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CHAPTER 1
THE SETTING AND STUDY PROBLEM

Background
The diffusion .of technology has been for many years a concern
of change agencies and change agents. They are constantly inquiring

of how new- technology can.best be communicated to their clientele,

-and what methods of communication will most 1ikely assist their

clientele adopt this technology.

During the past six years, the Ohio Cooperative Extension
Service, in cooperation with the Tennessee Valley Authority: and
local supporting agencies, has sponsored a Rapid Adjustment Farm
Program in Southeast Ohio. This program is ncw spreading to other
parts of the state, and from all indications will continue to groﬁi.1

‘The purposes of the program are manifold and much troader than:
Jjust the. rapid adjustment of the farmbenterprise of the farm family
involved. The seven major purposes are as fellous:?

1. To assist selected young fam cooperators in

setting family goals and to help them to expand
their farm operations.

2. To increase crop yields through improved soil

fertility and cultural practices. This includes

‘increased use of recommended amounts of fertilizer,
lime, seeds, and chemicals.,

1Rap1d Adjustment Farms in Ohio- (Rulletin L-215; Cooperative
Extension Service, The Ohio State University)
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3, To improve livestock production by selecting quality
breeding stock and adopting sound management practices.

4, To combine and utilize available farm resources that
will return maximum income,

5. To assist Extension, Teaching and Research- faculty
members in keeping abreast of on-the-farm problems.

6, To demonstrate to neichhoring farms, as well as
business, industry, political and civic leaders that
applying modern technology to farming pays dividends,

7. To increase the wealth from farming in Tocal comunities
and to stimu’)te the growth of the communities.

This study is primarily concerned with the rélative effectiveness
of the Rapid Adjustment Farm in Southeast Ohio as .a means or device
for transferring technology and management practices to other farmers
in the community and to identify the variabies related to this
transfer. Another outcome of the study should be the identification
of the characteristics of the farmers who are observing the Rapid

Adjustment Program,

Statement of the Problem

The major problem to be investigated in this study was this: Is
the Rapid Adjustment Farm Program effective as a means of diffusing

technology and management practices to other farmers in the community?

Need for the Study

Since the Rapid Adjustment Farm Program came into existence in
Ohio in 1968, it has been shown to be an effective tool in helping
the indfvidual farmer on the program move from a state -of Tow income

caused by poor management practices to a higher income with a much

|
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improved farm enterprise. This is revealed by studying the individual
reports of each Rapid Adjustment Farm and comparing income and net
worth statements. Some farms have incieased tenfold in net income
within five years. This information has been compiled yearly by the
Assistant Director, Agriculture Industry, Cooperative Extension Service.
No research has been done in Ohio to show how much spinoff or diffusion
of}techno1ogy and management practices occurs from the Rapid Adjustment
Fa;m to other farmers in the community.

The Rapid Adjustment Farm may be ‘thought of as a large scale
demonstrational program: Demonstrations .have lonj been recognized as
a teaching method to: encourage the adoption of farm inﬁovation. The
Extension Service conducted farm demonstrations as 2arly as 1904, and
Extension personnel make considerable use of the demonstrational method
today. Mowever, .according to Everett Rogers and Eugene Havens, "little
is actually known about the effectiveness of demonstrations ‘in Securing
adoption and in changing farmers' attitudes."3

Some extension educators have begun to distrust their tine-tested
method of working with the inncvative farmer in communities. Accordihg
toL. C. Paﬁl, the "theory of working with the innovator :and then
letting it filter down seems to no longer apply because of ‘the compet:-

tive nature of the farming enterprise."4 Therefore, the extension

- agent must look to other instruments to help with the education process.

3Everett M. Rogers and A. Eugene Havens, The Impact gf_Dembhstration

on Farmers' Attitudes Toward Fertilizer. Research Bulletin 896; Ohio
Rgriculture Experiment Station, Wooster, Ohio Dec. 1961, p. 5.

4. c. Paul, "Is the Innovator Dead?" Journal of Extension, 11,
No. § (Spring, 1970) p. 6. PN
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The Rapid Adjustment Farm Program has been effective in increasing
the sizé of the farm operation and the gross and net farm income of the
individual Rapid Adjustrient Farm Family. For this reason the program

will probably be expandéd. We also need to know, however, how effective

‘./“}'

it is as an educational too} with pther farmers in the community.

The criteria used in selecting a potential rapid adjustmenglfarmer
are ‘designéd.to help insure: a successful Rapid Adjustment Farm. These
criteria include the following:

1. Attitude of farmer Snd his family toward cooperation
and change.

a. Attitude toward identifying and str1v1ng for family
goals:

Do goals imply economic. growth?

Do apals reflact educati nqa'! 1mnwwnmnn+?

Are” goals challenging?

Do goals reflect participation in community
activities?

b. Attitude toward using credit wisely - will they
borrow money to put the program into effect if
necessary to meet:

Family needs
Production costs
Capital investment requirements

c. Ability to withstand pressure resulting from using
credit wisely and making management decisions.

d. Attitude toward accepting success and failure.

e. Hillingness to cooperate fulily in meeting program
-goals,

|

f. w1111ngnes< to keep and share records with coopera- ‘i
ting agencies and groups 1nc1ud1ng those who are 1
providing consulting services. j

i

2. Farmer's past history indicates he will accept advice,
.counsel, and management information.




11,
12.

Farmer's age below 40 years with preference ‘to be
given to younger potential participants.

A full time farmer or potential to become one in five
years.

Ovmer who-will have control of land, labor,. capital,
and management decisions for at least five years or if
it is a tenant operation the landlord is willing to-
sign the agreement and agrée to make necessary capital
investments and provide tenure for the duration of the
program.

A farm that is typical of the area.

A farm that has the potential for being an economical
unit - including land resources.

A farm with adequate labor supply available.
A healthy family.

Farmer with potential capacity to make necessary manage-
ment decisions.

Farm that is readiiyfaccessib]e to people.

Present level of farm cperation in- line with the average
level in community.

As can be seen from this list of criteria for selecting Rapid

Adjustment Farms, few have anything to do with the effectiveness of

the farm as a teaching device. Perhaps other criteria need to be

incorporated to help make that farm a more useful teaching tool and

to play a larger role in the diffusion of technology and management

practices.

If those variables that can be manipulated by extension

agents (such as type of farm or farmer or location of faym) either

at the time of selecting the farm or by the method of working with

the farmer can be identified, then this can be a real help in selecting

future Rapid Adjustment Farms, to be used as teaching devices,

YRR e e sy - . ey
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1. MNeed ‘to determine if spinoff of technology and management practices’

2.

The. need ‘can be 'summarized by the following. statements:

is occurring so. that. future direction cénfbg'given to the program
for expansion. and funding.

Need to determine characteristics of the Rapid:Adjusfment Farm.or
Farm Cooperator which would best helj: §n the diffusion of

V>tgchn61ggy and management practices to other farmers.

,Specifichbjgcﬁives

1.

2.

4.

Hhat is. the percentage of adoption of specific practices, applied
on the Rapid Adjustment Farm, on other farms in the community?
What is the relationship of the -percentage of adoption with the
respondent's avareness and ‘knowiedge -of -the Rapid. Adjustment Farm?
Yhat is fhe relationship between ‘the percentage-of adoption of the
specific practice applied on the -Rapid Adjustment Farm and the
following variables -among the Rapid Adjustment Farms used in the
study?
a. Rapid Adjustment Farm observability from a community-
traveled highway-
b. Rapid Adjustment Farmer being an opinion leader in the
community (as seen by other farmers).
c. The amourt of mass media coverage of the Rapid Adjustment
Farm and the numker of tours and educational events held
there.
What is the relationship between the percentage of adoption of

specific practicesrapp1iéd on the Rapid Adjustment Farm and the

A2
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following variables among respondent farmers?

a. Proximity of respondent to Rapid Adjustment Farm.

b. Respondent-having been on the Rapid Adjustment Farm.

c. MNumber of community groups to which respondent and Rapid

Adjustment Farmer both. belong.

Resnondent being a perﬁona] friend of Rapid Adjustment Farmer.

“Size and scope of respondent farm similar to Rapid. Adjustment
Farm,

What is the relationship between respondert farmers viewing

* practices carried out on the Rapid: Adjustment Farm as.p(aCticaI

on their own farms and the following variables?

a. Rapid Adjustment Farmer being an- opinion leader in the
community (as seen by other farmers).
Proximity of respondent to Rapid Adjustment Farm.
Humber of community groups to which respondent and Rapid
Adjustment Farmer both belong,
Respondent being a personal friend of Rapid Adjustment Farmer,
Size and scope of respondent farm similar to Rapid Adjustment
Farm,
Respondent having been on Rapid Adjustment Farm.
Observability of Rapid Adjustment Farm from a community
traveled highway.

What is the relationship betwzen respondent having gotten ideas

from the Rapid Adjustment Farm and the following variables?

a, Rapid Adjustment Farmer being an opinion. leader in the

p,
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conmunity (as seen by other farmers).

Proximity of respondent to Rapid Adjustment Farm.

Number -of community groups to which respondent and Rapid
Adjusﬁn’ent Farmer both belong,

Respondent being a personal friend of Rapid Adjustment Farmer,
Size and scope of respondent farm similar to Rapid Adjustment

Farm,

‘Respondent having been on Rapid Adjustment Farm,

Cbservability of Rapid Adjustment Farm from a cormunity

traveled highway.
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CHAPTER. II

REVIEY OF LITERATURE

There  has been .a -great amount of research and many theories
developed- concerning. the diffusion of innovation and téchnology as
well as considerable research about the diffusion process. ‘However,
this researcher has been- able to find only limited research dealing
with the diffusion of innovations -and technology from -an educational
program such as the Rapid Adjustment Farm program as we know it in
Ohio., The research that has been done in related areas can be
divided into two general areas which are these: (1) influence of
demonstration farm prodram; and (2) characteristics of the diffﬁsiqn

process. ile wili Took at each of these areas briefly.

Influence of Demonstrational Farm Programs

A few studies have ‘been don2 which attempt. to study the influence
of demonstration and demonstration farms on other farmers. These
studies vary greatly in method and in find%ng}

One type of study that has been made is that of studying the
demonstration farmer and farm family and the change that they make
during the time of the demonstration in comparison to changes made
by -other farmers in the community. In 1967 Erickson and Graham
paired and compared each demonstration farm in I11inois program wifh
a nearby farm to evaluate the performance of 63 I1linois test

9
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demonstrators.,
Paul C. Marsh in 1962 in "A Study of Farm and Home Development
in North Carolina" contrasted the changes made by demonstration

families with those made by a control aroup of non-participating

EAYSERCEERTE

families.Z Both of these studies along with a few others report

poNTTesy
L

that the demonstrators are significantly different at the _.1 of
the program from other farmers in the surrounding neighborhood with

respect to net worth, increase in annual earnings, use of sources

14

of information and leadership participation,

o\

There have been a few studies that have been concerned with
the impact of the result-demonstration on agricultural practices
in the comunity surrounding the demenstration farms.

Rogers and Havens in 1961 conducted a controlled experiment to
determine the impact of demonstrations on farmer attitudes toward -

the use of fertilizer. They found that while knowledge about ferti-

lizer increased, it was not as a result of the demonstration program.3
In the Erickson and Graham study a sample of‘neighboring,farmers,
local leaders, and businessmen vere interviewed to obtain an evalua-

tion of the effectiveness of the demonstration farm program in

]E E. Er1ckson and F. P. Graham, Makina Profitable Farm Bus1npss
Chanaes Through Education, Circular 966.  University of Illinois
Cooperative Extension Service, Urbana, I1linois, 1967.

2C paul Marsh, An Evaluation 2f the Farm and Home Approach to
Aaricultural Extension Vork in lorth “Carolina. Cxtension Evaluation
Series, Mo, 3. florth Carolina State College, Raleigh, North Carolina,
1952.

3everett U, Rogers and A. Eugene Havens, The Impact of Demonstra-
tion on Farnier Attitude Tovard Fertilizer, p, ?23.

|
|
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disseminating information.? One problem with their study, however,
was that the names of the neighboring farmers for their sample were
secured from the test demonstration farmers who provided the inves-
tigators with a 1ist of names of other farmers in the neighborhood
who' they thought had been influenced by the program,

One well-designed study on the influence of the result-
demonstration program was a study done by Blackmore, Dimit, and Baum,
They intervieved 20 randomly-selected neighhoring farmers around each
of 25 test-demonstration farms, This gave them a total sample of 500
non-test demonstration farmers., They found that the average number
of recommended practices adopted was related to the distance of the
farmer from the nearest demonstration farm, increasing from one mile
to the second-mile range, remaining fairly constant for two- to five-
mile range, but declining beyond that point. Seventeen percent of
the farmers interviewed indicated that they had. been on a tour on the
test demonstration farm and about half of those who had been on one
or more tours reported having adopted a practice they saw demonstratad
there, In this study, test demonstration farmers were named by 65
percent of the farmers as "other farmer" who try new practices and
succeed with them.5

A study that attempted to evaluated the test-dqmonstrat%onal farm

4Erickson and Graham, op, cit,

5John'81ackmore. R. N, Dimit, and E, L, Baum, Test Demonstration
Farms and the Spread of Improved Farm Practices in Southwest Virginia,
Peport 1o, Pbh-3. Tennessee Vallay AUthority, Agricultural [CONORICS
Branch, KXnoxville, Tennessee, 1955,
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as a means of helping with the diffusion of innovations and technology
vas one dona in 1970 by Joel A, Hartman and Emory J. Brown. In this
study entitled “Evaluation of a Five-Year Demonstration Farm Program
in Two Pennsylvania Counties," the researchers used the pre- and
post-interview technique with the respond:nt farmers. The major
objective of the study was to measure the 1mpaét of.:17 demonstration
farms, using the criterion of adopting selected agricultural practices
by surroundino farmers., While the educational proaram did influence
change in adoption of practices, most -of the explained variance vas
due to extraneous. factors. Personal characteristics of the fafmer,‘.
his relationship with other individuals and organizations, and the
level of technology of the farms largely explained the amount of
change in adoption of }e¢ommended practices.,6

In a study by Porter L, Russ entitled "A Study of Land Grant
College and Tennessee Valley Authority Staffs' Perception of the
Rapid Adjustment Program Concept," this researcher learned that the
Tennessee Valley authority staffs view the primary objective of the
Rapid Adjustment Farm Program differently than the Land Grant College
staffs do. The Land Grant College staff perceived the major objective
of the Rapid Adjustment Farm Proqram to be that of teaching the co-
operators (i.e., all clientele groups), vwhile the TYA staff perceived

the major objectives of the Rapid Adjustment Program to he that of

6J0el A. Hartman and Emory J. Srown. Evaluation of a Five-Year
Demonstration Farm Proaran in Two Pennsylvania Counties, Extension

Studies Wo. 43, The Pennsylvania State University, Colleqe of Aqgri-
culture Extension Service, 1970, ?
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guiding resource use and testing of concept’s.7

While a1l of these studies shed some light on the diffusion of
technology from demonstrational farms, the Hartman and Brovwn study
cones the closest to studying the same factors and conditions as

this study was attempting to do,

Characteristics of the Diffusion Process

According to Wilfrid C. Railey, the four factors that contribute
to the potency of demonstration farm programs are these: (1) charac-
teristics of the demonstrations, (2)»charactaristics,of the demonstra=-
tors, (3) characteristics of the audience, and (4) characteristics of
the community or the total social milieu in which the demonstration
program 1S cast.8 To look at these four characteristics., we must
look at general diffusion literature.

Everett M. Rogers identifies four crucial elements in analysis
of the diffusion of innovation: {1) the innovation, (2) its

cormunication from one individual to another, (3) in a social svstem,

(4) over time. The "innovation" can be vicwed as an idea, abstract

or concrete, and/or a behavioral practice associated with the idea.

Tporter L. Puss, "A Study of Land Grant College and Tennessee
Valley Authority Staff Percention of the Rapid Adjustment Program
Concept.” Thesis Department of Adult Education, tlorth Carolina State
University, Raleigh, North Carolina, 1964,

31i1fFrid C. Railey., Mississipni Community Fertilizer Education
Experiment: Final Renort,” Preliminary Renort in Sociology and Rural

Life, Mo. 7. ™ississippi State Agricultural Experiment Station, State
College, Mississippi, 1959,

£
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"Diffusion" is the process by which the innovation spreads,’

In their book Conmunication]gf_Innovation, Rogers and Shoemaker
point out that the number of diffusion studies and writings have
multiplied at an accelerated rate in the past decade and now there
are well over 1,500 different authors and researchers on the subject
with several more appearing every c_!ay.10 For this reason, this
researcher has relied heavily on the before-mentioned book which has
done én excellent job of pulling together all of these nearly 2,000
different authors and publications. The diffusion literature will
be looked at on the basis of Bailey's four factors tﬁat contribute

to the potency of the demonstration farm.

