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PREFACE -

In the spring of 1971, the Agricultural Experiment Sta
lina State University, Raleigh, approved a research proposal entitled
" “Decision-Making and Communication Patterns of Disadvantaged Farm
Fumilies in the North Carolina Coastal Plains Ares.” The resea;—ch is a co-
operztive arrangement between the North Carolina Agricultural E.xpe r;ment
_ Station, the North Carolina Agricultural Extension Sérvice; and-
"ment of Adult and Community College. Educition, Te date, fﬂur dnctarﬂl
dissertations hqvé been completed fﬂeusmg on various aspects of the larger
research pl‘ﬁjéc‘.t The major purpose of yh s technieal bulletin is to bring
together in one publication the major fi dmgs and implieations of the total
research project (Ne. 13325) and make recommendations for further research.
This study .iz a pilot effort as no other study to tur knowledge has
pfé\f!ﬁﬁs]y been conducted to determine the decision-making and eommunica-
tion patterns of disadvantaged farm families (DFF) and the linkage between
interperaonal sources of lﬁfﬂl‘fhﬁt!ﬂﬂ used. by’ Lh'm and research-based
information sources. 'The _present document deserifes such a stody and
interprets its Andings. / ’
The major focus of this Lesearch was {o detez‘mme (1) who are North
. Carolina’s DFF. and what are their characteristics;. (2) what kinds of farm
and home decisions are DFF making and how rational pre the processes
utilized by them in making these decwaﬁs (3) what communication media
are available to DFF, the major scurces utilized by them in making fsrm and
home " de nms, and what credibility they assign to these_sources; (W)
E —what is the dEgTEE af Imksge betv.een mterpetsnﬁs.} mmrmatmn ‘sources uaed

variables and the (4) degrE"‘ Gfratinn ity i
usage, and- credi b:hty of media {j.e Sﬂf.ErPEr‘ibﬁal rﬂas gubhcﬂtxona),

research-based information sources. Involving 130 DFF (130 farm operators
and 130 homemakers) in three northeastern North Carelina counties (Bertie,
Halifax, and N{xt‘thmptun), this report documents DFF's degree of ration-
ality i ecision-making, communication patterns/ and degree of linkage
between Eg tot‘ mfnmatlon used and research based mt‘umatmn sources.

c&hmx a‘md Eeeammsndatwns The geﬁpfai purpose af thls aectloﬂ is to

summarlzé succinctly for the reader the majar f ndmgs Qf the gtudy It fn:us 'S

for fﬁrther reseaﬁ:h
' PART 11, Téchnical Report, presents a detailed dezscﬁptmﬂ of the atudyﬁs»
"design and a p esentation arld interpretation of study findings, . - * v
PART 111, Lsst gf}%eﬁfv sm:t:s und Glﬁssary, mcludes (1) the ma,]ar rgfer=

: Etudy and (2) deﬁmhans of meamnt téﬂ‘ﬂmﬂ]ngy Emp]nyed thraughnut the
- report for use by analytical readers. The terms defined are arranged alpha-
betically to facilitate éasy reference by.the reader,

. The résear;hers trust thgt the ﬁndmgs of this study pmve ta be helpful to

1

jon at North Care- -

———and‘{\:)-degn-ﬁ of-linkage betweer “interpersonal informsation- m:ftaa [EELT 3T




educational organizations and dgencies nationwide in planning, implement-
ing, and evaluating future
- family:

programs thut focus on the dismdvan
R NCBU '
o Raleigh

taged furm
May 1976

Estelle E. White
. _ -+ Project Leader
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PAR’I‘ I SUMMARY IMPLICATIGNT }
' RECOMMENDATIONS''

S mglghts about sm:lvantaged fﬂﬁ‘fl famlhea (DFF), and hem:e n‘nprnve thexr
. effectiveness in designing educational programs “for those families. Informa-

" thelfocus of the study
1, Who are North Caroling’s DFF and what are thenr charactemstms"
-, 2! “What kinds-of-major farm and home decisions-are DFF making?, .

L

makmg these demsmns ;< ! -

" .- sources of; infnmatian..utl
What :redlbilxty do' DFF a

n to their information snurf_‘es"'

"T'used by DFF in makmg farm and hume declslrms fmd research-based mfnf-
- mation sources? . .. " K

6. "What is the relatmnshlp hetween sele:ted se:lnpsychnlngmnl vannbles

and the: (a) dégree of rationality in demsmn-malgmg, (b) availability, nsage,

‘and" credlblhty of media (i.2., interpersonal, mass, publications) ‘and the infor-

‘mation sources within those media;

" g perscmal mfurmatmn sources used by DFF and regesreh bgsed mfﬁrmatmn

snuréea‘?

. papulatmn f-:r thls research Tha.t papulatmn cnnmsted nf DF‘F‘ resxdmg— in’

. thred northeastern North Carolina counties (Bertie, Halifax, -and Nnrth-

. ampton). A’ research instrumént was constructed. sp
- and a sample of the pﬂpulatmn was érawn The papulatlan wasg screenﬁd t.a

W1 .71 : B = . o . M . . o
. B. fNTERPRETIVE SUMM.ARY .,A,ND DISCUSSION
- OF RESULTS = !

1, Characterlstms of Dlsadvant.aged Fa m Famlhes

g . -

1 flae page 12, Part II, Technical Report, for a detailed discussion of aupporting date for
- “Summuary, Implieations, and Recommendations.” ’ . )

Vtm eunsxdered essentlal m senﬂng- the edueatmnal needs uf DFF was .

3‘ How rational are hgfdeerﬂn makmg processes utlhged by DFF m N

d,by DFF in makmg farm and hume deglsmns" ’

5. What is the degree 'of linkage between interpersenal 1nfﬂfmstmn saurces i

and (c) degree of linkage between-inte

fically for this study. ,

_"IB sxmple “yes" or “m:" answer ﬁ'nm the respundent In nther mstances scsles .

;

CER R |
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camiai

L we;e‘wnhtmt,tc(l }u medsu|
. lation, the fre :).' :hstnhutmn .md

wns Hhiform in/ ierms uf size Qf‘ i’nrmmk opemtmn and incame. The fimjmgs:
'-indlcated Lhm; Lhe.i ;mpul

' Due to the homogeneity of the popu-
e sciles were e'mplu;t;’il) :

ir dll;aled thut the poor (.15 mgu'd in the

Seemingly, those fmdx ES

.1+ . ceptual‘framework) share common Lhm ai.‘t(‘l'lstlcﬁ thHat set them apaﬁ je.a

- \

‘culture of p-nveﬁ;y,

rp . ya papulatmn wr4: (1) an older
papulntmn with lm.\ levele uf farmal Edu, atjonal attainment, (2) sithar work-
ing full time on the farm or keeping ho ull time, (3) characterized: as non-
parnmpants in organizations, (4) highly immobile, (5) moderately to highly
anomic, and (6) puhtlcall) ‘naive (althe
theoretieal hterature the dlssadvnnt_agéd ldusls in this study could not
" be characterized ' ng either presént or future’ walte-oriented.’ The findings
ite no_ clear- cut/teﬁdemy toward thhEl a present or a ﬁ.ture \ralue

cmem'nmmc H stmg the data\in that category, the DFF unit- was char-
a ,EPlzed ;u‘x blﬁm .V th a Lutal rmnual ince

:umly— way-of-t
nure arrg gements that -
,,Dus to the -time. gf tblz

merﬂgmg 5.2 mgmbers, :md hmi xaf' g
were t;r,\nsumn "Led at least 10 !or more
study. i

. ﬁg (or. leyel QH
: exts.:nt to which DFF hmI\ acqm ed su;h lmsm .1memtles ul‘ hfé I\§ autnmublles
washing mathlnes,

ﬁurpnsmgly hlgher than ‘those antm:pﬂted However lt was cmly when the—'.

smres gf thr_ dlsndvaﬂtaged were E‘ﬁﬁhlde d in isolation that they appeared
COres Qf DF‘F were cnmpargd tu

t’he _t':::mnl;7 lwmg
le IE\'E] ofl

Amps and gthcr v.gcml sorvice l,u;nefn,a that- squlemented

i
\

to gmup thn,,g demsx . mtn dxstmct categories, and to deﬁne thuse categmxes

the‘hremlth of decisions gunﬁ‘untmg the DFE was

: d, may be p@smbly comparable
m the- lange ~of de '
. gories wiére employed to clus
management, financial, leasing Elrmngement-a prﬁdu:tmn and marke

“other” /or mlscéu:xnenus and home—clothing, health, home furn shmg‘s. N

«2 1 ="  home ms\ﬂ;g[rﬁ“ﬂl housing, nulntmn aml "uther“ or miscellaneous.

ation wis strlkmgl}\ ummrm in smml psynhnluglcﬂl

jal; psychoiogicali\ nnd‘
they. did vote), Contrary to the, ‘

E’ardmg famlly units wers Lulla smi into a single cﬂtegary‘labeled-

of less than 56000, m poor -

ing. A pgssmle cuntnhutar to that level of hvmg was theh

The DFF re%pﬂndgﬂts eng,&ged in a broad range of farm and home decisions,

!
L
b




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

As far thE dec:lsmns. 85 pe rcem Qf the ma,;ur decisions ihomémakers re- :

- ported-havihg made were related to home furnishings, home management,, \ '

and hausmg FFw mamr dem mns uf Ehe hnmemskers related to cluthmg, \
S

zu\d Skllls in vur‘lc:us areas.
R . o T |
R 3 Ratmrmhtv of DeéﬁmneMa, in N - .
L Thls study “ius (léslgned m detefmine lf llFF engagred in-a mumml declsmn{
makmg process.’ Such ‘a determination would dictate the nature of educa-

; tional Qrgﬂmzntmns and agencies’ (EDA) intervention in the llVEEin DFF

'

R i' If the disadvantaged population of this study were not rational in
) " decision-making process, it would be madvlsable r EOQA to cnnducg
tion programi for such DFF and to disseminate information and advice to
them. Rather, more direct forms of assxstﬂnce :such as welfare benefits; would
. .be indicated., If, hﬁwé\ér, it/ was. found that DF‘F‘ were ratmngl ‘m th;lr'
T decision-making, the reverse would apply.." - )
T T Rationality of decision-making (RDM) was defined in this study as con-
| \;' Ce *lfﬂfmlty to an ‘ifeal process ‘conslating -of, five . ‘?‘ubprBEEESES When RDM. .
EE scoreg_were - Ealculst&d farm. operators and’ homemakers scored quite high,
TR ‘mdlcstmg that the _decision-making process in which they were engaged was
: . extremely rational. "A question arises, however, as to- whether those’ hig‘h
- " scm—es rEquted fmm the rESEEFEh mstmment used io cullect thg dat.g At leSt

