l.ed' date the aides met-"ogoio with the home economist
. " ~ .
. ~ for evaluation of the previous months work and’'to receive training in

"_‘: . .
35
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=~ the families in the subject matter. Examples of subjects, taught are . s
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a8 new demonstration or activity. Since the aides wergiggxected from -

the disadvantaged, it was often necessary.xq’f?peag;thg_1nsruction to

. . ) t‘»ﬁ‘,q ‘ ,
insure understanding. One approach used was to have each aide give the

, demo?stration or activity to the other aides during the training session.

This procedurefwould continu%‘until each aide felt ponfideng tn\teach

:'l: . - v .

found in Table 1.° - Ce

~

Each month the same procedures were used with a new subject. The~
aides would learn and then tell othérs (the families). The rationale - -

for using this technique-was that. the atdes would feel more comfortable
\ ‘ .

in working with the familiéa if &hqy had a specific learning experience ' . .

[y * . , . Ll T
to provide. Also, since the aides had relatively low education they ;

- I

would be more able to understand and help in one specific are; rather
, . . )
. than attempt to be knowledgeable in geveral areas at once. Obviously,
as the aides became more experienced and better trained they felt more -

. . B o .o . .
comfortable in their teacher-consultant role on a number of subjects.

Even ‘80, ‘the use of a single learning experience each month helps

provide a gense of continuity and purposefulness. . .

A written "home visit” report was devised and rédﬁired to be

completed on each visit. See-Appendix B fqr a copy of tﬂe form.
. / . .

- * '
*
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Table 1.  Examples of'éubjects taught B& Extension aides, Mississippi

- Extension Service Pilot Project, 1966-68.

-

R R

_ffi%ﬁﬁ%ﬂyﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁw@gggﬁ

-id,
*. aF g ™
R L PP I Py T

i

. Tips (on nutrition) fpr Teens

Preparing a balanced meal ' .
Use of powdered milk .

Basic four food groups ' ; .

How to measure 1ngrédients

Roach and Waterbug control

Safe use of pesticides . .

. Storage of grain foods

Howzto use food.sgamgq
How to clean house properly
Hﬁw to make cookie Jix
Pattern alteration -

How fo make your own deodorant
Digtribution ‘of %aw-cos; receipes

How to washiaﬁd store woolens

Clothing construction

Importance of juicies in ;Ee diet )

Tips for better cooking

How to make quality biscuit mix

 First aide , .

Home beagutification

Importance of milk in the diet

LI R




SECTION II

PURPOSE

" The purpose of this atudy 1s to review the atilization of sib-

professionals as ayscemic links between profeaaional adult qucétora

(home economiata) and disadvantaged clientele. The study hrs been

divided 1nto four phases, ",

1.

2,

3. .

4.,

Socio-economic description of home econqmiauc,:ExLenaion

— . f )

“atdes aqd_aele;ted families being assisted in thﬁ pilot

- Y
counties. - -

"

Leval-of 1iving index of home economista, Extension aides

and selected faﬁilgea'béing assisted in the pilot %tojeat . _-"

counties. ' T,

éttiéqdé study of home economists and Extension aides.toward

v . ¢
the poor. . .

Heaaurament of changes (1f any) 1n the\practicea of partic—'

ipating familiea as a result of the Extenaion aidea efforts. -

[




o PROJECT III g "

) o PROCEDURES -

SELECTION OF SAHPLE

Chickaaaw County had five aidea working with 113 families.

All Extension home economiata and Extenaion aides in the seven
counties where female non-profeaaionals were empioyed were asked lo
respond to the structured achedulea on aocio—economic c?aracteristics, -

1eve1 of lving index and attitqges., A 25 pereent randgm sampﬁe of

the familiee was drawn. The aample was drawn in such a way . that. each .

[ -

of the seven counties was equally represented. of approximately 650

families being assisted, 154 Were interViewed. Oﬂly.pne‘ofﬂthe

seven countiea was aelected for the measurement of change aection.
- o
A 15 pércent

stratified random sample of the families were aelected to be inter-
vieved. .- S S0 . ‘?-’i
INSTRUMENTS =~ ' e S :

GAn interview schedule wasleonatrseted to obtain selected socio—
ecoaoaic data on the ho&e ecoqomista, Extensiod aideé\and participating

famidies. It included 1céhs such as educational lerel, family compo-‘ .

aition; contact with Extension and income levei. A copy of t%ehachedulee' .
K

is found in Appendix C: L . -

- “a,
N s

A level of living index was deésigned to include items reﬁresentative

of the types of things most rural people poaseaa. Certain items were

included on either extreme to give a wide range of possible scores.

-

~ copy of the index 1is found in Appendix D. ' -

a
-
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ttitude statements was duplicated from q.sryllar

evaluation study 3 ;he‘ééqiologyxpepartment of the Universfty‘of .

"' Missduxd. They were .condtructed so that four conceptual dimensions -
A sl A X 8% L4 :

were present as folfiows: - + v_’-

5

1. 'Fettor'l'is cBmﬁdsededf itens ﬁhichrgenErally place the

i

blame‘for poverty on low-income people themselves.

2. Facter.2 includes items which imply that povetty is

o, L gituqtional and that low-income people podsess that status

Fl

becauseeof a failure of society? to provide opportunities

for them,

-

- 5, 3. .Factor 3 included items ghich suggest that regardless of

what 1s done there will always bé poor. people. It further

‘ . suégests.tpqt low-1income peopie themselves are resigned to

" - -

low income gtatus.”
4, Factor 4 consists of items which are related to the desira-
bility of government programs to alleviate poverty.

amttving.
A questionnaire was constructed for the measurement of change

il

section. The items were based on practices actually taught as reported

1n the aide' 8 log and the county home economist 8 monthly report.

Fl

A copy of ‘the survey instruments is found in Appendix E.

INTERVIENING PROCEDURES ’ '

During the first three phases of this‘study, the Extension aides

were assembled by.the local home economiét for a briefing session re-,
garding'the evaluation of the project. A-State Extension staff member

N -(the interviewer) was preeeht and was introduced after the home

’ - .
M “

. 2u
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. - economist had~deqcribed thé,Eepscns for the study and the procedures to

+
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v be followed. The interviewer then made‘briefaremarks about the study . .-

i’ 4
] ""‘f}?n
£

and explained the attitude survey which was to .be given to the aides
. & .

3
i

R,

. only by the interviewer. -The attitude survey was gdministered to the

Extension aldes in a group situation. ,Upon completion of thie Btep, h .

.

o,

arrangements were made‘by éhe interviewer to visifzwith each aide at

e

TR

“her home in otder to make, plans for and visitation of the seiected home-
Y * r‘-‘

_;_ makers, Prior to this, point‘in time, the local home economist had ' T

interviewed the Extension egﬁeé to secure the socio-economic and level i

- 1 L N "o

of living informatign. The“partiéipating homemakers did not ;eepond to

the attitude questions. . f

.

.

' 4 * .

BRSO e g

¥

' All of the intefviews conducted vith homemakers were done by one

P—

X

interviewer except in one coqnty where six aides 'were employed. Another

L]
interviewer was secured to helg in this county because of the large -

LR |

number of interviews to bé—conduetedn -1 :

ey -" The aides accompanied the interviewer to the homes to introduce

-
- .t

her/him but did not participate 16 the interview.

RO

s’

. Iﬁ the final phase, mﬁasuremeﬁt of change, the same interviewer:

returned to Chickaeev County to interview the same homemakers that had

o - been :Lnterviewed forIPhases I and II.V About nine months time elapsed ‘ -

4

between the first interview and the second. The responses were re-

*
- v -

T a
corded hg the inte%viewerf {*‘ 2 Lo ' .
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" SECTION IV
! ) " ANALYSI.S OF RESULTS , %

The data for this report will be reported separately for each.

-

phase. Part.I of the analysis section will be concerned-with Phase I,
. Socio-Economic Description, Part I7 will concern Phase iI, Level of
Living Index. Part III will report the results of Phase III, the’

Attitude Survey. Part IV will cover Phase 1V, M%asyrement éf Change.
INTRODUCTIO&“ ! ) .
It is known that no two groups are exactly alike. Howevef, ‘l:hey
may be sa similar, for-certain pﬁrpoqes, the small diff;rgpces are
insignificiant. The concept.\"systemic. linkage" assumes two or more i
' systems;uitﬁ’differences between the-systems (groups). -In the firstﬁ ]

three partg of this analyeis Section, we are interested in the differ-

[

ences; if any, betweéen the Extension home economists, Extension aiggs

and participating homemakers with r?gard to the foll ing factors: !

1

A. Soclo-Economic Characteristics (Phase D ., X
1. Educational Level ) N . ?; % . -

. 2.. Age
3. Organizational Memhe;ship '
4.  Training received outside of school ‘ ~
5. PReceipt of Public assistance
6. Residence .

. 7. Home owmership .

B. Level of Living (Phase II) ' : .
> . - il .

C. Attitudes (Phase III) . .

s

In the final analysis section we ar; concerned with aﬁy be-

> havioral changes that may have been brought about through influence *

bl

. of ‘the systemic link (aides). < . )
. - / , - - " . . -
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SOCIO~ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS (Part -, -

15 .

i
g

Education.--The degree of educa%ioﬁal attainment influences the be-’

many ways.
1

havior of peo

acceptance

¥

.In gn intensive study of differential

e

hybrid seed corn in two Iowa communities the earlier

. adopters were better educated.{16) -Coleman in a study of contacts

with Extension found a direct association between education and the

extent of ¢ontact.with Extension agents.{17) This, of coﬁfse, points

L

up the need for & ’'systemic link" to reach the unreached.