Charactarictics of the Demonstration {Innovation)
The characteristics of the innovation being studied is probably
the reason vhy some innovations are adopted quite readi1y vihile others
take a long time or never really do become adopted. Humerous studies
1ist these characteristics and most all are accepted by all authors,

1. Compatibility., The more compatible the innovation is with

the (a) sociocultural values and beliefs, (b) previously-introduced
ideas; or (c) clientele need for the innovation, the more likely the

innovation wili be adopted.11

IEverett M. Rogers, Diffusion of Innovation., Mlew York: Tt
Free Press of Glencoe, p. 15, 1962.

10Everett M, Rogers and F, Floyd Shaenaker, Comnunication of
Innovation; Mew York: The Free Press, London: Collier-iacmillan, Ltd.

M1bid., p. 145.

a3
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2, Simnlicitv. The simplier the innovation as perceived by a

-member of a social system, the more 1ikely it would have a high rate

Ve

of adoption.12

3. Trialability. The trialability of an innovation as perceived
by a member of a social system is positively related to its rate of
adoption.13

A. Ohservability, The observability of an innovation, as

perceived. by members of a social system, is positivély related to
its rate of adoption.M '

5. Relative Advantage, The relative advantage of a ney idea,

as perceived by a member of a social system, is positively related
to its rate of adoption.‘s

6. Cost and Complexity. Costly and complex practices that can

be taken a 1ittle at a time will be adopted more quickly than where e
this is aot possible, 1
Although these are not the only_characteristics of innovations

which have an influence on the rate of adoption, these characteristics

|
|
are generally agreed upon by most authors. .
1

121bid,, p. 151,
131bid,, p. 155.
141bid., p. 156.
151bid., p. 143,
16Herbert F. Lionberger. Information-secking Habits and Charace

teristics of Farm Operators. Research Dullefin hB1. Hissouri fori-
cultural Experiment Station, Columbia, Missouri, 1955,
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Characteristics of the Demonstrators
It is somewhat .obvious that characteristics of the individual
demonstration farmer would have a considerable effect upon how vell
the technoloay was accepted by the othér farmers in the community.
Some of the more commonly-accepter characteristics of the demonstrator
tﬁai aid in the diffusion. of tochnclogy are these:

1. Hore cffective cormunication occurs (consequently, more
adontion) uvhen source and receiver are honophi]ous.17 (Vomophily
is the degree to which pairs of individuals who interact are similar
in certain attributes, such as heliefs, values, education, social
status and the Vike.)

2. Homophilic diffusion patterns cause new ideas to spread
horizontally rather than vertically within a system;18

3. Persons sought out for advice in matters related to farming
are more likely to have been exposed to formal group influence than
those who seek the idczas.'Ig

4, The more the demonstrator is thought of as an opinion leader,
the more likely he is to influence diffusion of innovation.20 (Opinion
leadership is the degree to which an individual is able to informally

influence other individuals! attitudes or overt behavior in a desired

way with relative frequency.) Thus our definition of opinion

17Rogers and Shoemaker, op. cit., p. 14,
1B 0c, cit.
19 jonberger, op. cit., p. 19.

20nogers and Shoemaker, op. cit., p. 243.
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leadership implied a leadership-followship relation hetween two or more
peoole, -rather than an abstract attribute of an individual Teader.

5. UYhen interpersonal diffusion is heterophilous, followers
sea opinion leaders (a) of higher social status, (b) with more
education, (c) with -greater mass media exposure, (d) more cosmopolite,
(d) greater change agent contact, (f) more innovative, (a) greater
social‘participation.ZI From these seven characteristics, we can see
that followers tend to seek information and advice from opinion Teaders
vho are more competent than themselves,

These characteristics are not the only ones of the demonstrator,

but these are accepted by most writers,

Characteristics of the Audience (Clientele}-

It is obvious that not all persons accept an innovation or new
idea at the same time. For this reason most diffusion studies have
focused much attention on what has become known as the adoption
process within an individual. The most generally accepted stages
in this process are (1) awareness, (2) interest, (3) evaluation,

(4) trial, (5) adoption or rejection.22

These are not discrete, or

distinctly separated stages in the individual's adoption process,

It is also questioned whether al’ people follow all of these steps.
Since all clientele do not move through these stages at the same.

rate, adoption categories have been proposed hy many authors. The

211hid., p. 213.
22Rogers, gpi_gjggﬁ pp. 148-192,
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most-commonly accepted are (1) innovators, {2) early adopters,
(3) early majority, (4) late majority, (5) laggards.

Yle will now take a ook at characteristics of individuals that
perhaps dre .related to the categories.

1. —535; The older the: clientele, the more likely the client is
not to adopt or to be slow in adopting, Early adopters are younger
than late a‘dcpi‘.er's.z3
2. ‘Education. ‘Earlier adopters have more years of formal educa-
tion than late adopter§.24

3. Size of Farm, Early adopters ordinarily have larger farms

and relatively higher incomes than the average in the area where they
live than do late adopters.25

4, Comogtgnqy. Early adopters display greater competency in
their several endeavors than do late adopters.

5. Social Participation, Early adonters are characterized by high
26

levels of both formal and informal participation than late adopters.

6. Cosmonoliteness. ‘Early adopters have been found to be much

more cosmopolite than late adopters.27 Rogers defines “cosmopolite-
ness" as "the degree to which an individual's orientation is external

to a particular social system,*

231hid. , p. 174,

21b1d. , 0, 175,

25Lionberger, op. cit., p. 33.
26pogers, ope_cit., 'p. 176.

T1vid,, mn. 122-133,
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vhich is oriented toward change and modernization.

19

These seven charactaristics of the audience or clientele are
among the more commonly-accepted characteristics of the clientele

by most writers,

Characteristics of the Social Milieu

:"
.'u‘&l.i-n N e

Behavior is a function not merely of one's own desires, needs,
attitudes, and characteristic attributes, but also of the expectation,
influence, and limiting characteristics of the environment, particu=

28 e differential rate of adoption

larly that of the social milieu,
among communities or geographical areas can be explained in part by

these Tlimiting factors or conditions which are characteristic of the

1. Communitv Yalues and Morms., Where the values and noms. of a

cormunity are oriented toward the conservation of traditional culture,

the acceptance of new ideas is considerably slower than in a community
29

2. Social Isolation., People isolated from communicative contact

with others would be far less affected by this necessary condition for

acceptance of change.30

3. Membership in groups. The thinking of members of the social

groups both formal and informal plays an important role in the role of

2Bitartman and Browm, op. cit., p. 37.

29Ta1cott Parsons, The liajor Points of Reference and Structural
Components of the Sccial System. The Social System, ed. Talcott, ilew
York: The Free Press of Glencoe, 1951,

30Hartman and Browm, gpi_cit;, p. 36.

cormunity of social milieu. Some of these factors are these:
|
|
1
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adoption .of ideas by individuals within that group.

Mthough these are- not the only characteristics of the social

There are a couple of other: important situations that we necd

to Jook at in the literature.

It is important to realize vhen studying the stages of the
adoption process that the most'gffg¢tivg means of communication
changes with the stage in the process. naﬁs media channels are
relatively more important at the knowledge vr awareness stage, and
interpersonal channels are relatively more important at the persuasion
function in the innovation-decision process. {Interpersonal channels
are those that involve a face-to-face exchange ‘betwecn two or-more
individuals. ) ’

Rogeérs and Shoemaker also .point out that too often in diffusion
research, there is a theoretical oversinplification of‘the concent
generalization. That is to say "that mores than one variable will
affect the outcome." Also it is pointed out that most decisions are
made after information is received from more than one -source.

A1l of the before-mentioned factors about diffusion of technology
seem to be 1ikely to suggest a pattern of adoption of technology and
management practices from the Rapid Adjustment Farm to other farms in

the community.

Summary .
By putting together those studies which have previously been

done on diffusion of innovation from derwonstrational farms and the

w3




21
characteristics of the diffusion process that seem applicable to this
study of the Rapid Adjustment Farms, we can determine from this review
of literature the following variables which we need to study:

1. Observability of practices.

Opinion lcadershin of Rapic Adjustment Farwers.

Age of Farmer,
Size of Farm,
-Adoption Categories.
. Group Participation,
These six variablas along with the others mentioned in the review
of literature are many times dependent upon each other and cannot

-

always be considersd individually,’

3

e, - mm




CHAPTEK III
METIIODOLOGY

The design, the population surveyed, the development of the
instrument used in the study, and the methods of collecting and

analyzing the data arc presented in this chapter,

Since there were no data collected prior to the initiation of
the Rapid Adjustment Farm Program concerning the percent -of adoption
- of practices, it was decided that the basic design of the research

should be -descriptive survey.] As in most descriptive survey

Ny
sources, The independent variables for this study were secured from
the Ranid Adjustment Farmers, County Extension Agents and the
Respondent Farmers.
1. Independent variables secured from the Rapid Adjustment
Farmer:
a. Observability. of farm from community-travg]ed‘highway.
b. Cormunity groups of Rapid Adjustment Farmer,
c. Size and score of Papid Adjustment Farm,
2. Independent variables secured from County Agents:

a. Amount of mass redia coverage of Rapid Adjustment Farm,

Tryod 1, Kerlinger, Foundation of Behavioral Research, (Mew York,
Holt, Rinehart and Minston, Inc,, 1961), np. 293-408,

22

31




b

€.

o

NN

?"_ ’x"'ﬂ f.
7

(g

de

C.

23

ﬂgmber'qf tours and:.educational events held on the Rapid
Adjustment: Farm, i
3,. Independent variables secured from respondent farmer:

Respondent's awareness -and-knowledge of Rapid Adjustment

N f‘-,
Farm; o

‘Opinion leadership -of Rapid Adjustment Farmer,

‘Whether respondent had. been on Rapid Adjustment Farm.

Yhether réspondent was a personal friend of Rapid

~ Adjustment Farmer,
Proxinity of respondent.tg»Rapid‘Adjusiment Farnm,
Size and scope of respondént's farm,
The dependent variables were secured fror the respondent farmers..

Respondent's awareness and knowledge of Rapid Adjustment

Farm,

The adoption by respondent of practices applied on the
Rapid Adjustment Farm,

Respondent's thinking .about whether the Rapid Adjustment
Farm practices vere practical .on hiskfarm.

Respondent having. qotten ideas from the Rapid Adjustment

Farm Program,

Pogu1atioh'and.5amp1e

As indicated in- the objectives fo; the research, the primary
group of‘peop?é”whé vere to be studiéd weré farmers 1iving {in the same
community with Rapid Adjustment Farm cooperators. At the time the
| study was dnitiated {September, 1975), there were over twenty Rapid

N . - ‘33
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Adjustment Farms in Ohio; therefore, it was decided that because of
Tack of resources, it was necessary to select three Rapid Adjustment
Farms with similar enterprises and tenure on the program, that were
Tocated fairly close to theéresearcher. Another limiting factor was
that the Rapid Adjustment Farm had to have been on the program
sufficient time so that the results of the program could be measured
and diffusion have had time to occur.

Three dairy Rapid Adjustment Faris were selected in the Belle
Valley Extension area for the above-mentioned reasons, one in-each
of three counties. .

The population was all of the dairy farmers in these three
counties. A complete listing of dairy farms was prepared from the
Brucellosis Ring Test report. The population was found to consist of
55 dairy farms in County C, 150 dairy farms in County B, and 158
dairy farms in County A. A stratified random sample of thirty (30)
was drawn from each county 1ist~by the method of random numbers,
Extra farms were also selected by the method of random numbers to be
used in case an interview with the original thirty was not possible

or if the dairymen had since quit dairy farmipg.

Instrumentation

An interview schedule was developed to obtain the necessary
independent and dependent variablas, from the respondent farmers. A

copy of the interview schedule is in fAppendix B. The interview

o
o
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schedule consisted of four sections. Section I was,desighed to
determine whether the respondent farmer viewad the Rapid Adjustment
Farmer as an opinion leader. Section II was used to obtain the
dependent variable of practices adopted and year of adoption. In
Sectioi. I1II questions were concerned with the respondent's knowledge
and relationship with the Rapid Adjustment Farmer. In Section IV the
independent variables about the respondent and his farming operation
were obtained.

0f the three main methods of determining opinion leadership
(a. sociometric techniques, b. informants, and c. seTf—designgting
techniques), all are of about equal va1idity.2A It was decided for
the study to use the sociometric technique (this is asking the
responden’, to vhon he would go to seek information).

In Section I of the interview schedule, the questions asked the
respoddents to whom they would go to seek advice on various agricul-
tural topics. Two of the questions were broad in.nature and let the
‘respondent -ansver with any person in any -occupation. The rest of the
questions constrained the answers to- farmers. One question dealt
with the innovativeness of famers and let the respondent answer with
the farmer they saw as tirst trying new ideas.

Section II was designed to get at the adoption of practices. The
specific practices used in this study wcre selected from all of the
practices and recmmnenﬁations put into effect nn the Rapid Adjustment

Fama. These practices were secured from County Agents, Area Agents,

2Rogers, op. cit., p. 215,
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and State Specialists. Seventeen separate practices were listed and
respondents were asked to respond to whether they (1) Haven't heard
of the practice (not aware), (2) Have heard of the practice, but
naven't tried it (aware), (3) Think it might be a good idea, but

haven't tried it (evaluation), (4) Have tried it one or two times

(trial), (5) Use the practice all or most of the time (adoption), or

(6) Did use the practice, but don't now (rejection).

In Section II, if any of the practices vere answered as tried or
used, the respondent was asked which year he first tried or used it.
This was so that it could be determined if the Rapid Adjustment Farm
program might have helped influence the trial or adoption of the
practice,

In Section III the questions dealt specifically with the
respondent's knowledge of the Rapid Adjustment Farm and his relationship
with the Rapid Adjustment Farmer., Also in Section III the question of
whether the practices were viewed .as practical or whether the respondent
had gotten ideas from the Rapid Adjustment Farm were asked to obtain
these two dependent variables,

In Section IV the questions were designed to obtain the indepen-
dent variables concerning the respondent such as age and size of his
farm operation.

The interview nethod was feit to be superior to the mailed
questionnaire for the following reasons: _

1. Tihe first section on opinion leadership could be compiled

before the Rapid Adjustment Farm name was mentioned and the opinicn

»,
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leadership could be identified with oné set of interviews.

2. Interviewers. can get more accurate data, because the last
part of the schedule may influence the first part of the schedule,

3. A more accurate account of size of operation and practices
used can bie secured by a combination of observation and questions.

It was realized that the intervicw method has the disadvantage of
the respondent being sometimes vague, evasive, and often embarrassed,
since rural people seem to many times view direct questions as a
violation of socially-accepted limits.d ‘Hovever, it vas determined by
the researcher that the advantages outweighed the disadvantages for
this study.

A questionnaire was develoned to obtain the independent variabfe
of the amount of mass media coverage of the Rapid Adjustment Farm in
each county (Appencix B). This questionnaire was sent to each County

Agent in June of 1974,

Pretesting the Interview Schedule

The interviey schedule was pretested in June of 1974 by the
rescarcher vith two dairy fariis in each of the three counties. After
studying the raesponses several changes wviere made that clarified sonme
of the questions. A few of the opinion leadership questions vere

dropped because of redundancy.

? . . .
“Everett !. Rogers and George !, Beal; Proceptive Technicque in
Interviewing Fariners, The Journal of larketing, Vol. 23, ilo. 2, October,

1933, pp. 177-175.

.
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Collection of Data

‘The data for the study were collacted in August of 1974, An
interviewer was hired in each of the three counties. The County
Agent in each county helped find a person who would be willing to do
the interviewing, During the last of July a training session wvas
held with the interviewers. The researcher did the training of the
interviewer, which consisted of familiarizing them with the study, the
interview schedule and proper methods ofiinterviewing;. after the
training session, each intervieiver practiced interviewing each other
so that questions might have-a chance to surface. Each interviewer
then conducted a test interview with a farmer selected.at random from
the alternate list before he started the official interview. Also
included with each interview schedule was a card for each respondent
with the possible answers for questions in Section Two. The card is
included in the Appendix B.