:dlstmgﬂulsh variations amt‘mg the populgtlun Hnwevér thls»qtudy cuntends
that ‘the instrument. validly reflected the ' RDM of the feapandents ‘Due to the .-
‘Séreening-process used, the pupulatmn studied was hamngenuus That homo- .
s - geneity was reflected” ncnt, nnly in the_ldck nl’ vat atmn in the RDM su:ale but
2 in gll of the uther scales as well . e T e :

LT 4 Amxlabilltv- Us:'lge, ;md Cfeﬂlb!:';
o the Infnrmﬂtmﬂ Snurces in Those' I\Iedm
" For I:.DA tﬁ mter\.ene m the lwes af llFI‘ Lhmugh mfarmatmn dlssemlnatmn

mtérp
"~ hewsp p'EfS‘ rad

mulac, :md magazmea
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"dlstént.y lmked " and ‘ot ]mked " Ihlrty-e:ght peré'ntr of the t’arm deci
. -percent: were" ‘distantly linked, and 27.5 percent were not linked. le

linked, and 44 percent were not lir
E anu hﬁme dects;cms were E}ther: i

to -information sources il the mterperaona! medm, agents. and B
bnrs (in re]stmn tn ather mfurmatmn sources in tf'le

F‘aﬂn aperatnrs per ewed the

mlddle credl- L

studg had three speclf“ L5 chcems regardx g linkage hetween !nterper- :
i etermmed . (1) the extent

s of persons whe
s SR S

B

were closely linked to a research .based information source, 34 5

nt of the home decisions were cl@sely llﬂkEd 17 perc nt were dis n”’y

ecand speclf’ ¢ COncerm nf the resesrch on hnkage bétween
tn;m Qf whether D'F'F were. hetéruph,,

Bi:iil]lc tn each other and were con: idered to be npmlnn ]EaﬂEfE I )
rn- of the researeh on ]mkage was.to dEtElmlﬂE the chsfac- N

v 2 .

= bi i
; Eﬂibiliw with DFF unly in- relntiun ta FKE"L‘ an
The reiulm diﬁ not mean. thsL th ehurch was not heheved
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regldmg in the cﬂunw fm‘ 20 yeara or mm-é 7e-mplayed full;time Bndr about
- ‘equally likely to-be black as white. The interpersonal sources of mfarmntmn
fﬁ: humemakers could not be Ehamctenzeé hy Elther mc@mg or, Qggupgtmﬁ. Lo

in the case of, Elﬂ'lEf farm @pera,a,
hEtle vanatmn m the RDH SL‘GFE for Elther t.he fsnn o ,rataf or

i
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“for either farm operators or homemskers. However, age wis ‘significantly

wl
L]

£ avallability, usage and credibility of media, The relationships of the fore-
gaing variables to the availability and uaage of media were not, signifisant.

“reated to homemalers’ perception of media credibility; i.e., the younger the

makers, the greater they perceived média credibility in decision-meking. ... . !

\

pronchesused by IEOA should speak to the special educational'needs and .

-

- sagiaﬁéﬁréhnhgiz:alff riables to degree of linkage between information sources:
" .. No significant relationships were found. .~ o L S e

"in’ their soecial,  psychological, politieal Cand ec

-+ appeals to the interests and needs of DFF. " °, .

. intetedts of that sthnic group.

' byswhat the landowner -ailowa his tenant to do. It-is not in-the purview .
_of this study to advocate a;land reform program. But it would be well ta

nalysis of variance was used to.test for the rglatianshiiﬁs of the selected

€. CONCLUSIONS ANDIMPLICATIONS . |

ons &nd implicatiops for this study stemmed from specific ;
iin relation' to those questions. :

“The conchis
_research questions and are present

\Characteristics of North Carolina Disadvantaged Farm

! Families; - . - E‘g;l” U R
“The disadvantaged population jn this study éxhibited. great similarit;
] ‘ mic charncteristics. The
ation is that DFF constitute a subculture of ‘poverty. Because DFF

impli ¢
ghare the same tzgltui'e;ti}ey,wiﬂ probably-tend-te have'similar interests and._-_.
needs. Thus, a set of uniforr: strategies -might be tailo‘fiﬁc{'thst especially .

o s, F

3 . . :
b, ‘The disadvantaged population ‘was sverwhelmingly bla 1‘ Thus, ap- - -

e, ‘Members. of DFF-were in poor health and received poor healths
‘Thus, EOA should address the health edicational needs of DFF. -~ .. % -
d. DFF were characterized by various types of tonure arrangements, -
many 6f which were of the tensnt type. In that regard, it should be noted that ,
EOA's efforts with an audience of tenant farmers would bé-influenced heavily - ™\

point out that, undér the existing socia) structure, EGA probably- coula
accomplish moré with the small landowner himsel?, This is not to say that’
EOA should niot work with terants-—there are many neéeds here. Rather, it .
iz merely to point out. the difficulty of changing .the status quo'that has.
" existed for many yeats in the southern states.. - - S S
"6, - The farm ‘operators and homemakers constituted an older population. . - .~
"Fhus, EOA should think in terms of providing for needs ¢haracteristiccof an .~ .« ¢
_older.populsation. The' developmental tasks jidéntified by Havighurst (1952) ' )
would be a good starting point. Because the population was older, a conzerva-
- tive; mature delivery approach is recommended. Lo T
» f. The disadventaged farm operator and koméemaker respondents had low
levels of éducational® attainment. Thus, not only zre they likely -to be un-
informed regarding many problems that greatly affect their. weélfare; they

_also are less likely to have the ability to be self-learners. Hence, it ia recom- gfgsef

- "mended that EQA continue to give DFF ‘individualized help (one-on-one _~
. . A

basis) dnd that this approach to them must be simple and direct. R




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Th,,fﬂzal pmnt. ul‘ tbe lives- uf the DFF respemdentg was t.heu‘ farms
upemturs wa:ked on thexr farms f\:ll txma and h@mamaker& kept hauae )

uut at‘ three farmheg are cspable of defemng
?ig ta wcn'k fur a ﬂ.iture gcsal Prngmms dir&{:ted

thm study had assumed; Thlﬁs resenrchabaged mfarmatmn sources’ shauld
- nn@ng&mtmae:tgmpmmdezﬂactuaLEnd—t%hmml—mft}nnatiaﬁnapmduehm .

q hemea Therefare, {t appesrﬁ that educﬂtmnal pmg'rams de=
ssist hamgmakers w;th haugmg xmpmvements would be accepteﬂ

; 'jemndelmg, and mcmey mnnagement alsa -are needed alm';g mth
programs to enrich the lives. ai‘ these families with-color schemes, draperies,
‘slip covers, and other “luxurlas“ nften taken for g'ranted by the rmddle-clasa
’ pap\;lstmn
“Only 2 percent - of the hor emqkers repnfted major dEElElGl‘IE relatmg tﬂ—
i clothmg. 6 percent to menta] or physical health, and 5 percent to nutritional -
decisions. .Such mfanngtmrzilmphes an urgent need for. programs designed" )
“to increase homemakers” alvareness of the need to become more concerned . =+
. with their families’ basie réqulremanta in. the areas Qf clnthmg, health ‘and
nut.mtmn . . . R \‘ : / .

3. Ratmnahty of Der:lsmn Makmg

_ ive infor-
matmn dlssemmatmn and educat,mnal pmgrams The neeesslty fnr dlrect o
assxstance (welfaxe) wisa not mdl:ated ) .

‘4 Avallahlhty, Usage, and Credlbﬂlty Df Cgmmumcatmn Medla
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ﬁenemg

agents am;l farmly fnenc;la-nenghbars Cﬂntt‘ary ta the researchera gntlc-
ations, homemakers and farm operators. rated the' mmisten lnw in bnth
Edpbﬂigy and. uaage as an-information source.

hy DF‘F—fmrEmi -hﬂﬁTE clesﬂexs r’smkcd lr:wafAi

in usag& and credibi
we;;e prominent in channélmg mfarmatmn tn DFF 'l‘hey perfnrmed the nle
n 1 ade ‘and mﬂuem:ed mterpersonal gources that DFF-consulted. .. ;
: medi; nce of being a vhighly;l: ective cammumtatmn.. /
“chaﬁnel in mﬂgem:mg DFF/ who ranked it high in avail ability and" in usage. '
" 'The mass media‘did ot rank higlt in ore ", lity, but, !" stated ear this
'does_not mean that it . As’ nnt E-eheved. Tt

. grammmg aimed. at fac ,
rs.is questmnable Thera is- lnttle llkehhgcuj that mass medla prqg-r, ;
u‘ned at DFF audlenees will be ai‘fered by f:ommercml TV or

J . y .
- ‘—b*rhty—anhppt redstaxbe-&n«ummpaﬂaﬁi—channel—&w—emumq:annH,_,— S
.. DFF. However, ‘it .is possible that prmted material:especially designed fér
DFE might be usefgl The researchers believe that material written with '
speeml ﬁttentmﬁ given to DFF‘ 5 readabihty level ona wﬁde ixanéty"'f sub;ect“
. matter would be of interest to this ¢l mil 8
have ‘a limited education and find it dnﬂ'u:ult tg read and éomprehend’ such
material, school age yuungzte:&s uftén are avgllable to help thenr ‘parents.-
- Of the soufces in:the pul ranked -
" high“in avallab' ty, credi . and usnge Thus, 1t seems pmhable that .
. briefly stated, concise, résearch:based material displayed in a format similai | .-
v " to.that of the Fm-msp s Almanac m!g‘ht be well received and usad’ by the DFF. = = '
a0t 4 Bubjeet Jatter other than management, such as gardening, nutrition, zmd
B P smmal smence among chers muld be nffered m such publmatmns :

Famwt ] Almanac tﬂ:e of pubhcatmn that replacés th& typncal c«:ntent thh
.research-based mfarmatmn -on’'a wide, vanéty of subject-matter areas. The -
weather lnfﬂrmstlnn and signs information should b left intact, s
It nppéars that. bulletms are especially in'need of redesigning mnsmuch as .
"DFF ranked them- very-low in usage-and credxbxllty Levgl uf readabnhty .
shnuld . gwen -zpemal attéention. : . - . . B

Dlsadvantaged E‘arm Fam:l;es in Makmg Decx sio a_nd le-

* search-Based Information Sources "\ " - A Cel

" The interpersonal mermstmn spurcEs used by'a mamrlty of the dlgadvg_n-'
taged farm oSperators and hnmemakérs was not closely linked toa resea h-

“based source, whic 1
agents and OFF, The major
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‘the exxst‘ence‘af a heteraphllic relatmnshlp between ehange Egents and DF‘F o
_The dlfference bet waen the ‘change sgent gnd DFF m . personal and sacml

