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Slovene Rural Development: Five Study Reports

Introduction
By way of prefacing the research findings in this report the
following comments on procedure are offered. It should be noted that
the research findings and prgcédures sketch represent only a selection
of material contained in the original $lovene work which the author

directed titled "Izboljsanje Nacina Dela solvenske Kmetijske Pospesevlane

Sluzbe: _Studija v Treh Delih"*.

In terms of style, the Fiverrepartg were written for popular Slovene
consumption. Notations of statistical significance have been deleted
for readability. (A11 findings discussed were significant at either the
-1 percent or 5 peircent level.) Any comments caﬁcéfning the study itself

or discussion are welcomed.

1. What was the reasoning behind this particular research?

Answer: There were essentially two reasons. First, Slovenia is

the foundation of the first Slovene agricultural extension service.

An accurate up-to-date opinion reading concerning extension program
dimensions and target audiences, as perceived by farmers, agronoms,

TEQislatOrs, would be valuable input-duri@g organizational meetings.
Since this information was not available, it made good planning

sense to provide it. Secondly, agronoms employed by local agricultural

Improvement of Slovene Agricultura] Extension Type Activities: A Three
Part Study, diploma dissertation, Biotechnical Faculty, University of
Ljubljana, 1973.

*The English titlé, Dular, Matjasec, Senegacnik, and BuiTaQ!The




cooperatives (KZ's) and agricultural kombinats (KIK's) do not have
much in the way of so]%d documentation on the farmer audiences they
are servicing. For example, virtually nothing is known about
~information-use patterns among ?armers. Similarly, 1ittle in the
way of empirical documentation exists on cogént questions concerning
the improvement of village 1iving standards or input from private
farmers on the improvement of Slovene agriculture.

In effectg we wanted to provide some of this "“intelligence" that
could heIp‘TDca1 specialists improve their effectiveness in ser#icing
further explore the impact of farmer isolation on various forms of

social participation and attitude changes.

2. MWho was involved in the research work?

Answer: Responsibility for carrying-out the field portions of the
research study belonged to three diploma-level students enrolled at

the Biotechnical Faculty of the University of Ljubljana: Aloiz

informal taam leader. The designing of the research work was carried
out under the direction of Dr. Theodore Buila with the close collabor-
ation of Dip.rIng. Joze Spanring, Dr. Tanja Stupiéa and Dr. Rudolf Turk.
In addition, eight students of the Biotechnical Faculty assisted in

gathering a portion of the field data*.

*Dr. Theodore Buila was a Fulbright Scholar at the Biotechnical
Faculty, during 1966/67, while completing his Ph. D. dissertation from
Cornell University. During 1971/72, he served as i Fulbright Lecturer
at the Biotechnical Faculty while or leave of absense from Southern

Iilinois University, Carbondale, Il1inois.




3. When was the research completed?

Answer: Interviews with farmers werc corpleted between February 1 and
April 1, 1972. Mailed questionnaires to agronoms and legislators were

collected between February 15 and Mav 15, 1972.

4. What kind of population is theﬂyés%ﬁfeh,@;;gd,upgg?

_éﬂgﬂéﬁ; Three different groups: 543 farmers, 279 agronoms, and
;id legislators. The farmer population represents a one-quarter to
three-quarter sampling of households in 28 villages Tocated in four
major geographic régians of Slovenia: Primorska (Italian border area),
Dolenska-Bela Krajina (Novo Mesto-Crnomelj), Stajerska (S1. Gradec-
Celje), and Prekmurje (Murska SubcﬁafLendava). Additionally, 111 farmers
~returned a portion of the questionnaire which was printed in two
weekly newspapers ("Kmecki glas" and "Vestnik"). The 279 agronoms
'and 414 legislators represent a 43 percént and 54 percent mailed
questionnaire return rate on a full sampling of their respective

populations.

5. MWhat about the study populations . . . do they appear to be representative?

Answer: In so far as we can tell, yes. After ten months of Tooking
at the data, coupled with a follow-up of nhon-responderits to the mailed
questionnaires, we fell confident that the Tegislator, agronom, and
farmer pcpu1ati§ns are fairly representative for Slovenia during the
time pericd in question. '

However, three things should be kept in mind when reading the
data: |

First, we would caution making hard generalizations about

data reported on a regional basis. While, for exzmple, there =

appears to Le substantia]_differences of opinion between Primorska



and Prekmurje farmers concerning the future of Slovene agriculture,
we would not wantvte make hard statements based on data from only

9 villages for the two regions combined. Nevertheless, we do

feel that the regional differences noted are an expression

(empirical) of a unique "mentality" or electricity that is fair

game for conjecture.

Second, given the resources, we would have liked to have
a larger sample of farmers. We feel a bit more comfortable
about our farmer sample due to the "agreement" between personal
interviews and mailed questionnaires returned by Farmérs on a
voluntary basis. That is to say, hoth the face and statistical
ﬂifFerences on the program dimensions and audience opinions

between the two groups of farmers were negligibie,

T" ~d, if we were to run the study today, knowing what we

now know, we would use an updated/corrected listing of Slovene -
agronoms. The Biotechnical Faculty 1isting apparently excluded
a "random" portionggf graduateé from the agricultural junior
co1lege.in Maribor. Our listing contained some 600 names. We
suspect we were 75 to 100 names short. Also, we would have

" Tiked to see the republic-Tevel legislator questionnaire return

rate of 30 percent (N = 27) come close to or equal.the 56 percent

(N = 414) return rate of county-level legislators.



6. jsﬁthereménything particularly unique about the sampiing procedures

or data gathering that might bias the results in a way not normally

. expected?

Answer: Let's talk to the data gathering question first. There is.
always the possibility of interviewer b%asi We attempted to gquard
against this by conducting pre-test interviews tégether. That is,
the three prime interviewers were present while one of them did the
interviewing. The interview was critiqued almost immediately afterward,
After four pre-testing fnterview sessions we felt comfortable with
each cther's "data." Where Biotechnical Faculty students participated
in village surveys, the three intE?Qiewgré conducted a role playing
situation withxthe students on two occasions to standardize the
interview format. Of the 28 villages surveyed, 20 were comp1éted by
“the three diploma students and the remaining 8 by Biotechnical Faculty
students enrolled in an Extension Methods class. One other note,
the data for Kapca, a Hungarién speaking Slovene village, was collected
by the Tlocal priest after being detailed by the researcher in charge
of interviews in the Prekmurje region. |
On the question concerning possible sample bias, the basic unit
for farmer sampling was the village. In selecting villages, we
grouped them on the basis of their relative physical isolation since
we wanteé to study the differential effects of physical isolation on
the farm famiiy. As we noted in Item 5, personal interview data and
data contained in the mailed questiénhaires‘{representing v%rtuaT1y
evefy corner of Slovenia) were very comparable. As such, we don't
think the sampling of villages based on the éhysica? isolation criteria

yielded biased data. But just in case it did, here is the way the

villages were selected.



Iﬁ each of the four regions (Primorska, Doienska, Stajerska,
Prekmurje) the central city and principal secondary cities were noted
on a map. Two circ]es‘were drawn around each. The first at 10 kilo-
meters and the second at 15 kilometers. A1l villages located within
the area between the two circles were listed. Villages were Further-
categorized into three groups based on their reiative physical
isolation from the central or secondary city. The groups were as
follows: Group I, villages serviced with five or more daily bus
departures to the city, Group II, villages sérvicedxFrom 1 to 4
daily. bus departures to the city, Group III, villages located a
1/2 hour or more walk from the.closest bus stop. Once the groupings
were completed and verified one vTTTage.was randdm]y sampled from |
each group for both the central and secondary city in each region.
One last note on the number of interviews per village. In villages
;with less than 30 households, every effort was made to interview
in each hqqsehcid. In villages with between 30 and approximately 75
hausého]ds avery other household was sémp1ed on a random basis.
Villages with over 75 households had every third or fourth household

. sampled on a random basis.



Report [
Program and Audience Dimensions For

The New Slovene Extension Service

-- Opinions of 1375 Slovene Farmers,
Legistators, and Agronoms

Program Priorities

A11 groups (legislators, agronoms, farmeﬁs) were in high agreement
that agricultural marketing and production advice should be among the
top program priorities of the new extension service.

Additionally, we found.all groups pretty much agreed that extension
programs to assist rural youth should be a first priority program
consideration. The composite first priority rankings of programs appear

in Table 1.