The interviewers were instructed that if unable to obtain an
interview with a farmer to go to the alternate list and takenthem in
order as they were celected by random number. In County A, 14 alter-
nates vere used; one respondent refused to be interviewed while 13
vere no longer dairy faming. In County B, 17 alternates were used;
one refused to be interviewed while 15 had since quit -uiry farming.
In County C, only six alternates were used, all because of quitting
the dairy business.,

The interviewers were nrovided with previously-addressed letters to

the respondent stating the purnose of the study and that an interviewer
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would be calling upon them (Appendix B). This létter was signed by
the rasearcher and the County Agent of each county with the exception
of Jefferson County where the researcher had -previously served on the
extension staff and was wcil known by the farmers of the county,
These letters vere majled by the interviewer a few days prior to the
interviews. The interviewer then czlled and set up an appointment
for the interview,

The interviewers were also provided with an identification letter
written and signed by the researcher (Appendix B). This letter intro-

duced the interviewer and thanked the respondent for his cooperation.

Analysis of Data

After all interview schedules had been completed, the data were
transfered to code sheets and then punched on data processing cards
for analysis, The Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS)
vas the computer program used,

Following an inspection of the print-out sheets on the original
data, some of the data were collapsed, by recoding, into more meaning-
ful and manageable unite for analysis. Those variables that were
collapsed were age, size of farm, and number of livestock.

For statistical analysis reasons and since very few farmers had
rejected any of the practices, the practices that had been rejected
vere recoded as missing data and not taken into account,

Those fanuners that did' not know the Rapid Adjustment Farmer could
not be asked the questions concerning their thoughts of and relation-

ship with the Rapid Adjustiment Farma. For this reason, there were only

383
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51 responses of the 90 in the sample that answered questions concern-
ing (@) having been on Rapid deustment'Farm, (b) being a friend of
Rapid Adjustment Farmer, (c) being in similar community qroups with
the Rapid Adjustment Farmer, (d) thinking that the practices there
were practical, (e) having gottecn ideas from the Rapid Adjustment
Farm, The analysis. and statistics that deal with these variables,
tﬁerefpre, have only 51 in the sample compaicd to the 90 cf the anti;e
sample,

Percentage distribution and mean weighted scores were the major
techniques used in analysis of the data, Cramer's V.was the statis~
tical method used to show the degree of relationship or correlation
between variables.? The chi-square test was chosen-as the statistical
tool for examining the significance of relationships between variables,
The probability level of .05 was used to determine if variables were
significant.

When presenting information about the adoption of specific
practices, a "Mean Adopted Score" was used to decide where the farmers
were on the adoption process with (1) not aware, (2) aware, (3) evalu-
ation, (4) trial, and (5) adopted.

To evaluate the relationsnip of the adoption of practices to
various variables, it was necessary to develop an "Adoption Score"
for the farmer in the sample. This was done by determining how many

practices each farmer had adopted of the 17 practices, These scores

44i119am L, Hays, Statistics for Psvchologists, Holt, Rinehart
and Yinston, Chicago, ITTinois. 1965, pp. 604-600.
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ranged from 0 to 14, So that these scores could better be evaluated:
in relationship with different independent variables, the scores
were arouped as closely as possibierto the lower 25 percent (low
quarter), middle 5C percent (middle half); or high 25 percent ‘(high
quarter),

When comparing variables that could be obtained from ‘the réspon-
dent only if he knew the Rapid Adjustment Farmer, the number in 'the
total sample was 51 instead of 90, The variables included the fol-
lowing: (1) Frequency of respondentldriving by- the Rapid Adjustment
Farm, (2) Respondent being a personal friend of Rapjdedjustmgnt;

‘Farmer, (3) Respondent having been on the Rapid Adjusiment Fawm,

14) Respondent having received ideas fron. the Rapid Adjustment Farm,
(5) Respondent thinking the Rapid Adjustment Farmeractigesrwere
practical, and (6) Respondent being in similar groups with the Rapid

Adjustment Farmer,




CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS -OF ‘RESEARCH

Characténisti;s gﬁjthefRapidedjustment"farmer

The Rapid Adjustment Farms-being stuaied are reférred to in this
chapter by IEtter‘A;‘B, énd:é. Jﬁblg 1 :shows. the characteristics of
these ‘farms in 1969;. the first year of the program, and’ in 1974 after
the completior: of the five-year program.

We can see from Table 1 that at the timefthéxképid Adjustment Farm.
Program started, the farms were similar in number of dairy cows with an
average of 31. cows. By 1974 the average number- of cows-was 51 with
County C having. the fevest at.47 and County B, the most with 58.
‘County B-now has the largest -farm in number of acres operated at 716
and. County A is the smallest farm with only 195. acres. County C has 45
replacement‘heifers (almost as many as cows) and thus indicatgs further
intentions to expand. The Rapid Adjustment Farmer in County C is the
oldest at 47 and the farmer in County A, thé youngest.at 35.

In.County C the Rapid Adjustment Farmer is in five county-wide
farm committees or groups and has served or is serving as chairman of
these comittees. He is also in two community farm groups. The Rapid
AdeStmgnt Farmer in County B has served on one county-wide farm
committee and belongs to threexgommunity farm groups. In County A
the Rapid Adjustment Farmer is a member of one county .organization and.
is net associated with other farm groups, committees or oréanizatipns.
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TABLE 1
‘CHMRACTERISTICS OF‘THE RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARM:

v Comb1ned . ‘
Characteristics - Farms-1974 Countj A County B County C

Wean (N :3), 1969 1974 1969 1974 1969 1Q74‘i

Age 0f Farmer a1 : 35 a1 - 47
" Acres Operated a0 195 195 275 716 320 320

No. of Dairy Cows 51 30 49 32 58 32 47

No, of Dairy Replace- A

ment Heifers’ 34 15 20 28 37 2C 45
No. of Beef Breeding ;

Cows 0 i 0 0 9 0 n 0
No. of Beef Feeders n -0 n ) 10 0 0
No. of Pouitry 8 | 0 12 0 12 9 ¢
No, of Sheep- 7 0 20 0 0 0 0
No. of Swine 0 o ¢ ©0 O o0 0
?ounty and Powmunity Groups that Rapid Adjustment Farmer part1cipated 7

n.
Farm Bureau Member  ASCS Community 'ASCS ‘County - Committee
-Committeeman o Chairman
Dairy Board. SCS " .Board of D1rectors
Young. Farmers. Dairy Board’
Farm :Bureau Council ﬂLandmark Board- of D1rec-
: : tors

Farm-Bureai:- Cnunczl

Extension Advisory -Coms
‘mittee

Grange

SO e et

4
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Chardcteristics of the Respondent Farmer(

There -were 30-fariters interviewed in each of these three counties.,
Table 2 shows: some of the characteristics of these 90 dairy farmers. as
to age, and size of their farming;pperation‘for all of the ccunties

combiried and-by individual county.

TABLE. 2
‘CHARACTERISTICS.OF “RESPONDENT FARM-

A1 Farms | County A County B County C
‘Mean | Mean Mean - Mean
(k=90): | (n=30)-  (n=30)  {(n=30)
Age. of Farer T T 9 4
" Acres Operated. | 262 | 212 263 - 300
Ho., of‘fnainy‘:cows' 29. 22 26 37
No. of Dairy Heifers 18 : n 17 24
No. -of Beef ‘Breeding.

“Cows 7 7 7 6
No. of Beef Feeders 5 1 3 7 4
Mo. of Poultry 67 1 18 12 172
‘No. of Sheep 1 .5 1.6 9
No. of Swine .4 ? .6 3 o3

Table2 indicates that the average age of the respondent farmer
is 49. The range of ages was from 17 to 76 with 47 percent of those
being below the average of 49, County C tends to have the yqungér

farmers, but there is only four years difference in the average age

of County C at 47 and County A at 51, T3
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The number of acres opérated ranges from 16 acres to 350 -acres

for an average of 262 acrés with County A having the smaller farms

-and County C havina the largest, There is almost. 100 acres differ-

énce in size of farm between Covnty A and County C.

Numhep of -dairy cows range from 1 to 76 wjth an average number
of 29, As would be expected from the size of farm, County A has
less than the average with 22 and .County C has more than the averace
with 37, “The same ratio holds true for the number of dairy heifers.
As for the rest of the livestock species, there. is-not enough to he
of influence except in-County ‘C where two fairly large poultry flocks

raise the number of poultry kept per farm considerably.
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TABLE 3.

ANOPTION BY OTHER FARMERS OF SELECTED RAPID ADJUSTMENT
FARM PRACTICES IN THE THREE COUNTIES

‘. % Adoptingb Mean of
. Practice n =-90 Adoption Process?
L Planting alfalfa for hay or pasture 82.2 4.8
5 Keeping a complete farm account book 77.8 4.6 ;
" Use of artificial inseriination- 711 4.6 ;
o ‘Feeding cows .according to production 79.0 4.4 "
: Soil test crop fields 68.9 4.6 :
;. Soil test pasture fields 52.2 4.3 3
Fertilize hay and lequmes. each year AR.9 4.1 )
‘High silage ration feeding program 47.8 3.9 3
Soil test crop fields every 3 years 46.7 4.0 ‘
Soil test pasture fields every 3 years 26.7 3.6
Sowina alfalfa without companion crop 26.7 3.5
Keeping DHIA or other production
records 16.7 3.2

Band seeding with press wheels of

arass and legumes 14.4 3.2 ‘

R No-till corn 14.3 3.2 ,

T Use of forage testing or feed analysis 10.0 3.1 :
L Sowina alfalfa without grass 10.0 3.1
Urea in corn silage 5.6 2.5

ahdoption Process Scale: 1 = not aware; 2 = aware; 3 = evalua-
tion; 4 = tried; 5 = adopted

£

bThose who checked 5 or adopticn process scale.
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Adoption of Practices

Since this is a descriptive surveyastudy, the only way that we
can determine if diffusion is occurring is by measuring the number of

practices that have been adopted on the respondent farm.

Adoption of Rapid Adjustment Farm Practices by Other .Farmers

The percent of adoption of each pracfices along with the mean of
the adoption process is nresented in Table 3. The mean of the adop-
tion score is the mean of the adoption process where (1) not aware,
(2) aware, (3) evaluation, (4) trial, and (5) adopted were the
criteria used, '

Table 3 shows that the adoption by other farmers of the selected
Rapid Adjustment Farm practices in the three combined: counties ranged
from 82 percent adopted for planting alfalfa to six percent for use
of urea in corn silage. Only two practices, that of planting alfaifa
for hay or pasture and. keeping a complete farm account book have been
acpted by more than 75 percent of the respondent dairy farmers., Only’
seven practices have been adopted by more than 50 percent of the
respondent farmers., A1l of these practices that have been adopted by
more than 50 percent of the farmers are older, well-established
practices. Six practices fall below the twenty-five percent adoption
Jevel and two of these -~ keeping DHIA or other production records and
‘band. seeding with press wheels - are among those practices being
reconmended Several years,

The means of the adoption process (with 1 = not aware; 2 = aware,

3 = evaluation; 4 = tried; and 5 = adopted) range from 4.8 for planting
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alfalfa to 2,5 for use of urea in corn silace. With the exception
of soil testing-of crop field and high silage feeding program,
these means are very consisten; with the percent adoption of the
practices.,

Over fifty percent of the means of the adoption process are
below the trial level whi™ i only four practices are closer to adoption
level than the trial.

We Took at these same data by individual county in Table 4, As
can be seen by Table 4, there is considerabla difference between
counties, County C ha:z a range from 100 percent adoption of planting
alfalfa to 10 percent adoption for sowing alfalfa without grasses
while County A has a range of 67 percent for keeping a complete farm
account book to 0 percent -for no-till corn and urea in corn silage,
County B's scores fall between County A and County C scores.

The mean: of the adoption process, however, does not vary to the
extremes that the percent of adoption does between the countigs. The
mean adoption scores range from 5.0 for planting alfalfa to 2.6 for
sowing alfalfa without grass in County C. In County“B: it ranges from
5.0 for planting alfalfa to 2.1 for using urea. In County A the
highest mean adoption score is 4.6 for farm account book and artifi-
cial insemination and the lowest was 3.0 for use of urea in silage.

While for the more highly adopted practices, County C has a higher

mean adoption score than County A or B; on the lesser adopted practices,

there is little difference or in some instances, County A rates higher

on the adoption process than County C even though it has far less

1
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adoption of the practice., This seems to indicate that for the older
and loﬁaer-recommended practices, the amount of adoption as well as
the'staée in the adoption process varies considerably between the
counties, While for the newer or less highly adopted practiceé, the
percent for adoption varies among counties, but the stage in the
adoption process is very similar, It can be concluded from this that
the farmers in Countv C seem to move from the evaluation stage into
the trial and adoption stages much more quickly after the introduction
of new nractices or techroloav than éounty B or County A, with County A
being the slowest to take this step, Several factors could pg impor=
tant in explaining this relationship such as grade of milk produced,
size of farm or age of farmer. These will be Tooked. at later in this
study. Table 4 seems to indicate that County C farmers tend to be

more innovative than the farmers in County A or County B.

Adoption of Rapid Adjustment Farm Practices by Other Farmers
Since 1970

Since the Rapid Adjustment Farm Program began in late 1968 and
1969, we would not expect the program to have influence on farmers
until at least 1970. For this reason Table 5 shows the number trying
or adopting practices since 1970,

We can see from Table 5 that the range in number of farmers adop-
ting practices since 1970 is from 23 for no-till corn to 3 for soil
testing of crop and pasture fields every three years. The percent of
those adopting since 1970 of all who adopted the practices range from

96 percent for no-till corn to five percent for soil testing of crop

~
)

&,




TABLE §
“ ‘ TRIAL OR ADOPTION OF PRACTICE SINCE.1970
Total N Number Percent of
Practice Trying or Since All .¥ho Tried
. Adopting 1970 or Adopted. .
No-till corn X 95.8
Sowing alfalfa without companion crop 37 n 29;7
High silage ration feeding program 48 9 18.8 i‘“
Fertilize hay and legumes each year - 52 9 16.1 :(;;
Band seeding with press wheels of ' ’”
grass and legumes 20 7 35.0 i
Use of forage testing or feed analysis 17 7 4,2 e
Keeping a complete farm account book 77 6 7.8
Keeping DHIA or other production record 32 6 19,7
Urea in corn silage 7 6 85.7
- Planting alfalfa for hay or pasture 85 5 5.9
Use of artificial insemination 80 5 6.3
| Soil test pasture fields 73 5 6.8
‘ Sowing alfalfa without grasses 19 .5 26.3
p Feeding cows according to productizs 66 4 6.3
Soi1 test crop fields 77 4 542
Soil test crop: fields every three years 49 3 6.1
Soil test pasture fields every three
years 31 3 9.7
Total s« 118 :

L
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. .2
fields. The other practicés with a relatively high adoption percen-
tage since 1970 are use of urea on corn silage, 86 percent; forage
resting and feed analysis, 41 percent; and band seeding with press
wheel of grasses and legumes, 35 percent. In general, those practices
which are the more recent are the practices that have the highest

percentage adopting since 1970,

Number of Practices Adopted

In order to obtain information as to the degree .of adoption of
respondents, it was determined to group respondents by the number of
the seventeen different practices that he had adopted, Table 6
indicates these degrees of adoption.

The range of the adoption of practices was from 0 practices to
14 practices. Six respondents had not adopted any of the 17 selected
practices while thrée had adopted 14 practices. The mean or average:
number of practices adopted was 6.9; 65.6 percent of the farmers had
adopted 50 percent or less of the 17 selected practices while only §
percent had adopted more than 75 percent of the practices.

So that these adopted values can better be evaluated in compari-
son with different independent variables, they were grouped as closely
as possible to the lower 25 percent (lower quarter), the middle 50

percent (middle half), and the upper 25 percent (upper quarter).

-
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TABLE 6
TOTAL NUMBER OF PRACTICES ADOPTED BY RESPONDENTS

Nutber of  Relative
Practices Freguency Cumilative Adjusted
“Adopted n Percentage Cumulative N Frequency Percentaqge
0 6 6,7 6 6.7
1 1 1.1 7 7.8
2 5 5.6 12 13.3
3 6 6.7 18 20,0
4 6 6.7 24 26,7
5 5 5.6 29 32,2
6 9 10.0 38 42,2
7 9 10,0 49 52,2
8 12 13.3 89 65.6
9 9 10,0 63 75.6
10 7 7.8 75 83.3
n ! 8.9 83 92,2
12 3 3.3 86 95.6 -
13 1 1.1 87 96.7
14 3 3.3 Q0 100,0
Total 100.0 90 100,0

Hean = 6,90 HMode = 8,00 Median = 7,28

When we take a look at these adoption level categories compared
by county, we find that there are differences among the counties.
Table 7 shows. these results _

In County A we notice that only one farmer or 4,5 percent was in

the high adontion level category compared to 15 farmers or 64 percent

of the farmers in County C, In County C only two farmers of the low
adoption level category were in County C and 15 were in County A.