: nfdemation from indi- ;.
wduals thh wham t.hey have ma;e in common  than Ehange agents

’ Unfﬂﬁ:unately, such homaphlhc interpersonal. relatmnships\ seldom brin; :
e ’bnﬁtan E:Eclfmngemf‘scrennﬁfsﬂy.ﬁase 1nfamnticsﬁf\l'hﬁ?f“théfa'i?impﬁed“"“ T

a0
[

‘.::tn sgrve as intermediate aaurceg in transfernﬁg to DFF pertment. mfnrmatmn
from research-based sources, Such a course of action would ;‘Drrespnnd to
“itilizing the interpersonal cammumc:atmns medxlﬂ\ that appeamd to be o
" important to DFF. - - .
Anather ;mphcstmn stE”" Ed frum the deser

. t‘or' mfnrmatmn there uﬁ‘.enr were typmal smm:es frnm whum they snught ’
*: advice. For example, farm operators-oft
salesmerx ord 'alérs befare makmg a purghalse or- a farm

_ mat;ifm gaurges ﬂﬁen' ted by hamEmakers

Muany of the foregoing commu

opinion leader. Contrary to the Ew- v\/ﬁdély held by a nuthber of authars,’*v )
.th"’e'apmlnn leaders were - of a hxgher snexal stams than thase they mﬂu-:

: reae' =based mfurmatmn snd urged tcn war}: taward 1ts apphcstmﬂ )
’ g that the Caunty Agﬂmltu:ﬂl Exte

o

4

AR Makmg, to the Avallablhty, Usage and CI‘Edlblllty of Med;a-
© - and to Degree uf Lmkage

i Althnug‘h a wa nf the relati nShlpE between the selected vanables Emd RDM

CR studlad,,the i;mly ggmﬁr:sﬁt one wns a pasltlve one between age Df h )
- maker and percewed media credibility. Two implications emerged fmm the
‘ fmdmgs Fu'st thE Sbsencélweakness uf relgtmnshlps mdl
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%

_ _ e medih with- . :
out,_having to contend with the confounding influence of sociopsychological 5~
_ variables. ] T — . . . : : .

usage, and credibility of media, EOA might velect apprapriate

ral Observations o o e
is,reason to speculate that homemakers may be the most appropriate -
* target for educational programs aimed at improving the quality -of living of .
-~ 'DFF. Based on their experience in the field while gathering data for this -
-4 -study, the researchers formed.the impression that DFE are strongly matri- -
., - archieal 'and that homemakers understand better than farm operators the
' " ¢urrent social situation and how to.grapple with it. In' addition, homemaker
respondents were younger than the farm operators, better cducated and
<" " more.rational in their decision-making. . . S
Tl s The DFF had problems in mariy. -areas, gome of which are beyond the _ - ./
- realm of any. one agency. A great need is-a central coordinating -agency to :
* ‘direct DFF to an"unbiased source of information for use in desision-maldng. * .
", A cooperative,.properly.e to pr
such a clearingho
7" As ‘pointed out in.the conceptual frame
_ "/ involve both personal and structural dimensions. Th
2. ..% . along.with other personal characteristics found among thil
———— {}|ustrate—thepersonat-aspects—of-the-problem ~Equally
" structural problems indigenous to the DFF. This-
portion of the lower-lower. strata in American society. From the researchers’
.="s4, . vantage point, the lower-lower strata, in the U.S. is an gnevitable phenome-
...~ .. non. Hencé, EOA engaged in programming for DFF should face up to both e
/.. - .the personal and structural facets of the problém and seek alternatives that
/ will eulminate in a higher standard of living for this clientele, ~ = . ¢

L

D. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH ; .. .-

.+ Exploratory -studies tend to' generate new avenues for research, because

T " they reveal needs, procedures, and insights not previously noted. Such was{
_the case with this study. Thus, certain recommendations for  further research
= 1. . _ L LR .

.. are made: . . i : . N
* 1. The findings of this ‘study should be further validated by replicating thé
study in other North Carolina counties. T .
" 2. There should be a study in which the total'community ia sampled. Such
a'study would make available norms against which to compare DFF. Other .
" target groups for comparison would include all farm families, all families of . . -
* . the ares, DFF from. other parts of North Carolina, poor‘urban-families, and ...~ -
fon-poor urban families.: - =, & 7 [ S L R B
.. 8. An expanded number of variables should be used in ‘testing relation- ~
‘ - ships with: (1) RDM; (2) availability, usage, and credibility of media; and”
h (3) degree of linkage betwee interpersonal and research-based information. - i
'+ .soukces..The ‘absence of significant relationships should ‘| oduce 'further.
leﬁder’xce of a unif 1ltural pattern that transcends individual variables. .
) 4. There is a need toidevelop more sensitive scales to ‘measure variatipn. -
‘*)atmarel.precisely.._- ’ ) -

.7 . 5. As atest of study objectivity and as a basis for further feseatgh:with: th_é.

22

i




: vdxsadvantagui resulm -obtained by- uqx_,gx'

Cviewers could be’ cnmpaﬁ:d wnth results ubtamed by usmz pmfessmnals as .

!ﬂ [EP\’!EWEFS ’ L Y

defining items- nlentlﬁed hy factor dnalysls rather th,

8. F‘uﬁher req&arch efforts ,tn measure RDM shﬂuld uif.xll—‘e :mly thnse .

] :’i itgaan

mesns_of reach
information.

o . pﬁpulatmn Inform
‘ compare the Ehdmct stis . of i
" of the lmkﬂge study.If the character

1‘9
(lEg{EE nf llnkﬂgglbgﬁwe

“of the dlsgdxanmged subject It is rms‘.ﬁuble that type of deci

tiveness of t armlhcnme: Extensmn ggent had more 1mpm:t on dégree pf

researeh is needed to explnre more effective and Efﬁcxent
he rural (hsndvantaggd populatior’ wlth‘resseargh basedr

_ €. Only 91 of the 260 ”*spundvnts cxted mterpersu:mal mfnnnatlcn ‘sources.
+ These 91 individuals were used as the population from which were selected 47

- subjects for the study Dn linkage; thus, inferences can be made only to that
readily avai gble on dats carda :uuld be- uéed tD

cs: nf lhE two gmups were . sign!ﬁ‘- )
. Edﬁﬂ\f sin |l " the flnﬂdrﬁgs_dﬂd 1mplxcatmns Dt' Lhe lmkage study might bex

‘between the rat s r
;‘mfmmatmn snurc . N v
E ) i ’ v T

= e " 3
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10.-A study ml"ht be cﬂn‘lucted to detemnne any significant rélationships

ity of decisions made and the di:gree af lmkage betwe%n‘




;-,the dlsadvantaged area, pnpulshnn and samphﬁg, -,,stmme;atatmn, dsts- .
" - collection process, and statist al procedures Emplgyed in analyzing the .
- data, Seection - C présents the results and an mtnrpretatmﬁ af thE study's". -

: Afmdmgg o . . Ca-

A BACKGRGUND OF THE STUDY
=t =In this, the most: affluent. of ‘all nations, m: Hions of- peaple- hve in. poverty
‘The rural pﬂur constitute a sizable pgrmcn ‘of the poverty stricken, ,Appro; i
- matelyj niné years. ago, the ‘President's’ Commission Rural que&y (The .
B ~_Peuple L.eft. Behmd 1967) repﬁrted thst ‘some 14 m i_al Amermans—'

L R - 377) pumted ‘oiat, “most of tm:lays urban pnar are yésterday s mrél puﬂr} v ‘
s whn'imuvéd to the city." Thus, the - perpetuatmg and widespread effect of |
S R rural pavért} has, rapidly becnme one gf", 2 rna_]m- pmb’ems Qf this nntmn s

TR T

;md rn:rm' héahh gnd health car )
Rural puverty in North Carolina, is not .unlike thst in chET areas g:f thé

A nation (Brooks, 1964). Many of the State's rural.farm’ families are ‘both -
N ,ecnngmmally and sm:xally dlsadvantaged Lacls;lng Lhe educatmnnl backg‘ruund

in thElr dally ruutmes their subeculture of poverty seems to be pass,
‘their offspring and,. mdeed ;subsequent generatipns. Thus, pgverty :md its -
. Effects appear to continue in a vieious, self-per,'t\jaﬁng cycle,
Many edueational argam: tions and agentle, (EQA), eg., the” Extensmn o
SéP\HCE of the USDA, are dedjcated ta improving: the p]lght of both the rural:

ERIC
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that a5 pertent ‘of the time allmcﬂted by Extensmn to ‘agricultural pdeur:tmn/ '
- was spent working with’ disadvsntaged farmers However, in recent years.
there ‘has been an jnereasing dgubt that t.he aped, the isolated, the minority

group member, the physxcally and mentally handicapped, the less highly’ .
i ,nd thﬂse -with hmlted -resources are re::enrmg a qunte purtmns T

2 ern for the = TR
‘dnwntﬁddem the N;fth Camlma Agrmultural Extensmn Ser' :and, Co- : \
ﬁpemhve Extensmﬂ Services’ elgewhere cus ,ently are fcu:
o cmthe DFF‘ K S

: cultural Extensmn Sewme 5 lung-rsnge program for the next five yegfg
ImpEEt '76 (p 8) argued that: - . - - 1\

ngrams to lmprpve the stnﬂdard of hvmg and income of chentele in the': \_"“ T
“agrieultural: and natural re ources industries need spemal .attention in" ’
future lannmg ‘Extension programs neéd to be developéd to work wnth
familie§ oceupying agricultural units that-ate either too small cr‘lack the™
- --:t,—»-prcductlve capacity adequately-to support-the farm-family. In addltmn'
- marginal ‘incorries .may be due to. madequsté ‘education or skills of the
* families m\mlved Educational programs may be needed in cmp‘eratmn
,w*th other agencies to improve the status of the low income 'gréups:
mvnlved in sgritmltur Innovative programs for increasing the i mr:::m 0
FOTT nanagnéultur&gr—rélatedréntérpnseskm' X
" sn lmportant cantnbutmn j . ;

g ;, s wake vast changﬂs in every aspe t uf the
N _FLII‘E] culture. Whether DFF‘ remain-on'the land or migrate into the city, they
.. generally, lack the -necessary trstmng arid - skills tEl compete n- the Iahnr’

¢ market, - - ’

,‘.-the larger saclet.y Dlsadvantaged farm fETﬂlllES are in no pﬁsxtmn to make =
o significant contributions to the general welfare of the total geciety, just as

:they do not share in all the ava able fewards If 1t were made pnsslblé far
: DFF tu ahare m the tﬂtﬂl pt n-flu,

many pmg—rams fi}cusmg on DFF ire ucatmnal in nature and are based
on the needs-(felt and anglyged) af the people. These programs are eoﬁcerned
he ( ledge, attitudes,=values and skills)_ deerned
Essént, al for the well-being of DFF. Such knc‘xwledgé,gttltudes, values and
.. -8kills have 8 researeh base.and are validated. Dissemination of these’ pro-
'g‘rams to-rural sreas could ¥nrich: the hves of the rural poor. However, to .
8 date, few such dissemination effnfts sppe ¥ to-have had great’impact. While -
"mﬂ(;h research based mfarmntmn has beep develnp&d to aid. DFF, there s
! ;gasnn.to beheve that little of the mfarmstmn eaches them in ‘ita nﬂgmal
: 0, much of the resegrch . I




_’e.hange agent may-intervene effectively and

behavior. pattern X of DFF i 1;1 Nm-th Gamlma In t at
ing need ‘was to reduce’ the change- “agent’s inform
,'ﬂ) the life Etylég nf ﬂug populatmﬁ tu m;lude their am:lal pay:hﬁlagic,al,.