Table 1. Extension Program Dimensions, First Priorities

Percent Considering the Program

Program
A First Priority Item

1. Agricultural Marketing 87%
2. Agricultural Production - 8
3. Rural Youth 69
4. Farm Ménégement | 63
5. Rural Leadership | 48
6. Community Development 46
/. Home and Family 39

8. Natural Resources Conservation _ 33

Respondents | 1375




Farmers tended to see the extension service serving a much broader
range of needs than did agronoms or legislators. For example, approximately
60 percent of the farmers felt the areas of cammunit& and home improvement
coupled with more effective rural political ieadership should be first
priority programs of the new extension service. Less than one out of three
agronoms and legislators felt the same way. These differeuceé are under-

scored in Table 2.
Table 2. Extension Program Dimensions, First Priorities of
LegisTlators, Agronoms and Farmers

Percent Considering the Program
A First Priority Item

Program | ___Legislators
o —RepubTic _County Agronoms Farmers
1. Agricultural Marketing 75% 82% | 82% 91%
2. Agricultural Production 86 90 . 89 80
3. Farm Management 75 | 87 67 73
4. Rural Youth 65 69 63 72
5. Rural Leadership - 43 39 32 64
6. Community Development 17 3B 29 61
7. Home and Family a2 21 55
8. Natural Resource Conservation 3 31 31 40
Responderits 29 414 279 650

The fact that Slovene farmers perceive extension program assistance in

the broad areas of home, family, and community is further underscored in a

- regional comparison of prcgrém priority opinions. While the pattern of

regional program priorities differs, particularly in the case of Prfmgrska,



. this in itself does not obscure the simple fact that égricuTture isn'f
the Gn1yvthing in a Slovene farmer's 1ife. By way of.pastscript,
48 perceﬁt df the farmers inter?iewed cansideredigll programs in the first
pricrity categéry.
Table 3. Extension Service Program Dimensions, First
' o Priarities of Slovene -Farmers by Regions |

Percent Considering the Program
Item a First Priority

Program |  Prek-  Stajer- Dolenj- Primor-
- , - murje  ska  ska ska
1. Agricultural Marketing 92% 85% 96% - 79%
2. Agricultural Production 92 - 58 9 50
3. Farm Management - 60 44 74 38
4. Rural Youth : ' 78 78 63 63
5, Rural Leadership 70 54 68 33
6. Comunity Development 80 61 69 27
7. Home and Family = 82 36 80 2
8. Natural ReéGUFce Conservation 65 39 .28 6
Respondents* 178 138 115 52

*Data based on 483 individual interviews in the regions listed.

If indeed a single reason exists that explains the rather sizable
regional differences in terms of program priaritiés, or the relative exclusion
of certain programs SLQh as natural résource conservation, we are not aware
of it. The Primorska data is a good point in question. How is one to
interpret the relatively cool program responses of Primorska farmers? Are
‘Primorska farmers apathetic as some suggest? Or are they simplyrbeing

"realistic" about any assistance they might receive from a new extension

service?




The specific resulting causes for regional ﬁjffgrences in'pragram‘
prioritieéi'vi]1age;12vel differences for that mattér, will have to wait
for further study, However, based on our conversat1gns w1th we11 over

500 furmers during the Spr1ng of 1972 we feel the mixed reading in program
pr1ar1ties stems frum a comb1nat1on of factors pass1b1y un1que -to each
. region and v1]1age Among these were:

1. A personal re-ordering of priorities to improve 1iving standards,
that is, simply producing more pigs or milking more COWS no
longer is the answer. Programs to equalize rural-urban standards
of Tiving and bring about equitaﬁle farm prices are emerging in

importance,

2. On-going énd past re1ationships with vaviaﬁé tynes program
_ESSTStEHEE from KZ and KIK cadre, in terms of shaping a farmer s
confidence and expéctat1ons, had a great dea] to dn w1th
individual and village level expectat1ons., For example, Prekmurje
villages where Hungarian 1s spéken, for some reason, are not
serviced as well (présumab1y because of the language/cultural
differences) Slovene speaking villages. UndefstandabTy, ﬁhe
‘éexpectatians of Hungarian speaking farmers are.different in both

priority and 1nténsity of expectation,

3, A simple Tack of farmer and farm wife knowledge concerning
program assistance paséibi1ities resulted in 1imited program

expectations.

4. Uﬁique physical, economic, and/or social characteristics of the
region, sub-region, or village (e.g., poor soil, physical isolation,

lack of youngsters, etc.)




The‘extreme1y low program priority given natural resources conserva-
tion by farmers, agronbms, and legislators alike (only one out of three
considered it a first priority program), puzzles us. Who, if not fhe ex-
tension service, is to be responsbee for education and action in rural
Slovenia in tak1ng the 1éadersh1p to preserve her natural landscape?

There was one encouraging note w1th respéct to natural Feseurce
conservation in our findings. Approximately ED percent of the farmers
under 30 jears of age felt natural resource conservation should be a
first priority program. The'fact that young rural Slovenes care enough
about their environment to ass%gn a key role to the extension service
(only 28 percent of farmers over éD years of age did) 3uggests to us that
elementary and secondary schaois'are making an impact in environménta1
education, | | |

Just a note relative to Prekmurje's farmers concern for programs
in natUra1-reserée conservation, The best explanation for 65 percent
of Prekmurje's farmers assigning;a first priority to natural resource
rconservatiah programs appears to stem from the serious ficeding that
. OCCUrs during wet years in the Mura River Towlands. In effect, many
farmers interpret natural resource conservation as a flood control
program.
related to-differences in program priorities we found several "natural"
patterns, For examp]é, women (80 percent) were a bit more concerned
than men (69 percent) over the first priority stétus of programs for
rural youth, Similarly, those Farmegsf1iving in relatively isolated
villages and who were isolated themselves were more concerned with the

importance of community and hemelimpravement programs.



Actually, we found very Tittle difference in the relative importance
attached to agriéuTtufaTTy related programs based on indiviauai farmer
profile differences. A farmer's age and farm size provided the greatest
areas of difFerentiatign but ﬁgthing unexpected:

1) Age. Expectedly, younger farmers tended to show more relative
- concern than older farmers for extension programs geared to: home and
family impravement, community development, and natural resource caﬁser-
vation, Seg Table 4. Interestingly, all farmer age groups were equaiTy -
concerned in that rural youth programs be given a higﬁ_priority. Similarly,
ége*did»not éppear to have an effect on the relative fmpartance of the |
agricultural program inclusion. |

Table 4, Percent of Farmers by Age anupf
Considering Program Items as First Priority Inclusions

Program

<30  31-45  45-60  >60 .

Home and Family | 78% 63% 55% 60%
Community Development 81 73 61 56
Nétura1 Resources | 59 39 44 28
Rural Youth & 4 &8 73

2) Farm Size. We found larger farmers mére concerned with faﬁﬁ
management programs and programs dealing with impraved'rura1 leadership.
Relatively speaking, they were i bit higher on programs to bring new

production technology their way as is seen in Table 5.



Table 5. Percent of Farmers By Farm Size
Considering Program Items First Priority Inclusion

Program Farm Size ;

T under A over
— - o 3 hai — _4“7 ha [ 7 ha ¥
Farm Management 46% 8% 66%
Rural Leadership 48 61 64
AgricuTtural Production 69 ' 77 81

Audience Priorities

A1l graups agreed that the farmers should be the prime aud1ence for any
new extens1an type ass1stance activity. Cagperat1Ves (kz' s) .and Kombinats
(KIK s) canst1tuted a clear "second" c11enteTe group éoup1ed with stores
that handled agricuTtural items. Rural non-farm -and city residents were con-
sidered equally Tow on the audience priority Tisting. See Table 6.

In additﬁan; legislators, agronoms and farmers sing1édsout farmers work-

iné 4 or more hectars of land as the prime audience within the farmer category.

a_part of the targetﬁaudignce asmlet S say, smaii;fgrmerg? After‘a11, it can
be argued that it is the part-time farmer who has access to necessary capital

for the purchase of machinery and other production investments

to be 1gnored in terms of service? Certainly the case can be made that it

is often the older citizen that resides on a small holding. This being the
situation, are they to be penalized for not being able to farm as much land

as they could when they were‘ycﬁnger? ‘Similarly, we find many young farmers
trying to get established i; farming WQrking small holdings, many times while
holding down a part-time job.

1t seems relatively clear from the figures in Table 7__that while small




_ Table 6. Extension Service Audience, First
Priorities of Legislators, Agronoms and Farmers

Percent considering the Audience to
“be Served as a First Pricrity

Audience To Be Served Legislaters Agronoms Farmers

RepubTic___ County - _ ‘, —

1. Small farmers (0-3 ha.) 17% 144 g 43y

. 2, Middle-sized farmers

(4-7 ha,) 79 70 65 74

10.

Larger farmers (7+ ha.).
Part-time farmers

Agricultural co-ops
(KZ)

Agri.,-Businesses/
Kombinats (KIK)

Non-agri. rural
households

City residents
Stores, general

Stores, agricultural

82
31

62

48

78

9

67

43

49

86
10

54.

a4

73

31
40

38

29

14

Réspandents

Table 7. First Priority Audience Considerations of Farmers by
the Size of Farm
Percent
___Size of Fam
Less than
_3ha.  4-7 ha,

- Over

Audience ,
] 7 ha,

Small farmers (0-3 ha,) 58% 434% 45% -
Middle-size farmers (4-7 ha.) -3 82 73

Larger farmers (over 7 ha.) . 65 73 7N




- farmers do not consider themselves top priority in terms of extension

service assistance, they fee] they should not be excluded,

. Comparing famer'respanseg by region, see Table 8, there is 1ittle
doubt that farmers feel that they should be focus of any new agricu]turgl
program activity. We éuspéct tﬁaﬁ the relative closer farmer relationship

"of KIK's and KZ's in Prekmurje, particularly with KIK Pamurka, explains
the huge differences between Prekmurje and Primorska farmers in consider-
ing éxisting,organizaticns as paft of program activity for assisténéé.