About 30 percent of each level were in County B,

N




TABLE 7
ADOPTION OF PRACTICES BY- COUNTY

Adoption Level Category . Total County A County B County C
For all Counties _ ] 9 9 Y
Low Quarter 24 62.5 29,2 8.3
Middle Half 44 31.8 36.4 31.8
High Quarter 22 4.5 31.8 - 63.6

Relationship Between Adoption and Knowledqge of Rapid Adjustment Farm

One of the objectives was to determine if there was a relationship
between adoption of practices and knowlerdge of the Rapid Adjustment
Farm, Table 8 indicates the adoption of practices in relation to the

respondent knowing about the Rapid Adjustment Farm program.

TABLE 8

ADOPTION OF PRACTICES IN RELATIONSHIP TO KNOWLEDGE OF RAPID
ADJUSTMENT FARM

Adoption Level Total 4
Category N n Knowing R A Farm

Low Quarter 24 7 29,2

Middle Half 44 27 61.4

High Quarter 22 17 77.3

kS

X=1,6 d.f. =2 p<.003
Cramer's V = 0,359
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Table 8 shows that of thosc respondents in the upper quarter of
the &doption series, over three-quarters knew of the Rapid Adjustment
Farm while of those in the lower quarter of the adoption series, only
29 percent knew of the Rapid Adjustment Farm, From these data it
appears. that those who are adopting more practices are more knowledge-
able about -the Rapid Adjustment Farm °rogram, In Table 9 we look at

this same relationship by county,

TABLE 9

ADOPTION OF PRACTICES IN RELATION TO KNOWLEDGE OF
RAPIE ADJUSTMENT FARM BY COUNTY

Adoption County A Countz B County C
Level Total No, Who Total No, Who Total No. ‘Who
Category N Knew N Knew N Knew
Low Quarter 15 6 7 1 2 0
Middle Hal1f 14 8 16 n 14 8
High Quarter 1 1 7 6 14 10

Table 9 shows that the same relation between adoption score and
knowledge cf the Rapid Adjustment Farm holds true when this relation-

ship 1s compared by county.
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Opportunities for Awaréness of Rapid Adjustment qum Prqdram

To determine if the amount of mass media cerrage or the observa-
bility of the Rapid Adjustment Farm had an effect on the awareness of

the respondents of the program, these variables were compared.

Relationship of Mass Media Coverage to Awareness of Rapid Adjustment
Farm 4

The amount of mass media coverage varied by county (see Table 48.
in Appendix A) and it was hypothesized that this would ‘have an effect
on the number of other farmers knowing about the Rapid Adjustment

Farm, Table 10 describes the results of the: comparison.

TABLE 10

RELATIONSHIP OF MASS MEDIA COVERAGE OF RAPID ADJUSTHMENT FARM
PROGRAM WITH AWARENESS OF THE RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARM

Times of-Méss Total Number Aware

County Media Coverage N of R, A, Farm
A 14 30 15
B 135 : 30 . B
c 69 30 15

X= 0,356 d.f.=2 n.s.
Cramer's V = ,095
Table 10 seems to indicate that although the amount of mass media
coverage varies, there is no significant difference between coun

with the number of dairy farmers being aware of the Rapid Adjustment

Farm Prqgram.

v’
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County ‘B- reports the most tours and educational events that other
dairy farmers might have attended, but County A reports the same

attendance at fewer events, and County C had both fewer events and

~ fewer in attendance (see- Table 49 in Appendix A).

ReTatianhip of Adoption to Observability from Highway

As mentioned in the methodology section, in all tables that deal
with the variables that could be obtained from the respondent only if
he knew the Rapid Adjustment Farmer, the number in the total sample is
51 instead of 90.

Comparison of the adoption score to thé*fkequency‘of the respon-
dent driving by the Ranid Adjustment Farm is shown in Table 11. Thi§
is an atfémpt.to measure ohcervabhility,

As can be seen by Table 11, there is a very small relationship
between the adoption score of the respondent farmer and the frequency
of times that he drives by the Rapid Adjustment Farm;. the relationship
was not significant, The frequency of driving by the farm is an _
attempt to measure the Ranid Adjustment Farm's observability. Adoption

level category is not related to frequency of driving by the Rapid

Adjustment Farm. "

.
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TABLE 1

REUATIONSHIP  OF ‘ADOPTION-OF PRACTICES TO‘OBSERVABILITY
. FROM COMMUMITY TRAVELE® HIGHWAYS -

48

Adovtion“AA ' . . .
«Lgvé] Total ‘Combined Counties: =:Fréquency ofDriving By
Category N % leekly  %tfonthly %-less Oftén Total %
;_ Lower quartér 7 14,3 ° 14,3 7.4 100.0
- Middle half 28 10,7 25,0 64.3. 100.0
Lo Higher quarter 16 12,5 25,0. 62.5: 100,0

B -
I— = .'428“ d.f. ‘..".':-4~ n.s.

Adjustment Farm Program is similar in-all counties.

i' Cramer's { = (06
ég There is @ significant relationship betweenrcountié;uand the
;3L ‘numbér of times that other farmers drive by the Rapid:Adjustment
i Farm,. Table 12 shows this rélatidnship to be a modest level as
indicated by the .36 Cramer's V.
If §ssuming that the frequency of driving by the Rapid Adjustment
;:} Farm measures of the farm's observability, then Table 12 indicates
{ that County A and:County\C tend to be ‘the most observable, This
o would stand to reason by the fact that both of these farms are located
{ just of f State highways while in County B, the Rapid Adjusfment Farm
is located on a township road. This tends to take on- additional
meaning when combined with the fact that County B had much more mass
35“? , ‘media coverage than. the other two counties. This wirter feels that

these two facts together might explain why the awareness of the Rapid
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TABLE 12

RELATIONSHIP OF FREQUENCY OF DRIVING BY THE RAPID ADJUSTMENT
FARM WITH THE COUNTY

County A County B County C
n=15 n=18 n=18
% % %
Heekly 20.0 5.6 11.1
Monthly 13,3 5.6 50,0
Less Often Than Monthly 66,7 8.9 38.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

X
X= 13,44 d.f.
Cramer's V = .36

4 p<,01

Opinion Leadershin and its Relationship to Adoption

Table 13 indicates the peéception of the: respondent farmer of
the Rapid Adjustment Farmer as an opinion leader.

As can be seen in Table 13, 20 percent of the respondent farmers
perceived the Rapid Adjustment Farmer as an opinion leader with nine
percent mentioning his name more than once. One-regpondent in County
C mentioned his name as many as four times.

This perception of the Rapid Adjustment Farmer as an opinion
leader does vary, however, considerably between counties. In
County A the name of the Rapid Adjustment Farmer is mentioned only
twice or seven percent of the time while in County B and County C, it

is mentioned 13 percent and 40 percent respectively. This seems to

33
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TABLE 13

OPINION LEADERSHIP OF RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARMER AS PERCEIVED
BY RESPONDENT FARMERS: -

Combined Counties | Individual Counties
Number % of Sample{ .County County County
n=90 A B c
n=30 n=30 n=30
% % %
Mentioned R. A, Farmer A
as Innovatord 13 14,4 3.3 10,0 30.0
Thought of R.A. Farmer ' ,
As Opinion Leaderb 18 20.0 6.7 13.3  40.0
Mentioned R, A, Farmer
Name More than -Once. )
as Opinion Leader 8 8.8 .0 3.3 23.0

AThe vespondent is considered viewing. the Rapid Adjustment Farmer
as an innovator if he mentioned his name in response t¢ question #5.

bThe respondent is considered seeing the Rapid Adjustment Farmer
as an opinion leader if he mentioned the Rapid Adjustment Farmer once
or more in answering the first five questions of the interview
schedule,
indicate that there is a difference among counties of the opinion
leadership of the Rapid Adjustment Farmer. Opinion leadership is a
combination of many factors and should be kept in mind when consid-

ering other variables such as similar groups, friends, and observa=

bility.

Relationship of Adoption to Opinion Leadership
In attempting to understand the type of person that is‘vieWing

the Rapid Adjustment Farmer as an opinion leader, the relation of

2
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adoption scores is compared to the percentage seeing the Rapid Ad-

justment Farmer as an opinion leader. See Table 14,

TABLE 14

RELATIONSHIP OF ADOPTION OF PRACTICES TO OPINION-LEADERSHIP
OF RAPID: ADJUSTMENT FARMER

Those Thinking Rapid Adjustment Farmer is Opinion Leader

Adoption
Level b s . : ‘
' Combined Counties County A County B County C
Category Total Total Total Total
N n % 4N L N n N n
Low Quarter 24 ] 4,2 15 ] 7 0 2 0
Middle Half 44 8 18.2 14 0 16 3 14 5
High Quarter 22 9 41.9 ] ] 7 ] 14 7

It is readily seen in Table 14 that over 40 percent of the farmers
in the high quarter on the adoption score think of the Rapid Adjust-
ment Farmer as an opinion leader. Those with the lower adootion
score do not tend to view the Rapid Adjustment Farmer as an opinion
leader. As seen previously in Table 8, this same relationship holds
true of awareness of the Rapid Adjustment Farm-to adoption score,
and this would be expected since one would not perceive the Rapid
Adjustment'Farmer as an opinion leader unless he knew the Rapid
Adjustment Farmer. When viewed by counties, we notice the same

relationship as with the combined counties holds true.

......
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Relationship Between Percentage of Adoption of Practices and Variables

Among,Respondent_Farpers
‘In an attempt to determine which variables among the respondent
farmers might be related to adoption, this section will compare these

variables to adoption score.

Relationship .of Adoption of Practice to Distance of Respondent From
Rapid Adjustment Farm

Previous literature indicates that the further a farmer is from
the demonstration, the less likely he wi11<have~adopted the practice.

This does not seem to be the case in Table 15.

TABLE 15

RELATIONSHIP OF ADOPTION OF PRACTICE TO MILES RESPONDENT'S FARM
IS FROM RAPID ADSUSTMENT FARM

Adoption Distance From kapid Adjustment Farm - Miles
‘Level Total 0-5 6-10 11-20  21-35 Total
Category N % % % % %

Lower Quarter 24 20.8 29,2 20.8 29.2 100,0
Middle Half 44 4.4 34,1 38.6 15.9 100.0
High Quarter 22 13.6  22.7 31,8 31.8 " 99,9

X=5.21 df. =6 n.s.
ol

Cramer's V = 3
There is no significant relationship shown by Table 15 between

adoption level and distance from theRapid Adjustment Farm.’ There is

also no significance between this relationship when viewed by indivi:

dual counties.
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Relationship-of Adoption of Practice to Respondent Having Been on
Rapid Adjustment Farm
It might be thought that there would be a relationship between
the respondent having been on the Rapid Adjustment Farm and having

adopted practices, Table 16 compares these wvariables,

TABLE 16

RELATIONSHIP OF ADOPTION OF PRACTICES- WITH RESPONDENT
HAVING BEEN ON RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARM

Adoption Knowiné Rapid On Rapid Adjustment Farm

Level Adjustment Farm Yes Ho
Category Total N n % n y 4
Lower Quarter 7 3 42.9 4 57.1
Middie Haif 29 18 62.1 1 37.9
High Quarter 16 13 81.3 3 18.8
Total 52 34 18

= 3,00 df. =2 n.s,
Cramer's V = ,26

As can be seen in Table 16, 81 percent of those in the.high
adoptioﬁ category who knew the Rapid Adjustment Farmer had been on the
Rapid Adjustment Farm compared to 43 percent in the low adoption cate-
gory. This relationship is not significant.

In Table 17 we ¢an see that the farmérs in the higher and middle

adoption categories tended to have been on the Rapid Adjustment Farm

more than the lower adoptioh level farmers had,
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TABLE 17

RELATIONSHIP OF -ADOPTION OF PRACTICES WITH RESPONDENT HAVING
' BEEN ON RAPID ADJUSTMENT. FARM (BY:'COUNTY)

Adoption ‘ County;A County B Count& c

Level - Total No. on  Total No, on Total No, on
CategoryA N Farm N Farm N Fam
Low Quarter 6 3 1 0 0 0
‘Middle Half 9 4 1 9 9 5
High Quarter 1 T 6 4 9 8

Total 16 8 18 13 18 13

Relationship of Adoption of Practices to the Respondent and Rapid
Adjustment Farmer Being Friends

There is a tendency for a- greater percentage of the high adoption
level farmers to be a friend of the Rapid Adjustment Farmer, with only
43 percent of those in the low adoption level category being a personal
friend of the Rapid Adjustment Farmer while 82 percent of the high
adoption level férmers who knew the Rapid Adjustment Farmer were
personal friends of him. This relationship as shown by Cramer's V is
.28, This is not a significant relationship. This pattern appears

the same when viewed by individual counties as shown in Table 19.

N L velw -




TABLE 18

RELATIONSHIP- OF ADOPTION OF PRACTICES WITH RESPONDENT WHO KNEW
THE RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARMER, BEING A .PERSONAL. FRIEND
OF THE RAPID -ADJUSTMENT FARMER

Adoption ‘ ‘ Fr1end of R. A. Farmer
Level Total Yes. No
Category N n % - n %

Lower quarter 7 3 42.9 4 57.1

Middle half 29 17 58,6 12 41.4

Higher quarter 17 14 82.4 3 17.6
Total 53 34 19

1‘8 4.2] dofo = 2 N.Se. v
Cramer's V = 0,28

TABLE 19

RELATIONSHIP OF ADOPTION OF PRACTICES WITH RESPOMDENT WHO KNEW
THE RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARMER, BEING A PERSONAL FRIEND
.OF THE RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARMER (BY COUNTY)

Adoption Coum.y A County B Couhty C
Level Total Friend Total Friend Total Friend
Category e No. N N. N No.

Lower quarter 6 2 1 1 0 0
Middle half 9 4 n 7 9 5.
Higher quarter ] _ 1 6 4 10 9
Total 16 18 19 - %
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Relationship of Adoption of Practices with Respondent and Rapid
Adjustment Farmer in Similar Groups.

It is theorized that the adoption of practices is reinforced

by group participation., In Table 20 we see this relationship.

TABLE 20

RELATIONSHIP OF ADOPTION OF PRACTICES WITH RESPONDENT BEING IN
COUNTY OR COMMUNITY GROUPS WITH RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARMER

Adoption Level Total Not in Group In1 Group  In 2 Groups

Category N n % n % n %
Lower quarter 7 6 - 81.7 1 14,3 0 .0
Middle half 29 19 65.5 6 20,7 4 13.8
Higher quarter 17 6 35.3 2 11.8 9 52.9°

Total 53 31 9 13

1?; 11.91 d.f. =4 p<.02
Cramer's V = 0,34

Table 20 indicates that there is a relationship between adopticn
level of dairy farmers and the number of similar groups thap they -are
in with the Rapid Adjustment Farmer, Of the farmers in the high
~ adoption level category, 65 percent were in one or more groups with
the Rapid Adjustment Farmer while only 14 percent of the farmers in
the low adoption level category are in similar groups with the Rapid
Adjustment Farmer. The primary conclusion that can be safely drawn
from this is that those farmers in the high adoption level category

are in more grouns than those in the low adoption level category.