ﬁeﬁwnﬂt u;ed by DFF in makmg decision
swng made by. DFF and their_ selection and use of the
jeeg, and .. (6) tha mkagea betvgeen mtsrperga”ali ]

‘i

H
Fﬁlrther, thé exxstmg body of mi'nrmatmn about: decision-r
; ‘oriented  toward mstltutmﬁal maﬁagement Most  of the cﬂmmumeatlgﬂ

. rﬂgeargh to date haa been ¢oncerned with the-adoption of practices by middle e

cedondmic farm groups; Research about the determinants of the ‘behavior
1 dealt w1th 'ﬂchiactm‘s as selt’aeoncept behef Eystéms, nf.erﬂa!-

. i vmablgs A.lthnugh the’ ﬁﬂdmg‘s cf thnse gtudle =’p
*Thaight Sbnut ‘the behavior of dlsﬂdvzﬁtsged adults, the researche
"° attempt to relate those and’ “other factors to the décision-making
’ xtmn, and lmksge patte B ut.xllzed by DFF in ‘deci

ldentnﬁrmg, relatmg ta com
thlg aggregate of the State’s pupul'
" ceived for this research were to determmé
1."Who are Nnrth Gﬂmllna 's DFF and what are hmr charsx:terlstws"

2. What kinds of : mqjor farm and home deci i & DFF making?”
3. How .rational are the demslon-rﬂakmg prm:egses utlhzxd by DFF ln

’ makmg these decisi

ty o DFF assign tu , their info
1e degree of linkage between lnﬁerpersmal inform :
N in: making farm and hcsme demsmﬁs and resear\:h based' infor
CEeL matmn suui-:: 1 A
’ E “What s the relat.mnshxp bEtWEEn Eéléi:téd snempsychnlngmal vana‘blé, .
, o fecisio '-m'kmg, fb) avm!ablhty, usage,
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.mfnﬁnatmn sources thhm thmse medm and (c:) degree of lmkage beﬁween
interpersonal information sources used by DFF am:l I‘ESEafEhstSEd mfnrma—_

" tion snu:n:eg" ) “ -

iﬂ 3. C'{Dnceptual Framewgrk : ' S }'

The c@n:eptun! perspective of this study was buﬂtxsruund decision- makmg,

- 'f:ammumeahﬁn -and linkage theory; with™ spEmaP focus on ‘the decision- .

. making, communication, and linkage patterns of the DFF. The major con-
* cepta_treated were_poverty, decision-making, communication and linkage,

Ll "Tflg Cu‘: ept of Poverty -~
E The. term “poverty” is not clearly :Dn:eptuahged in the hterature on that

“subject. All too ﬁ-eguent.ly a book-or an article seemingly concerned with -

poverty immediately begins to discuss, not “poverty,” but “the poor. " How-

- ever, used precisely, “poverty” is not synonomous with “poor.” Pﬂverty is’a
condition. Those charactérized by that condition are ealled poor. ’

. According to Webater's Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary. (1970, p. 66),
paveﬂ? is synunamous with “want " "scsrclty," and "destltutmn " Mthnugh
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+. - in areas ran,
...poverty moat ¢
edical égre
o
to sangfy minimum needs," and further ruled that thnse in puverty are thuse
" who “lack- the eamed income, property iﬂiiume am:l sa\rmgs, End trzmsfe;
. ﬁaﬁnent to. meet theu- mlmmum needs !

) services whn:h cunstlmtea a pm—erty candntmn No absplute smndgrds exmt

" for the condition of. puver@ is a relatwe one, As Sneden (1970 p 2) pointed
aut

* To aay that someone is poor is to compare him with someone elae e

’l‘he poor in America are better off in some respects than the vast major-

. cfityref people in many of the 'developing nations; they have a higher

P . average income, more facilities, a8 generally better diet, ete. Those who

-~ fre:.considered poor in Ameriecan sm:lety are gn defined, then because they,”

‘are relgtwely worse off than-th 1
Cnmpcundmg- the d:fﬁmlty af Estﬂbhshlng a pnver&y :cmdltmn is the fact
""’thst a family’s needs depénd on many factors, mcludmg the sizé of the family,
the ages of its members the condition af thelr health -and the plsce nf
residencs, :
- Various mdigntm‘a have been suggested to’ rﬂeasure the amount of relatwe
deprivatmn gzlstmg in. snexety.—Sn, en (1970 -p- 4) hsts 16 such criteria:
e quality of dibt ,
2. The quality of hnugmg s . :
- ~The qughty and extenswenegs ut’ elm ng owned

e

“The qu;alxty of furmshmgs fgr orie’s place of living - ’ LTRSS
The quality of medical care that can behad ~ - ™ . .. ¥ .

The deg‘:&e of enntln:} oVer one's nverall destmg (sumsl power) . n l

_;'I\ ‘_@lw
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8, The overall quality of one’s life-style (how qualitatively valuable it is,
subjectively) ., - ) : ) ’ -
" 9. The degree to which physical survival is possible : .
10. The degree to v lich éne can move about with facility (the adequacy
of transportation facilities) . . o
11. The quality of communications media available
12. "The quality and length of education available
" 18. The quality and length of work available , ,
"~"14.. The degree to which one has prostige within one's- community andfor
larger society . : - :
15,’ The income one has S, :
16, Income-food expenditure relationship. o

o " Since it is not feasible to feasure all of the listed criteria to determine.if a,
_+ " family is_in a conditicn of ‘poverty, it would bé_ helpful to select the one
' " indicator that would be the best measure of poverty. A

&7

. Accordifig to Anderson and Niemi (1969), education is the single most
"important indicator. They argued that occupation? income, health, housing,

; ‘family size, and other such variables ‘are directly dependent on education.
« - Others would present similar arguments for “other indicators of poverty.
' However, the most commonly used indicator is income. Webster's (1970, p. 6)

_ defines poverty as a “lack of money.” Sneden (1970), arguing in favor of using
income s a measure of poverty, maintained that income is the must signifi-

cant overall ‘measure of one's rank in American society. He ‘eontended that

; . income is the most important factor in determining’consumption of goods and

, .~ 7 services, diet, honsing, medical care, education, and other eriteria frequently
=4\ used to measure poverty, and was adamant in asserting (Sneden, 1970, p. B)
that “money is probably the most crucial variable in, the determination of
poverty.”. In addition, he pointed out that income is easy to measure

¥ . i adéurately. ) ]
- "Recognizing the.importancé of income as a dominant factor and a con-

- . venient heuristic device by which to measure.poverty, this study used.

\ . income ns one of the criteria by which to identify farm families that are in &
condition of poverty. While an income criterion is & convenient. heuristic

" device by which to measure poverty, it is widely recognized that income
~———aloné is not sufficient to conceptualize such a complex phenomenon. The Task

Force on -Economic. Growth and Opportunity (1965, p. 5) made such an
affirmation when it declared that “the more we study poverty the more we

find that it is not just an economic problem. It is'an eémotional, cultural, and
- politieal problem ag well.” o :

:

-+ _-The Nature of Pévérty,,ini g'he United States

' ~-Paverty in the United States is of & differgnt vrder fron :
parts of the world where it is 8 way of life for most inhabitants. Poyerty

" in.'the U.S. involves specific people, fam and groups and differs from

mass chronic poverty. A large body of gpihiun contends that those in a con- *

dition of poverty possess® certain upoverty-linked” characteristics that

* p. 5), members of the poverty subculture - !

. “ghare” a distinctive set of valdes, behavior traits, and belief com- - -

- ‘plexes that markedly set them off from the affluent’groups.in the society.
This set is “iderivative” of-prolonged economic deprivation, lack of

O
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. adequate ﬁfm.neml resources and " socialization .in an Envlrpnment of
- Ec@numlc ‘unsertainty. This “culture of poverty”-is characterized by an

rgenerahnnﬁl persmt.enr;e and . transmission to the. chlldren of the. ..

i

’ Thug-. the poor in the U.S. may be éeneeptuahzéd as a subculture existing

withinf and interacting.with the larger societal culture (Figure 1). Distinet

" . - ~social/ psychological, political, and economic characteristics are associated

thh a8, pnverty subculmre As demﬁ:ed in t.he aehema ln Flgu:e 1 paverty
] am:! even whnle amxetles W“hen it eansntutes a slzable purtmn nf the ﬁeg:ple
:-.,in a society, or increases to the extent that it affects the, .effective funetmn—-

. ing of its human resources, it then becomes recognized as a ma;m* pmblem for

the larger society’s external envlmnment Such was the ::ase necessitating .

. the passage of the Eo:unmmc Act of 1964 which deglmd lt. to be the pc»hcy’

‘ of the U S. to obliterate poverty S |

The Relatmnshlp Between the Larger Sm:lety and the Dlgadvgntgged .

- In dls:ussmg the schema in Figure 1, attention is first fm:used on-the rela=
tmnship between the larger society and the poverty subeulture. That relation-

The poverty subeculture is comprised of an unorganized or ineffectively

ensely powerful: -
seased by the-two cultures,

resources. In contrast, the larger society is i
S Given the dlﬂ‘er{ence in the amount of power

ghxp takes place within, and is determined by, a situation of -unequal power. -

' organized minority that is unable to exert influencein the pnlmcal sphere—
a social aystem in which members possess relatively few skills snd limited _ ..

the often acrimonious relatmnshlp between them is nnt surprising. Accnrdmg . f‘

- to Haggsatrom (1970, p. 79):

On the average, the poor in- -the Umteef States have bad reputatmﬂa :

They are regarded as responsible ‘for much physical aggression and
"destruction of property; their support is EllEgEd to be a heavy burden on

-

meet mmmumty atandards of behavior or to be self porting. Pov
it is said, is little enough punlshment for pEnplE 5_
ingin virtue. ; ' -

On the other hgnd Haggstrnm argues (p, SO) the d)sadvantagéd harbor

much:

I &

bémg exploited. . . . The unity of the poor comes about thrcmgh suspi- .