- Table 8. Extension Service Audience, First
Priorities of Slovene Farmers in Different Regions
Percent
7743égions .

Audience to be Served Prek- Stajer- Dolenj- Primor-
T . ___Murje - ska ____ska  ska

1. Small farmers (0-3 ha,) 44% . 46% 639 ‘259

2. Middle-sized farmers (4- :
7 ha.) | 85 78 62 77

3. ;Larger!farmers (7+ ha.) 88 54 61 | 79 7
4. Part-time farmers 45 25 4 15
5. Agricultural co-ops (Kz) 53 44 34 6
6. Agri.-Businesses/Kombinats |
(KIK) | 66 38 24 2
7. Non-agri. ruré? house- 7
holds ' 6 . 12 20 -
8. City residents 4 9 16 -
9. Stores, general 23 | 26 23 -
10. Stores, agricultural 85 64 54 17

Respondents* ‘ 178 138 115 52

*Data based on 483 ind%vidua]iiﬁterviews in the regions listed,
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The re1ative:importance Prekmurje and Etajérska farmers attach to
.program assistance for farm stores, equal to or more important than middle-
sized farmers, suggests that some activities will by their very nature

have to be channeled through KZ's and KIK's. Further study to clarify

anq7specifyﬁexp1iéj§;§ypes of program services to be provided farm stores

is QbViQusly suggested by this strong farmer %ntgreg;z

Concluding Remarks

We feel the study findings suggest a rather considerable difference*
of opinion Eetween farﬁers‘ahd agronoms/legislators regarding whét the
program priorities of the new extension service should be, Farmers see
program priorities aéross the board: agriculture, home and family,
communtiy development, etc. Agronoms and legislators tend to confine
program priorities to agriculture: production, maFREting, and management.

As a necessary first step, WE urge'thét this apparent_differenée of
"apparent difference” because we ake'céhvinced;that both groups are
really after thé same géais of an impravéd quality of Tife for rural
S1ovenes,.-Thére is no doubt that agronoms and Tegislators would like to
see KZ's and KIK's strengthened, On the other hand, it also makes common
sense to realize that farmers 1ive each day with more than just agricul-
ture on their minds,

Here's what we think is important, that is, if we read farmers cor- °
rectly. They were telling us that they are anxious tu;suﬁpcrt and partici-
pate in any number of programs that perhaps existing'organizatians céu]d
provide, given a bit of time and financial needed resources.

What we are most worried about is not the exclusion of farmer priority




programs from the portfolio of the new extension service. We are worried

over the very real possibility that the new extension service will be

given the full ?éspcnsjbiiity,but not_the finaﬂ;ialﬂmgéggnto undertake or

sustain action programs at the village level. What then? What will this

do tﬁ the cfedib%Tifyvand participat%an TeQels between farmers and the
existing organizations?

It is our impression that the existing Slovene agricultural organiza-
tions have or could read%iy'deve1ap the capacity to prgvidé both the needed
leadership and local ievei.staffrin the naﬁéag?iCUTturET program areas.

We would urge agronoms and Tegislatcrs to reconsider their thinking with
respect to program priorities. The identificétian of specific program |
"actionsrin.agricu1ture, home and family and community deVeIopment will
yield a full portfolio of program servicgs sensitive to individual an§
viTTagé-needsg These pfagrams will serve tc strengthen existing
aﬁganizations (assuming that they will play & prime role in the new
extension servicé)_thfough increased suppart‘generatéd'by committed

participation by the entire farm family.



Report II.

Does Agriculture Hold a Future For
Slovene Farmers? |
-- Farmer opinions in the Spring
- of 1972
Approximately one-half of the 542 Farmers we interviewed in 23
different villages indicated théy felt agriculture held a future for them.
Likewise, the remaining half were ncf too optimistic.

- There was considerable variation among the regions on the future of
farming question as can be seen in Table 1. For example, while 78 percent
of PPEkmUPJE s farmers were optimistic, only 67 percent of those 1nterv1ewed
in Pr1mor5ka felt the same way. Actually, 3 out of the 4 regions 1nc1uded
in the survey did not ho]d opt1m1st1c opinions when it came tn the future
of Slovene agr1cu1ture

Table 1. Future In Farming, Opinions
of Slovene Farmers by Region

See a Future in

Region _Agriculture
Prekmurje o 78%
Stajerska , 38%
Dolenska 33%

'Primorska | S - 17%

Keeping in mind that the findings vary among the regions, we found
the following farmer prgfiie:charactekistics related to situations where

farmers tended to hold optimistic views towards the future of agriculture:




(1) Optimistic farmers tended to own farms with more arable land:

Farm Size: . See a Future in
Arable Land Agriculture

0-3 hectars ’ 319
4-7 hectars i 64%

7 or more hectars %

(2) Optimistic farmers wérewvisited By agronoins_more_ frequently

than those holding negative views. Similarly, they attended

demonstrations and short courses/classes more frequently:

Home Visit By See a Future in -
__Agronom __Agriculture

Yes 61%
No ' S 39%

'(3) Proportionately, fewer optimistic farmers held off-farm jobs:

Farmers Hold an ~ See a Future in
_Off-Farm Job _Agriculture

Yes | 24%
No . 76%

(4) Optimistic farmers tgndgdrtgﬁijyg,inivi]Jageg that had a

~ higher percentage of agricultural households. We also found

that the pércentage of optimistic farmers tended to increase

as the village bacame more physically isolated.

-asphalt roads, bus service, schools, stores, etc., had greater

proportion of optimistic farmers than those with relatively

few local village services available.



As we noted, one-haif of the farmers interviewed were rather negativé
" on the fﬁture of agriculture %gr them and their family. When asked why'
then didn't see a future in agriculture, three key reasoﬁs emerged: |

(1) Their particular farm Was tco'sm311 to be economically viable
(24%) | |
They-had no one left at hﬁme to assist with farming operations
(243) |
(3) Low agricultural prices (22%)

-
]
P!

Other major reasons given were the farm was located on poor Tand and
high taxes. |
When asked what types of programs or actions farmers felt were
needed to improve the “"perspective" of Slovene agriculture, virtually -
in all regions tend to agree on five or six first priority actions that
wﬁu]d)serVE-ta improve the future of Slovene agricu]ture:=
| (1) Stabilize aéricﬂ?téral prices
(2) Continued effort to mechanize prﬁductian
(3) Expand private farmer access to farm and home éredit=
(4) Reduce taxes
(5) Include private farmers in social insurance coverage at-
comparable levels with workers in the social sector (approved
in a Slovene referendum in November, 1972)

(6) Design and implement programs for rural youth



Table 2. Suggested Action Program Areas to Improve the
Future of Slovene Agriculture, Farmer Opinions

_First Program Priority by Percent

Program Suggestions Primor- _Défena Stajer- - Prek-
- - o Ska  ska - - ska murje
Agricultural Marketing 309 28% 21% - 37%

(e.qg., stabilize prices,
equelige subsidy payment)

_Agricultural Mechanization 4 23 -3 9

(e.g., additional types,
cost, credit)

Farm and Home Credit 26 6 2 9

Tax Reduction : 6 19 18 15
Social Security Coverage o N ,

"~ (e.g., pensions, health care) 6 6 8 15
Rural Youth 14 5 2 2
écvernment-Farmer‘ ‘ 7 .

Relationships -2 ' 5 4 9
Other. . 12 8 ' 4 4
Totals 100% 1005 -© 100% 100%

Just as fmportant in the question concerning the future that agriculture
holds for S1Qvene families were the d1sturbed fee11nge meny farmers expressed
relative to (1) the dec?1n1ng self-sufficiency of S1even1a agriculturally,

(2) young children growing up in today's villages, and (3) older people

" Tiving out their Tives on farms.

In talking with Slovene farmers, we found a deep concern expressed
for the present.trend that sees Slovenia beccming increasingly dependent
on other regions/countries for her food supplies. Just what degree of

self-sufficiency in food productior S1Dvenie should strive to maintian is



[ gl

not clear, that is, in what commodi ties and‘at.what leveis. The question :
of self-sufficiency in food production has thé'makings_af a highly charged"
issue in the 5]6VéﬂEVECUﬂtry5idé. It is sufficient to say that Slovene
farmers seem more goncernéd than the%r urban brothers that Slovene bread
and butter'caméé to their plate with a passport. o |

With respect to ch11dren many parents were v1sab1y d1stUrbed that
a generat1on of ch11drpn were growing up in ecancm1ca11y dying households.
This situation was neither in the best interests of the children nor the
- country they felt. Severa1 Fe1t-that‘ﬂnérpTacé to start was'with a more
active éffart to extend equaT educat1gna1 Dppcrtun1t1e5 to rural youth
(compared to urban ch11dren) High teacher turnaver rates, the unavail-
'abi1ity of teachers, schcol closings, limited vocational program offerings
in rural areas, poorly equipped schools, and a Tack_of'stipends for rural
outn were specific issues parents mentioned as possible starting places.
>:to»imprave the rural educationai situation.