N : _ ' 5
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As we look at the same relationship of similar groups by county

in Table 21, we can see that this varies from county to county,

TABLE 21

RELATIONSHIP OF ADOPTIOi OF PRACTICES WITH RESPONDIT BEING IN
COUNTY OR COMMUNITY GROUPS WITH THE RAPID ADJUSTMENT . ’
FARNER (RY-COUNTY)

-

Ndoption County A County B County C

Level Total Ho., in  Total No, in  Total :No, in
Cateqory N Groups N Groups N Groups Y_?
Lower quarter 6 0 1 1 0 0
Middle half 9 0 N 4 9 5
Higher quarter 1 0 6 1 10 9
Total 14 0 18 6 19 14

It is apparent from Table 21 that in County A none of the farmers
who knew the Ranid Adjustment Farmer vere in any similar groups with
.H%m, thle in County C a majority or 90 percent of those in high adop-
tion level category were in one or more similar groups with him, com-
pared to none and 33 percent in County A and County B respectively.
This might tend to explain partially the reason why the County C Rapid

Adjustment Farmer is looked to more as an opinion leader since he is

in similar groups with more cf the other dairy farmers of ihe county,

Relationship of Adoption of Practice to Size and Scope of Respondent
Farm Operator

When trying to determine what type of farmers are adopting the

A
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recommended practices, we looked at the size of the raespondent's

farm operation in relation to their adoption level categorv., Tabies

22 through 25 give this relationshin,

TABLE 22
RELATIONSHIP OF ADOPTION OF PRACTICES WITH SIZE OF RESPONDENT FARM

’ ”Adoption 7 Acres Operated .
Level Total 0-100 101-200 201-300 301-400° 401-850
Category N n n n n n
Lover Quarter 24 7 8 5 3 1
Middle Half 44 4 14 12 8 6
Higher Quarter 22 1 4 5 5 7
Total 90 12 26 22 16 14

X'= 14,38 d.f. =8 p<.08
Cramer's V = ,28
TABLE 23

RELATIONSHIP OF ADOPTION OF PRACTICES WITH- THE NUMBER
OF DAIRY CO¥S OF THE RESPOIDENT

Adoption Number of Dairy Cows
Level Total 0-10 11-20 21-35  36-50 5199
Category N n n n n n
Lower Quarter 24 7 12 4 1 0
Middle Half 44 2 12 17 9 4
Higher Quarter 22 0 4 7 8 3
Total 90 9 28 28 18 7
- -~
X= 27,78 df. =8 p .00
Cramer's V = 90,39




TARIE 24

RELATIONSHIP OF ADOPTION-OF PRACTICES WITH THE NUMBER OF

REPLACEMENT HEIFERS OF THE RESPONDENT

59

Adoption ~ Number of Replacement Heifers
Level Total 0-10 11-20 21-35 36-50 51-99
Category N n n n n fi
Lower Quarter 24 20 3 1 0 0
Middle Half 44 14 17 8 2. 3.
Higher Quarter 22 3 9 4 4 2
Total 90 37 29 13 6 '5

X= 20,965 d.f. =8 p<.00]
Cramer's V = .41

TABLE 25

RELATIONSHIP OF ACOPTION OF PRAC
THE RESPONDEN

IICES WITH GRADE OF MILK
)"

PRODISES
Adoption Grade of Milk Produced
Level Total Grade A Grade B
Category N n % n %
Lower Quarter 24 14 58.3 10 41,7
Middle Half 44 41 93.2 3 6.8
Higher Quarter 22 22 100.0 0 0.0
Total 90 77 13

X'= 20,18 d.f. =2 p<.00]
Cramer's V = 47
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In 1ooking at Tables 22 to 25, we can see that the higher the
respondent is on the adoption score, the more acres and da?ry COWS
and heifers he is likely to have, While the number of acres in relation
to adoption scores has the significance level of only .08, it can be
seen that of this groupof dairy farmers, the ones in the high adoption
category had larger farms than the ones in the low adoption level
category. It might be pointed out, however, that one of the Tow adop-—~
ters and six of the average adopters have large farms of over 600 acres.

There is a .001 significant Tevel relationship and a Cramer's V
of .39 between the number of dairy cows owned by the respondent and.
their adoption scores. Note this in Table 23 where it can be seen
that no farmer in the lower quarter adoption level category had more
than 50 cows while three farmers in the higher quarter adoption level
category had over 50 cows and none of the high adopters had less than
11 cows.,

The number of replacement heifers kept by these respondents was
also related significantly to the respondent's adoption score. It can
be surmised from Table 24 that those in the iower adoption level c&tee
gory are keeping véry few replacement heifers, While realizing that -
you must have cows to keep replacement heifers, this might be conceived
to mean that they are not planning to expand their herds. While the
farmers that scored higher on the number of practices adopted are
keeping many more replacement heifers, thus indicating that they are
probably going to continue in the dairy enterprise or perhéés going to

expand their herds.

5.3
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The relationship of adoption level to the grade of milk the
farmer produces is significant at the .000 Yevel and a Cramer's V
of .47, Al of those farmers in the:.higher quarter adoption level
category produce grade. A milk, whilé only 58 percent of those i the
Tower quarter leveiuprqducekﬁrade A milk. These facts seem to stggest

similar conclusions as those that can be drawn from the number of cows

and replacement heifers.

,
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Characteristics of Those Respondent Farmers Seeing Rapid Adjustment

Farm Practices as Practical on their own Farms

Taking the respondent's view of the practicability of the Rapid
Adjustment Farm practices as a dependent variable in this section,

i we ‘compare it with the independent variables.

Respondent Views of Practicality of Rapid Adjustment Farm Practices. :
When the respondents were -asked about the practicality of the ’

practices being carried out on the Rapid Adjustment Farm for their

farms, there was an indication that most of the farmers thought that

they were practical, fab1e 26 shows this comparison,

TABLE 26

RESPONDENTS' ‘VIEWS OF PRACTICALITY OF RAPID ADJUSTMEHT FARM
PRACTICES ON THEIR-OWN FARMS

A11\Countf65

. Respondent View Total { County A County B County C
' of ‘Practices N % n ‘ n n
Practices are practical 28 54,9 4 11 13
Practices may. -be- . :
practical 17 33.3 10 5 2
Practices are not
practical 6 11,8 1 2 3

Total 51 10,0 15 18 18

& 11,82 dof. =4 p<,0] v
. Cramer's V = .34

3
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In Table 26 we see that there is a significant relationship

between. those seeing the practices as practical and as maybe practices
between counties. W/hile there is not a strong relationship with a
Cramer's V - .34, it is significant at the .01 level. For those view-
ing the practices carried out on the Rapid Adjustment Farm as practical,
four were in County A compared to 11 and 13 in County B and County C
respectively, Note the difference between those who view the practices
as practical and those who thought they might be practical, Ten thought
they might be practical in County A and only five for County B and two
for County C.

Relationship of Adoption to Respondent Viewing Practices as Practical

s LA™

To determine th

. _— . .
he adoption level of thsoe viewing the Rapid Adjust-

t
ment Farm-practices as practical, Table 27 compares these variables.

TABLE 27

‘RELATIONSHIP OF THOSE VIEWING THE RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARM PRACTICES
AS PRACTICAL OH THEIR FARMS TO ADOPTION SCORE

.Adoption
Level Total Number Viewing Practices As

Category N Not Practical Maybe Practical Practical
Lower quarter 7 1 3 .3
Middle Half 28 5 9 14
‘High quarter 16 0 5 1

Total 51 6 17 28
%

X= 38 d.f.o =4 n.s.
Cramer's V = 0,195 .

N N B . \
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There is no significant relationship between adoption level and

those seeing the practices carried out on Rapid Adjustment Farms. as.

practical on their own farms. ‘However, it might be pointed out that
none of the ones in the high adoption group thought that the practices

were not practical while five of the 16 in this higher group thought

that they might be practical.

Relationship of Opinion Leadership.of Rapid Adjustment Farmer to Those
Viewing ‘the Practices as Practical

From the review of literature, it was thought that those viewing
the Rapid Adjustment Farmer as an opinion leader would be more 1ikely
to see.the practices carried out on the Rapid Adjustment Farm as

practical on their ewn farms. Table 28 shows this comparison,

TABLE 28

RELATIONSHIP OF THOSE SEEING THE RAPID ADJUSTHMENT FARM PRACTICES
AS PRACTICAL TO THOSE WHO VIEWED RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARMER
AS AN OPINION LEADER

Opinion Viewing Practices as
Leader- ~ Total Not Practical Maybe Practical Practical
View N n n n

View R. A. Farmer
as Opinion Leader 17 T 4 12

Do not view R. A.
Farmer as Opinion
Leader 34 5 13 16

Total 51 6 17 28

~

X= 2,63 df. =2 ns.
Cramer's V = 0,227

73



Table 28 shows that the difference between those seeing the
Rapid Adjustment Farmer as an opinion leader and those who do not,
compared with the practicality of the practices, there is a low
correlation and it is not‘significant. The same lack of relationship

holds true when these two variables are compared by county,

Relationship of Distanse of Respondent from Rapid Adjustment Farm
To Practicality of Practices

The distance the respondent 1ives from the Rapid Adjustment Farm
might be a variable which would influence his viewing the practices
carried out there as being practicaf on his own farm, Table 29 shows
the relationshio between these two variables,

As can be seen Trom Table 29, there is no significant relation-
ship between the distance *the respondent is fror the Rapid Adjust-
ment Farm and viewing the practices carried out there as being prac-
tical on their own farms, This same lack of significant relationship

C et holds true when analized by individual counties.
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TABLE 29

RELATINNSHIP OF THOSE SEFING RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARM PRACTICES
AS PRACTICAL BY THE DISTANCE RESPONDENT IS FROM
RAPID ADJUSTMENT -FARM

Distance‘from ‘ . Number»Viéwihq'Praéfié§$\as.’" .
R. A, Farm  Total Mot Practical Maybe Practical -Practical -~
Hiles N | M “n ¢
0- 5 10 I A .
6-10 23 3 8 "
11-20 15 1 5 o
0 2

21=35 3 1

X’= 2,94 d.f. =6 ns.
Cramer's V' =0,1699
Relationshin of Observability of Rapid Adjustment Farm to Respondent
Seeing Practices as Practical

The frequency of the respondent driving by the Rapid Adjustment
Farm might have influenced the respondent seeing the practice carried
out there as being practical on his own farm, Table 30 shows this
comparison, |

Table 30 shows us that there is no significant relationship
between the frequency of the respondent driving by the Rapid Adjust-
ment Farm and the respondent viewing the practices as practical for
his farm, This same lack of significant relationship holds- true when

analyzed by individual counties.

3
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TABLE 30 ‘

RELATIONSHIP OF THOSE SEEING RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARM.PRACTICES
AS ‘PRACTICAL TO THE FREQUENCY OF RESPONDENT
DRIVING BY THE -RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARM

Frequency of h V1GW1ng Pract1ces as
Driving By Total MNot Practical lMaybe Pract1ca] Practical

Farm ‘N n .n n

Heekly 6 1 3 2
Monthly 12 2 8
Less Often 33 12 18

Total 51 17 .' 28

o W M

*
X =2,9707 d.f.o =4 n.s.
Cramer's V = 0,17
Relationship of Friendship to Respondent Viewing the Practices as
Practical ’
With 55 percent of the respondents viewing the practicéé on the
Rapid Adjustment Farm as practical and G4 percent of the respondents

who knew the Rapid Adjustment Farmer being a friend of his, it is

important to see if these variables are related. Table 31 shows the
relationship.

The variable of friendship and seeing the practices as practical
are significantly related with a Cramer's V of .46 and a significance
equal to .01. We see in Table 31 that 70 percent of the friends see
the practices as practical compared to 28 percent -of the non-friends,
It is also important to notice that only one of the friends viewed the

practices as not practical compared to five of the non-friends. As

73
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TABLE 31

RELATIONSHIP OF FRIENDSHIP T0-RESPONDENT VIEWING THE PRACTICES
: AS PRACTICAL"

V1ew1ng Practices As
Total Not Practical 'Maybe Practical Practical

N n % n % n %
Friend of R. A,
Farmer 33 1 3.0 9 27,3, 23 69.7
Not Friend of ‘
R. A, Farmer 18 5 27.8 8 44,4 5 27.8

Total 51 6 17 28

: - 4
X=10,82 d.f, =2 p<,0}
Cramer's V = 0,46

many of the non-friends viewed the practices as not practi as aid
practical, In Table 32 we look at these same variables by county.
When we look at friendship variable in relation with the respon-
dent viewing the practices as practical by individual county, we find
that it holds primarily the same relationship as in the combined
counties with the exception of County B which has four of its five
non-friends viewing the practices as practical, The highest percen-
tage viewing the practices as practical was in County C which had 13
farmers or 92 percent of the friends and 20 percent of the non-friends

viewing the practices as practical,




TABLE 32

RELATIONSHIP OF FRIENDSHIP TO. RESPOMDENT VIEWING RAPID ADJUSTHENT
FARM PRACTICES >m PRACTICAL (BY COUNTY)

, County A County B County C
Relationship Total vmxom:am@m Total Percentage Total Percentage
: N N.P.2 HM.P. € N N.P. .P. P. M  N.P. M.P. P.

Friend of R. A.
| Farmer 7 0.0 42,9 57.% 13 7.7 33,5 53.8 13 0.0 7.7 92.3

| Not Friend of
R. A. Farmer 8 12.5 87.5 0.0 5 20.0 0.0 80.0 5 60.0 20.0 20.0

|
ﬁ w7 iTotal 15 18 18
|

aN.P. is the abbreviation for Mot Practical

bu.p. is the abbreviation for Maybe Practical

Cp, is the abbreviation for Practical
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Relationship of Having Been on the Farm to Seeing Practices as
Practical

Those who have been on the Rapid Adjustment Farm are more in-
clined to view the practices as practical than those who have not

been on the farm (Table 33),

TABLE 33

RELATIONSHIP OF THOSE SEEING RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARM PRACTICES
AS PRACTICAL TO THOSE HAVING BEEN ON
THE RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARM

Viewing Practices As
Total Not Practical Maybe Practical Practical
N n % n 4 n %

Respondent Having

Been on Farm . 34 2 5.5 S 20.5 23 ©67.6
Respondent MNot

Having Been

On Fam 17 4 23.5 8 47.1 5 29.4

_Total 51 6 17 28 &

1: 7.45 d.f, =2 p<0.02
Cramer's V = 0.29

Table 33 indicates that there is a significant re]ationshib
between those having been on the farm and their viewing the practices
as practical. Of those who had been on the Rapid Adjustment Farm,
68 percent thought that the practices were practical for their farms
vihile only arcent thought that they were not practical. This is
compared with only 29 percent of those not having been on the farm

thinking that the practices were practical, Although this rélationship

73




is significant, it is not large with Cramer's V equal to .28,

lthen we look at this same relationship by individual county
(Table 34), ve find a little different relationship than in the
combined counties.,

Table 34 suggests that in County C there is a greater differ-
ence between those having been on the Rapid Adjustment Farm and
those not on the farm in their views of the practicality of the
practices than in either County A or County B, In County C, 92
percent of those having been on the Rapid Adjustment Farm view the
practices as practical compared to 38 percent and 62 percent for
County A and County B respectively. It is also interesting to note
that 60 percent of those not on the farm in County C viewed the
practices as not practical. This is a higher percentage than in

either of the other counties.