+ cion of and reaentment -toward outsiders. (There is a feeling that) thc=

. outside World cannot be trusted;. it must be defended against.
- The poor oftén .perceive t.hemselvea as discriminated against and rejected

* by the Inrger society. ’ﬁms, they blame their sltuannn on the larger society -

- . and reject its culture,
The condition of unequal power between the two cultures salao detemmes-

#

to sat.lsfy t.hexr own needs. the ‘poverty sub:’:ulture muat look to the larger

) aomety to ‘Provide those resources thrbugh welfare programs,
s Aq Hagstmm (1970, pp: 83-84) pmnted out, the dependency of the sub-
© . culture. on the ‘overwhelming power of the larger culture is alsu reflected in:
(1) the- pmbablllty that “a poor, person is much more likely ta be sub;ect to
police int

nferior and so {adk-

Eﬁvy and hustlhty toward those who prosper. There is a fee]mg‘ Df"

-the most basic nsture of the relationship—the tremendous dependence of the
“wenker culture on the 5trcmger Unable to generate the necessary resources -

ogation -and search or othér police action than middle-class
péople”; (2) urhan renewsl projects which perla-dlcally disrupt the Tlelghbare :

the rest of the community; and they are said not even to try very hard to’ - .,
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: Loods of poverty, scattering the fanuhes m various dlﬁntmna, 2) schunls
" which impoze middle-class standards on the poor; (4) the repnsseagmn of

goods bought’ thr@ugh high-interest installment financing; (5) rapacious ' .

ploit - the poo d (6) the fact that plans and programs
he p@n? are initiated and suppaﬂ;ed by the ]arger scnzxety

Z+:7.. landlords who e
- designed to he
and imposed”

B \ 3 ) ; and Zeconomie t:hamctenstms Tha '
i sghemg also indicates that there is.interaction betveen those ¢haracteristics. -
. The ‘earlier mentioned condition of dependency may be taken as a typmsl-
"g’?i‘demnnstrstinn of such mtergctmn (F‘lgu 2) : : o

g ECD"‘JG“IC
Dipendence

T TG o PSYCHOLOGICAL:
POLITICAL: | E Hocodeaaness and - Aasthy
No, or little, ‘organi-. ) Hupr:leg%negg and "Apathy
. zation for pnlltlca] s :

R neuun

AU —  SOCIAL: .
; Deviancy . o

FIELIX‘EQ Schama mustratmg the interaction 1 rtween emnémic, psychns'

i | logieal, social, and pnhtmal characteristic .
: mn: dEpendem‘.‘E nf the paar has been desrzrlbed The I!terature on

i thelr condition by their own efforts and,: thus, are characterized by attitudes
of hopelessness and apathy. These psyeﬁulngmgl characterlstlgs in turn influ- .

: ence “their . ‘social chﬂracténstxcs Social conduct is g:wemed by a. set of

., values, Because of theit attitudes of Wopelessness and apathy, the. p@m have

a8 get nf valués different . from™ those of the lirger society. Although ‘they.

msy ‘péy lip SEF\?‘HZE" to middle-class values, they have no concept that such

a’”'ly to them (Aﬂﬂerﬂan nd Nxeml, 1969 Lewla, 1969 Hggg-stmm,.f -
or” exc
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wasia

- were characterized aeco

" than that of blael

‘they frequently lead to success and upward mnblhty The psyr;hulc:gh:ally

depehdent poor, however, believe.a value’ gystem that incorporates hard work
. and moral probity is dysfunctional for them. Thus, they rejéct those middle-
¢lass values. The value set that they adopt, however, causes their conduet,

by the standards of the larger society, to be s ally deviant. Thus, in the

: gubnulture there is a hlgh erime rate, slecoholism, drug use,.jllegitimaey, and_
trust :haract&rlzes the I‘E]Etlunshlp nf the .

the hke As a result, a. smté of

"

i

disadvantaged to each other. ——
- The impaet of ‘ecbnofmic dependency (&xpreésed thraggh psychological and
social ehara:tensncg) also has a tremendeus influerice on the political ¢har-,
acteriyties of the poor.. Because they consider as, hcnpeleas any effort on their’

~part to altér their situation (psychological) and because of their mistrust of )
. one another (scn:lal) the . dizsadvantaged have little or no nization for :
~ political action, The absence of pcphtlt:al power, in turn; contributes to theu- :
dEﬁHVEtlﬁﬁ, w ,;h perpetuates t’he ccmdxt.lcm of EEuanlE dependenty ‘

[ : L

. ‘Soeial Chﬂfﬁrterm!gm thhe Dl ndLgntﬂgEd B )
.The séctions that follow tx eat certain of the social, economic, psychalng'cal,"ﬁ '

and political characteristics of: the disadvantaged depicted in the interaction
schema (Figure 1). Suppartwe data for the discussion of these. characteristies
,were extracted from current population reports of the U.S. Bureau of the
Census (1975) and refer to 1973 population character

-head, and farm/nonfarm residence to determine poverty lévels.
The social -charact
divided into two categor! individual and family characteristics. Individuals

ing to: (1) age, (2) education (::f those ‘over 14

cs. The Bureau of '
the Census used.a weighted scale adjusted for size of fa:mly. sex of famlly

- i
tics of DFF tlmt. were pertinent to thls st.udy were :

years-old), (4) Eﬂmlc “background, (5) residence; and (8) sex. Families were
—eharacte"zed by (1) education of family’ hesd (26 _years old and Dver) @

sex of family head, and (3) size of family. o
Ind:md:m[ Charuacteriatics. Age is the firat individual Ehﬂral’:terlstlﬂ shownin

"Table 1. The data indicate that of the total U.8, population the young (14
* percent). and the old (16 percent) had the. greatest likelihood to be dis-

gdvnnt.aged Whils the data indicate that only 8 percent’ of the total popula-

-tion in the 16-64 pye category were disadvantaged, this age caéegnry com-

prized 48 percent of ' he disadvantaged population,

... Some literature (.adicates that the disadvantaged hold lower edueatmnsl'
' asplmtmns for th

ir children than do the middle class- and, fufther, that they
ure more pessimistie regarding the pQSEm ity of their chlldrEﬂ achieving
those asplrntmns The disadvantaged are d advantaged largely because of
their lack of education, Table 1 shows ‘that in terms of median years of school
cumpleted the disadvantaged ‘(over. 14 jyears old) had about two years less’
education than the general population.. Much more revealing, lmwever, was
the percentage who had not completed hlgh .school, For those over 14 years

" of age, the disadvantaged who were not hlg-h school graduates uutnumbered

thenr nonpoor counterparts by about 25 pErcent

Based on’the mise that the aner of whites in’ society is f&r stranger
and:other races, it is lugmal to expect'that prnpurtmnately
fewer whites than blacks would be found among the disadvantaged. As shown’

by-Table 1 sucH-was the ¢ase.-While only 8.4 percent of the total white popu- .

lﬂtmn was labelgd as dlgndvnntaged 315 pgrc‘:ent nf the mt.sl blﬂtk pupulat.lcm

L.




o

fall mta tha diaadva.ntgged catBEﬂ?S" Because whxteg far’ nutnumber blacks
in the population of the United States, there are "sbout twice as many dis-
advantaged whites as dlgadvsntaged blm:ks (EB pe:c.Eﬂt snd 32 percent, -

. respectively).

. Marital status of the dmadmtsged fem,ales (156 yenra nf sgﬁ and over)

was the next individusl characteristic .shown in Table 1. It is generally:,"’
_ acecepted that there is 8 high incidence of broken homes in the poverty sub- .
 culture. Such & pattern was supported by the data. which show that tmly 27 -’

percent of disadvantaged married females had & husband. present,
Considering. place of residence next, Table 1 shows that the g’reat ma.jority
of the disadvantaged p@pulatmﬂ 944 percent) resided in a nonfarm loeation.

~ However, the proportionate incidence of disadvantaged among the total U.8,
population ia greater in. a form location (13.4 percent to 11-percent, regp@n—
tlvely) , . .

# B ... 4

i

- Table 1. 3 F‘?eqaenfy dxgtnbutinn of m!nl g:hnrsrtenstli:ﬂ nf the digm‘lvnm‘.gged

: i ) . L Dlndv-ntgtgd B ;
Hocla) Ehiﬁﬂ-ﬂiﬂe : o Namber  Pereent of Fercent of
7 Total US . of Disad- -+~ Total: No. Qllld-
- Fopulation ventaged FPopulation”
: Ni]l‘nbﬁl‘ nf pemaﬁs in US 207,621 | - 22,973 11.1
Age, yr . ‘ o . ' .. -
, Under 16 ¢ 68,746 B666 = 14.0 : 8B.0
- 1684 .. . 128,273 10,966 . B.0 480 - .
1 yeaﬁ and over - : 20,602 3,354 16.0 14.0
Education (over 14 years old) <~ S
Median years of sehuul . L - _ L
‘completed o122 99 —_ —
: *Peméﬂt.sgé not a high school . . . L .
~ graduate N ) 424 67.3 = —_
Ethmc backgrnund V R S e
White - N -+ 181,185~ 15,142 84 - 66.0
Black' . - . 23,418 7,888 315 320 !

- Others L 3,018 443 140 20

' Mantal status of females (15

“years and over) ‘ ) L : -
© Total - . 80,283 =~ 9,368 11.7 L o—

Husband present - ' 47,317 - 2,608 63 270
Hu hu,sband or husband abgent. 182,066 6,862 . 20()’ - - 730
+. Reaidence L : e ] cEtel L
Farm -~ . B 9,646 1,283 134.  .-bb
~Nonfarm - . .+ 188,076 21,689 . 110 044
Sex. . Lo b
: :Ma!,e__,;ﬂ: ST T 100,694 9842 9.8 420

106898 18316 128 580
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The final mdividuﬂl social chara:tgristm nf the poar dEpif:ted in Table 1 is .-

" that of sex. Anderson and Niemi (1969) argued that sex is not a signifieant -

. 5uppnrted the find

wdual} were even more, st:nkmg Wh;le among thE tatal ’U S pcopu

factor in the coriceptualization of poverty. However, Table 1 shows that there
was quite a differenice between ‘the sexes in terms of poverty ratea Over'12

. percent of the total U.Z p«;{pglatmn were disadvantaged females as compared

to almost 10 percent-malea. This trend” held within the disadvantaged - papuls— .