~ Just what can be done to brighten the promise of a better tomorrow
-for older men and women vas a subjéct more often "felt" than talked about.
in any length. When the issue hcw-to improve the 1iving conditions for
older peop1é was ‘talked about, extending "complete" social insurance and
pension benefits were most frequently mentioned. Free pub]iﬂltYEHSpDrtatiQn;
mdre.extensive hame’visits by nursing staff, and assistance with household
“chores were other possibilities mentioned as ways to improve the future of
aged Slovenes 1iving out their TiQES on small pérce15 of land.

In conclusion, 1t was our feeling that things appear reasonably
positive in approximately on-half of Slovenia's 178 000 farm households.
Th1s we felt, was a solid and positive finding. However, we clearly noted
on unhealthy frustration, sometimes apathy, in far too many households to

remain content with the existing situation.




The key to brining a new positivism to the Slovene countryside in

large measure appears to rest in legislative policy considerations that
will visably improve and equalize the social/economic goods and services

at the grassroots village level.



Report IIT.

Improving Slovene Village Life
- Program priority opinions of legislators
agronoms, and farmers in the Spring of 1972.

Rural people and their paid public representatives, whether they be
in government or on the staff of an area cooperative, are not always in
agreement on the specific actions necessary to improve village living
standards.

The information that follows is directed at the task of improving
awareness among legislators, agronoms, and farmer groups of one another's
opinions on the question of program priorities for improving village 1ife
in rural éigvenia! Hopefully, this information will reach the parties
before hard extension program decisions are made that could potentially
slow the pace of equalizing urban-rural living standards

We asked a combined group of over 1370 legislators, agronoms, and
farmers their opinion as to what was the first priority in their estimation
to improve village life.* |

From Tables 1 and 2, it is fairly clear that farmers see ﬁhé improving
of village 1iving standards in terms of projects that would improve road
surfaces, bring stores and public services to the village. The legislator-
agronom group, on the other hand, placed their program priorities on first
improving agriculture as opposed to doing something specific in the village.
Increasing prcductioﬁ and stabilizing price fluctuations of agricultural
commodities were the kéy program priorities according to legislators and

agronoms.

_*Additionally, farmers were asked several questions after giving their
priority responses to improve village life, to give their opinion as to
improving their agricultural situation(s). These responses appear in the
article Fi+lad "Dapce Aawviriiltirmes UaTd o Fod . £ &= CoEm

5 _ o



Table 1. Summary of First Program Priorities to Improve Slovene
Village Life, A Comparison of Legislator,
Agronom and Farmer Opinions

Percent

7Legisiator§
First Program Priority 7 )
RepubTic County _ Agronoms Farmers
Village services and buildings 14% 249 11% 68%
Agricultural Probiems 86 76 89 32

Table 2. First Priority Suggestions to Improve Slovene
Life, A Comparison of Legislator, Agronom and
Farmer Opinions '

Percent

Legislators

Program Priority
Republic  County Agronoms __ Farmers

Roads and Transportation -~ 0% 6% 41%
Water Service ' 9 10 6 A
Stores, Schools, Post Office, etc. 5 9 4 _ 10
Farm and Home Credit R 13 6
Land Consolidation 5 7 6 ' 5
Social Insurance/pensions -= 0 - 8 3
Agricultural Politics 9 L 15 6
Increasing Agricultural Production 38 15 19 5
Price Stabilization | 29 18 22 4
Agricultural Mechanization 5 3 5 4
Other* Y - 4 1 4

Total 1002 1004 100y 1004

*Among the other priorities mentioned were: improving electric service, :
agricultural pick-up and delivery stations, industrial development, rural youth,
rural tourism, extension service expansion, agricultural maximums, taxes,
inheritance laws, and improved farmer associations.



From Tables 1 and 2, it appears a major difference of opinion exists
between farmers and the legislator-agronom group as to what specific
actions would serve to improve the quality of Slovene village life.
Legislators énd agronoms seem to be saying, "An improved standard of
village living will follow on the heels of increased production and
actions to ease-the costéprice squeeze."

| The assumption here is that legislators and agronoms appear to place
their highest priority on actions directed at generating increased rura1!
income (means) that at a later dateé can be used for spécific:viTTage
impravement prbjegts.

Farmers seem to be countering with sométhing 1ike, "What you
(1egislators and agronoms) say may be true. Nevertheless, we would Tike
to see more of the money that we are giving to the cities (taxes) return
back to the village to improve roads, bring water into our houses and
standardize rural electrical service so we too can use new motors and
appliances."” _

Projects that;yfTT get rid of mud and dust once and for all (ends)
carry considerably ﬁoré appeal with 68 percent of the Slovene farmers
we interviewed than income géﬁerating programs. If we read the farmers
correctly, they. seem to be saying that they (farmers) didn't feel that by
sending more money to the cities would in itself help grow wings on it
for a return trip to the village, i.e., sending more tax money to the
-city from the farm might make good planning sense . . . but clearly
lacks a common sense appeal to farmers.

It is our impression that the means versus ends differences of
opinion among the two groups (farmers and TEQisiatorséagronoms) can in
part be explained by the different professional orientation of the two

groups.



The 1egis1atgrsagronom group, by profession, is planning oriented.
Coupled with this, for the most part, legislators and agronoms are not
- permanent village residents, that is, they and their families don't
have to cope daily with Tower levels of public services than they enjoy
in towns and cities. The net result of this is that the "natural"
concern of Tegislators and agroﬁoms is not going to be so much in terms
of social services as it is going to be towards income producing programs.
In effect, a 500,000 ton increase in wheat carries a dinar fiéure that
can be entered in the national balance sheet which is quite visable and
accountable. A raad‘made less -muddy is obscure by comparison . . . except
for the farm families who use the road.

The point that needs emphasizihg because it directly relates to
farmer commitment to new extension programs, i$ that Férmers are of the
mind that what they needed was more visable development activity in the
village rather than continued promises of sémething to come. This being

the case, energetic farmer commitment to new extension program actions is

aspects of agricultural production. -

Perhaps the most significant study finding in terms of extension

program priorities was the "re-discovery" that just because a man or

woman is a farmer doéSﬂ'twmeaq"thagfiheyﬁeat, sleep, and talk agriculture

24 hours a day . . . a reminder for extension staff and planners the

world over.
From the range of "normally expected" concerns listed in Table 2,
it's rather obvious that the things farmers think important for improved

village 1iving standards basically aren't all that different than we



would expect from agronoms or legislators if they took up permanent
residence in a village. For example, how would urban Slovenes react to
the following situations we found:

Idrija Area:

A five hectar farm holding. The family unit consists of a man,
wife, and five young children. The husband gets up at 4:00 a.m. each
day, breakfasts, walks over an hour to the nearest bus stop; rides on
a bus for 1 1/2 hours to work arriving at 7:00 a.m. Wife is home
with farm work and young children. The husband returns home between
6 and 7 p.m. from work. Action Program: Extend bus service.

Pohorje Area:

Young farm girl, older parents, closest water to house is
500 meters over hilly terrain. Water for house, cattle and stock
is hand carried. During dry weather and during hard freezes water
must be carried over 1 kilometer. Action Program: Home credit and/or
teams for well drilling or cistern systems,

In examining Table 3 to get a better readaing on just what types of.
services of projects the new extension service might include in this
village action program priorities, we found that:

1) Daily Food Items, were available in 11 of the 28 villages. In

another 11 villages farmers purchased food items in neighboring
villages. Residents in the remaining 6 villages traveled to
larger cities to purchase daily food items (e!g.,’bread, sugar,

etc.).

2) Agricultural S@lgs,a[”Pickaupﬁ§t§tjgg$,‘were=5pa§egfso that

farmers in 13 of the 28 villages regularly used local or

neighboring village facilities for the sale of farm commodities
such as Tivestock, milk, fruit, and wine grapes. Farmers in the
remaining 14 villages were oriented to larger towns and regional

centers for their commodity sales.
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3) AgricujtgfalfsuppTiés, items such as seed, fertilizers, and feed

concentrates, were available in 6 of the villages. KZ and KIK
stores in neighboring villages provided supplies for another
11 of the villages. In the remaining 10 villages farmers
traveled to larger towns and regional centers for their repro-

ductory supplies.

4) Clothes/Textiles and Furniture, in most instances, farm families

shopped in smaller towns (e.g., Sezana, Crnomelj, S1. Gradec,
Lendava) or larger cities (e.g., Trst, Novo Mesto, Celje, Murska

Sobota) for clothing, textiles and home furnishing needs.

Table 3. Average Distance Traveled by Slovene Farmers for Various
Farm Related Purchases and Sales, A Comparison by Region

, - Average Kilometers Traveled
Prupose of Trip , , '
Prekmurje Stajerska  Dolenska  Primorska

Househoid food items N 3.2 3.7 | 3.7
7.8

[

Agricultural products 1 5.8 5.
8.0

P

Agricultural supplies 3.3 5.2 4.
12.2

P

Furniture 10.1 16;1 7.
13.0

P

Clothing textiles 13.2 10.2 12.