Relaticnship of Size and Scope of Respondent's Farm to Réspondent

Viewing Practices as Practical

The size and scope of the respondent's farm in relation to

practical is presented in Tables 35 through 38,

those respondents viewing the Rapid Adjustment Farm practices as J
|



33

- 1eoL30RL4 404 UOLFRLABAGQR 3YF SI °dd
\._  Ledl3oeag 3qAey 404 UOLIBL/TIGQR BYF SL “d'ig

{ed130edd JON 404 UOLIBLABAGER BYF SL “d'fig

(44 8l. . Sl Lejol
0°0¢ 0°0¢ C°09 S ooy 002 0°0 § vl vLL €70l L wleqd °y°y uod useg
: BuLAey 30N Juapuodsay
) €°¢6. L'L G0 ¢l §'19 L€ v'aiL ¢l g°Le 929 0°0 8 _ o uded °y°y uo
. ) ud3g DulAey Juspuodsay
‘d d'W Cd°h M 'd o cdtW o cdh N 5td otdtH TdTH N
% y2 % LejoL % % % L&0L " g % % L®30L
9 A3uno) g A1unoj Y A3uno)

(ALHNNOD AQ) Wyyd: LN3KISALAY QIdYY NO N338 9NIAVH 3SCHL OL
: . TYIILOVYd SV S3JILOVYd kuvd INIWLSALAY AIdWY 3HL ONIMIIA 3SOHL 40 JIHSNOILYVIIY

" pe 379Vl

Q
IC

“

PO A v 7t provided by ERic:

g

A
e
.

w P e Tk




73
TABLE 35

RELATIONSHIP OF THOSE VIEWING THE RAPID ADJUSTMENMT FARM PRACTICES
AS PRACTICAL TO AGE OF RESPONDENT FARMER

Viewing Practices as

Age of Total Not Practical Maybe Practical -Practical
Respondent N n pA n % n %
15-30 5 0 0.0 1 20,0 4 80,0
31-45 20 3 15.0 6 30,0 11 550
46-60 21 3 14.3 6 28,6 12 57.1
61-76 5 0 0.0 4 80.0 1 20,0
Jotal 51
kN
X =691 d.f.=6 n,s.
Cramer's V = 0,341
TABLE 36

RELATIONSHIP OF THOSE VIEWING THE RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARM PRACTICES
AS PRACTICAL BY GRADE OF MILK RESPONDENT PRODUCES

Viewing Practices: as

Grade of Total Not Practical Maybe Practical Practical
Witk N n % n % n

Grade A 47 4 8.5 15 3.9 28 59,6

Grade B 4 2 50,0 2 50,0 0 0.0
Total 5% 6 17 28

=814 df.
Cramer's V = 0,399

2 p<.02
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TABLE 37

RELATIONSﬁIP OF THOSE SEEING THE RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARM PRACTICES
AS PRACTICAL BY NUMBER OF DAIRY COMS OF RESPONDENT

Viewing Practices as

Mumber Total ‘Not Practical Maybe Practical Practical
of Cows . n A n % n %
1100 . 4 1 250 3 750 0 0.0
*11-20 n 2 18,2 2 18,2 7 63.6
21-35 19 2. 10.5 8 42,1 9 47.4
36-50 1 1 9.1 2 18.2 8 72,7
51-99 6 0. 0,0 2 - 33.3 4 66.7
{‘Tbtal 51 6 17 28
—
=081 4 Ff. =8 n,s,
Cramer's V = 0,299
TABLE 38

RELATIONSHIP OF THOSE VIEWING THE ‘RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARM PRACTICES
AS PRACTICAL ‘BY SIZE OF RESPOMNDENT FARM

Viewing Practices as
Size of Respondent's Total Not Practical ilaybe Practical Practical

Farm in Acres N n % n % n %
0-100 7 1 1.3 5 M4 1 183
101-200 10 2 20.0 ¢ 5 50.0 3 30.0
201-300- C 70 5 %7 8 5.1
301-400 n 2 182 0O 0.0 9 81.8
401-850 90 0.0 2 22.2 7 77.8

' 6. 17 28

Total 51

Q)
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When ponsidering‘the reiationship of the size and scope of the
‘respondent farm to whether or not they viewed‘thévgractices~éarried

out on the Rapid Adjustment Farm as practical on their own farms,

we find that only the size of farm in number of acres and grade of
milk produced (Tables 36 and 38) have a sfgnffiCant'relat%Onship to
‘the respondent viewing the practices.-as practical. The favmer with
the larger farmialmost always viewed the practices as practical wi’h
only three farmers with more than 200‘acres viewing the practices
as not practical coempared to 24 farmers viewing.them as- practical.
The—other‘variable that,was,significantly related to respondent's
viewing the practices as practical was the grade -of milk which they
produced. Of the 47 Grade A.producers, 91 percent thought that the
practices :either might be or were practical compared to 50 percent
of the: Grade B producers.

The other variables as to number of cows and age of respondent

farmers were not sign.ficantly related to the respondent's view of

the practicaiity of the Rapid Adjustment Farm practices.




Characteristics of the Respondent Farmers that Have Received Ideas

From the Rapid Adjustment Farm

Ideas Received From the Rapid Adjustment Farmer

The respondents were atked if they had learned. anything or
gotten any ideas from the Rapid Adjustment Farm. Table 39 lists
the responses that have been combined into: greups.

0f the 51 respondents who were aware of the Rapid Adjustment
Farm, 25 respondents indicated that they had received ideas from .
the Rapid Adjustment Farm Program. Table 39 shows that 32 percent
of the 25 ideas received dealt with the fertilization program
including both the fertilization of crop and pasture fiélds; Agron-
omy practices combined accounted for 80 percent of &l1 of the ideas
received, while the -only practices -not agronomic. in nature were silo
and ‘silage program and the handling of cows and free stalls.

When looking at the ideas received by the respondents, 48
percent wei'e in County C with County A and County B receiving 32
percent and 20 percent respectively. In County C 12 of those farmers
knowing the Rapid Adjustment Fa§mer had. received ideas from the Rapfd
Adjustment Farm Pregram while in County A and County B, eight and '
five-of the farmers had received ideas from the Rapid Adjustment Farm
Program. Thése Qifferences have ta be considered when looking at

such variables as opinion leadersﬁﬁp and number of gducatiéﬁa] events

heéid on the farm. ¢
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TABLE 39

IDEAS RECEIVED- FROM THE RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARM BY FARMER WHO KNEW
THE RAPID ADJUSTMENT PROGRAM

'ﬁéceivéd /\Percenf of Recéfving Ideas\by Couhty

Ideas - Ideas Total Ideas County A County B County -C
N Received n n n

Fertilization

(including V

pasture 8 32.0 1 1 6
Forage Seeding 3, 12,0 0" 12
Spray Progéam for

Weeds 3 12,0 0 1 2
Silo and Silage

Program 3 12,0 2 0 1
Alfalfa and Hay

Froduciion 3 i2.0 3 0 0

Handling Cows. and

Free Stalls ‘ 2 8.0 2 0 0
No~ti11 Corn 2 8.0 0 2 0
Soil Conservation ~ 1 4,0 0 0 1
Total 25 100.0 8 5 12 ,
f,
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- Relationship of Receiving Ideas to Adoption Level

When-we compare those who said that they received ideas from the
Rapid Adjustment Farm with their adoption Tevel, we find that (as
indicated in Tab1e:40) although there seems to be some tendency for'
a greater bercentage of those who are in the upper adoption level

category to have gotten ideas that the difference is not signi“icant.

TABLE 40

ADOPTION OF PRACTICES IN RELATION TO ‘RESPONDENT HAVING GOTTEN
JDEAS FROM THE RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARM

-
b

Adoption Having Received  Not Having -
lLevel Total Ideas Received Ideas Total
.Category . N n % n. % %
Lover gquzrter 7 ? 28.6 3 7.4 100.0
Middle half 29 15 51.7 14 48.3 100.0
Higher quarter 16 10 62.5 6 37.5 100:0

Total 52 27 " 25

=225 df. =2 n.s. | *
Cramer's V = 0,207 ° .

Relationship of Receiving Ideas to Opinion Leaderéhip of Rapidedjyst-
ment Farmer i

I

+ Withone of the objectives to determine if opinion leaderrhip

N .
R B s e .

of the Rapid Adjustment Farmer and other farmers in getting ideas,

Table 41 compares these variables, , . ; -

)




TABLE 41 .

RELATIONSHIP OF THOSE LEARNING IDEAS FROM THE RAPID ADJUSTMENT
FARM TO RESPONDENT.SEEING RAPID ADJUSTHMENT FARMER
AS At OPINION LEADER

Total Got Ideas From R, A. Famm
N Yes -No
n % n %

Respondent Views R A Farmer
as Opinion Leader 17 13 76.5 4 23.5

Respondent Does Not View
R A Farmer as Opinion
“Leader 35 14 40,0 21

Tota¥

-
X=14,72 d.fo =1 p=.03
Cramer's V = 0,227

In Table 41 we can see that there is a definite relationship

between those who view the Rapid Adjustment Farmer as an opinion

1r1der and those who said that they received ideds from the Rapid
Adj;stment Farm. Of those who view the Rapid Adjustment Farmer as
anvépinipn leader, 76 percent-got ideas compared to‘ao percent for
those th.db not see him as an opinion leader. This same relation-

ship holds true when analyzed by county,

Relationship of’Recéjvingrldeas to Observability of Rapid Adjustrent
Farm

In comparing ‘the-varigblé of observability of the Rapid
Adjustment Farm and ;zépondent having gotten ideas from it (Table 42),

<y§;measuée the observability by the frequency of the respondent



R o TABLE 42

RELATIONSHIP OF THOSE HAVING LEARNED IDEAS. FROM THE RAPID
ADJUSTMENT FARM TO FREQUENCY OF RESPONDENT DRIVING
BY RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARM

Gof ‘Ideas from R. .A. Farmer

Frequency of Total Yes No.
Driving By Farm N n % n %
Heekly 6 5 83.3 1 16,7
Monthly 12 8 66.7 4 33.3
Less Often 33 14 42.4 19 57.6

Total 51 27 . - 25.

X= 4,5 df. =2 ns,
Cramer's V = 0.30
driving by the Rapid Adjustment Farm,

We can see from Table 42 that even though there seems to:be
some indication that those who drive by more frequently have gotten
jdeas more than those who drive by less oftep,it was significant
at 0.10 and Eannot be count;d as significant in this stLdy. This

same relationship holds true when analyzed by couﬁty.

‘Pelationship of Receiving Ideas and Having Been on Rapid Adjustment

Farm

The varidbles of respondent having received ideas from the Rapid

Adjustment Farm and having been on the farm are compared in Table 43.
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TABLE 43

RELATIONSHIP OF THOSE HAVING LEARNED IDEAS FROM THE RAPID ADJUSTMENT
FARM TO RESPOND “MT MAVING BEEN ON. THE RAPID: ADJUSTMENT. FARM

Got Ideas From R, A, Farmer
Total ' Yes No
N . N % n

On Farm 34 67.6 1
;hot on Farm 18 22.2 14
Total 52 ’ 25

—" — —
X=7,4 d.fe=2 p .03
Cramer's V = 0,382

In Table 43:we note that there is a signifiéant:relationship

the Rapid Adjusiment Farm and

‘having gotten ideas from it., Of those having been on the farm, 68

percent have gotten iueas from it, compared to four people or 22

percent having received ideas, but not having been on the farm,

- Apparently, these people received the ideas either by personal

contact or by mass media.

Relationship of Receiving ‘ldeas and Responden Being a Friend of Rapid
Adjustment. Farmer

}n Table 44 we see that there: is only a slight correlation of
.18 between frigndsh%p and having gotten ideas. However, this was
not signif;;ant. Then in Table 45 vie Jook at ‘the same relationship

by county and nétice some differences from in the combined counties.

34
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TABLE 44

RELATIONSHIP OF FRIENDSHIP TO' RESPOMDENT HAVING GOTTEN IDEAS
FROM RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARMER

Total Those Getting Ideas THoseAybt Getting Ideas
N n % n yA

Friend of R, A

Farmer 33 20 60.6 13 39,4
Not Friend of | .
R. A. Farmer 19 7 36.8 12 - 63.2

Total 52 27 ' 25

L= 1,85 df. =1 n.s
Contingency Coeificient = 0,185

TABLE 45
RCLATIONSHIP OF FRIENDSHIP TO RESPOMDENT ‘HAVING GOTTEN

IDEAS FROM THE RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARMER -
(BY COUNTY)

RV 7

County A County- B County C

© Not Not Not
Get. Get. Get. Get, Get: Get,

Total Ideas Ideas Total Ideas Ideas Total Ideas Ideas:
N %% N ’% N % %

—~

N

FriendAof
R, A. B ] i
Farmer 7 N.4 23.6 13 30.8 69.2 ¥3 100,00 0.0

Not Friend
.of R, A, . )
Farmer 9 33.3 66.7 5 60,0 40,0 5. 0.0 0,0

" Total 16 18 18

. 3

3 .;
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As we look at the relationship of friendship to having gotten
jdeas from the Rapid Adjustment Farm by county, we find that in
general friends have gptten more ideas than non-friends except in
County B where only 31 percent of the triends got ideas compared to
60 percent of the non-friends., In County C, all ¢* the friends had

gotten ideas while none of the non-friends got ideas.

Reldtionship of Receiving Ideas to Size and Scope of Respondent Farm
When we compare the -size and scope of the respondent's farm

with the respondent having recéived ideas from the Rapid Adjustment
Farm, we find that none of the variables :of size of farm, number of
covis, age, or grade of milk producad are significant when compared
to whether or not respondent has gotten ideas from the Rapid- Adjust-
ment Farm, fhese tables are found in Appendix A, Tables. 50 through
53. The same lack of sigrificant relationship cccurs where the

variables are studicd by individual county.

P ol
5
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Relationship of Respondent Thinking Practices are Practical and

Having Gotten Ideas with Respondent Being in Similar Groups Mith

Rapid Adiustment Farmer

Since there were very few in aroups with the Rapid Adjustment
Farmer in County B and none in similar groups in County A, we
cannot 1ook by county at the relationship of farmers being in similar
groups with them seeing the practice as practical or having gotteﬁ
ideas from the Rapid Adjustment Farm. We can, however, make this

comparison in County C where 13" farmers were in similar groups with

the..Rapid Adjustment Farmer. Tables 46 and 47 show these comparisons,

TABLE 46

RELATIONSHIP OF RESPONDENT FARMER HAVING GOTTEN IDEAS FROM .
RAPID ADJUSTHENT FARM WITH RESPONDENT BEING IN SIMILAR
GROUPS WITH- RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARMER (COUNTY C)

Getting Ideas From Rapid Adjustment Farmer

Yes "No
n n
Mot in Group 0 ‘ 5
In one greup with R, A, .
Farmer 3 0 )
In two or more gioups
with R,A. Farmer 9 1

Total 12 6

X7 13,95 dof.=2  p<.00]
Cramer's V = 0,830
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BLE 47

RELATIONSHIP OF RESPONDENT FARMER SEEING RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARM
PRACTICES PRACTICAL -WITH RESPONDENT BEING IN SIMILAR
GRCUP WITH:-“RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARMER (COUNTY C)

85

Seeing Idcas As

Not Practical Maybe Practical Practical

n n n
Not in Group 3 1 1
In one group with
R. A, Farmer 0 0 3
. In two or more groups
with R. A. Farmer 0 1 9
Total 3 2 13

X= 1115 d.f. =4 p<.03
Cramer's V = 0.5

the Rapid Adjustment Farm.

in similar groups thinking: the practices as not practical.

From Tables 46 and 47 we see that there is a higher correlation
between respondent being in similar groups with Rapid Adjustment.

Farmer and them seeing ideas as practical or -having gotten idéas from

in Tahle 47 we can see that all of those in one or more groups
with the Rapid Adjustment Farmer see the practices carried out on
2 ti:a Rapid Adjustment Farm as being practiéal with one thinking that

they might be practical. This is compared with three of thuse not

In Table 46 it is noticed that only one of those that did not
get ideas from the Rapid Aajustmgnt Farh was in similar groups with

the Rapid Adjustment Farmer while 12 or 170 percent of the ones -having




. qotten ideas from the Rapid Adjustment Farm vere in-one or more

similar aroups with the Rapid Adjustment Farmer. Cramer's V = 0,88
for Table 46 shows the highest correlation of any of the variables
that were compared, The high correlation between being in groups
wifh the Rapid Adjustment Farmer and seeing the practical as practical
-and getting ideas from the Rapid Adjustment Farm-could be expected
from the literature, Roqers states ‘that "The thinking of members of
social groups both formal and informal play an important role in the
role of adcption of ideas by individuals withia the group,™ This
. . means that the Rapid Adjustment Farmer can exert more influence
through a group to which he belongs since the thinking: of thet group
tends to strengthen the value of ‘the idess.. This is, of course,
ctmbined with the variable of epinion leadership and friendship.
Adnption levels. and- characteristics probably play an important.
role in this relationship also since early adopters tend to join more

formal groups.2

71{ : e _ o
: - ]Ragers and Shoemaker, op, cit., p. 287,

2Everett M. Rod@rs. Diffusion of Innovation, New York: The
Free Press of Glencoe, p, 176, 1962 T

. -




ing agencies, has sponsored a Rapid Adjustment Farm Program i South- ek

CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, COMCLUSION, AMD RECOMAENDATIONS

This chapter will summarize the preceding chapters, 1ist con-
clusions and reconmendations for the study and offer some suqgestions,

for further studv, ' o

Baclkaround: and Setting

During the past six years the Ohic-Coopérative Extension Service,
in cooperation: vith the Tennessee VYalley Authority gndA10ca1\Support-
east Ohin, Uhile the purposes of the program are manifold, this study
is primarily concerncd with the relative effectiveness of the Rapid
Adjustrment Farm in Southeast Qhio as a means or device for transfer-
ring technology and management practices to other farmers din the
cormunity and to identify the variables related to this transfer,
Another outcome of the study was the identification of characteristics

of the farmers who are obse.ving the Rapid Adjustment Program,

Stateriont of the Probiem "t

The. major problem to be investigated in this study was: Is the
Panid Adjustment Farm Program éffective as a ireans of diffusing tech-
noloay and rianagement practices to other farmers in the cermunity?

s

Need for the Study
Since the Rapid Adjustuent Fara Program came into existence in

37
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‘Ohio in 1963, it ‘has been shown to be an effective tool in helping the
individual farmer on the program rove from a state of low income
caused by poor management practices to a higher income with a much
improved farm enterprise. Ilo research has been done in Ohio. to show
how much soinoff or diffusion of technology and management practices
offurs from the Rapid Adjustment Farm to other farms in the community.