“tion m that 68 percent. were females and\42 percent were males,

Fﬁﬂuly Characteristics. The data in stle 2 show that the: educatmnal»_ -

‘level of the family head (26 years of Ege or alder} was similar to that shown’
‘m Table 1 fc:r mdl'ﬁdusla (14 years nf sge or 6

}_ As was the caae Wlth

hlgh Echm)] grsduate the deﬁmencles bf the farmly head (ss with

i sm:xgl :hara:tengtic, sex nf famﬂy head (T ble. 2} -
repm‘ted in the literature. As ‘would be expected, male -
ly heads in both the total 1.8, and’

family heads autnumbered female far

' - the disad- antaged populatmns Further, the disadvantaged rate'was expegteﬂ -
_~to be higher for -families headed by females, Statistics in that regard are
“striking, Table ‘2 shows that while only 5.5 percent of families headed by

‘'males - were" disadvantaged, 33 2 percent of the. famxhes headed by females

Lwere dlsadvantaged

Tﬂhlé 2 ‘Frequeney distribution of social :haractenu ':3 of th dma.dvsntsged v
in the Usa by selected family Ehara:terls,,, 8, .

Wi‘lufnbﬂ‘

Sﬁéiﬂ ch;égﬁiiig ’ o FBrEEn! nf Pereent of -
i . Total US  of Disad- -Total Ne. Disad-
. . . Fnjpiﬂi!_]ﬂii. - vantaged anulnﬂgn vantaged .
Numbet of per’sans in US 207,621 225973 11,1 —
Educatmn 'of family head (25 T
years and over) . s
Totul *50,795 4,152 —
‘Median yegrs of school ' :
“cornpleted=" - 12.3 9.6 —_—
Percentage not a high sghnal . : ) ;
g-rscluate : 38.9 68.2 —_ —
Sex of fsmlly hésd2 : c N
Total number of famlhes 65,0083 4,828 8.8 —
Male . 48,243 2,635 55 54.86
) Fer‘mleg‘ < 6,804 2,193 L322 454
e :of family : i s .
2 perscms .20,692 - - 1,697 . 8.2 35.0
5 22,462 1,604 7.1 -33.0 i
12 000 1,527, 13.0 32.0
- 8.44 * 319 — —

"Lm“,'
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1 LTS ‘Bureau of Lhe I‘;'Eﬁxus (1975); lnLal in Ehuusnndﬂ ﬂgure! mund;-d tn lhe niearest whule
number.

. -
2 ‘All family, hends and apuugizs aver 15 years of nge
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that the dlsadimntdged fEmlly is usuall; lar‘ger than average in size. Several

- studies reviewed by those two researchers revealed that extremely low

income appeared to be rglated to bearing and rearing five or more children.
. Nevertheless the statistics in Table 2 do nnbsuppgﬁ that conclusion. Accord-
ing to the data, the disadvantaged family .was' no more likely to have a
‘larger_family than a smaller. one. Furthermore, the mean size of the dis-
. advantaged family (3.79 persons) was only sllghtly higher than thst of other
famllles (? 44 persons).

Addltmnal sucial characteristics of the disadvantaged tredted in this study
Ty but not deplcted in Tables 1 and 2.were health ho:lu ing, and sm:xa.l pm‘tlm—
pation,

Turning first tn héalth there is suhstuﬁtlal Ewdenct‘: that the health ‘of the

DL hlg ,ér rates of mfsnt mﬁnrtallty lower hfé E’l;\q:uétt:tan¢:;,'i more Ehramcr

" expenditures for health serwces, less use of m 1 famlltles, lower.
tes-of pre-natal care and. lower aeceptance nf v _luntary health msur-
‘antce and prepaid medical coverage, - . ’
Addlt onal research conducted by the: National. Cénter far Health Statnsth:s
suppqrted .Andérson and Niemi's assertions that the health. situntion of the
D00T is mfe;—mr tg ﬂmt of the nanpnar (A!len 1974 Prnﬁle gf Am

l

qusmg
VWlth I

i ; p. 34) reported that’ "Exlstmg research ‘shows only
hmx,,

<

Psythalagwal Chﬁrnttéﬂshcs of ihe Disady arlaged

{ Varmus authurltxes have ‘observed that the disadvantaged share, in génerﬂl
i a dlstmct set of - pqychnlugﬂﬂal characteristies. In. 1966, Skene noted- that the

%

fnllawmg charaetermtlcs had been ldentlﬁed m the hterature (Andersun and
Niemi, 1969): - - i :
"1, The dlSEdVEntE.gEd are authnrltgnsn and re;ﬁrt to physmsl rather than

verb&l dominanee, ¢ |

are pr\:hxbltwe nnes,

black Bnﬂ whlte thmkmg. E i

to reflection, . R
5 They sre mnre mc]med ta ph'

-7, They are more likely to reveal hostility, tension, and agg-ressmn
Kluck}mhn and Stmdtbenk charactettsed the (llsadvantéged as "bemg-

dlsadvaﬂtag*éd is clearly mfermr to that of* the ngnpnnr Suppnﬂiwe f’ndmgs '

, more dental defects and a greater evidence of generally poor -
_physical and mental health. . {They are) also characterized .by lower -

i 'ley to he expes‘ztad that gwm their educatmnal snd :
mcame levels the dLadvantaged wuuld hve ‘in madéquate dll?pldﬂted :

3 : - |
4 to sm:ml partlclpatmn of the dlsmlvantﬂ ed, Anderimn Sml- K

¢ a very- T
degTee of partlclpatmn in Tormal assm:mtmns by the” dlsadvaTagﬁd "

4, They hold anti- mtellectual attlmdes and are mﬁre prone tu actmn than -

n;sl OF «;uncrete thmkmg and learnmg_ o

2 ‘They are. rig1dly regtrlfztwe, espemally if they-. hnld TE]IngLlS bellefs e

6. "fhey are given to resign themselves to "faté L \ S
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Cho s s aa s behavior that tends to be s
- it . realization of immediate needs or mteresta. This ori
" trasted to the “doing” orientation pattern of middle-class Amgrigan i
society in which behavior tends to be planned and directed toward the
realization of objective gaa!a A ‘doing” . orientation is ﬂ;tu:eaﬂented i
and a “being” orientation ia oriented to the present. .-
Smee DFF often are characterized as “being”-oriented, it is not inconaistent |
‘that they.seem unwilling to take the time, effort, and expense that an out- ;.
sider might deem necessary to gather encugh appropriate information to '
- -make g “future”-oriented decision (Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck, 1961). Instdnt/;
decisions or thode taling only a Téw days are an acceptéd feature in their
lives, na might be anticipated as a manifestation .of their “xmw" (pr&aeut)
Drlentatmﬁ (8chomaker and Thorps, 1963). . B Do
., - ..Contrary to the foregoing, Rokeach. maintained that eurrent flndingg pma oo
o vlded .o support for the widely held belief that the culture of pnvert%ig s

sti¢ and present-oriented. Neither did the findings support the h

T is that the poor value immediate gratification more than do the zich. - |
However, . Rokeach (1978; p. 63) modified this statement by saying, “I/t is. .-
.- .t ‘slao obvious that the valye differences usually. become ‘more .prong ced

* " “as the two extremes of poverty and affluence are compared.” * ©

.. The disadvantaged also are characterized by low self-concepts (Anderscm o
“and Niemi, 1969; Snedén, 1970). Their dependency, habits of gubmlssm lack -

- ~of verbal facility, lack of skills and knowledge, and their’ ‘earliest erge ,ent:ea :

i7" " of-failure in school all contribute to this psychgl@g‘leal ondition. - // . B

OO B Fmally, ‘considerable evidence was found that the di advantaged are more :

==+~ .anomie than the advantaged and have hlgher incidences of allénatmﬂ (Bell, -

’ 1857; Meu- and Bell, 1959). - Following a suggestion in Leo Srole’s - (1968). .- -
writing, the term “anomia,” as uséd in this-:ﬂtudf refers to the p dnomenon T
measured by his seale or similar seales to di guish. the pigﬁhnloglﬁal =

i concept from the ‘sociclogical concept of anomie. The former. Lo A

state of an individual and the latter to the cgndltmﬂ of a group

The evldence is c(mgiatent that anomia re

as determmed by sueh factors as (Riddick, 1966): m Dccupﬂtmn* '(2) educaé '
tional attainment; 2). incbme; (4) age;. (5) sex; (6) Ethni:xtg, (7) marital: =~
status; (B) types #&nd degrees of association in both formal Drgﬂmzﬂtions and :
informal groups of friends, work a.gaocmtes, neighbors, au/d relatives; and
: (9) degri-e of- cnmmltment to particular behefa, attltudes, and values

. I . . / )

. Pplltitﬁl Chnrutterlshtn of the Dixadmﬂtnged L I,!" . .

t The disadvantage-d are - not predisposed tuward pﬂlltmal partmlpatmn
Brager (1965), from aﬁalyzmg the reasors for their low paﬂ:.l:ipatmn rate,
advanced thé following. cduses: the characteristica of community_ life, the
nature of lﬂwer—mcume adults, and the stmgture of ﬁhe community organi-
zation effort. . . -

With regard to the. eharacterlgtms of cntnmumty hfe Brager pumted out -
* that, at the time of wrltmg, loeal communi 'eg hﬂd been’ inundated. by new .
ﬂngrant.s mgst of whom were from rural’ areds and hem;e llrLmelllEr vnth

)

in one plm:e th@usands af depnved f
loeal” community resources,’’ whlch

L2 S o B
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-_partlmpnt on_a
'nrggmzatmn 2., community

- quently,.the diss

- skl level, work - -experienée, “previous trainihg, ethnie backg‘rnund senié
record, nct:upatlun and mdustrlalﬂattachment all combine to limit the labor
market opportunities available to them. Thus, relative to the larger saexety, o

rnther

_aasimilate Lhe newcomers andlgr involve them in cummunlty life, Another
characteristic of community life cnntrlbutmg to the low political partmlpatmn
rate of the disadvantaged Brager (1965, p. 510) listed as: °
The bewildering operations, of massive bureaucratic systems.
The size, impersonality, mncentrntetl power and inflexibility of these
large organizations make t}l‘\em seem to local residents han;ily amenable
to their influence, i‘

The l:ummumty characteristid that Bra er (1965 p. 510) thuught was most
important in-deterring the dishdvantaged from participating 'in cnmmumty
polities was ‘‘the uppﬁsltlun of already entrenched nrgamzatmn He
argued that such established ‘groups as political parties,’ government agen-
cies, and privaté organizations resist paﬁlcl;}atmn by the disadvantaged in

l’t@mmumty politics because these urgamzatmns p{:rcene the dlﬁﬂdvantaged

as a threat to their vested interests.