Table 2

pr,ﬁents the'ﬁiqtribution for the réspondents by educational level.

!

Table 2. Comparison of selected home economists, Extension aides, and
participating homemakers by level of ediication.* !

Grade of : : I : .
school - ©: Home Econonists : Aldes @ _Homemakers
completed :* N T 2 : N : A : N : Z
7 or less 0 0 5 19.2 71 46.1
8-11 . 0o - 0 14 53.9 68 - 44,2
12 or more 13 100.0 7 26.9 15 . 9.7

. Total _ 13’ 100.0 _~ 26 100.0 154 100.0

© (%,10,391 with 2 d.£.).

i, C o 233

* Although tables show comparisons between all three groups, chi-sguares
are computed for aides- vs homemakers and then for aideé vs home ec033?1sts. .

It 13 not surprising that all home economists have 12 or more .

grades completed since having a B.S. 1ﬁyﬂome Economics is a prereguisite

L3

to employmenti

grades as compared to 73 percedi of the aides.

About 90 percent of the homemakers completed 11 or less,

Msre than 1/4 of the

homemakers completed 12 or more grades as compared to 1/10 of the aides.

A chi-square (xz) was computed to determine the significance of the

differences between ‘aides and homemakers on level of education.

‘It 18 highly significiant at the .01

- Pl
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probability level. As-would-be gxpectedhbthe chi-qqdare computed to’
- - . * ; v v Lo _' . .
determine the Bignificance of differences between the aides and home

. economist, was-'also highly significant (X° = 18.530 with 2 d.f.). -

r

' * *  'The aides, therefore, were different from both the home economist

. 7

and the thgmakers. They tended to be more likegébéqhomemaker; than )
. v

the home economist.. In this respect the aides meet the "1inking" criteria. .
Age.--As a group, a larger perceﬁtage of the home economists were under

' : 40; about one-half of the aides were aged'40-54 and almost 40 percent _ q

L

’ of the homemakers were 55 and over. Table 3 shows the distribution.
» (\‘ - LY - %

!

X )
Table 3. Comparison of selected home economists, Extension aides and
participating homemakers by age. .. .

-
. s s .
+ . F—

Y

:_Home Economists : Aldes __yf : Homemakers :
Age - ~: N : 3 : N T : N : z . ‘
A Under 40 7 538 9 34.6 51 33.8 :
40 - 54 3 23.1 13 50.0 43 27.9 ° v
55 and over 3 « 231 4 4.4 - 59 38.3
. . Total .13 100.0 26 100.0 153* 100.9° )
i . * One homemaker did nat respond tukthis question. .
¥ # Y - "‘- .
4]
f The dist;Ek“pion for home econtmists might have been exgepged Coe 1 -
, since all home economists in the pilot counties were‘ interviewed. 1In
N several cases the assistant home economists were recent college graduates -

@

and under 25 years of age. A comparison of the homemakersiwith the aides
revealed about an equal percent under 40 (33 percent and 34 percent, oo o
regpectively). Almogt 40 pepcent of the homemakers were aged 55 and'over _ |

as contrastéed with only 14 percent of the aides. A chiJgﬁuare (Xz) test

- L]
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£ _-“of significance was computed on the differencea between homemakerappni L
i . - . ) . ! .

: - aides. It was found to be X% =6{887 with 2 d.f. whick 15 significant.’

5 - at the 05 probability lavel. The differencea ‘between aidea and hHome

. | economist was also aignificant at -the .05 probability level. {x% = 4303
? ’ with 2 d.f.). Again, the "linking" criteria ia substantiated. P
:«:’: ) | Y e X ) * ! )
,. ’ R * - - [t . . ‘ . ' ¥ .

i Organizational Membership,-LTﬁe disadvantaged have been noted for their“
'i‘ lack in attending groap meetings. This has been cited 4s~one of the -
% ' ’ reasons making it difficult to reach them with.educational progranms.

;é = . . - i ) ’\/

é' Perticipation has been found to be positively assodidted-with the . *
S N i . . L] * . . . ’

2 adoption of faxm practices.(}&) Coleman, in & New York study, found

; . ‘ .. »

g ‘that contact with Extension was positively correlated with|the extent-

P : ; S . |

g + of participation in all organizationa.(lS)' In viey of "th e findings, -

one might expect the home economista td be the greater participators,

theniﬁpagaides and the disadvantaged homemakers to participate lgast ™

G

of all. Table 4 gives the distribution.

o -
N a .
[ hs -

; Table 4. 'Comparison of el cted home economiata; Extension aiaeé and

. participating hot makers on organizational membership. .7
- L - - ‘ﬂ f
. A I : :
Number of :_Home Economists @ Aldes - Homemakera .
. ' organizations ‘: N : X : N : X : R : 3 )
2 or less 4 30.8 9 3.6 . 103 = 66.8 -
3-6 - 6  -46.1 12 46.2 44 °* 28.6 &4
5 or more 3 23.1 5 19.2 7 4.6

. Total 13 100.0 26 100.0 154 . 100.0

1 "

K A chi-square test was computed on the differences between the aides

4 ¢ . 3 . S
. Ly

and the homemakera. (X° m 11.3062 with 2 d.f.) This difference 18 . °*

&

5 ) = , ... ‘.




an ..-r;v-st',‘l.m P N
Kl .

. 18 -
hiéﬁly significant at the .0l probability level. The chi-square test v
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on.the differences between aides and home economists was nonsignificant, . "

Il v -

"'For this factor, the aides were more like the home economist than they ~

_were the homemakgrs.‘

r -

Trainiqg_ﬁecei@ed~butside of ‘School.--Education has become a means of

social and economic upward mobility. In addition to formel educaticn,

many workshops, short"courses, clinics, and other short term training J

& B - ’
is available to adults. Continuing or adult education has shown a

i

marked incregge in tecent years, Table 5 shows the distibution-of

the respondents ln'regaré to training received outside of schocl,

-

Table 5. Comparison of selected,h&ne economists, Extension aldes, and
participating homemakers on training received outside of

gchool. o . . 8
. , l\,‘é
Training re- - : : . : .
ceived outside : Home Economists : Aldes - @ Homemakers
of schoo} : N. : _* s E,_-'= % : N : )4
_Yea T u «tT 7 58.3- ., 10 ¢ 38.5 20 13.2
" No L -5 41.7 16 *  61.5 132 86.8
Fd -
Total . L 12% 100.0 . 26 100.0 152% 100.0
—o . T

re

* One Home.éponomiaf'and two homemakers did not respond to this question.
. ' . .t : .
Home economists, as expected, received the most training outside of
-school. 1In fact, 100 percent pfbiably should have respoEded "ves" te

ghia question. There ia a poesibility that the queStiPékjf? ﬁdsintegw

-

prg%ed. ‘The Extension aides received more training outside of school

than the homemakers but yhen a chi-square test was computed the dif- O

- »

‘ferences were not found to be sfgnificant st the .05 probability

N .
o«

e & . - -
. . LW

. 26 ‘
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level. (Xz = 12,3067 with 1 d.f,) The chi-square teat fgr differences
O :

between the aides and home economi¥t wlis alao nonsignificant (x2 = 1,236

»

with 1 d.f.). . .

Recéipt of Public Asaistance.--More garticipating huﬁéﬁqkera received

.,,.n.

welfare or public assistance than did the Extension aidea but the
difference was not statistically significant. For thia factor the aidea
were more like the homemakers than they were the home economista

(%% = 3,398 with 1 d.f.). Table 6 ehows the diatribution.

v

Table 6, Comparison of Extension aides and plrticipating homemakera .
on receipt of public assistance.

Receipt of 2 Aldes ! Homemakers
. public sssistance : N : 4 : N : 2
Yes 4 15.4 . 48 @l1.2
_'NO ' . 22 84.6 106 68.8
Total ' - . 26 100.0 154 100.0

Residence.--Almost 80 percent of the han; eco;omiatl have lived in the
county of their employment undar 15 years. - In contrast, IBS percent of
the aides and 90 percent of the honcu;kers have 1lived in their coun:iea
16 or.more years. Actually, slightly more than 55 percent of the aides
and homemakers have lived in their counties over 35 years. This dif-
ferenice between :heaa’two groups and the home economists might be
expected since the home economics pouicionl in Ex:ension require mobiIi:y
and they cannot be enployed in their hépe county. A chi-square teat was

conducted on:the differences Ebtuucn the eides !nd the hbmeﬁakera. It .

- . .
-

27

[ -




B T s L T A T A 2

ar

pree

e

M L)

- ear s s L e B s ki s f e AT s T A e R L Y O L g A T T R L s o s W a e s p o=t P

20 ’
) 2 ™~
was found to be nonsignificant at the .05 probability level (X~ = .5454 -

with 2 d.f.). The chi-square for.the differences between aides and-home
economists was significant at the .0l probability level (x2 = 12.844 with
2 d.f.). The aides were more like the homemakers on this factor. Table 7

shows the distribution.

Table 7. Comparison of selected home economists, Extension aides and
participating families on length of’residence in county.

Length of : : :
residence in ! Home Economists : Aldes : Homemakers
county I : X : N : X I .4
15 years and
under 10 - 76.9 . 4 15.4 14 9.4
16-35 years 2 15.4 *7 26.9 50 33.8
Over 35 vears: . 1 L 7.7 15 57.7 84 __096.8
Total 13 100.0 26 100.0 . 148% _ 100.0 i

"% Six homemakers did not respond to this qﬁegtion.