" Important is the finding that daily food items were not available in

17 of the 28 villages. And that, on the average, Stajerska, Dolenska, and

items. A fact that certainly must work a hardship on older farmers and

young mothers - particularly during bad weather. The extension service




(KZ and KIK organizations for that matter) stand to receive instant
support for program action that would bring a mobile grocery store or
stock a Tocal building/home with food items for Tocal sale.

The fact that most STovene farm families will generally travel a
few extra kilometers for wider selection and perhaps better prices for
clothing and furniture is not surprising. What was interesting was the
finding that due to a mixture of competitive prices, customer credit,
and in some cases, a widér selection, well over half of the farmers
voiced a preference to do their shopping in smaller town centers rather
than travel to Ljubljana, Celje, or Maribor.

Quantifying the impact of farmer marketing and purchas{ng patterns
on the efficiency of Slovene agricultural production is conjecture at
best. Wé don't know, for example, if the marketing and purchasing patterns
reflect the result of "farmer inteTTigence"ltoncerning competitive prices
(which is no doubt the case in many instances) or the reflection of |
traditional marketing patterns that may or may not make "economic sense."

However, it 1s our opinion that the current marketing and purchasing
patterns contain rather explicit situations wherein changes would benefit
both the farmer and Tower the consumer costs of Slovene agricultural
production. Further study of the following types of situationé we
encountered would, we feel, benefit both sides of the market:

1) Local fresh milk pick-up unavailable in several instances with

next villages far enough away to "cost" in terms of farmer time

and milk quality.
- 2) Lessrthan fully competitive local agricultural price policies
(unWrittgn territorial agreements among KZ and KIK organizations)

Q. in comparison to other Slovene or Yugoslav areas.




3) Insufficient commodity and farm supply price information was
available to farmers, e.g., differences between potentially -
competitive KZ's and KIK's daily or weekly market commodi ty

prices for different Slovene and Yugoslav cities, etc.

4) Limited farmer knowledge concerning the variation in production
contracts and agreements for solid farmer comparitive analvsis

(e.g., prices, benefits, conditions, etc.) available from KZ's

and KIK's located in other regions of Slovenia or Yugoslavia.

5) Limited programming and distribution capacities of KZ and KIK

organizations with respect to local availability of reproductory

items when farmers need them: seed, feed, fertilizer, machinery

and spray materials.

‘In summary, we felt that Slovene farmers were not really in disagreement
with theieregiSTEtDrsagrQnom colleagues over the importance of continuing
extension programs aimed at production. What they were saying is that they
stood fully ready to participate even more so than in the past;‘in new
action programs under the leadership of the extension service that made

their village a better place to live for them and their children.




Report 1V,

Information-Use Patterns Among Slovene Farmers
-- An analysis of personal and mass
' media scurces of information related
! to new machinery and agricultural
: credit,

A key factor in the adoption of improved farming practices is the
availability and farmer-consumption of information pertaining to new
technology.

It was our feeling that if Slovene agronoms knew which information
sources farmers were using on a daily basis (e.g., newspapers, radio,
agronoms) they could, with this knowledge, more effectively channel the

best available information directly to farmers for the combined tasks

of improving agriculture and village life.
In an attempt to gather current information intelligence, we sought
answers in the following three areas*:
1) What sources of infoﬁﬁation did farmers turn to for their
first knowledge of new developments in agricultural credit
programs. Secondly, once farmers were "aware" of a new de-
velopment, which information source would they turn to for the

best dezisi@ni—mgking information concerning the new practice.

2) What effect does the type of farming practice have on the

source of information farmers anticipated using? For example,

*Farmers were asked two open-ended questions: (1) '"Where would you most

- likely hear about a new development in (machinery/credit)?" (2) "Where
would you seek the best information for (machinery/credit)?" Each
question was asked for two improved farming practices: new agricultural
machinery and new credit programs. Note, questions were phrased to find
out which information sources farmers anticipated they would turn to or use.




do farmers key on the same information sources for relatively
"visible" new developments in famm machinery such as a plow,
mower, sprayer, tractor, etc,, as they were for more complex

farming practices such as in the case of farm credit?

3) Are there any farmer characteristics that seem to be re-
lated to information-use patterns? For example, do any regional
information-use patterns or patterns related to the size of famm,
or the age of farmers exist that have immediate information

programming use?

One note before going into findings. Of the 542 farmers interviewed,
92 percent owned radios and 86 percent subscribed to newspapers, Unfor-
tunately we didn't get a solid reading on T. V. ownership. Media in-

formation access we found was readily available in virtually all Slovene

farm homes.
sy

1. "First" and "Best" Infprmatiaﬁiﬁgu:ces

Slovene farmers told us they depend primarily on (1) radio broad-
casts (most frequently mentioned were the noon-time and;Sunday programs);
(2) conversations with KZ and KIK staff, (3) newspaper articles, and
(4) local neighbors for their first information concerning new develop-

ments in agriculture, When it comes to a final best source of information

farmers overwhelmingly, 84 percent, singled out XZ and KIK agronoms as the

gource they would seek out. See Table 1.
We feel it is fair to conclude from the data in Table 1 that (1)
Slovene farmers use a mixture of mass media and interpersonal channels to

secure their first knowledge of new-agricultural technology, (2) when



Table 1. Information Scurces by Stages for New
Agricultural Technology

Percent by Source
- First  Final
Information Source Information Information

Neighbors 12% 12%
Agronoms 29 | 84
Demonstrations/Classes : 2 : -
Radio : 31 2
Newspapers 20 . 2
T, V. . 6 -

100% 100%

seeking out the 'best" fiﬁal type information, Slovene farmers are almost
exclusively oriented to interpersonal information sources, i.e.., agronoms,
and neighbors, (3) the agronom cadre appears as the single most important
information channel, particularly so when one considers that broadcasts °

and newspaper articles are generally prcduzed=by'agronoms.

In general, the Sloveﬁe findings mirror farmer information use
patterns in other developed countries. That is to say, most farmers use
a mixture of personal and mass medis_saufﬁes for their first information
while "final" information generally comes from interpersonal sources,
namely extension workers and neighbors.

In comparing the information use patterns of Slovene farmers with

This zancefnsithe relative importance of extension (agronom) cadre in the

commmication network. Table 2 indicates that the Slovene agronom is



Table 2. . Information Sources for New Agricultural
Technology: A Comparison of First and Final
Sources for Slovene and U. S. (Iowa) Farmers*

Percent by Source
~ First  Final
Information Information

) ’ Slovene ~ Towa Slovene Iowa
Information Source Farmers  Farmers Farmers Farmers

Neighbors/Local 12 22% 12% 54%
Agronoms 31 s 84 31

Mass Media . 57 51 4 15

100% - 100% 1004  100%

considerably more important as a direct infoymation source (84 percent)

than the U.S. extension advisor is to American farmers, (31 percent).

on local farmers for final types of information/advice (54 percent) than

do extension staff (agronoms) (31 percent).

[ . ,
2, _Type of New Farm Practice and Information Sources

Data reported by Slovene farmers in Table 3 suggests that as the

.complexity of a new famming prace increases (credit vs. machinery) farmers

tend to rely more heavily on direct contact with people to get their

first news,

The source of Iowa information is Everett M, Rogers and George M. Beal,
"The Importance of Personal Influence in the Adoption of Technological

- Changes,"" Social Forces, Vol. 36, pp. 329-335.




Tarle 3. 'Information Sources by Stages
and Type of Improved Farming Practice

Percent by Source

First - Final
Information Source Information ._Information
Machinery Credit Machinery Credit

Friends 125 12¢8) 133 124
Agronorms ! 21 } 35% 37 }50% 84 85
Demonstrations/Classes 2 | 1 -- --
Radio 337 30 2 1

Newspapers ) 23 r 65% 16 p50% 1 2

TEVQ ) Sg 4 J == ==

1005 1005 1008 1009

The practical significance in the finding that Slovene farmers (65 percent)
are oriented towards media sources of information for new machinery technology,
coupled with the '"equal" importance of media and interpersonal information in
the case of new credit programs, suggests two communications programming
considerations:

1) Broadcast (radio and T;Vi) and print media; as currently being
utilized, appears to be efféctivé in communicating news about relatively
- uncomplicated new farming practices--farm machinery in particular. Taking this
into ccnsideratian, manufacturers and agricultural commmications specialists
‘can expect to get high return for their information dinar utilizing the media.
This return can be further increased w1th local media information consumptlon
data (e.g., newspapers vs. radio) such as that provided in the next section.

2) The information credibility of agronoms iskquite high particular in

the area of credit. This is a piece of information "intelligence' that banking



institutions shculd use in any concerted effort to expand farm credit use

and/or improve the effectiveness of farm credit.

3. Farmer Profile Characteristics and Information-Use Patterns.

A combined total of over 50 regional, commmity-level and individual
farmer characteristics were analyzed to identify information-use relation-
ships that might have practical use in improving the flow of information
. to fammers, While the analysis is not complete, the differences associ-
ated with five i:haracteristics appear to have value in terms of re-chan-
neling. current information resources to make maximum use of the identified
differences in information consumption patterns.