The Rapid Adjustment Farm may be thought of as a large scale
demonstrational orogrem, and demonstrations have long been recognized
as a teaching method to encourage thé—adoption of farm innovaticns.
However, 1ittle is actually k OWA about the effectiveness of demon-
strations in securing adoption and in changing farmers® attitudes.

The need can be summarized by the following statements: 1, Need

to determine if spinoff of technology and marnagement practices is

curr1rn so that future diraction can he aiven to the program for
expansion and funding; 2, MNeed to determine characteristics of the
Rapid Adjustment Farn or Farm Cooperators vhich would best help in

the diffusion of technology and management practices to other Tarmers.

ecific Objectives

1. What is the percentage of adoption of specific practices, apnlied
on the Rapid Adjustmeént Farm, on other farms in the cormunity?
2. Mhat is the relationship of the percentage of adoption with the

respondent’s avareness and knowledge of the Rapid Adjustment Farm?

w
.

that is the relatfonship between the percentage of adiption of the
snecific practice applied on the Rapid Adjustment Tarm and the

following variables ameng the Ranid Adjustment Farms used 1n’§he

c/li




study,

a. Rapid Adjustment Farm observability from a cdvmunity-
traveled highway.

b, Rapid Adjustment Farmer being. an opinion leader in the
community: (as seen by other farmers).. :

c. The amount of mass media coverage of the Rapid- Adjustment
Farm and the number of tours and educational events held
ﬁhere.

4, that is the: relationship betweeﬁ the percentagé of adoption of
specific practices anplied on. the RapidiAdjustment Farm-and the
follotring: variables among respendent farmers?

a. Proximity of respondent to Rapid Adjustment Farm.

b. Respondent having bean on the Rapid Adjustment ﬁérm.

c. Humber of community grouns to which respondent7and5Rapid
Adjustment Faymer both belong.

d. Respondent bzing a personal friend of Rabid Adjustment Farmer,

e. Size and scope of respondent farm similar te Rapid Adjustnient
Farm, |

5. What is the relationship between respondent farmers viewing

practices carried out on the Rapid Adjustment Farm as practical

on their own farms and the fo11owiﬁg variables?
a. Rapid Adjustment Farmer being an opinion leuder in the .

comunity (as seen by other farmers). _
b. Proximity of respondent to Rapid Adjustment Farm,

c. Mumber of community groups o which respondent and Rapid
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Adjustment Farmer béth helong,

d. Respondent being a personal friend of Rapid Adjustment Farmer,

e. Size and scone of farm operation of respondent farm similar to

BLAE Am s s e a & opm AN ey St ei
B N P

Rapid Adjustment Farm,

f. Respondent having been on Rapid Adjustment Farm,

g. Observability of Rabid Adjustment Farm from a community-
traveled -highvay,
6. ‘hat is the relationship between respondent having gotten ideas
from the Rapid Adjustment Farm and the following variables?
a. Rapid Adjustrient Farmer being an opinion leader in the
comunity (as seen by other farmers).

b, Proximity of resnondent to Rapid Adjustment Farm,

¢. Humber of community groups ito which respondent and'Rapid
Adjustment Farmer both belong.

d. Respondent being a personal friend of Rapid Adjustment Farmer,

e. Size and scope of farm operation of respondent farm similar to
Rapid Adjustment Farm,

f. Respondent having been on Rapid Adjustment Farm,

g. Observability of Rapid Adjustment Farm from a cormuni ty-

traveled highvay.

Hethodelogy -

Since there vere no data{col]ected prior to the initiation of
the Rapid Adjustment Farm Probram concérning the period of adoption
of -practices by other farmers in the .cormunity, it was decided that

the basic design of the research should be descriptive survey. The

PrIE
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various variables were secured from the Rapid Adjustment Farmers,
County Extension Agents and the Respondent Farmers.

The specific practices used in the study were selected from all
of the practices and reconmzndations put into effect on the Rapid
Adjustment Farm. These practices viere secured from County Agents,
Area Agents and: State Specialists.

Three Ranid Adjustment Farms of similar enterprise tenure on
the orogram and geographic area were selected from the over 29 Rapid
Adjustment Farmis. The threa farms Qere dairy farms in Southeast
Ohio. ,

The population was all of the dairy farms in these three
céunties. A complete listing of dairy farms was prepared fron the
Brucellosis Ring Test report. The population consisted of 55 dairy
far@ers in County C, 150 dairy farms in County B and 158 dairy farms
in County A. A stratified random sample of thirty (30) was drawn
from each county list by the method of random numbers. Extra farms
were also selected by the method of random number to be used in case
an interview with the original thirty was not possible or if the
dairymen had since quit dairy farming,

An interview schedule was developed to obtain the necessary
independent and dependent variables from the respondent farmers,
Section I was designed to detemmine whether-the respondent farmer

vicwed the Rapid Adjustment Farmer as an opinion leader. Section II

was used to obtain the dependent variable of practices adopted and
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year of adoption. In Section III questions were concerned with the

respondent's knowledge and relationship with the Rapid Adjustment

Farmer, In Section III the independent variables about the respondent

and his farming operation were obtained.

The interview schedule was pretested in June of 1974 by the
researcher with two dairy farms in each of the thrce counties. After
studying the responses several changes were made that clarified some.
of the questions.

The data for the study were collected in. August of 1974, An

interviever was hired in each of the three counties to do the inter-

viewing. During the last of July a training session was held with

the interviawers. Before the interviewers did their actual 30 inter-
views, each one conducted a practice interview with a farm in the
county not on their l1ist.

After all interview schedules had been completed, the data were
transfered to code sheets and then punched on data processing cards
for analysis. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)
was the computer program used.

Percentage distribution and mean- weighted scores were the major
techniaues used in analysis of the data. Cramer's V was the statisti-
cal methoa used to show the degree of relationship or correlation
between variables. The chi-square test was chosen as the statistical

tool for examining the significance of relationship belween variables.

Major Findings -

The results of this study showed that some variables showm in

X8

~
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previous research to influencé adoption of practices or krowledge of
the Rapid Adjustment Farm had little measurable effect on the percent-
age of adoption,. Some variables, however, did show a. significant |
relationship. The major findings will be looked at in the order of
the objectives of the study.

Objective, What is the percent of adoption of specific
practices, applied on the Rapid Adjustment
Farm, on other farms in the .community?

The percent of adoption of specific practices varied considerably,

denending upon the practice, with the highest being 82 percent having
adopted the practice of planting alfalfa, to the lowest of six percent ‘5
for the use of urea in corn silage; Only two practices, that of
planting alfalfa for hay or pasture and keeping a complete farm

account book have been adopted by more than 75 percent of the respon-

dent dairy farmers, Six practices fall ‘below the 25 percent adoption
level; and of these, keeping DHIA or other production records and
band seeding with press wheels are among the practices that have been
recormended for several years., Mhen looking at the percentage of
adoption by individual counties, we found that there was considerable
difference between counties, County C had the highest percent of
adoption for every practice and County A had the lowest percent
adoption of each practice.

When we considered those practices having been adopted since

1970 (after the initiation of the Rapid Adjustment Farm Progr.n), ve

1032
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found thdt those practices with the hichest adoption percentage since
1979 were these: ilo-till corn, forage testing and feed analysis,
urea in corn silage, and band seeding with press wheels,

When the number of préictices adopted by the individual fariers
were totaled, it was found that six of the farmers had not adopted
.any of the practices while three had adopted 14 of the 17 practices.
The mean of the number of practices adopted was 6.9. then these
values were divided into adoption level categories of the low
quarter, middle half and high quarter} it was found that the counties
varied considerably with ine number in each category.. County C had
64 percent of the high adoption level cateqory compared to five percent |
in County A and G3 percent of the low adoption level category fariers.

Objective, !hat is the relationship of percentage of

adontion with respondent awareness and .
knowledge of the Rapid Adjustment Farm?

Fifty-one of the fariers interviewed knew about the Rapid
Adjustment Program. It was found that those who are adopting more of
tye practices .are more knowledqgeable about the Rapid Adjustment Farm.
Seventy-seven. percent of those in the high adoption level category
knew about the Rapid Adjustment Farm Program compared to 29 percent
of those in the low adoption level category. It was fou J that about
the same number knew ahout the program in each county with County A
having 15 vhe knew of the program compared to 18 in the other two

counties,
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Objective, What is the relationship between. percentage

. of adoption of the practices applied on the
Rapid Adjustment Farm and variables among the
Rapid Adjustment Farms used in the study?

—

When opinion leadership of the Rapid Adjustment Farmer was

gﬂ—‘ 20 percent of the.entire sample viewed ‘the Rapid Adjustment Farmer

: as an opinion leader, only two farmers thought.of him .as. an opinion
Teader in founty A compared to four in County B and 12 in County C.
Over 40 percent of those in the high adoption level category think

of the Rapid Adjustment Farmer as an.opinion leader while-only four
percent in the low adoption Tevel category viewed him as an opinion
leader,

Although the observability of the Rapid Adjustment Farm (as
measured by the frequency that respondent drove by the farm) varied
i between counties, this dbservability:was not significantly related
to the adoption level category.

Tha amount of mass riedia coverage of the Rapid'Adjustment Farm

the amount of coverage and awareness of the Rapid Adjustment Farm.
Objective, Nhat is the relationship between the per-
centage of adoption of practices applied

on the Rapid Adjustment Farm and variables

armong farmers?

; ) studied, it was found that this varied considerably by county. \Hhile

also varied between counties, but did not show a relationship between
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Those farmers who are in similar -comaunity groups with the

Rapid Adjustment Farmer tend to be in the high adoption level

category, Sixty-five percent of those: in the -high. adoption level
category are in similar comwunity or county groups with the Rapid
Adjustment Farmer,, while onlv 14 percent of those in the low adoption
level category are in similar groups. This relationship.is signifi-
cant and is supported by most diffusion 1iterature.

The adoption level category is also significantly related to
the number of cows of the respondent. The wore cows the respondent
has, the more 1ikely he is to be in the high adoption Tevel category.
This relationship has a Cramer's V of .39 which is significant at
the .001 level, frade of milk produced also is significantly related
to the adoption level category with none of the Grade A producers
being in the low adoption level category.

The variables of distance respondent is from the Ranid Adjustment
Farm, whether the respondent has been on the farm or not, and whether
he is a personal friend of Rapid Adjustment Farmer were not signifi-
cantly related to the adoption level category, The age of the respon-
dent farmer was not significantly related to any of the variables in
the study.

Objective, lhat is the relationship between respondent

farmer's viewing practices carried out on
the Rapjd Adjustment Farm as practical on

his own farm and other variables?

£\
e
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Since the Rapid Adjustment Farm Program is only six years old,

perhaps the level -of adoption is not the best method of determining

whether other farmers are gaining information from the Rapid Adjust-

- ment Farm, For this reason, the respondents vere asked if they

thought that the practices carried out on the Rapid Adjustment Farm

viere practical for their farms, and this was- taken as the dependent

‘ variable and compared with independent variables,

When the respondent's. view of the practicality of the practices

was compared by county, it was found to have a significant relation-

ship with 13 of the 18 farmers in County C thinking the practices

were practical compared to four of the 15 farmers in County A,

”

Of those farmers who said that they were friends of the Rapid

Adjustment Farmer, 70 percent see the practices as practical cowpared

to 28 percent of the non-friends. This relationship was a Cramer's V

of .45 which-is significant at the .01 level. Uhen this same rela-

tionship was viewed by individual countics, it was found that the
highest percentage viewing the practices as practical was in County C
which had 13 farmers or 92 percent of the friends viewing the practices
as practical.

The relationship of the respondent having been on the Rapid
Adjustment Farm and thinking the practices are practical was also
significant, but was not large with a éramer‘s V of only .28. In
County C 92 percent of those havihg been on the Rapid Adjustment
Farm view the practices as practical compared to 38 percent and 41

percent in County A and County B respectively.
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Of the factors of ‘size and scope of the respondent's farm, only
the size in number of acres and grade of milk produced had a signi-
ficant relationship with respondent viewing the practices as practical.
Those. farmers with larger farms and producing Grade A milk were more
inclined to view the practices as practical,

The 'variables of adoption level category, opinion leadership of

Rapid Adjustnent Farmer, distance of respondent from Rapid Adjustment
Farm, observability o9f Rapid Adjusiment Farm, number of dairy cows of
respondent and age of respondent were not sianificantly related to
-vthether the respondent vieved the -practices as practical. Adoption
Titerature would suggest that there would be a significant. relationship, \E
ijggji!g, Yhat is the relationship hetween respondent ‘
having gotten ideas from the Rapid Adjustment
Farm and other variables?

Another attemnt to determine if the respondents weré gaining:
information was to ask them if they had gotten, any information from
the Rapid Adjustment Farm, This was then taken as_ the dependent
variable and cempared with the independent variabies.

Tuwenty-five farmers said that they had received ideas from the

Q

Rapid Adjustment Farm, Eight of those 25 ideas dealt with the
fertilization of crop and pasture fields. .Agronony practices
combined- accounted for 80 percent of all ideas rec2ived, Twelve of
the 18 farmers who know the Rapid Adjustment Farm in County C had

receijved ideas wihile only eight had in County A and five in County B,

Those receiving ideas from the Rapid Adjustment Farm vere |

significantly related to those viewring the Rapid Adjustment Farmer
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as an opinion leader. Of those viewing the ‘Rapid Adjustment Farmer
as an opinion leader, 77 percent got ideas compared to 40 percent for
those who do not see him as an opinion leader:

Those respondents who had been on the farm had received more
ideas than those who had not been., Over two-thirds of those who
-had. been. on the farm responded that they had received ideas from the
farn. This is compared to 22 percent of those not having been on the:
farm receiving ideas.

Friendship was not shown to be significantly related to having
received ideas when-.compared in combined couwities. However, in
County C, 199 percent of the Rapid Adjustment Farmer's frien&s had
received ideas while none of the non-friends had received ideas,‘
| The variabie of adoption ievei. Trequency of driving by, and ail
of the variables of size and scope of the respondent's farm wire not
found to be significantly related to whether the responden’:had
gotten ideas from the ‘Rapid Adjustment Farm. This lack of significant.

relationship is not supported by the literature.

Similar Groups. Since there were no farmers in similar groups with

the Rapid.Adjustment Farmer in County A and very few in County B,

these variables could not be compared by combined county. However,

in County C, 13 of the 18 farmers who knéw the Rapid Adjustment
Farmer were 3in one or more similar groups with him,

In County C there is a high correlation between the re:pondent
being in similar groups with the Rapid Adjustment Farmer and them

seeing ideas as practical or having gotten ideas from the Rapid

103
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Adjustment Farm.

ATT but oné-of those in similar groups with the Rapid Adjustment
Farmer saw the practices carried out there as practical compared to
‘only ‘one 6f those not in a similar group. This relationship is
significant at the .03 Tevel and has a Cramer's ?-of .556.

ATY of the farmers in similar groups with the Rapid. Adjustment
Farmer responded that they had received ideas from the Rapid Adjust-
ment“Farm»cohpared-to only one of those not in‘a similar group having,
received ideas. This relationship is. significant at the .01 level
and has -a Cramer's V of .83 and shows the highest degree of relation-
ship of any of the variables compared.

This ﬁigh degree of relationship betveen being in similar groups
&id having received ideas or thinking that the practices are practical

is supported by diffusion literature.

'




i -

Conc]psjons

The: conclusions of -this StUQy‘ueréudgveIOﬁedifnom‘data;proyfagﬂ-
by the Resnondent Farmers and the Ragid?Adﬁusjment Fary ars and from
the review of literature: 7 - . 7 B

1. The Rapid Adjustsient Fam Progran {s. effective in helping
diffusion to occur if there is a ‘great. deal of 1nteractzon hotwean the
Rapid-Adjustment Farmer and ot xer farmers. ln the comnunitj.

2. A majority»of the dairy farriers ﬁn:the,ihreéﬁcoynties:kﬁew i
about the Rapid Adjustment ‘Farm Pronram. 7

3. Wkile half of the farmers who kriew of the Rapid Adjustment -
Farn had. received ideas from it; this w@gnqt;a;fuhctithinbexng a

Rapid Adjustment Farm alone since the number feceiving ideas varied

greatly arong counties, — .

4, Friends of the Rapid Adjustment Farmer are more 1iksly to view

the practices carried out on the Rapid Ad3u§tmeht,Farm 2s being prac-
tical on their own farms.. : |

5. More of the farmars who -have vis%tsd-ihe Rapid Adjustment Fam
view the practices carried out there as being practical and received
ideas from the farm than those farmers who have nbtfvisitéd‘the farm.