When residence was viewed‘og the basis of living "in the country”
or "in town” the dgta on th; aides showed a 50-50 distribution. More
hdmemakers, 35 percent, lived in town as did the home economists, 92 per-
cent. - ) 5?7“'
_ ’ ?

Home Owmership.~-The data indicate thac 70 perceht of the home economists

live in a house they own as contrasted with 42 percent of the aides and
35 percent of the homemakers. The distribution, as would be expected
shows 8 reverse trend concerning living in a house or apartment Trented.

More aides live with parents or relatives than do homemakers. A chi- ) !

square was computed on the significance of differences betweenghomemakers

. 28.
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and aides. It was.found to be significant at the .05 probabilifk level.
The chi-square for the significance of differences between aides and

home economist was nqnsignificant (Xz = 2,512 with 2 d.£.). On this

T T R T R M AR RS TRAR R B 4 SRR RN

WO
factor the aides were more like the home economists. Table 8 ghows T
the distribution. , ' :
Table 8. Comparisom of selected hotme economists, Extension aides and '
participating families on home ownership. ) {
¢ Ownership : T : :
¥ of :_Home Ecomomists : Aldes : Homemakers ;
E residence : N : 2 : N : ) 4 : N : . 2 i
£ Y i
g House owned 9 9.2 11 42.3 54 <L U !
N House/apartment , ‘ f
P rented - .4 30.8 it 42.3 85 55.8 !
1 With/parents or ) ' E
7 _ _relatives 0 0.0 4 15.4 14 9.1 -
g Total 13 100.0 26 100.0 154 100.0 é
& .
g X2 = 4.6062 with 2 d.£. %

Sumnary Socio-Economic Phidse.~-When compared with Extension aides on

e

selected aocio-economic characteristics, the: home economists had

completed more grades in gchool, and were younger. The home economists

were more likely to have lived in their county a shorter period of time
than the aides. Statistically there were no significant differences
between aides gnd home economist om organizational membership tfiining N -~
received outside of’nchool and home osmership.

7 When the Extension aides uere_cbnpared.witb the homemakers, it

L

was found thast:

-

- l

1. Aides had completed more grades of school
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2.  Aldes were younger .-
3. Aides Belonged to more organizations
On the other comparisons, there was .no significant differences

between the aides and homemakers on:

1. Training received outside of school s -

2. Receipt of puBlic agsisl:ance

3, Leng:h’of residence in county

4. Home ownership

Overall the aides were more like the home economists on three

charact;riszicg and more 1ike the homemakers on’)four. The aldes were

different from both the home economists and homemakers on two factors,

age and education. An overall view would seem to depict themias a "link"

between the two social Systems described. ’ '

1EVEL OF LIVING COMPARISON (Part II)

»

American people often think of the "standard of living" but the
phase "level of living" is a morq_ywémingful_one ta use in'reference .
to.actual situations. Lowry Nelson s:a:es‘:h?: "level of living" is
denoted and measured by material possessions, although 1t is quite
obvious to anyone that nonuuakerial-consi&era:ions are also an important
part of the content of family 1iving.(202 In contrsst the term "a:anda;d
of living" refers :; something which may Or:may not be attained but - .
which 18 rather a goalnto be striven. SChulgé says :ha:-léyel of‘living
means, '"the content of goods and services ;tilizcd by a _pam:im.tlaurr

population sample limited with regard to space, timé,, and-income.”(21)

" 30
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For com;_nratiye pul;poaes, it is more meaningful to measure present
circumstances of the rupondent;. )

In this etudy we are analyzing the nonprofessional Extension aide
as a "systemic 1ink" between the professional home economists and dis-
advantaged families. We would assume that the{ aides would be different
from th; home economists since they were selected from the disadvanﬂtaged
community. We algo would asgume that they might‘ have a higher level of" L

living index then the homémakers since one of the criteria for selection

~ was that they be "of the community" but "a little above" so they could

set a proper exmple. A level of living index was constructed consisting
of 22 items that rural and emall town people poue\sa. It was coded 1n
such a way that a homemaker could receive a maximum score of 25. 'l'able 9

pruents' the results of the survey.

AN

“

Tsble 9. Comparison of ulected home economists, Extenson aides and
participatias houahlkerl, level of uwg index.
\

o

Level of.  : Home Ecomoutdts ; Atdes . Homemakers
living score : N A N L 2 : N : b1
0 - 10 0 0 s £ 19,2« 63 40.9
11 -~ 15 0 0 s> 9.2 1 46.1
16 - 20 5 38.5\ 16 61.3 19 12.3
21 - 25 8 61.5 \ " 0 1 7
Total ¢ 13 100.0 \_jﬁV”’/:Lo 0 154 100.0

A chi-squars test of n:_lsniﬁcmce of differencen was ‘used to
determine if the distfibution obsarved of aides and homemekers was
statisticially significant. The X was ‘34,8607 wich is highly signif-

icant st the .01 level, The diffarences can be obsarved in Table 9 -

31
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where all home economiste have a level of living index score above le,
while 61 percent of the aides acore aﬁove this level but only 13 percent

of the homemakers. The éhi-eduare test of significance of differences

s

between aides and homemakers was also‘éignif;cant at the .01 probability

b
EL

level (X* & 18.476 with 2 d.£.). -
‘ In reverse, we find that 87 percent of the homemekers have 2 level

of living index of. 15 or below, compared to 38 percent of the aides and
. . ’

none of the home economiste. A copy of: the Lévgl of Living Index

instrument 1s found in Appendix D.

ATTITUDE SURVEY (Part III) _

A

. Attitudes affect job performance. Attitudes of members of a given

. ' ;
apcial_syatgm are influential in helping that group relate to another

group in another social pystem. Due to these assumptions it was decided

to compare all of the homé economists and Extengsion aides in the project
on éﬁ;ér attitudes regarding poverty gnd its causes. Hobba,(zzs in an
apﬁlytis of homemsksr aides' attitudes and aétitude changes in a pilot

. program 1n_Misaouri, devsloped a peries of ?1 statements about Garioua
aspects of povsrty and its csuses. The statements require the respond-
ent to indicats their degree of.ag;esmcni or disggréement. In Missouri
the statements were qnly Qdminiatered\to ‘aides and at two pointﬁ in

time - one immediately following their training and again after they
‘! T \ .

. had been working with low income families for four months, Hobbs X
reported that 'perhaps the most significant conclusion was the remark-

able sfability of the attitudgg from the first teating through the *

»

- '

- . .
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second.”" He indicated thatno aignificant differences were found in the
patterna of response between test period 1 -'(immediately following trajn-
ing) gnd test period 2 (following work experience) of any of 31 it‘ems_.

In\the present _study, the primary objectiveis to discuss the
utilization of Extension aides as "systemic linka" between the dis-
advantaged and progeaaional adult educators (home eqonomista) It
is agsumed that there might be differénces in the%f attitudes troward
poverty and its causea. Further, since the aides were selected out
of tha disadvantaged 8roup, it was felt their attitudes, would be more
nearly like the familiea beins assisted.

Another important asaumption u:as that the more aimi}.ar one social
group'is to another in attitude, the more empathy can be. established
which will‘reault in improved communication. Generally, there has been
a feelins in the various poverty programs that people who have never .
experiented poverty camnot fully appreciate and upderstand the magni-
tuda of the situation and itg many ramifications. PeOple who can "talk N
the laaguage of the Poor or”undaratand their attitudes can be more
helpful in motivating them to make Ch&nges Binc.e they "understand'. |

vsince‘ﬂobts found remarkable stabil of attitu;:a. and dué to
the time bfactor, _the attitude survey was only adminiatered once in the :
preaent study. At the time it was. sdminigtersd the Mississippi aides "'
had been employed from gix to 18 monthe. Table 10 reports the items C :
and responsee of th_e m..islippi hows economiets and _Extenaioa aides

a8 compare( to the response of the MissourT l_ead;r aides. The

response of the Missouri.leader sides after they had been working for




Table 10.

——

“Response to attitude statements by selected Extension home economists and Extension aides,
Miasiasippi Resource Development Project, Summer, 1968, and compared to response of
Missouri leader aides.

s e & dal W L s £ 0 Wtagfwg.ww ErrY
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- : Strpngly : : : Strongly
) - :__agree :___ Agree :_Undecided : Disagree : disagree ‘
Statement : No. : X :No. : % :No. : % :No. : %X : No. : &%
People should try to be ~  E.A. 1 4.5 5 22.7 1 4.5 13" 59.2 2 _ 9.1
satisfied with what they H.E. 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 15.4 9 69.2 2 15.4 :
h ' v M.L.A. O 0.0 3 6.8 2 4,5 27 61.4 -12 27.3
2. Moat people who are poor E.A. 1 4.5 % 63.6 1 45 3 13.7 3 13.7
have ‘never really had a H.E. 0 0.0 2 15.4 3 23.1 6 46.1. 2 15.4
chance to prove themselvea  M.L.A. 3 6.8 24 54.5 7 15.9 8 18.2 2 4.5 ‘
. 3. Most.poor pecple have bees E.A. 2 9.1 6 27.3 3 13.6 9 40.9 2 9.1 )
: the .victims of a run of .E.. 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 7.7 11 B4.6 1 7.7
" bad luck , MLLLA. 2 4.5 13 29.5 3 6.8 24 . 34.5 .2 4.5
4. Any person who has good E.A. 8 "36.4 11 50.0 1! 4.5 0 0.0 2 9.1
health'and a good mind H.E. 2 15E1Hx 10 76.9 0 00 1 7.7 0 0.0
can get ahead today 1if M.L.A. 13 29.5 26-—.59.1 0 0.0 4 9.1 1 2.3
he 1ia willing to try ) ~
5. Most people who are well  .E.A. 3 13.6 11 50.0 3 13,6 22.8 0 0.0
off aren't very much con- H.E. 0 0.0 4 .30.8 o ° 0.0 8 6l1.5 1 7.7
cerned about those. who M.L.Aa. 110 22.7 19 43.2 3 11.4 7 15.9 3 6.7
haven't been aa fortumate '
. . ¥ . ¥
6. After a person has tried E.A. 1 4.7 7 31.7° 5 22.7 8 36.4 1 " 4,5
but hasn't been sucdessful  N.E. 0 0.0 2 15.4 2 154 9 6&%2 0 0.0
he just naturally gives up M.L.A. 2 4.5 13 29.5 8 18.2 20 .45.5 1 2.3