"The second cause Brager advanced to explain the low pnlltlcnl participation

rate of the di advantaged was the nature of disadvaritaged adults, Bee e of ;
the eircumstan es of their existence, ‘Brager argued, the disadvantaged are
too preoccupied with day-to-day survival problems to be concerned with bruad.
political matters. In addition, disadvantaged persons_ (Er’ager 19685, p.,510)
“lack the verbal or literary reqmsxtes for Qrgnmzat_fmal skills; neither dn

" they tend to be comfortable with the formal: methods of doing business in
.~ organizations.” Finally, the disadvantaged view life very pessimistically and .

‘(Brager, 1965, p. 510), “they tend to

have little hope of delwerance Thu

retreat from struggle. . . Such deféatism, resulting in a lack of participation,

pradu:es -a loss of mter‘est in- c}mngmg their conditions.”
The third, and final, cAuse Brager advancéd to explain the lack of palltlcal
ong the dlsadvantaged was 'the strueture of commu

causing the disadvantaged to feel dominated in those organizations;. conse-
vantaged ‘either withdraw or refuse to join.

anizations are staffed by the middle clasrs )

Lack of political participation among the dlssdvgntag-ed'has pfﬁf@und '

Eunséquences ‘and perhaps-is the primary’ Enusé of poverty (Ferman, et al,,

" 1965). People become disadvantaged, not because of, negative’ persunal
V:,charm:terlstms but because (Ferman, et.

L, p. 219) they are - i
; . subjected to the action of :external forces which deprive‘them o
adequate income. Those external forces determine the’ avgilabxhty ‘of
jobs and skill training, wage scales, size of transfer. payments, avail-
ability of training, race diseriminatioh, ete. ’I"hey are part of the -total
i ﬁmctmmng of the American political ecénﬂm By and large, (they)

* receive the smallést share-of the nation’s ecnnnmlc resources’ and the *

least adequate community resources. They have the weakest voice in the.
'declsmn making prncessea which govern resource ‘alloeation, :

E mic Cﬁararte‘rmhts i]f the Disadve anlngéd

ThE llterature ‘on the disadvantaged indicated that the' dlsadvaﬁtaged are -

degply embedded in a poverty subculture. Hence, they.are dt a' great dis-
advantage in ﬂbtgmmz a favorable economic status. Their, level of education,

im statistics for the disadvantaged omerge in the economic picture
of the nation. Table 3; which compares-these economié¢ ctharacteristics of the’
(llg&d\'aﬁtﬂgﬂd versus the total US pupula,mﬁ is based on gtstlstms re-
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s pnrnr}' full-time- wm‘l{ (U S: Bu"réau Qf tEE’GE:nEus. 1975)

Table 3,

. _simply not able to wo
and-64 whc: did not we
were reqult‘Pd to kee;} ho

tmn 1'973 Vi9775) stle 3 mdltates the tﬂtﬁl 1973 U 8. pgpulatmﬂ campare«i !
to the disadvantaged papulatmn in terms of employment, status of famlly ’
héad, source of faﬁu]y incéme, and work experience.

¥}1=rfg:ﬂﬁj to Erﬂplﬁ}TﬂEntvstgtus af famlly head, Tahle 3 reveals thnt, 41

Frequency dlstrlbutmn uf E:umlﬁue characl&nstlm of the dmiﬂvan-
fly 'hsra:tenstlcs,

1973‘ !

Dlndvimnpd
Percent.

E

Fzrceng of

Soeial o .
arin , Ch;mﬂeriiﬂr. Total US

of of Total No. Disade—. -
A e ;. Population! - vnnlagfd Fupul;llnn vantaged

'Nufﬁbef of pefsans in US -~ 207,621 22, 973  1L1- & —

’ Emplg}rment status of fmmly -

- head (March 1974) ° . . S e

"~ Total number of families’ 55,053 4,828 88 —_
_Presently employed - i 41,780 1,989 48 ¢ 41.8.7 .
Presently unemployed 1,345 - 263 185 . .54
Not in labor force ™ . 11,006 2,560 -233 53.00 |
It Armed Farctfs : .7 - g2 . 16 - 1B . 3

Source of family income J,_,,,,,f, i o

Earnings and other mcnme .06 62.0
304 - 360
W:::rk gxperlence (22-64 years) 7.8 e
\Vurkerl full tlme, full year 23 - -
. Y
165
3,712 1,224 330 300 .
8¢ . 18626 - 2,317 . 124 57.0
schu' V. ] ) ) 680 .- 151 222 .03
o [, wurk ) 42—}1 o 148 35.2 .Dé

pEFCEﬂt of thuse p"aple ail that, they were unablé to flnd wnrk Slmllﬂrly, 53 _

‘peveent of the heads of families 'indicated that-they were not in .the ]Ebﬁ!‘

force. In the minds ~° many there is a link between laziness ang pmverty
However, the data in jzile 3 indicate that many of the dlsadvantsged were
. Thie great majority of those between the ages of 22:,
i 1973 were either'ill or disabled (30 percént) or
2 and lrmk Eft.El’ chlldren (57 pErcent)

Vf'amxly income, leen the ek ‘mp!uyment stst,us Gf the famlly héad it is
. rmt surpnsmg that a lgrge umke' {39 percént) of the dlsadvantaged famlllea




. . had no earnings in 1973, existing only on, “other income” (welfaré).
w57, In regard to work experience, Table 3 indicates a .far hlghEr rate of
unemployment for the disadvantaged than for the nonpoor. Indegd a full 50
. percent of the disadvantaged between 22 and 64 years of age did not work at
' all in 1972, Anderson and Niemi (1969) and additional statistics of the U.S,
° Bureau of the Census reported that of those poor who do work a dispropor-
"= - tionate number are hmlted to- work in semi-skilled and unsk' ed eggéggriesic S

antage :‘E" }ear—}ﬁmg, Ehey‘,,
pmrarty Thug, fnr those persons poverty was ‘the rEsult oi‘ lnw paymg jaba
Other e¢onomic.characteristics of thei p DOT nut mdmated m Table S are the
physical environment, mobility, a
environment first; it is only. to
Enﬂr@nment of crumbling  build

fur‘ther than PrMucxng cmly unp
‘ential w 38 brs.n;h (lljﬁ as

,Y
istie thnt dcmma the mdwxdual tu ecnnﬂmlc madequacy "Insular pcsverty
" relates to the physical environment in that it refersto widespread poverty -
in whnle ecommunities or whole regions, such as urban EhEttDE or the Appala-
.chians, In, such areas, employment opportunities may be! nonexistant or
3) wrote th&;

ted to low pmd smd unskxlled jobs, Ferman, et al, (1965

; P

- and the energetic, leaving the community with unskilled, ng diversified
IR . labor forcé, a situation. that makes futurE economic redevelcxpment of the
.  community even more difficult. . -

- 'With regard to the mobility “of the dlsadvantaged one must ‘distinguish
: “between the rural dnd the urban poor. In their review. of the research on ' .- N
e mahlhty patterns. among the poor, Anderson and Niemi (1969) fourd that o 1

" 'the disadvantaged in rural areas were generally immobile while, in ean- :
trast, the urban poor were very mobile, S :
The mcbxllty of the rural poor probably stems from the tradltmnal nature
.of rural areas. The rural poor are long accustomed to the distinct local cul-
_":"'. ture and vidlue set. Furthermore, they are rooted to their hames by strong
‘ \ bonds of ﬁ-xéndshlp and kinship ties. Thus, with their focal point on the
-traditional family ‘home, one wmxld assume that rural dlsﬂd\rantaged families + ~
- are highly immobile. T
--In contrast, the mnjgrxty of the urban poor are rontleas Attracted to urban .
: nreas by the opportunities created by . the. industrial revolution, the
poor- ha\re severed their bonds to thexr fradltmnal home und thu%, are hlghl}r»
" mobile. = :

- Tr;mspaﬂ:atmn is the.fi nal eﬁunumlc charactenstlc used tn chara:térme
the poor. Inthat regard Eatchhelder (1971) and the New York-Times (Febru-
 ary 13, 1976) ‘argued that the urban and rural poor have cunsmerably lesa

access to pubhc and private tranﬁp@ﬁatmn than do other segments of * -

.39
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LT soélety, and that thlE lack of transpoﬂatmn imposes severe economic hard-
’ . ships. . Batchhelder and the New .York Times pointed out that the lack of
. transportation not only prevents the poor from finding and commuting to
. jobs, but also dlseourag&s mdustry from Egtabhshmg new plants in their .
area.
i " Thus, distinet social, psychological, political mxd eccmnmlc chgractenstma
| . - combine to serve as ‘a network of intérrelated concepta emplnyed in deserib-
ing the. _concept of poverty and those who are in a condition of poverty (i.e,
the- d!sadvﬂﬁtaged) as it is conceived and artieulated in this research. These .
four chs:actenstlé; were used as criteria to: (1) identify, and screen the.r-...
T Epulﬂtmn\ and - sample of the study, (2). characterize DFF, and (8)
Tmbltlg icnships between selected dependent variables (RDM, avail-
fid-eredibility. of mediafinformation scources, and degree of
persnna! m’fﬁr,matm' saur\:es)

arrive at prefgrred ends ,,,,,,, £
integral part of human li mg Eac.h mdundual is involved in a ‘éontinus
gequence of deglsmns from hia first to his last walcmg moment of each ¢ .
Tannenbaum (1950) recogm;ed that uncenscious or partlally eonseious ¢ T
- choices are made, but concluded that deciasion-making®is mvalved when these '
decisions are q:nmcmu; g
cisio r rational or irrational (th.chﬁeld ‘19563, Thase dlmen-

© sions af decisién-making may be viewed as a :antmuum. with ratisnal
end and ;irrational at the other. The efforts of the present stugy were to
ascertain the relative degee of rationalfirrational dlmensmﬂa in DF’F’s
de:lsmn-ma}gmg

' 1943) Yet demgmﬂ-ma}u; 4
mdwlﬂua] and thE fam y that 1

R t:rgam;mg fscts and resources, deﬁnmg abjéctlves, dnd ldentlfymg a el mac- .
tie point at which decisigna. should be made and actions should be taken., - . |
The process used both to conceptualize and to measure decisio aking
- among DFF ecnompassed a series of actions to include the subprocesses ‘of
5. (1) orientation—being aware of goals or problems; (2) observation—seeking = |
information; (3) analysis—analyzing and choosing alternatives; (4) imple- . .. -
mentatmn—actmg, and (5) feedbackand adjustment—renssessing the'
choite and accepting its consequences. The related literature of decision-
makmg suggested that, more often than not, ‘the DFF . may arrive at deci- .
sions which are far from rational. For purposes of this study, rationality was &~
-defined as the degree-of conformity to a process of decxgmn-makmg—the more’
rational the_family decision-making, the more closely they were hkely tE
- follow a process involving the five previously cited subprocesses.”
Figure 3 was designed to facilitate understanding of the mterrelntedneﬁs
of the five subprocesses undergirding the decision- making process. Din-
. grammatieally, the figure relates the selected psychological’ and social factors
to the ratmnahty of specific major farm and Yome deejslrms made by DFF,
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a EPECIF ? declslﬂn be plu;‘ked fmm, lts mi

Eclgl;:ms and dwa%’ced from lts eansequences fqr gubsequent.