6., Farmers who viewed the -Ranid Adjustment Farmer as .an opinion
Teader are more inclined to have received ideas from the program than
farmers vho do not view him as..an opinion leader.

7. Those farmers in similar groups with the Rapid~Adjystment
Farmer get more ideas from the program and are more inciined to view

the practices carried out there as practical than those farmers who

T
FRR

s
4




~ are not in siniilar groups with the Rapid Adjustment Farmer,

3, Most:of the¢ ideas received hy farmers were agronomic in nature
and dea1t'primarily with fertilization and spray programs,

9. Farmers of all adeption levels have visited the Rapid
Adjustment Farms, wﬁi]e'those in the high-adoption level category
are more inclined to visit the farm,

10. Those farmers with'large'fafms an:i producing Grade A milk
are more inclinad to view the pfacticés of the Rapid Adjustrent Farm
as- practical than those farmers with small farms producing Grade B
i1k,

7 11, thile the average number of community or county farm groups
fhat the Rapid Adjustment Farmer participates in was three, this was
not because he:vwas a Rapid Adjustment Farmer,

12, The Rapid Adjustment Farmer on the average is younger,
operates. nore éc?és, has more dairy ‘cows and rep]acemenf heifers
than the average dairy farmer in- the three counties.

13. Host of the practices that have been adopted by a large
percentage- of the dairy farmers are older and long-recommended
practices and the adoption percentage does not seem to be related
to the Rapid Adjustment Farm Program.

14, The average dairy farmer had adopted less than half of the
practices conducted on the Rapid Adjustment Program.. )

15, Some variables ithich previous research and literature suggest

would affect the amount of diffusion occurring do not show a significant

A A
143
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. relationship to farmers seeing practices as practical or getting

| ideas, These variables are (a) age of respondent farmer, (b) distance
? of respondent from Rapid Adjustment Farm, (c) observability of Rapid

L Adjustrent Farm, (d) number of cows of the respondent, and (e) adop- (
tion level of respondent,

The conclusions that personal characteristics of the Rapid Adjust-
ment Farmer, his relationship with other individuals and organizations,
along with the other farmer's having been on the farm are the primary
factors influencing the rate of diffusion are supported by the Hartman

and Brown study in Pennsy]vania.] .

G

THartman and Browm, op. cit,
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Recomnendations

Since-one of the primary objectives in the.Rapid-AdjuStment

Program as perceived by the Land fraut. College staffs is to use the

Rapid Adjustment Farm as a tool for diffusing téchnolégy and

management practices to other farmers in the community;z‘this re-

searcher -offers the following recommendations.

were made on the basis of the findings of the study, in terms of the

conclusions reached from the study and from the experience of the

writer,

[

1. Additional criteria should be used in selection of the

5.

Rapid Adjustment Farmer to select a farm.coppéréton with
personal characteristics to enhance diffusion of the v
technology.

a., A farmer looked to for advice in the community,

b. A farmer who makes friends easily.

c. A farmer who is-active in community:and;county.groups.
The county agent should make considerable effort to get the
Rapid Adjustment Farmer involved in cmwmuﬁty &nd county
organfzations,

A11 means possible should be used to get -other farmers to
the farm to see the practices being demonstrated there.

A special effort needs to be riade to get the farmers in the
Tower adoption level category acquainted with‘the'program.

Practices other than the agronomic practices, such as

2puss, op. cit.

Y
£
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These recommendations
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production testing, records, dairy faci]itieé,Aand dairy henrd

management, need more emphasis on. the Rapid Adjustment Farms,

Recommendations for further study.

study related to this study.

2.

Ce

The follqwihg‘areas should be. pursued- as topicé'fbr further

T

‘This :study should be conducted on.a larger scale with more

Rapi@*AdjuStment—farms to see if the results agree with. the
original threé counties involved.

A similar study should be conducted after a longer time
period‘has elapsed so that more diffusion COuld}have occurred,
A study is needed that involves a pre- aﬁdAposgsiﬁterviewnso
that a more accurate measurement of -diffusion. can be~oﬁtainéd.
A study should include more in-depth questioning of respondent's _

attitude of the Rapid Adjustment Farm,

R Y
i
-




e LTS o S s R N TN e R e ey e 4 S e R O o O R S N B O B R R N f:.ﬂ...f N
i 3 N , e t h . D B , , A \ | , - . . - ]
P+ e B >
4
PN N n
,. "
£ , - K . :
: 17
.
c.d
Yy
o m A
. K-y
“
.
. R
. .
><
. ~— (¥
p o- o
Py o
. Ll
.
. a.
.
.
,
.
R
‘ . .
. :

L. P " T .
o ’ . N . - .
I R s S I L R e R L R L N TR R o




107

TABLE 48
MASS MEDIA COVERAGE OF RAPIN ADJUSTMENT FARM BY INDIVIDUAL COUNTY

Type of Hedia County:ggﬁgig County

| __A 8 ¢

Radio prégrams about RAF brograﬁs ‘ o 75 45

Radio programs with RA Farmer on program 0 2 0

Television programs about -RAF programs 1 4 5

Television programs“with,Rh Farmer on: Program: 0 2 1

‘Mewspaper Articles 10 45 7

Mewspaper articles with pictures ; 1 15 2

*Manazine article about RAF 0 T 2
Extonsion Mowslottor containing fnfcrmaticn, :

about RAF 2 10 10

Total Number of Mass !edia Coverage 14 135 69

*The magazines were Country Living and Farm Journal. for County B and
Ohjo Farmer for County C. '

“TABLE 49
TOURS AND EDUCATIOJIAL EVENTS HELD ON RAPID ADJUSTMENT FARM

HNumber
County County County
A B C
Total numter of tours and educatiéna] events 15 30 12
Tours and/or educational events for dairy
farmers to attend 10 15 3
Attendance at the tours of dairy farmers 50 50 30

ATt



TABLE 50 _

RELATIOISIIP OF RESPOMDENT LEARRING IDEAS FRO!M THE RAPID
ADJUSTHENT FAR'S TO SIZE OF RESPONDENT FARM

Size of ) Got Idecas From Rapid Adjustumont Farm

Respondent's Total Yes ilo
Farm ] n % n %

0-109 7 2 23,6 5 71.4
101-200 19 5 50.0 5 '50.0 K
201-300 1 7 50,0 7 50.0 :
301-490 C 12 6 - 50,0 6 50,0 ‘
401-3850 2 7 77.8 2 22,2

Total 52 27 25

TABLE 51

RELATIOMSHIP OF RESPONDENT LEARMINA IDEAS FROM THE RAPID
PDJUSTHENT FARK TO NUNBER OF DAIRY COUS RESPOMDENT HAS

Got Ideas From Rapid Adjustment Farmer
Mumber Total Yes Mo
of Cows ¥ n % n R

1-19 4 1 25,0 3 75.0
11-20 n
21-35 19

54,5 5 45,5
47.4 10 52,6

50.0 6 50.0
16.7

36-50 12

(52 BN e ) SR Co B o 1)

83.3
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. TABLE 52
- RELATIONSHIP OF RESPOMDENT LEARNING IDEAS FROI THE RAPID
o ADJUSTHENT FARIT TO AGE OF RESPOUDENT FARHER
P Got Ideas From qu%‘d Ndjustment Farm:
¥ Age of Total Yes lio .
Respondent f! n % on %
e 15-39 5. 4 80,0 1 20,0
" 3145 20 12 60,0 8 40,9
] 46-60 22 40 45,5 12 54,5
61-75 5 1 20,0 4 £0.0
. Total 52 27 25
{ u":—" 405] ‘dof- = 3 n.Ss.
1 " Cramer's V = 0.2%4
: TABLE ‘53
RELATIONSHIP OF RESPOMDENT LEARNMING ISEAS FRON THE RAPID
ADJUSTHENT FARM TO GRADE OF iiILK HE .PRODUCES
; Got Ideas From Ra;ﬁ"d Adj‘ustn‘zénjth Far‘;n
‘Grade of Total Yes llo .
. #ilk Produced N n % n p2
Grade A 28 25 52,1 23 - 47,9
Grade B 4 2 50,0 2 50,0
3 Total 52 27 ' 25
: £™ 0,190 df.=T1 n.s.
: Phi = 0.05
X
e
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Schedule i

Intexviever

LTERVIS! SCHODULS.

PART I (Opinion Leadership)

Intervienor: ‘e are attempting to find out whore farmors get information

1,

2,

3.

b,

5.

and to idontify some farmers in the community that sometime
help other farmers-obtain information, ‘

‘Please answer the- folloving questions with the name, of one or
more persons with vhon" you have hal direct cintact, If,,you can
-think of no one plca.oe mel free to say- go.

Hho would you say- kéeps up vith the latest in.crop- production techniques: and
can be ‘trusted to know what. 1111 work and won't work?

g § ilame SN _Occupatdon v .

-

S

tho would you say- keeps up with the latest in- dairy production techniques and
can be trusted to knou vhat i1l vork-and what -uon’t.work?

1) dame . Occupation:
) I R S — " - -
{1ith-vwhat farmexs have you. talked nost often in- the pa.st year about your :tam
opcmtions? v . 3 )
Fame ) . ?&g wene:
2 " X . 5 ” -
3 " — R =
Hith what_farmer or farmers tiould you tlk with if you wanted to discusss
a, Hay production iiane ‘ . .
" - -
b, Pasture management iiane ]
- "
¢, Hilk production iiame
"

4, Expansion of livestock facilities ilame

e, Feed and forage handling ame . . - S L B

Vhat farmers in the county are the first to try new ideas?

e

A
1230

W rmes Y v

"

IS




PART II (Adoption of Fractlces)

In oxder for us -to better understand how farmors are feeling about

certain practices would: you please respond:to the following practices
with one of thé: responses on the card, If you:wish to you can just say
the number,

1,

2. Take complete-soil tests for'cach pasture ficddat least _ 1 /2 /3 /4 /5 J 6
once overy three years, Year first used or tried . __ .
3. Tako soil test of crop flelds. 1./2./3/ LLSJ 6
Year first used or tried -
4, Take a complete soll test for cach crop field at léast .
once ever three years, 1/2/3/4/ [
Year first used or ixied ’
5, Fertilize hay and legumes each.year, 1/2/3/ ‘L[ 5/ 6
Yeaxr first used or tried
6. Usec of forage testing testing ox feed analysis, Y/2/3/4 _/ 5 / 6
Year first used or tried ~ °
7. Band seeding with press wheels of grass and legumes. 1/2/3/u/ SJ 6
Year first used or tried -
8. Flanting alfalfa for hay or pasture, ) 1/2/3/4/5/6
Yedir first used or tried
9. Sowing alfalfa without a nurse or companion cxrop, 1/2/3/4/s5/6
. Year first used or tried
10, Sowing alfalfa without grass mixed with it, 1/2/3/4/5/6
Yeaxr first used or tried
11, Keeping D.H.T.A. or owner sampler production records - 1/2/3/4/5/6
"~ for each cow, Year first used or tried
. 1/2/3/4/5/6
12, Xeeping a complete farm account book. Year first used or tried
1 z 1/2/3/68/5/6
13, Feed‘i;x;%iz:iiividua cows according to their milk Y ear first Soel or {Fiod
14, Use of artificial inseminztion on some or all. of the 1/2 ~l+ 6

Take soll test of pasture ficlds. 1/2/3/415s / 6
- Yea.r first used or tried

dairy herd, Year first U
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Part 11 -2 -

15. Use of a high silzge ration feedins prograr,
(tiore than 3 of the roughage coming from silagze) Y/2/3/u/s5/6
Year first used or tried

16. Do you xaise corn for grain? Yes W0
17. Do you raise corn for silage? Yes 1.0

18, Use of urea in corn silage, 1/2/3/4/5/6 {
Year first used or tried - ;

19, Planting corn uithout plowing (ifo -1111), 1/2/3/4/5/6
Year first used or tried




‘Interviever:

PART XIT (Xnowledge. of Rapid Adjustiont Farm)

3. Are you awaro of the Doiry-Rapid. Adjustméntzit‘afin in this county? Yes __|

la If no ask i thoy know the. Rapid -6d justment Farmer by giving his -name, Yes

(g

72 hat are some-of theése ideas? )

8, How-often do you drive by the Repid Adjustment Farm?
-Less- of'ten,

If ilo to- I and la ask-only: cuestion 2 and-no more..

It yes who?

- tthe 1s the. Ra.pid Adaustment Farmer in this county? iidme.

Don't knotf “him;_

{2)

s ‘Are you-aware of othpr Rapid ndjustment Farms? Yes

Io.

le are- attempting to-learn -of other fexmers thoughts about‘the
Hapid Adju.,tment Farn frogran and ue: necd to have. you ansver the-
follouing- quc.,tiono.

Yo

Ho

-

.. Axe-you- .’m any .of tho same community or count:r group-as ‘he is‘-‘ Yes

s Ho:

0

If yes how many and 1list sone: (1)

G

‘Have you-béen on this. r.apid Adaustment rarm?: Yes .

1’0

-—:-'—-.

Az\a there auy ideas that you havée gotten from the Rapid Adjistment Farm

Program? Yes .

.O

. iionthly

Daily

Heekly -

9. Are the prac»ices carried out on the Rapid idjustment Farm: practical for

your farm? Yes

10

baybe

(For interviewer to determine by map)

10, tow far is respondent farm from the Rapid Adjustment Farm?

e -
2t e s

T D AN




PART IV Dasc Informetilon-on Respoadent Farm and Kespondent Farmer).

Age ... Size of toizl farm opcrated in acres (Include rented,
leased and oimed, ) :

liumber -of duiry cous in production and dry,

ilunber of dairy heifers not yet in milk, -

liumber of -other livestock, Beef breeding Eeef feeder
Foultry Sheep ___Swuine sow Swine feedexs

Grade of milk produced: A I
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Please respond with- one of the following:

1. laven't heard of the practice.

<

£ 2. Have heard of the practice but haven't thought
B about using it..
L 3. Think it might be a good practice but haven't

tried it.

"

4, Have tried it onz or two times,

5. Use the practice all or most of the time. 7?

6. Did usz th2 npractice but don't now,

- This card was aiven to the respondent for his use vhile

ansvwering Section II of the interview schedule,

BXLOR AR TR
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%0/10111& ve Cxlension Jorvice
. . “mﬁ..ﬁl.
NOBLE COUNTY ety finiont

COLLEGE OF ASRICULTURE AND HOME ECONCMICS OF THE OMIO
STATE UNIVERSITY, THE UNITLO STATES DLPARIMINT OF .
AGRICULTURE AND NCBLE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS .
T COOPERATING

Pl

Dear

1 am currently conductino-a research study for the Ohio State
‘University, the Ohio-Cooperative Extension Service and the Ohio-
Resource and Develonment Center,

This study is attemnting to determine what practices farmers
are usinc and-how farmers share information amona themselves.

You have been selected-to participate in-the study. In-a.few
questions. It should take only a very few minutes. I can assure
you-that all information 1i11 be kept completely confidential and
all sources of jnformation will be anony‘mous. The help that you
can lend in support of the project would be very much apnreciated.

Thanks for your sunport and -cooperation,

Sincerely, _ Sincerely,
ﬁf: 7’
;
Kenneth S?nera‘l
County Extension Agent County Extension Acent
Agricul ture Aqriculture

Agriculture  Home Econnmiex  Community and Natuval Bexvuree Develuppient  4-H — Youth

oy W Fmiy mox s e ey E

Na -




(()(2(1//(!'(((/{.1-‘(' Evlensiorn Jorrice

AGRICULTURE/HOME ECONOMICS/NATURAL RESOURCES

2120 Fyits Read
Cetatsrsee, Okrg
(4241 ]

Awgust ), 1974
Court House
Caldwell, Ohio 43724

Te Whom It ¥ay Concerns

I would like to introduce to you Mrs, Dorothy Dierkes
who.is helping -conduct a research study for-the Ohio State
University, -the Ohio Cooperative Extension Service, and the Ohio
Research-and Development .Center,

This study that Dorothy is helping to conduct is to
determine what practices farmers are using and how farmers
cghare inforrmation among themselves,

I will assure you that all information will be kept
completely confidential and-all sources. of information will
be anonymous, |

Any help that you can lend in support of this project

would be very much appreciated.
Sincerely, C
E
/-’ Ve / J - . -
E .Zr f‘.:# ‘

,Kennetﬁ Simeral
Instructor
Ohio- State University

Thanks for your support and help,

Collegs of Aneicnliors and Home Fronomics of the Okis State Univeruty and the Unind States Depariment of Axrivalinrs Cooprerating
A Iy
» 7
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