Continued
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Teble 10. Response to attitude statements by selected Extension home economiste and Extension aides, *
Misaisaippil Reacurce Development Project, Summer, 1968, and compared to response of ;
Missouri lesder aides. (continued) ) o,
R . . & Stromgly : : : + ¢t Strongly /—f"'”'"#‘fﬁ
:__agree i Agree : Undecided : BM:—dtsgree ¢
Statmt t No. ¢ X :No. : X :No. : %2 : : ;
[ : M o 4? .
7. The problem with most E.A. 5 22.7 12 54.6 2 9.1 2 9.1 1 4.5 P %
poor paeople ig that i HE. .0 :00 .8 61.5 4 ~30.8 ,1 7.7 ° 0 0.0 . o
.they lack ambitionr. - "~ M.L.A. 6 1316 11,7 25.0- 7 4. 9.1 18 40.9 5 1l1.4 ) f
‘ L - . . ' " . ' ) : " 1
- 8. The major difference " E:A. 3 13.7 11.50.0, 1 45 7 31.8Y0 0.0 . o
betwsen those who are H.E. -0 7 0.0 & -46,1 -1 7.7 6 46.1 0 0.0 .
fimcially success$ful . ML.A, 6 13,6 6 3.6 3 6.8 17 38.6 12 27.3 :
"and. thosé who ate_not is L . T, . X i
“that ‘successful people - ° ‘ - . } e ;
work harder , - . ‘ . , };
n} . ) . i ) ’ \ “ < : ‘ v - -
i 9. - Most poor people have E.A. 2 9.1 14 63.6 3 °13.7° -2-77 9.1. 1 4.5 : . v e
, been the victim of H.E. 0 0.0 1 7.7 4, 30.8 7 53.8 1 7.7, - T
"elrcumstances - . M.L.A. 4 9.1 24 54.5- 6 13.6 9 20.5 1 2.3 : "l
o t ) . 1 - i - . . - :
10. In most cases the com- E.A. 4 18.1 9 40.9 1 . 4.6 7 731.8 1 4.6 :
munity is as much to blame  H.E. 0 0.0 4 30.8 2 15.4 7 53.8 0 0.0~ ;
. as anyohe for the situation MgL.A. 5 11.4 19 43.2 7 15.9° 10 22.7 3 6.8 ' !
of ‘low income people . . ot - :
e |
11, Having a good income ien't E.A. 6 27.2 10 45.5 .2 9.1 2 9.1 2-: 9.1 }
nacegsary for a famtly to . R.E. 1 7.7 7 53.8 1 7.7 4 30.8 0 0.0 i
be happy M.L.A, 11 25.0 26 59.1 1 2.3 5 11.4 1 2.% ;
12. Unlese you are born into © E.A. 1 4.5 3 13.6 2 9.1 13 59.2 3 13.6 . o
a family with a good in- H.E. 6 00 © 00 O 0.0 9 69.2° &4 308 ’
" . come it i virtually im- M.L.A. 1 2.3 .1 2.3 1 2.3 22 50.0 19 43.2
pomiible to succeed '
Continued
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Table 10. Response to attitude statements by salected Extension home economists and Extension aldes, o ;
Missisaippl Resource Development Project, Summer, 1968, and compared to response of .t
’ ) Missouri leader aldes. (continued) 4 .
o : Strongly : : : : Strongly b
. :__agree : Agree : Undecided : Disagree : disagree ’
Statement t No. ¢ %X :No. : % :No. : -% :No. : X :No.: 2 . é&
13. Most poor people just E.A. 5 22.7 6 27.2 3 13.6 8 36, 0 9.0 { ‘tk_
: don't care emought to try  H.E. 0- 0.0 6 4.1 2 15.4 5 38.5 . 0. /0.0 E
to improve themsélves m.L.A. . 2 4.5 14 31.8 6 13.6 18 40.9 & 9.1
14. & majority of poor people E.A. 6 27.3 7.31.8 & 18.2 4 18.2 1  4.5°
. feel the whole world is H.E. -1 7.7 &4 30.8 2 154 % 385 1 7.7
against th:’m . M.L.A. 5 /11.4 22 50.0 9 20.5 8 18.2°- - 0 0.0
- 15. -Poor ‘people could do E.A. 8 36.4 8 36.4 13.6 3  13.6 0 0.0
- - better 1f.they really H.E. 0 0.0 8 61.5 15.4 3 23.1 0 0.0 i
¢ wanted'to . - M.L.A. 2 4.5 24 S54.5 7 15.9 9 2.5 2 4.5 i
<2 LI . | ' :
16. Poor peoplé are generally B.A.. 6 27.3 11 S0.0 2 9.1 2 9.1 I~ 4.5 !
' too willing to blame others H.E. 2 15,4 "9°-69.2 0 0.0 2 154 0 0.0 ‘
. for theéir failure to make M.L.A. 7 15.9 26 59.1 5 1l.4 13.6°+ 0 - 0.0 ! ,
a good income ' _ )
. 17. Low income people ‘feel .  E.A. 5 22.7 a6 27.3 4 '18.2 6 27.3 1 4.5
' .génerally that others take H.E. 0 0.0 9 - 69.2 1 7.7 3 23.1 0 0.0
advartage of them M.L.A. 5 11.4 23 52.3 8 18.2 8 18.2 0 0.0
" 18. There will slways be poor E.A. 6 27.3 12 S4.6 2 91 1 4.5 1 45
people no-matter what is H.E. 1 7.7 9  69.2 3 23.1 0 0.0 0 0.0
done to help ‘them . M.L.A. 10 22.7 20 45.5 9 20.5 4 - 9.1 1 2.3
* ; * Contﬁ;ued ™ ’
‘u(‘ ’ <7 *
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Table 10. Responee to attitude statements by selected Extension home economists and Extension aides,

Migsissippi Regource Development Project, Summer, 1968, and compared to iesponse of
Missouri leader aides. (continued)

- - 1
5 f ©

: Strongly : : : Strongly

! agree : Agree :_Undecided : Disagree : diagree +
Statement : No. : : No. : t No. : X :MNo. : X :No.: X
- 19. Generally speaking, poor E.A. 3 13.6 10 45.5 1 4.5 8 36,4 4] 0.0
peopls tend to be get in H.E. 0 0.0 10 76.9 2 15.4 1 7.7 0 0.0
their ways M.L.A.. 5 11.4 21 47.7 7 15.9 11 25.0 0 0.0

20. Low income people have: B.A. 6 27.3 9 40.9 2 9.1 4 18.2 1 4.5
just as great an oppor- H.E. 0 0.0 5 38.5 5 38.5 3 231 0 0.0
tunity for success &s any- ‘M.L.A. 3 6.8 12 27.3 & 18.2 18 40.9° 3 6.8

. ona else; they just haven't
taken advantage of it '

21. As @ general rule, low E.A. -5  22.7 14 63.7 1 4.5 2 9.1 0 0.0
income people -are¢ reluctant H.E. 0 0.0 13 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
to accept new ideas M.LA. 6 13.6 19 43.2 5 1.4 14 31.8- O 0.0

22. Low-income péople are . E.A. 7 3:r8 .11 50.0 2 9.1 2 9.1 0 0.0

ally snxieus te re- © H.E. 1 7.7 2 15.4% 3 231 ‘6 46.1 1 7.7
ceive information and - M.L.A. 8 18.2 24 54.5 '8 18.2 4 9.1 0 0.0
) asaiaf;::?lumdch wi]l . . '
help improve their .
;ngonﬁ
« ‘ * -

23 It 18 a résponsibility E.A. 7 31.7 12 54.5 1 4.6 1 4.6 1 v4.6
of soclety to do every- H.E. 1 7.7 9 69.2 1 7.7 2  15.4 0 0.0
thing possible to help M.L.A. 15 34,1 25 56.8 4 9.1 0 0.0 0 0.0
poor paople achieve a
higher level of income

: Cont}nued
. A * / .