1. Regional Variations

Table 4. A Regional Comparison of First Information
Sources for New Agricultural Machinery, Farmers. by Regions

Percentage ;Dist;ibgtiaii

Region Neighbor Agronom Media

Prekmurje 13 124 87
Stajerska ‘ 20 20 60
Dolenska 14 46 40
Primgrska 37 17 46

Table 5. Mass Media Information Sources Regional Data,

First Infcmatmn for Agricultural Machinery, Farmers by Region

Pert:erltage D;strlbutmn

 Total % Media 7 —,
mgion  _(ble sy - Newpwer  Radio TV

Prekmurje (87) 16% 74% 10

Stajerska (60) ‘ 53 40 7
Dolenska - (40) 61 25 14

Primorska (46) 48 9 43




From the data in Table 4 and Table 5 dealing with machinery information
sources, it is Clear that Prekmurje farmers (87 percent) are almost ex-
clusively media oriented for their first new information., Further, local
radio is in pretty much control of the Prekmurje media market (74 percent)
when it comes to new farm machine technology.

Farmers in the réﬁaining regions are more or 'less equally divided
betﬁeen personal and media information sources. However, the information-
use mix reveals several interesting péttems:

-~ Primorska farmers key heavily on neighbors (37 percent) which is

twice the figure for agronoms, also,

-- Primorska farmers rely almost entirely Dn'_Sllavene and Italian T.V.

(43 percent) and newspapers (48 percent) for their media infor-
mation, that is, radio emissions dori't seem to enter the media
picture, |
-- Dolenska fammers key heavily on agronoms (46 percent) for their I
first information--a situation which is ciuite remarkable when you
consider that Dolenska and Stajerska farmers had been viéited
less frequently (only 22 percent; of the farms) than farmers in
other regis, Primorska (38 percent) and Prekmurje (55 percent),
see Table 6.

-- Agronoms were identified as the single best source of final-type

information in all regions.

Summarizing the media market, it appears that local and republic
newspapers more than hold their own (48-61 percent of the market) in Dolenska,
Stajerska, and Primorska, The radio has pretty much control of the

Prekmurje market and is fairly strong in §tajérska. Lastly, T. V. program-



"ming is a strong competitor among Primorska farmers but remains relatively

unused in other regions of Slovenia.

Table 6. Selected Isolation Characteristics of

Slovene Farmers by Region

7 . Percent
Selected Isolations , e
Characteristics Prekmurje Stajerska Dolenska Primorska

Home farm visit by agronom A 55% 22% 22% 38%
Farmer attended ﬁemahstrati@n 42 25 39 46
Off-farm Job, farmer 24 32 37 50
Off-farm Job, wife ' 9 oz 31
Off-farm Job, either s 45 52 56
‘Trips/month out of village* 14% 10%* 11% 20%

(*Average Mumber)

2. Isolation

Utilizing individual farmer data in either index form (e.g., com-
‘bining several characteristics together) or comparing single character-
istics such as numbers of trips or kilometers traveled, one consistant
information-use pattern emerged: the less physically isolated a
fannér is, the greater his use of mass media becomes. In erfect,
the ''closer' a farmer is to urban Slovenia, the greater his media

‘consumption at the awareness stage when it comes to new farm technology.’




Table 7. A Comparison of First Information Sources
: by Farmer Isolation

Isolation Index*

(MGST] T TTIeasy)

Information Source 1 2 3 4 ... 10

Personal ’ 54 39 30 20 - 22%
, —Stable—¥=
Mass Media - _ 46 61 70 80 78%

* Eac:h_perczentile number (1-10) représents 10% of the farmers inter-

viewed on the farm machinery question.

An interesting finding Wa%;thatf Slovene famei*s have their highest or-

ientation towards agronoms (75 percent - 50 percent) as first sources of

information during the initial stages of -becgming less isolated. That is,

after an "isolation threshold" is crossed, see Table 8, the relative im-

portance of agronoms tends to stabilize at around 60-65 percent of the

interpersonal information source category.

Table 8. A Comparison of Personal Sources of
First Information by Farmer Isolation

o Isolation Index* B
(most) o T (least)

Information Source 1 2 3 4 . .. 10

Neighbor/friend 36 25 19 35, 384
o ——— Stgble—)=
Agronom/technician ‘ 64 75 - 81 65 624

*Each percentile number Clslb] represents 10% of the farmers interviewed

responding in the personal information category.
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We are convinééd that a-blush'exists in the relative importance of
' agronoms in the developmént or de!isolation process. The Teasgn'for the
pattern and if the pattern extends beyond the individual to the village or
regicn is not totally clear. We suspect, however, that agronoms may be
N naturally attracted to people/villages undergoing a major rénaissance, i.e.,
a renaissance attraction factor may exist. |
In any case, agronoms appear to have a peak effectiveness period at
the village level that can be maximized. |

3. Size of Famm

Before discussing the information-use patterns based on differences
in farm size, it is well to note that regional variations in farm sizes
and arable land was considerable, This is to say that 0 - 3 ha and
4 - 7 ha categories have proportionally greater percentages of |

Prekmurje and Primorska farms included (based on farmers interviewed):

Average Farm Size in Heétars
| Total " Arable
Region land - Land _
Prekmurje 5.9 ‘ 4.6

Stajerska 8.5 4.1
- Dolenska 10.6 3.5

Pfimcrskar 7.4 : . 1.8

While the trends appear to be relatively minor, Tables 9 and 10
indicate that:
1) Agronoms become more important as first sources of infor-

mation as farm sizes increase,

2) Newspapers share a greater portion of the media market as

farm size increases,
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3) As farm size increases, farmers tend to rely relatively less
on mass media. Nevertheless, the mass media percentage of the
total first information market remains a solid 62 percent
among larger farmers.
Table 9. A Comparison of First Information

Sources for New Agricultural Machinery
by Size of Famm

Percentage Distribution

0-3ha 134 126 758
4 -7 ha i 13 20 67

over 7 ha. : 11 27 _ 62

Table 10. Mass Media Information Sources,
First Information for Farm Machinery
By Size of Farm
: Percentage Distribution
: % Media e , —
Farm Size - (see Table 9) Newspaper . Radio  T. V.

0-3ha (75) 275 5% 208
4 -7 ha (67) 25 68 7
over 7 ha (62) 46 41 13

4) Age

Aside from the mildly surprising finding in Table 11 that
age apparently did not affect the information-use pattern of Slovene

farmers, the remaining findings were more or less expecteds




1. The radio is relatively more important to older farmers
than younger ones, |
2. Likewise, newsprint as a first source ofliﬁfcrmatian tends
to decrease with age. Whether total newsprint, perhaps read
"late'" decreases with age is nctiknawn,
3. Younger people tend to be more oriented to T.V, than older

farmers.

Table 11. Mass Media Information Sources, Information
for Farm Machinery by Age of Farmer

Percentage Distribution

Total Percent
Age . Media

under 30 (73)
31 - 45 67) 42 35 13

Radio = T.V..

37% - 20%

46 - 60 (70) 30 57 13
over 60 64 30 62 8
i

VA?PTDXiE&tElY 20 percent of the 543 farﬁers interviewed were
women. Based on this sample, the following differences in informétion—
use patterns were noted with respect to farm machinery first information
sources: - |
1. Men (69 percent) tended to be more oriented to mass media
sources of infarmation than women (54 peréent); |
2. Women were oriented relatively stronger towards neighbors

(22 percent) than men (10 percent) for first information.
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1. Specific to mass media, men (54 percent) are more oriented
to the radio than women (43 percent). Likewise, women
(41 percent) tend to be oriented a bit more to the newspaper

as a source of first information than men (33 percent).

Concluding Remarks

Several cogent policy con%iderati@ns are suggested in the study
‘findings. Slovene farmers have identified the agronom as today's most
inportant link in the commmication and implementation of new agricultural
technology. The differential use pattern of radio, newspapers, and T.V.
as first sources of information was expected. These findings should and

" can be made use of immediately.

The identification of différeﬁtial inf@fmati@nsuse patterns among
Slovene farmers should suggest to local Ki's and KIK's that they have an
EEQBQmicvstake in identifying village-level differences in their respective
geagraphic service areas. |

It is our impression that the very key role that Slovene agronoms are
playing in impTQving the rural standard of living should not be obscured
by the apparent growing use of media sources of information by Slovene
farmers. The personal ”electricityf between the farmer and agronom is
real. With over 8 out of 10 Slovene farmers identifying KZ and KIK agronoms
as their kéy source of decisicﬁ!makiﬁg quality agricultural information,

the importance of agronoms cannot be overstressed in rural Slovenia today.




Report V.