——_.‘z



 J . .
N -
ORI TR Lt L -- et v e e e e ; . ek e hn e e
. ‘}“_i: .
- ‘ ‘{ﬁ'_\./ y ) \
' Table 10. Response to sttitude statements by selected Extension home economists snd Extension aldes, w .
Mississippl Resource Development Project, Summer, 1968, and compsred to response of
" Missourl leader aides. {continued) .
g : Strongly : : . : Strongly
. ‘ I agree : Agree : Uindecided : Disagree : disagree
Statement ' . $t No. : X .t No. : X :No. : % :No.*: %X : No. : %
' 24 The government programs- E.A. 9 40.9 12 54.6.' 0 0.0 1 45 0 0.0
to reduce poverty are s H.E. 0 0.0 & 30.8 4 30.8 5 38.4 O 0.0
good thing since most low M.L.A. 13 29.5 25 56.8 b 2.1 .2 4.5 0 0.0
- income families are look-— / X
ing fot ways to -improve
their life C
25.“ major problem with low E.A. 8 36.4 10 _ 45.5 1 4.5 13.6 o+ 0.0
income families i8 thst . H.E. 1 1.7 12 92.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
) - they do th plan ahead . MJL.A. 10 22.7 30 68.2 2 4.5 2 4.5 0 0:0
£ 26. ‘-Hany poor people do nmot . ) E.A, 2 9.2 6 27.3 4 18.1 6 27. 4 18.1 J
©d . .. wind.being poor H.E. 1 7.7 4 30.8 2 154 6 46.1 0 0.0
: AN ’ M.L.A.. 2 4.5 13 29.5 10 22 16 36.4 3 6.8
27. The poverty program csn ’ E.A. 10 45.5 9 40.9 0 0.0 1 4.5 2 g.l
.. "do.a lot of good for low HE. 0 ©0.0 7 53.8 4 30.8 2 154 0 0.0 -
income families just by L.A, 26 59.1 17 38.6 1 2.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 -
* letting them 'know thst - : .
somebody cares about them : N
- and their problems . }
28. Low income programs should E.A. 4 18,1 8 36.5 1 45 6 27.3 3 13.6
toncentrste on young people H.E. 0 0.0 1 - 7.7 5 38.4¢« 6 46.1 1 7.7
L and children since older M.L.A. 3 6.8 14 31.8 7 15.9 13 29.5 7 15.9
people are too set in - ,
th’eir weys Lo change now ° . .
. . - - . . Cont inued it
£ - . . . . )
. - - G4 ' X *
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Table 10. Response to attitude statements by selected Extension home economiBts and Extension aides,
Missisgippi Resource Development Project, Sumner, 1968, and compared to response of
. .- Miss leader aides. (continued)

- .

- v
re "

Sciteuent \

: Strongly
disagree

Disqgrea
z

29 Low 1ncoma fapilieg can
.. be helped a lot by teach-
- ing them to make better
*  use of what they have,

30. Being poor is not ry
. . the fault of the poor
" . people; it's the fault
. of the cplnunity and the
society’ for not providing
adaquatc apportunities

3. Jult.providing an increase

-+ in-income ‘to poor people

- would.not solve the poverty

. 7 problem. it will be °

. necegsary to change atti-

-tuded and €o incréase their
level of knowleﬂge and
training
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four months arelshm for camparhtive purpose gince Fl-!e Migsissippi
aides had already been working when they responded to the survey.

In the Missouri study the responses to the’ attitude acacemguf;‘
"indicate a pattern somewhat characteristic of.‘l,.lpwardly mobile,
Protestant Ethic adherengs 80 characteristic of lower middle class
-Americans”.(23) The statements which indicate this attitude pattern
, and gome comments of comparison between the three groups tested are

as -follcws: ,

e

Statement 1 - A gubstantial majority of the Missouri leader
: .aides felt that people should mot be patisfied
with what they have. The Misi Hississippi homyﬁa
.economiats tended to agree with thia posiu.on
as did :he-Hississippi aides. However, 27 per-
cent of ‘the Migsisaippi aides felt that people
e o -~ phould be satisfied with what they have. None

of the home economists gave ‘this response and -

. only 7 percent of the Missouri aides.
Statement 4 - A majority of the Missouri aides felt that any-
one with good health and a good mind can get
. ahead 1f they were willing to try. The Missis-
8ippl home economists and Extension aides feel
o ] . the pame way. . . .
Statement 7 - The Misaouri aides responses indicated mixed feel-
. ings about the ambition of low .income people. The
Mississippl aides (77 percent) agreéd that the
problem with most poor people 18 that they lack
. , ambition. The home economiata also agreed (61
. ] . ~ Dpercent). but 31 percent gave a response of un=-
- " decided. P
' Statement 8 - Approximately 30'perceflt of the Missouri aides- '
felt that ‘hard work differefi®iated the auccesaful
e, ’ person from the unsuccessful. .Thé Miseissippi
- . ) home economista had mixed feelings, 46 percent
. . - agreeing and 46 percent disagreeing. Sixty-four
° percent of the Missiasippl aidea agreed with t:h.e
_statement. .

Statement 12 -"All respondents seen to feel that the “raga-to~-
: riches" story 18 still a possibility. The

. I'.‘.-,' .3,,}40
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Mississippi Extension aides, however, felt less
.o so than. the Misgouri aides or the Mississippi
home economista.

. Statemeht '15-- Most of the reapondents felt that poor people
. could do better if they really wanted to.

Stitement 16 - A majority of all responden elt that poor
- people were too willing to b others for
their lack.of success. '
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In the Missouri étudy there was a rather general feeling thst low-

"

Lt

income families are rather traditional and are reluctant to change. - The
Mississippi study supported this position but on two of the statements
used to determine this- concluaion, the Hississippi Home Economista had ;

an opposing position to the sides in Missouri and in Miasissippi.

\ Statement 19 - Respondents from all three groups generally felt ' :
: that low=income people are set in their ways. 3
| Home Economists felt, more 8o than did aides.

.&%WW.W’#“ R RPN
A
I

Statepent 21 -~ Again most felt that low income people are ]
. . reluctant to accept new ideas, Mississippi
. home economists were 100 percent in this atti- 1°
tude, while 86 percent of the Mississippi aides’
agreed with this position as contrasted with.
“ . 56 percent of the Missougi aides.

l Statemegt 22 - A majority of the Missouri and Mississippi aides N -
‘ . (72 percent and 8l percent, respectively) felt

that low=~income pecple are anxious to receive
information and assistance which will help.in
improving their income. ' This is contradictory

! of their response to Statements 19 and 21. More
of the Missiseippi home economists felt that low-
ihcome people are not anxious to receive help.

Statement 28 - The Mil.ilsinpi home economists tended to dis-
agree with the ides to concentrate on ‘young people
since old people are too set in their ways to
change. The Missiseippi aides tended to agree
with the statement. There was a mixed opinion by
the Missouri aides. ’

41
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. In general, both the Mississippi and M%esouri aides felt the

+ various kinds of poverty programs are beneficial. The home economists

_tend to have a mixed reaction.

Statement 23 = All reapondento agreed that society has a
responsibility to help low-income people.

Statément 24 - The Missourf and Mississippi aldes were
" almost unanimous {86 and 95 percent, respec-
tively) in their feeling that government
poverty programs are a good thing. Thirty
percent of the home economists agree, 31 per- J
cent were undecided and 38 percent disagreed.
Statement 27 - All respondents agreed that the povertyﬁﬁfogram
can do a lot of good for low-income families by
letting them know that.someone cares but the
home economists were less gtrong in thelr feel-
& ' ings {54 percent agreeing as contrasted with
86 percent of the Migsissippi aides and 98 per-
A cent of the Missouri aides). ;

- fao‘ittitude scale developed for the Miggouri study contained
*

- several &1fferent dimensions of attitudes, toward poverty. Several

of the items had very aimilar meaninss and could be grouped together
to form a "factor" for analyais purposeS- Hobba(zﬁ) to determine ;
the differsnt dimens:l:ons and those ‘I,Fems which grouped together per-\

formed a factor analysis on the 31 1tems. He 1dent1f1ed¥£gyr factors
= S

or conceptual dimensions. They are: g

i . . »

? . Pactor 1 ~ Composed of statements 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 13, 14, 15,
16, 20, 21, 22. These statements generally place

the blame for poverty on low-inc ople them-
selvas: They suggest that lowbin ‘people lack
ambition and 1nitiative-and that ; to economic

" success is hard work and perseverance. In general,
these items reflect the Protestant ‘Ethic attitudinal
: complex previously susgested .

: Pactor 2 ~ Composed of Statements 2, 3, 9, 10, 30. These gtate-
ments imply that poverty is gituational and that . ¥

u i
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low-income people possess that status because of a !“
failure of society to provide opportunities for them. '

The statements suggest thar low-income.people have
never had an opportunity. Compared to .Factor 1,
the statements in Factor 2 shift the blame for
poverty from low-income people themselves to the
community and society.
Factor 3 ~ Composed of statements 12, 18, 19, 23, 25, 26, 28.
These statements indicate a2 fatalistic conception
of the problems of poverty. They suggest that
regardleas of what is done there will always be
poor people. The statements further suggest that
low-income people themselves are resigned to low- .
income status.

e

Factor 4 - Composed of Statements 24, 27, 29, These three
statementa all relate to the desirability of
government progiams to alleviate poverty. . .

In the Migsouri study, which was repeated in the Misgissippi study,
chq_respo£Ses included in each statement were scored on a five-point P
’ scale ;nd summed through all of the statements included in the factor.

The.basis.for acoring was determiqu on the basis of the sign of the
factor loading for eachistatement.(255 As an example, all of the
atatementa in Factor 1 had a positive sign ‘except statement 22. There-
fore, in scoring factor 1 a value of five was assigned to each "strongly b‘
ag?ee“ response, a value of fo o each "agree" resfonse and so on down
to a valég of one for each "strongly disagree” response. $tatement 22

was scored in just the reverse ao that a “strongly disagree” respouse .

3

was scored five. Using this procedure, each individual could poasibly

achieve a maximum sgoré'bf 60 (12 x'5 = 60) whereas the minimum possible .

Ll

score 'would.be 12. A gipilar ‘scoring prbcedure was used for developing .

: . factor scores for each leader aide for each of the four attitudinal

. -

" dimensions. . SN _ . . :
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Table 11. Distribution of scores on attitudinal factors for selected
Mississippi home economists and Extension aides compared
with responses of Missouri leader aides, Factor l.

= : Home : Mississippi : Miasouri
Score ¢t Economists : aides : aides
(Possible 60) i N=13 : N=22 N =44
{Minimum 12) : No. * % : No. : % : No. : %
- §

25 - 29 1 ?'}; 1 4.5 2 4.5 :
30 - 34 5 38. 7 31.8 12 27.3
35 -39 7 53.8 6 27.3 12 27.3
40 - 44 0 0.0 & 18.1 Il 25.0 :
50 and above 0 0.0 1 4.5 2 4.5
el . ' - ‘

x ) 34.07 - 37.81 38.20

The higher a respondept's score on factor 1, the greater the
reséondent's attitude exemplifies the Protestant Ethic gnd blaming the . T -

poor for a lack of ambition and perseverance. A higher percentage “of
the aides possess a stronger feeling on this attitudinal factor than |
the home eéonogists. Thirty-six (3@)/;;rcent of the Misgissippi aldes

"and 40 percent of the Missouri aides scored 40 or higher while none

@

-

of the home economists scored 40.

Table 12. Distribution of scores on attitudinal factors for selected
Mississippi home economists and Extension aides compared
" with responses of Missouri leader aides, Factor 2.

: Hote : Migsissippi : Missouri
-Score ' ! Economists @ aides : aldes
_ (Posaible 25) ' Nwl3 : N =22 : N = 44 R
~ (Minimum 5) s No..:t % : No?2 : % : No. : % B
6~ 9 2 15.4 1 4.5 1l 2.3
10 -~ 12 6 46 .1 2 9.1 7 15.9
13 - 15 4 30.8 6 . 27.3 9 20.5
16 ~ 18 1 @77 4 181 15 3.1
‘0 0.0 9 40,9 - 12 27.3 .

19 and above -
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The higher a respondent's score on Facggf 2 'the more he~Elames
N the community and society for failing to provide opportunities for low~
) :1ncome people. More chan 50 percent of the MigsissiﬁPi and Missouri
aides sco¥ed 16 or more points out of a possible 25 points. - Only about
‘ ?jf 8 percent of the home economists scored at Ehis level. in fact, only "’
one home economist sFored 16. These scores would indicate that the
aldes blame the community and society more_for failing to provide

opportunities for .low-income people than do cye home economists.

L

Table 13. Distribution of scores on attitudinal factors for selected
Mississippl home economists snd Extension aides compared
with responses of Missouri leader. aides, Factor 3.

. ! _ Home : Mississippi : Missouri
. Score . : Economists : aides : aildes
. . {(Possible 35) : N=13 : XN=22 ¢ N = 44
(Minimum 7) : No. ¢ % : No. : % : No. : . %

. 10 - 14 0 0.0 1 4.5 0 0.0
15 - 19, - 4 30.8 5 22.7 5 11.4%
~20 - 24 . 8 61.5 8 36.4 22 50.0
. 25 - 29 b 1 - 7.7 B 36.4 15 35.1
30 and above w 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 4.5

X 21.08 ©22.00 23.75

v

Factof 3 concerns attitudes which indicate a faCaligcie conception
of the problems of poverty. Agreement with the seven statements tend
to indicate that the respondents feel that there will alﬂa;s be-;oor
feop%e regardless of what is done. The higher the respondents score
the ;ore’facal;&tia the individual £8 about poverty and its potential

. solution. The Misaiseippi aides geem to he slighfly less fatalistic
. than che.Missouri aides and both are slightly more so chan.che home

economigts. .

45
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Table 14. Distribution of scores on attitudinal factors for selected
Mississippli home economists and Extengion aides compared
Y ond with responses of Missguri leadef aides, Factor 4.

: Home : Miseissippl -: Missouri
: Economists ¢ _ ajides : aides
‘Score : N= 13 : N= 22 : N = 44
’ : No. ¢ 2 ¢ No. : % : No. : F 4
10 or less &4 30.8 2 9.1 0 0.0
11 5 38.4 0 0.0 _h 9.1_
12 2 15.4 6 27.3 12 27.3
13 2 15.4 4 18.1 8 18.2
14 0 0.0 3 A3.7 12 27.3
15 0 0.0 7 31.7 8 18.2
X ' 10.84 - 13.00 13.18 -

Factor 4 18 concerned with attitude toward governmental programs.
The‘higher the respondent's score the more favorable disposed the
individual 18 toward government p&erty programs. Both the M:lssoufi

and H}.ssissippi aides .mdicated more favorable response to governmental

‘ programs as helps in alleviating poverty than do the home economists.

-~

wt. tude Phage . .

% .
i. Atdes tend to place the blame for poverty on low-income

w

people themselves more than the home economists studied.
2. Aides tend to blame the community and society more for
failing to provide oppertunities for low-income people than

do hote economists. /

3. Alides peem to be more fatalistic abou{t the problems of

poverty than tﬁe rhome economists.

L] N .

4. Aides have a more favorsble attitude tqwafd-governnehtal pro-

grams as help in alleviating poverty than do home ecgnbiuists.

-

°
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MEASUREMENT OF CHANGE* (Part IV)

This section deals with the Extension aide program in Bne county
(Chickasaw) and is, therefore, to be viewed as prelimiﬁar} evaluatipnﬁ.
Only one:cdﬁnty of the seven in the_project.was gelected for this T
final pﬁﬁsé due to time and expense. Chickasaw County was one of the'
t&ree counkies in the program with five or more aides.. It was close
'-to the University and.its program operated on a basis that made /// ) .

evaluation of the efforts during calendar 1968 feasible. SN

L

Regearch Design.~-The basic research design required before and after

messures of the use of certain homemaking practices, and-in that
S

rergct approximated the classical experimental design. The befofe
maefu:e, represented as T; (Time1)~re§1ected the extent to which the -
practices were used by the héhemake;s before they were contacted by

{
the aides. T, data was collected through the recall method. This
provides an 1nheré;t limitation in interpreting the data.

The after measure, represented as T; (Time,), represéntd the
extent to which the practices were being used at the end of the trial
period, that is, December, 1968. '

. \’ L [
N , i .
Data Collection.--Data for the study were collected during interviews
with a stratified réndom ssmple of 23 homemakers representing
. . &

. ?

Mo

», .
X Development of this phase was jointly conducted with Dr. C. Ray
Sollie, Extemsion Sociologist. Acknowledgment 18 extended to him
for the major analysis work and a major part of the written report
of thig section. . . . Y

7
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approxima;gly 15 percent of the :o;al number of aide contacts. Inter~ . -

views were conducted by a female-ExtenBion gpecialist assigned to

Community Resoé:ée Developmént. A questionnaire was used during ‘the

interview and all responses were recorded by the 1n:érviewer.

Among the emphases of th? Chickasaw Count¥ prégram éere the

following: (a) aewing--cons:rupl:ion of A%’ clothing, re-construction

of usedbclo:hini, construction of materials for i&e home, and possession

of a sewing kit; (b) sani:ation--use of disinfectants and ‘methods of }

storing clothing; (c) home food hroduc?ion--raising a garden, canning’ l

and other means of preserving food; (d eél planning--shopping patﬁetns;

(e) health—-possession of firat aid kit. Specific questions relating , i
. . » :

Y

to each of the above areas were covereda . :

"

Data Analysis.--This section focuées on the various teaching activities

-

of the aides and the changes occurring in prac:ice use be mﬁsn\Qi and . !
t be

enphasgized that the target audience, -the homemakers, represented the

o

‘class in the state.

T3. Two points need to be made at the outset. ¥irst, 1:

very lov ing It is almost imposaible to .k
apprecia:e the full meaning of this fact without 1n:enei¥e study of

the cultural minutia of the class, but the life style that characterizes
the class ia a very important factor in action program plaaning.

-

The second point 1is :hi& very few of the homemakers had experienced °

_the type of relationship' that exists between a‘ change agent and a client.

The significance of this faét is :hal program plannexs assumed a need

To achieve

to work toward establiahing rapport with the l:arge'l: audience.
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this objective, it was felt that only very simple practices ghould be

s

taught in the beginning. Further, it was assumed that the aides them~ 1
selves would be more effective teaéh#ra éith practices that were |
relatively simple.
The results, therefore, was that the first repertorie of practices
consisted of appareniLﬁ simple ouea-which on the surface might geem
insignificant in ;elatiqu’%o qhe long range objective of a cﬂange agent-
client relationship. Tﬁe imporgance.of thi; approach, however, becamé
e;;dent a8 the program progressed; pomema;era grew to look forward to
the aides' visits. AQéaé in whiéh specific pracéicea were taught are
digcussed below: i ; | ‘-z

. | _Sewing.—-In the area of sewing it was found that 16 of the
'respéndents did sewing. When ;skgd about pteéioua sewing practices,

8 of the 16 replied that they made more of the family's clothes after L

the aides viaits than before. Ten of -the 16 {/;1cated that they made

nore articles for the home aft:er‘ the aides' visits than before. "Eight = j
had made sewing‘boxes with the assistance of aides. Table 15 provides
a8 list of the kinds éf items madef

Sanitation.--In the area of sanitation, about 1/3 of thé homemakers
attributed the‘Exégnsion aiﬁe with atarting‘chem using D-Con to ?eep
mice Qnd :oaéheh ;ut of the ho;se, Otpgr guestio?s pertaining to sani- ; .J
tation did not eiioit responses showing much change between T1 ahd‘Tg. .