A Two Dimensional Communication Infrastructure-Interaction View
to the Shaping of Individual Behavior Patterns: A
Progress Report Based on Slovene Research Data

One of the underlying objectives of the Slovene research activity
was to document the physical movement of farmers for various farm and
home activities. The reasoning behind this was that we felt by quantifying
personal interaction we could get a more reliable estimate of changes
in "agricultural behavior" than by relying on predictions based on the

standard social and economic indicator types of data.

and economic indicators in exerting their particuTar influences on the
shaping'af behavior. At best, however, we felt the influence was inferential,
a potéﬁtiaT.resource. Conceptually we felt we were on firm ground. That
is, the mere existence of business or Tevel of income dneé not in itdelf
shape behavior. Changes; we felt, stemmed from man using (interacting)
what he had access to or what he had accumulated.

What we wanted was thé capacity to get a "basal metabolism" reading
that measured the eiégtricity generated by farmers as they met with different

people, in different places for different reasons. The reading we wanted

!

*Economists in particular use what they call "secondary ihdicators"
such as income, capital reserves, location, etc. to estimate future
or in some cases to predict the success or failure of firms and even people.
To their credit, rural sociologists, e.g., Young, Eberts, Wakeley, Swedner,
have recently c. 1960 started at the task of translating social infrastructure
and social service types of data into "numbers" so that infrastructure too
can be plugged into the prediction equasion. It is to be seen if indeed the
nuances of indexing and translating infrastructure data into "machinable"
numbers (that have intrinsic meanings) will permit sociologists to pull even
~with their economist colleagues in sand boxing With secondary variables in
an attempt to predict behavior patterns of individuals: let alone cultures
or firms. ' : '



would translate into hard numbers the frequency of a farmer's interaction:

and, perhaps most important, qualify the interaction in terms of its

relative importance in the shapiﬁg of behavior (élgggighénges.sgcia1
participation patterns and attitude changes).
| We felt that by looking personal interaction close in, the eye would
bring us closer to understanding behavior changes than by re1yin§ on
speculating about actuai'ieveis of interaction brought about by the
existence or non-existence of secondary variables sﬁch as income, schools,
and banks. | |

In constructing a basal metabolism reading of interaction as we
indicated earTier; wé didn't ignére the fact that the férces contained
in social and economic indicators exerted a shaping influence on behaviorg
We did, however;'madify,the'cancept. We felt it made sense to assume, |

that in terms of producing behavior changes, threshold levels exist for the

jndi;aﬁgréé beyond which, they become relatively passivg (Tess impertant)
when compared to personal interaction. That:is to say, when access is
"available," conceptually anyway, infrastructure resources cease to be
Timiting factors in the shaping of behavior. In other words, it is thé
individual "mixing and matching" of his infrastructural resources that is
the most direct cause of beﬁaviaf change.

To get a reading on farmer interaction we ﬁade a common sense judgement
as to types of interaction that might shape agricultural attitudes. We
included the following types of personal interaction for our reading:
off-farm employment for husband and wife, the place of purchase for five
different farm and home items, visiting patterns, home farm visits by

agronoms, attendance at agricultural classes/demonstrations, and trips per



month out of the village. In the analyses variables were treated independently
and were aggregated into an index which we called an "individual isolation
index." See Table 1. This composite of qualitative and quantitative

. measures was our first attempt at an interaction reading.

Table 1. Individual Isolation Index

- Interpersonal Communications Indicators

1. Home farm visit by agronom ' yes

=3
=

2. Attend demonstration/class ' " yes
3. Employed off-farm : , yes

4, Wife employed off-farm yes

1.1

Farmer regularly visits relatives ' yes

=
=]
oW ON oW o ow

6. Relatives regularly visit farmer ‘ ' yes

7. Trips per month out of village : 0 0
1-5

-10 15

over 15 30

L=

(number)

8. Purpose of trips ‘ ! {Weights)
Same Next Small
Village Village Center Center

Farm supplies, buy:
Farm produce, sell
Home furnishings, buy
Textiles/clothes, buy
Daily food 1items, buy

L I T o R w1
R R R
‘ w0 S O TRy

Weight :
Total Possible ' __100*

7 *The lower the index score the greater the individual isolation. Mean
49.9, Standard deviation 15.5, range 11-94,




In approximating which villages might be close to the infrastructure
threshold levels we menticned earlier, we felt that physical isolation
would be a strong contributing factor. fhis was our reasoning in grouping
the villages into three groups on their relative physical isolation from
nearby towns and cfties.’ We weré hopeful that we selected a wide enough
range of physically isolated V1]13gé5 that would reflect infrastructure
differences that in turn wou1d yield read1ngs that were d1Fferent enough
to comparei

While it sounds easy enough to group villages as we did based on
access to public bus or train transportation, we were working with the
knowledge that earlier work indicated that physical isolation véry well .
might act to stimulate the preservation (accumulation) of infrastructure
components (Buila RSJ: 1967). That is, whaf the Turks and Germans
couldn't steal or burn remained. Hence, we wers not at all sure that the
groupings we selected would have a practical meaning. |

The spring of 1973 58es us in the process of interpreting the first
and second computor runs. As of now, we've found the fo]]owiné things
of interest: |
i.‘ Regression and tabular analyses tehd to confirﬁ the existence

of threshold levels for the standard types of economic and social
indicator variables, e.g., size of farm (particularly arable
hectares), percent agricultural population, income figures, and
infrastructure indexes. We are stili in the process of drawing
the cutting lines at which residual iﬁcrement increases appear to
have relatively little impact on specific changes in behavior such
as extension program priorities (empathy) or 6n the future in

farming question.



2. WhiTe the interaction index data looks promising, in terms of
%ts relationship to particular types of behavior/attitudes i
(e.g., future in férminé), the accepfed types of economic and

~social indicator variables look better yet. For example, -
indicatafs such as farm size and off-farm employment appear to
be solid predictors (statistically and:pra:ticai1y) of whether
or not Slovene farmers see a future in agriculture. Interestingly,
the social indicators such as visits by agronoms and holding an
off-farm job, a mixed social and economic indicator, are every
Eit as solid as economic variabies (e.g., size of farm af
arable land) for predicting purposes on the future in farm1ng
question.
On the question of 1ndex1ng the interaction data, we clearly

-den 't have the aggregat1on techniques worked out.. We suspect our
d1ff1cu1ty rests with two pr@biems (1) Scaling probiems, i.e.,
ass1gn1ng the "right" qualitative weights between types of
movement (e.g., purchases, demonstration attendance, visits, etc.)
and actual physical mévement (e.g., number of trips out Dflthé‘
v111age) and (2) Variable 1n5tab111ty Obviously, this is
predicted on the assumption, and that s all it is, that we have
the right mix of personal interaction indicatats for the basal
interacticn reading.

3. In the process of analysis we submitted the 90 plus variables to
a series of factor analyses to see if the infrastructure and

interaction variables Toaded‘cieanTy (grouped themselves separately)




Table 2. Communications Infrastructure-Interaction Dimension in
the Individual Change Process
(Principle axis orthogonal rotation: 30 variables;
R analysis of 543 Slovene farmers in
28 villages and 12 counties.)

Factor 1. ngmuni;atipnAlgfrastructgrérBgsourggsj,Qﬁynty Level

Percent of total variance explained = 14.5

.93 Population density, ccunty

.82 Income, per capita, county .
.82 Roads, all types, density, county
- .49 Roads, Class I - cement/asphalt, density, ccunty
-.73 Population, percent agricultural, county
. =.59- Population, percent agr1cu1tura1, village

Factor 2. Communication Infrastructure Resources, Village Leve1

Percent of total variance expiained =11.2

.91 Services available, sum, village
.90 Services available, index, village
71 Physical/Geographic 1501at1an, index, v111age

.48 Population, village

Factor 3. lntgra;;iaﬁ with Communication Resources, County Levels
Percent of total variance explained = 9.6
91 Trips per month out of v111age'
.87 Physical isolation, index, personal
.81 Employed off-farm

Factor 4. Communication Infrastructure Resources, Unclassified

Percent of total variance explained = 7 6

.79 - Roads, Class I - cement/aspha1t density, égunty
.53 Papu]at1un, village

-.45 Soi11 Quality Index, village

Factor 5. Interact1an with Communication Resaurces _Village Leve]

Percent of tatq1 variance éxplained = 7.1

.64 Demonstration or gTaés_attEndance
.61 Home/Farm visitation by agronom

Factor 6. Interaction with Communication Resources, Impersonal-Audio Media

Percent of. total variance’expiained = 5,1

F i%:‘ .68 First information source, farm machinery
R\/ .52 First 1nfarmat1an source, credit




or aggregated themseives into a series vague factor pot pourri's.
We used a principle axis orthogonal rotation to maximize shared
variance énd make interpretation as easy as possible.*

The factor Toadings in Table 2 indicate that:

(1) Communication infrastructure variables load separately

(together) as do interaction measures.

(2) Infrastructure factors appear "cleanly" differentiated
(grouped), i.e., county-level variables group together in

Factor 1, as do village-level variables in Factor 2.

(3) Interaction variables group themselves rather naturally,
i.e., quantitative measures, Factor 3, group separately from

qualitative measures, Factors 5 and 6.

(4) Infrastructure factors appear to account for larger
portions of variation in .the "Infrastructure Matrix" than

do interaction factors (a 3:2 ratio).