Nevtrtheléss,'honemakera,;n'respdnding to a‘geueral question gbout pew

practices they had~1earhed_from‘the aides gave ansvers Buch as: "how

- " LY
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Table 15. List of items made, as reported by participating‘homemakers,

Extension aide program, Chickasaw County, Mississippi, ‘ at

April, 1969. (N = 23)

1

Iten Number Times Reported

Aprons 10 .

Dresses . . -
" Quiles

Underwear . -

Sheets and £illow Cases

Childrens Clothes

Gowns and pajamas

Pot holders )

Patch .

Hats ,

Skirts

Adult clothes

Doilies

Curtains

R N N W W B W O

¥

to clean windows," "how to clean walls," "insect control," "how,to

clean pots and pans,” “ﬁow to clean refrigerator,”" "how to clean

furniture," "how to mske diaper pail,"” and "how to make waste basket.'
Clothes Storage.--Only three (3) homemakers indicated that they

-

changed their method of storing off-season clothing as a result of
instruction from aides. /

3
+ . -
Home Food Production.--In the area of 'home food production,”which

included questions sbout home gardems and food preservation, the home-
makers' response to interview questions indicated that very little
change of practices had occurred between T3 and Tp. Twelve (12) home-

makérs-reported'planting a fall é;rden but only ope reported this as .

\ L] '
-
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the "first time" she had planted a fall garden. She did credit this
change to the Extension aide. _ .
It must be pointed out, however, that chanéea in vﬂcticea
relevant to this area require considerably more time than others and
may require more investment of time and. other resources than homemakers ’
had available. L
Meal Planning and Shopping Patterns.--Eighteen (18) homemakers
1ndicated\that they were using recipes provided by the aides. The
two recipes remembered most frequently were "breads" and "cookies".
More than 50 percent used them at least weekly (see Téble‘lé). Only ’ ;
five homemakers indicated they had not changed their pattern of recipe 4
! |
use. : . ;
. L |
Table 16. Use of recipes furnished by Extension aide, participating L, o™
homemakers, Chickasaw County, Mississippi, April 1969.
(N » 23)
< ) — ) "
Frequency f_ Percent '
Daily- ‘ 8.7 ’
1 - 3 times per week 47.8
Once & month ' ' 13.0
Twice a month . ‘ 13.0
+ - No response . ) 17.4
Total . . _ 99.9

Aldes also gave instructions in the use of the basic food groups -

in meal ﬁreparation, but this practice apparently did not '"take" as

well as ;onq of the others. Fifteg& homemakers dtated that they used

. . .
’ - |
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these food groups in preparing family meals, but only six could name

the groups and only two indicated that 'ciae.mm' started using them
. ’ X LB -
afCeravisicg by the aides. . ~k -

. '

The inconsis;euj7 present in the responses may indicate a lack

of the "need to know" Ieeling on the part of the homemaker toward

‘ understanding the basic four_foodjgroups and their importance in the

diet. It may be that the éerminology "basic féod group;; was not ‘
recognizable whereas "meata”, "bread an& cereal”, "fruits and bégecablés"‘
and "milk" might have been more readily understood. There is further
evidence of a ‘lack of“communicacion ﬁﬁeq the reaponses to question lf

and 18 are considered. In answer cé queation 17, "What are the basic
f003 groups?ﬁ 17 of the 23 homemakers cduld not name them. However, :
in responding:CO quéscion 18, "Do you use tese food groups in planning
m?als?" 15 of the 23 replied yed. In between these two gesponses, the

- ¢

interviewer (a profeassional home economist) probed to determine just

what foods were .being used by the homemaker. When they reported thoase

. -

comprisi;g the basic four food groups they were cO1d~th}s information.
Therefore, when they undergtood'whac was being asked they were able to
give 1nformacion'which 4ndicated positive results froﬁ the teaching
effort (question 18). This kind of learning situation must have been
congidered when Spitze(26)‘iug§esced in a‘recent argicle that teachers
of nutrician not begin yizh Bagic 4 but use some new approaches to )
gain acteniipn. In view of the Chick&saw County experience, future

programs might ‘consider this suggestion. ‘ ' \

. B2 . ]
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Other.--Activities of aides were not confined to those discussed above,

They taught homemakers how to make and agsisted them in ﬁaking draﬁeries,

aprdha, waste baskets, sewing boxes, ‘cannister sets, needle and thread

containers, racks for bills and other records, and vases from cans.

»

Reaching Disadvantaged Audieuce.-—Onef of the underlying obj écti{re.s of
the project was to "reach the unredched$™ those who have not ’known >
about educational programs or have not taken advantage of them. From
this standpoint, it would appearr that the project hasgen very successful’

as can be illustrated by résponses to certain ques‘td.ons: regarding Extension

4

participation. Twenty-one (21) of the 23 homemakers bhad not vieited any .

Extension home econom:lsts office during the past two 5years. Twenty-two (22)~

sald they did not belong to an Extension Homemakers Club.

reported listening to the home- ecouomists on t‘he raddo "some of the -

k]

time." One reported listening ' mst bf the t:lma»'{' (18 have radios).

Only® five

ALl five of those who listen report begiguing_:g lsten within the last

T .

year, three of them within the last ﬁ'mgcius., °0n1y _e_igiut of chg“°23 )
homcméker? take a weekly or daily fnews‘pa;:er. fne reported rearding la:.he
home e‘gonom:l.a;t newspaper article "all of the time,™ one "nost of the .
F:l.me," three "some of the time' and three "l:l.tel\a of the time;é |
The same patteri\ of participation exist with other services and o
organizations. Only six reported rece:l‘.'ving slfots from the County
Healtl‘l)Jepartmen_t ciuring the past two years, only one o e;c.am:l.natioﬁ -
and: ﬁilre cheat x-rays. None reported receiving prenatal care and only ¥

four received aid fron the Weéll Baby CIinic. Most of the homemakere

53
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.

did not receive gither food stamps or commodities;, yet evéry Missis-

. . . * rs
sippl county participates in one program or the other. They were not ,

-

‘members of PTA, Farm Bureau, Community Clubs, and oniy six feported

being a church member. N - 5@1
y L ‘ R

Summary and Conclusions.--Were the visits of sides effective? To ask

this question 1is to raise énothér-—what degree of change upst occur for

a change agent to declare that his efforts were succesgful? If changes
occurring in the use of‘cértain practices between T) and Ty-are taken

&8 the messure of effectiveness, 1t can be shown that aides were pffect-
ive in varying d;grees. For examplie, of the 16 homemakers who did.sew—
ing for their fam iies and/or homes, eight reported th;t they were making
more clothes. for the family and lod;eported that they were maiing more
articies for ;he home after the aides' viaits. Oﬁly five homemake;s
reported that they had not changed their pattern of recipe use. Con-
cerning some practices, practically no change was noted. e

To use T; and T) measures &8 the oﬁly indicators of program

[
s

effectiveness is to 1gnoré OI‘ES overlook less tangibie, ﬂuc perhaps
more impbrtant, Eh;nggs. The value of establishing éorking relation-
ships between the ghange agent and clients in‘the pulturai milieu of

this stud§ can hard}y be overemphasizeé, aqd:na{riggy; reports of the
interviewer left iittle 1f any douﬁt that such relgtionsh;ps had been

éstabiished. It 1s safe to confiude, therefore, that a "hard to

* reach" audiernce was reached: Behavioral changes did occur, and these

changes, pius the establiishment of working relationships, are .

. . . I

o .
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indicative of the effectiveness of systemic links as & means of

creating change. ’ *

AL et cr i I8

Based on the results of this pilot effort, indications are that

-« 'yw%  action agencies should consider the use of aides as a means of ex- é

panding and strengthening program efforta for the disadvantaged.

For social scientisty, particularly rural ‘sociologists, this

types of program provides an unusual opportunity to fulf1ll one of

their much-desired goals-~the opportunity to apply principles of the

-

experimental design in a laboratory setting.
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. CRITERIA POR SELECTION OF AIDES

! ot

éélection of- aides was done by the vérious county Extefsion staffs.

a3

Criteria were not standardized from county to county but génerally the

following factors were considered: . , ‘

Abilitiea . e -
1. Abiliey to receive and benefit from training.
2. Ability to read, write and follow instructions.

3. Ability to coqmunieate.with low income audiences, especially

L

MM R AR i b b e h sl st e g

ability to talk to-people easily.
4.  Demonstrated ability to work with people 1s desirable.

. L1
i +

Attitudes W

1. Sincel;e cémp‘;sai;on- and ubderstanding for low income families.
2. Receptive to new. ideas and to aupervision.
3. Energqtie and w:lll:l.ng to work even whm results are not
. ‘ immediate and when results are small. o
“‘I. 1‘9'6‘: e:i;il‘.y discouraged or frustrated. |
s 5., App_redét”e benefits of an improved standard of living and
'willing tofhelp fam:llies use what they have to their beat

& &dvantage .