About all we would want to say at this point is that we were pleasantly
surprised that the infréstructure and interaction data Toaded as cleanly as
it apparently hés. Relative differences between infrastructure and
interaction in terms of explaining variance accounted for, clearly exist.
Just how much more important infrastructure is than interaction in framing
attitude/behavior changes among rural popuiatians in different villages and

regions has yet to be determined.

*As opposed to oblique rotations that do not maintain the independence
between factor structures, which while perhaps more "1ife 1ike" are intrin-
sically more difficult to interpret than orthogonal rotations. We are still
at sea on the interpretation of the statistical variations represented in the
factors, i.e., can one rightly call statistical variations "real" since they
already are based on -phenomena once "numericalized" out of nature.




At the very least, we feel on firm ground in making a statement
social indicator variables appear to be évery bit as related, more so
in several instances, to attitude formation (e.g., farmers future |
in farming or the breadth of new extension programs) thanida ﬁhe economic
indicators (e.g., size of farm). This being the case, social indicator
variables have every bit as much to tell the extension worker about the
"whys" of given farmer's behavior than do his financial statements.
Admittedly, the two-dimensional view of individual change may be
too simplistic for some. Just what the relative importance of infra-
structure and farmer interaction have under varying village and regional
situations haé yet to be fully worked-out. Nevertheless, we suspect that
there is plenty of field worker appeal in the infrastructure-interaction
rule of thumb. Success in terms of putting it together will rest in a
simple formula without a host of attitudinal scales on a backdrop of

“ leadership sociograms.



Appendix A.

Social and Economic Indicator Variables and Data
Included for Study, Slovenia, 1972

I. General Structural Data

Village 7
County location/village
EmpToyment category/respondents

IT. Extension Program Dimension Priority Opinions*

Agricultural production

Marketing

Farm Management

Home and Family

Youth

Environment and Natural Resources
Community Development
Social-Political Leadership Issues
Index/Program Dimensions -

III. Extension Client Audience Priority Opinions*

Small farmers (0-3 ha.)
Middle-sized farmers (3-7 ha.)
Larger farms (over 7 ha.)
Part-time or "Mixed" farms
Agricultural Cooperatives (Kz's)
Agricultural Business (KIK's)
Non-farm village households
City Residents

General Stores

Agricultural Stores
Index/Client Audience Opinion

"IV. Individual Farmer Profile Data

Size of farm
Arable land
Forest holdings
Age
Sex .
Radio ownership
- Newspaper subscription

*Priority opinions were grouped into first, second, and third priority
categories - category data is available for farmers, agronoms, county and
republic-Tevel legislators. :




V1.

Home visit(s) by agronoms
Attendance at agricultural classes or demonstrations
Distance and class of purchase or sale:
agricultural supplies
sale of agricultural products
furniture
clothes and textiles
food items, daily types
Off-farm employment, farmer
Off-farm employment, farm wife
Visiting frequency, to friends/relatives
Visiting frequency, from friends/relatives
Trips per month out of the village
Physical isolation index ‘
Opinion as to whether or not the farmer saw a future in agriculture
- for himself/family _ !
If opinion (future/agriculture) "no," why?

"First priority" suggestion to improve agriculturai situation

Information Source-Use Data’

Source of anticipated "first" (awareness) information, agricultural
machinery

Source of anticipated "first" (awareness) information, agricultural
ciredit -

Source of anticipated "final" (best source before a personal
decision) information, agricultural machinery

Source oF-anticipated "final" (best source before a personal

decision) information, agricultural credit

Vi]jaQEsLeyél ChatagtEﬁistigs

"First priority" suggestions to improve village 1ife
Population 196] '

Population changes, index 1961/1933

Median age, 1961 |

Percent over 50 years/gu, 1961

Active male, percent, 1961

Active female, percent, 1961 .

Agricultural population, percent, 1961

Dwelling increases, index, 1961/66/1933

Households, percent, with automobiles

+S011 type/productive capacity index

Physical isolation category/village



VII. Village-level Infrastructure Characteristics

Electrical service

Road, any type

Road, all-weather gravel or asphalt
Road, asphalt

Bus Service, any

Bus Service, more than once daily

Bus Service more than five times per day /
Organizations, any type :

Agricultural marketing outlet (farmer sales or delivery station)
General Store

Agricultural Store

School, any

School, Secondary level

Church, active (monthly or weekly mass)
Church, weekly mass

Firehouse

Cultural/Recreational Hall

Government Office

Post Office

Inn

Cinema

Clinic Health Service Facility
Doctor

Industrial Firm '
Infrastructure, sum
Infrastructure, index

VIIT. County-Regional Characteristics

Population, county, 1961

Agricultural population, percent, county . 1967
1971 National Income, per person, county
Roads, highways; km/km¢, county, 1970 2
Roads, regional firit class all weather, km/km“, county, 1972
Roads, Tocal, km/kmé, Eounty’g 1970

Roads, all type, km/km:, county, 1970

Population density, kmg, county, 1961
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INotes to Appendix

L2 B S S 5 T ]

10,
.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

Kind of Service Institutions

.; Electric Service

Road, any surface type

Road, all-weather surface

.. Bus Stop, within 1/2 hour walk

Organization or store, any type

Bus stop, 1-4 times per day
Church; 1 or more éervices per month
Farm sales pick-up station |
Firehouse

General Store

Bus stbp, 5 or more times per day
Farm SuppTy Store

Chuﬁch, 1 or more services per week
Road, asphalt or cement |
Schacj, elementary or secondary
Cultural Hall

School, secondary

Post Office

County Offices, any

Inn

Child Day Care Center

Doctor

Industrial Firm



. Append1x E . Market Center Orientations by
Purpose of Trip for 28 Slovene V111ages, June 1972

Sketch maps indicating market center orientations by purpose of
trip have been prepared for 28 villages in which farm families were
" interviewed. Legends with appropriate translations from Slovene have
been prepared, appearing below, an explanatory example follows on the
next page. Eomputed average distances traveled by v111agers, in kilo-
meters, appear in the Village Data Appendix. A comparison between
geographic regions based on the distances traveled appears as Table 3

in the write-up of "Improving Village Life."

Legend 1. Market Center Location (Kraj)

Same village (Ista vas) #
Neighboring village {Osrednji Kraj)
Small Center, 3,000-5,000 (Manjsi center)

Center, 5,000 or more (Center)

» ®©®0 0

In cases, where two or more centers are mentioned, an
arrow 1s used to designate the second Tocation.

Legend 2. Purpose of Trip (Namen poti)*

—— — 1. Agricultural supplies, purchase

- == ===~ — 2, Farm commodities produced, sell
—|— |==|—~ 3. Household furniture, purchase
ooooe = 4. (Clothing, purchase -

0 = 5. Food items, purchase

*When virtually all fgrmers use their own village for a given

trip, such as food pruchases, no symbn1(s)!!i-._ae!__.a!gﬁa are
noted on the sketch map for the village.
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Appendix L.

Regional Comparison of Farmer and
Village Characteristicsd

’ Data - ,
Characteristic ~ Form Prekmurje Stajerska Do]enska Primorska  Tgta1
Size of farm - fha 5.9 8.5 10.6 7.4 7.9
Arable land Xha 4.6 4.1 3.5 1.8 3.9
Forest holding Xha 1.2 4.2 7.1 3.3 3.7
Age = X 48 49 47 50 48
Radio owned Yes % 92 88 90 96 48
Newspaper Y% 78 89 88 88 - 84
Agronom home farm visit "% 55 22 22 38 37
Attended .agri. class/demo " % 42 25 39 46 38
Purchase agri. supplies Xkm 3.3 5.2 4.2 8.0 ' 4.6
Sale, agri. commodities Xkm 1.1 . 5.8 5.2 7.8 4.0
Purchase, furniture Xkm 10.1 10.1 7.2 12.5 9.6
Purchase, clothes/textiles RXkm 13.2 10.2 12.2 13.0 12.2
Pruchase, daily €ood items Xkm 1.1 3.2 3.7 3.7 2.6
See future in farming Yes %
*  Employed off-farm, farmer " % 24 - 32 37 50 32
Trips/mo. out of village X : 14 11 10 20 13
- isolation, index (1-100) X 51 ‘ 48 46 60 50
“Infrastructure, index(1-10) 6.7 4.9 4.6 6.2 5.7
Village pop. growth _ .
index 1961 X 83 102 82 96 89
‘ 1933
Age, 1961 Village median Age 33 27 29 ' 30 30
% village res1dents over .
50 % 30 23 28 26 27
Agricultural households,
%1961 % 83 % . 56 76 51 7
Number of Respondents 178 . 114 115 52 - 459

 Villages included:
(1) Prekmurje: Lipa, Tefanovci, Kuitanovci, Kapca, Hotiza, Nedeljica

(2) Stajerska: Hrenova, Otemna,.Razgor, BeZovica, Razgorca, Tur1§ka vas,
§m1kiavi Eraska gora

7(3) Dolenska: Mihovec, Vrhpec DaTen31 Maharnvec Dmota, RUEetna vas,
' Nova Lipa, Cresn;evec

- (4) Primorska: Kobjeglava, SepuTJe Velike Zab]ge