- QOther
. %1,  Respected by friends and neighbors.
g 2. Acceptable pergonal appearance.
3. Acceptable recommendations. S \

4. Able to devote time to job.

S | &7
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: What Was Done in the Home Visit

T

Address
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Name of Paraén Visited
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Use Reverse Side for Additional Comments

Date :

‘Name of person making visit:

F
REPORT OF HOME VISITS
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v, Section I
FACTUAL INFORMATION ON THE FAMILY
. Date

1. Name of Homemaker

2. Address

3. Do you live:
| In the county
On a farm being operated
In country but not on a farm
In Town ‘
- In town with less than 2,500
In town of 2,500 to 10,000
. Jb In city 10,000 or over
4. Do you live:
In a house you own
In a house you rent
With parents or relatives
In a public housing apartment

’

In a non-public housing apartment

5. How long have you lived at your present address?

6. How nany times have you moved in the past five years?

7. How long have you lived in this county?
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8. Are you:
' married
widowed
divorce{
sgparite&
single %
9. Do you have children? Yes No

.

a. If yes, how many?
b, If yes, would you please give me the name, age, an¢wéducation

of the children living at home?

> Hame Age Sex Last grade of school fimished
1. r
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25, .

b

¢. How many children‘dg yt;u have in school? : .

¥

d. How many dropouts?

“

. For each.dropout, give name, vhere they live gnd what they sre doing"., Lo v

' &
' Name ’ Placé Livi . + Whet'Dofng -~ . [ .
n“‘ .'.h’ -. ) i A ' - ‘ . -

[ 1, ' . - oy . oo
. .. -, " v . - y R .
, 2.‘ ¥ ¥ *
. . 7 N . N
B - v g 1,

s : T 3. N T '\ ' ' .

- L
; ' ‘ ““' N " . * 5
i &, . o .
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. . . .

! 5. . s * N e
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10. Are any of your children membexg of . 4-H Club at the present time?

Yes No No. children betwéen 9 te 21
If yes, how many? . ’
. If no, have any of them ever belonged? Yés / No |

If yes, how many? ,

11. Are any of your children members of;

FFA: . Yes No How Many?

FHA: Ygs No " How Many?
YMCA: . c___ Yes No N How Many?

. . TWCA: _°;_,6“. Yes " No " How Many? ' e
Boy -Séou‘ts“: __ Yes h'lio_?"1 How Many? . 3 e
Girl Sco:;cs 5' R Yes . - - No How nénz;? ) ’
Sun;lay School : Yes - ‘-l“No _ -ﬁw Hany?r .

. 12. Names of other people in home other th'an'w:l.’f_e, Thusband and children
already listhd. - - -

- +
- . P

Nane Age o - Sex . Relationship

3 . .-
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13. What grade of schoal did 'you finish?
0 1 234 56 7 89 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

14. What grade of school did your huabind finish? _ .
012 3 4 567 89 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

15. s. What does your husband do (main occupation)?

b.. How many months has he worked during the past two yearé?

¢. Does he live at hone?’ " Yes No

'16. ‘Do you do any kind of work outside the home? Yes Nb.

. ' - If yes, whet jobs hava you held during the past two years?

. T Job ' Length of Time
T L3 & R

Pl

17.  Have you had any .training outside of séhool? - Yes No

If yes, what kind of training?

4
F - LY N

» S
L

-
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* 18, What is your age?

Under 25

45

“

to- 25 - 29

+ 50

30 - 34

*» 55

- 35 - 39

60

3
- . -

- 49
- 54
-'59°
- 64

or over,

¢ : 40 - 44 * 65
19. What orgaﬁiz;tions do you belong to or take part: First, do yoﬁ
belong to or attend church, etc.? ° . -
1 ' ' QG
' 3ﬂttendéd 1/4 ; .
:Member in:or more meet-: ]
L ' -~ :past 12 :ings.in past : Held .office/in
Name of organization ¢ monghs @ 12-quths : past 12 months
Church : : : . .\\\Es
: : : . . :
Sunday School : : : 3
Other Church Organization ‘v : :
. : [ .3 : ‘
_ Community Club ) .2 : b SE ’
Homemakers Club : $ : .
. . : . : T : ¢
P.T.A. _ : : : L
P . 3 : : ‘
Eastern Star : : : ¢
Heroines of Jericho "yp‘ : ’ : - * o3 Jf .
.. Farm Bureau . A: : . _ - .
. 2 . Y : .
Others - list o s b <.
. SR P .
" f f '..* E LS Y 3
© ! ": . H . ‘0.: . R 1
: ’ il I ki R t .
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- 20, ) Have you or your family received any government payments or assist-
- _ ance during the past two yeafs? Yes _No
If yes, what kind?
: ; ) Welfare (Public Assistanced
ADC (Aid to ’Dependent Children)
Unemp loyment Compensation
Lo : ' " Workmen "s'Compensation
Social Security
L . :
\ Food Stamps “
Commodities (Donated Foods) - %
T ‘ .___Other (List) ? )
. : : = .
. 21, Have you or ybur family received any help .from the County Health
Depari:ment during the past two years? ; Yes No
_ If yes, what kind? ) *
. Shots (innoculat'ions)\ l \]'
L . - ) Examinations \
- /" . = )
. Chegt X-rays .
H . . . - - »
. Birth Control Information i
: Prenatal Care )
o . :
. Well Baby Clinics ?
Other (list) )
E‘ ] .'
; + L]
§  }
i .
|
. . e
. Co. N

-
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22. Have you visited any of the Extension Home Economists (Home .
Deﬁonstratidn‘Agenta) offices du¥ing the p;;t year? ‘
Yes '
No

23.

. Extension Aide? ) -

If yes, (for aides) did you visit before being e&ployed as an

’

' . &
Yesg

No

If yeg, (for familieg) did you visgit before you were first contacted
by the Extension Aide? .

Yes :
No . S

/ - :
Do you belong to an Extension Homemskers Club? ;

Yes :

No

If yes: a. About when did you join? C ;

did you attend

b. About what amdunt of the club meetings

" during the past yedr?

(1) None .
@ v
? 3y 1/2
| @) - 3/4
(5) ALl o
, ¢
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24,

25.

26.

4 v
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67.

Do you hear the Extension Home Economist on the radio? .

Yes

No

- ®

If ves: a. Do you listen All the time
' Most of the time
Some of the time
Little of the time
None of the time

-

b. Approximately when did you start listening?

. ;- “ -
Do you read articles written by the Extension Home Economicst in
the newspaper?
Yes
No
Do not take newspaper
1f yes: a. Do you reaﬁ her articles All the time <
. Most of the time
. Some of the time
. L Little of the time
None of the time
- i K
b. Approximately when did you start reading them?
“Would you please show me on this card the approximate amount of
money your family (husband and wife) earns in a week?
‘ Less than $20 $ 60 - $69
- ' ' ’
$20 - $29 $ 70 - $79 ?
$30 - $39 ) $ 80 - $89
$40 - $49 . : $ 90 - §99

P

$50 - $59 ___ More than $100
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Do you have work every week of the year unless you are sick?

Yes

No T

Does not work outside the home

B

. 1f no, about how many weeks would you say you usually work per .

1

year?

Does your husband have work every week of the year unless sick?
r
Yes

No.
No husband : ' 3

If no, about how many weeks would you say he usually works per

year?

Remarks ' * .
~ B
' - \ . .
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Section II
) L]

' LEVEL OF LIVING,

=

- / ' . e ' "Date o

Namé,of Homemaker ‘
’ Address .
1., , What kind of house is this? (INTERVIEWER CAN ANSHER FROM
OBSERVATION) | , ‘
r r -
L. Brick, stucco, or painted frame
. r by T . .
-2, Unpainted frame or other
—_— o
2, How many rooms do you have in this -house? : .. 3
# . ' .
(Not counting. bath, pantry, attic, etc.) .
3. What kind of lighting do you have? . -
1. Electric o : . '
" zl- other R
4, Do you have a washing machine? - . )
Yes Ie it automatic? " Yes No N
5. Do you have a clothes dryer? . .
Yes S
’ No L
6. What kind of refrigeration do you.have?
1. "' None / . . . -
.\ -

2. Electric

3. Ice ’ - \3ﬁl . i <,

4, Other Specify

4

[P S —
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11. '

12.

13,
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L
Do you have a radio?

le ____ Yes . j "'

2. .+ No

Do you have television?
1, ' Yes

2. ¥o

Do you have a telephone?

1. Yes

LY

2. ¥o
Do you have water piped dnto your house? ¢ ’

1. Yes

2. No i | ;;"P ' ’ -
IF NO, SKIP TO QUESTION 14

Do you have ‘a bathtub or shower? '

1. Yes ) <
2. No

Do you have a kitc% sink? \\

1. Yes - /

2, ___ Mo
Do you have an electric or ges water heater?

1, Yes . e i ‘

‘No

i kARl AR s a1t
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14. Do you have a home freezer?
1, ' Yes - ' iy
2, No
15. What kind of cooking stove do you have?
1, Electric
2. Gas - v
3. Coal
4, Wood
5. Other ;
16. Wwhat kind of heating do you have?

) 1. Fireﬁlace only

L Ry

2, Wood or coal heater
3. 011 space heater or gas
“ 4. Floor furnace .
~ 5. Central heat
17. Do you have a separate living room?
1. Yes

e ————

Z, No ,
’ /
18. .Do you have an automobile?
1. Yes
2- NO ’ * J/
—

19. Wwhat about a truck?

‘1. * Yes ‘ . '

2. No
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: - 20. Do you take a daily newspaper}

1. {(Yes e

2 No

-

21. .Do you take a weekly newspaper?

B

1. Yes

2'!’ No
‘ 3 ‘ "f
22, Do you subscribe to any magazines? . -

1. Yes Which ones?
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