~ Tnternal Fgeiﬁ;;- -
¥ ¥ -

l ; l Psyehnlnglca‘iFaﬂursJ 1
Vol Py . Pt

- Ratm’” htgmf M or Farm or' Home } De:xgmns |

‘IMJ‘

. J 'esentatlpn nf the. declsmn-malgng proces
Afactorg related to DFF'S deg’ree of ratmnaht.y in mak, 1z faﬁ'ﬂl
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'lﬁcal]y fq;- Ehls stud
; nns, nntéd as sncml facturs, and Lhe psycho]eglcal

| anl
made by a DF‘F, T !

) The discussion: ﬂmt fnlltst trest,s the ﬁve subpmcésses af

amund whmh ratlgnsht} Bf DFF ‘was measured : =

Orrentatmn LT I

" Based ‘on the repm‘ted fmdmgﬁ. DFF demsmn m kEt‘S seem to be VEEUEI}’
.awaré-of pru!blem§, restless and unessy. abmlt eoncerns, but t far from deﬁmtwe
_about the specific problems or goals that are the basis for their decision- . .
makmg (Weller 1966). Long- range ga:ds seldom are a part of thexr repertoire
".and ‘those goals. verbalized are at best fuzzy, unclear genershzatmﬁs rather
"“than sharplyfmmséd ab;::f:twaq toward-Which defini teps mlght be’ planned
or, tsken . : B : }

'bservatinn' - ,,
‘ Physical mobili i
téléphﬁmes and ele:tr c:lt;. ,,upled w:th a _]aund,eed nften rem:tmnal under=
gt.ﬁﬁdmg t::f the rulés uf‘ gavemmental égEﬂElEE and nther services- now__.,

é thgse sﬁurces
,,atwe goals and -

- snswers to pmbléms mnst of whlch l’mve been “pmven“ by thE test ij tlmE"
ake on something nf “tHe aatred" 88 they hsve béen perpetu‘.ated

SlﬁEE many dlsadvantﬁged farmhes are ﬁmctlu Elly ﬂhterata it wguld
: 1 | information would- have ‘a.minimal interest or valueto.
thﬂm Newspapersr prgbably would not be-a regular source of mfarmatlan e
regularly” dehvered to théir doors, and neither :
would have 5|g‘mﬁcant lmpact for either introducing new ldeas or rElrLﬁ::rcmg IS
'\ new ldeas g'leaned f'rum cher saun:E . ¢ -

"*vs’ SD g
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Telewsmn a

50 dxgta?ted and mad)ﬁed by th', r con: .
i= understarding of thgxr resgurces &ﬂd.

ons as, the fac;‘, T
nspnrtatlon T

course is éither- ac;epted or re_]eeted and canstitutes the extent of the analysis
;- made.-Extensive time is rarely spen in the business of analyzing and we:gh-l
_ing any number of relevant alternatives. ‘Instant decisions, or those requiring
only a few dayss are an accepted factor in their lwes==an antlcxpgted mam-
fests,tmn ‘'of their "nuw orientation. T TS A R
3 Implementatmn

-makmg prm‘:ess “one may .assume that DFF ﬁnﬁ, )
ir declsmnsdxﬁ" ult (Reeder, 1965 Weller, 1965) The

vwas'sdaptéd rom de,Els develnped by Be:lg (1960)"3:11‘3 Rag’ers and Sh
maker (1971). As mdlqated by Figure 4, theé model conceptualizes. communi-
: _astmn as. &prutess that includes the elefiiérits of: (1) an infermation “goyrce” ) L
- that encodeés a message, (2) a ‘ﬁessagg" to be traﬁsmxtted, (3) a *“channel”. \tg U e
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I v, e 7 . B . ) '.w;

‘mtended for the réceiver. In this study educatmﬁl'xal ﬂrgamzatlons and agenc,es /.
(E‘.DA) repréesent the source. There aré fuur faetprs associated with the-source/
ieation: ) ides, (3 l-mowledg!e level; and (4) .
pasntlun "within a soei ,-t:ultural context. :B rlu (1960) ‘argued. that~ hEIEIE ST
- factors have great mﬂuence on the fidelity 3 d content of the message!-
_ In this study the people comprising the s;juff:e (EOA) nre-the prm;(ucts of "
their social- cultursl context. Thus, the égmmunncatnun skllls and/attltudes
Soff E@A prubahly reflect the middle:class hackground of the peopleistaffing .
. 'them. Further, the knowledge' level .6f -EQA represents thE"jEduEBtional
1 prugramélmfurmatmn that the dominfnt socmlxcultursl furcEs deem da, r-
" ! able to disseminate.”™ . f o i
_The second major ele:nent identi Ed in Flg‘urE 4 15 the, message, A rmﬁsage
15 defned as the sctual physlcsl rn-dur.-t nf the saurge fn verbsl cQ; mun’ s

elected by EDA to bE
s the ~decigions which -
ing both codes and

] maﬁner i whlch the mesp,,_:..;

the medmm used by EDA t'-
mvulvé emher seelng, hesring tuut: ng, smellmg, or tsstlng Interpersu al

i ﬂppErEntly f;gh amnng the dlsadvantagedi-
©- %." @Greenberg’s (1972 p. 6) survey- of the communi
" -urban dlsadvanLaged revealed that: o

R = .95 percent. of the low-income urban househulds had at least oné TV sot’
S, .7 . —Almost.100 percent of the households had at-least one radio ° . .
S 50-75 percent.of the households had dt. least one daily newspaper .
- - ‘- avdilable regula , :
—The average 1
" able regularly’ )
T}ms, one may conclude that, while- dlsadvantsged hausehulds are poor, they

are not_media poor. S - B 5

enwmnment of the

black family .had two black pe:rm&mals avanle_ '




[, SOCIALCULTURAL CONTEXT OF DISADVANTAGED PARN PAMILIS
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whe muet deeade the’ meseege Jeet as"cemmumeetmn skllls, attltudes, Eﬂd
: knewledge ;nﬂuenee the way. m whleh EOA eneede messeges, they e]se -

(rather than the ebstraet) cambme to prevent them TO
m wr)tten and 'erbel expreeemn

' ';pte (Anderson and Niemi, 1969' . Snéden,
= 197(1) Them dependency, habits 6f submissian;lack of verbal facility, lack of ~
-gkills end knuwledge, end ﬂ"lE. eerly experlenee ef fﬂllul‘E in eeheul Ell -con-

The amg‘mnt uf knewledge thal: DF‘F‘ pessess is a feefer effectmg the -

deeu-dmg patterns. Obviously, the greater the knowledge the greater their_
. ablhty tn eerreetly deegde messages It is tu he expected thet tbe lew levels

" cause t.heu- knpwledge level tu be nermw (relatlve to that of mdn:duels in 5
the lsrger society). _ﬂfi . L
—ialseultural cor té’xt ef DFFT

‘alsu a feeter that aﬁ‘eets then' eemmum-

s enmmumeate dgfferently, whleh m t.urn exerts a greet mﬂuenee nn the
© v . . effect of the message. This study memteme that the disadvantaged exlst ina
T Snelelxeulturel context of the poverty subculturel thit members of that sib-
‘eulture are eh,araeteﬂzed by distinet - social, psyehelugﬁeel pelitleal ‘and
eeeﬁemlc eharacterlsmes W'hen a_source outside the poverty subeulture
npts . to . commu sadvantaged social-cultural bernere
may arise that xmpede commuriication. There is reazon to believe that t.he
social- cultural context of ‘DFF pre;hspesee them’te reject new mfermat.len :
snd preetleee, ie,, te be "leggarde A . . . S (“ L
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ication model is the effeet of rﬁé’ mg
M- mdkmg. More 'apECI Iy, doé

rexéaré -hased
5 on the mter—*

ctl\m Edutxltlﬁﬂﬂl c:nm' umeatmh
Unfm l:,um\it:'lg,vi 5

< (1971, p. ) t.u:d thg e ;umept% tn mmmumcatmn when they wmte that "nnef )
af th obvious | )

\3 huween a,
thE lmlrvniual

! _dary_ :md attempt mmm' nica
) thEmselveg th‘ ;

. 'in ohe context uml dEL‘GdEd in anét
_the d’;s‘lgram shown ‘in FlE‘ulE 5.

. n

_ FIELDOF EX

~~-Bource —"|Encoder

ies invalved

in érns'Sséuiturn\l C-
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1) mu-st he in - t:um:
m tune“ when Lh Y

: can- deem]e rmly i tgrms of
, If we hive never learried any Russian, ‘we
in that language: If an African ‘tribesman .
- irplane; he can on tode the sight of a*
pl; “terms" ﬁf whateve (perience he has had. The plane may- seem
= to hiim to be a bird, and’ the ayiator a god horne on” wings. If the circles
have's large area in common,.then communication is éasy. If the .Gircles |
do not meet—if there has béen no commeon experience—then comm
“cation:is impossible. If the circles have only a small area in commo
that is; if the e ences of source.and destination have been atriki
" unlike—then lt is going- m be- very dlff ult m get an mtended meanir

g t study _thﬂt differences’ in " soecial;
-paychulagmal ‘and pnhtlcal characteristics rnake the fields of exp
" the:poor. and  the:larger sociéty widely duzergent (and thus. heter
Damel (IBEE p. 29). palnted out’ the differences’in those fieldz
*7 In'one set nf expenenees 'one has three balanced meals per day
-the ‘other one is lucky to gg!: one daily. plate of beans -and a piece of

. “bread. One has individual beds, and the-other has to share a bed with two
‘EISEETS ind & ‘brother..One goes’ in for regular medical and dental check-

views a- dnctﬂrs bill as mlssed meals

rteraphnhe rela jonship. between the ;mr
. : ty, formidable barriers exist to the cnmmumcatmn and
T diffusion df i mm:nr ns. That situation has led to the use of “change agents”.
Y. - who, ace rding to Spicer (1952, p. , area new kind of specialist .. 1

spreadnz‘knnwlalge and prai‘tnee beyﬂnd the snmll wnrld of thE L‘n]lege!

educatey o
K Chanfe agents attempt tD alter trﬂ.dltmnal ways by demnnstratmg the’
e advanthges.of putting into practice recent innovative discoveries. However,
" % heterophily exists”whéen the change agent interscts with the di advantaged

1 subecultures A cultural gap, leading to communication barriers ari hérei
additional enmmumcatmn sources are needed to transfer info on to the
.dléadvantaged { ce,’ “memn legders" most often’ constitute the addi-
tional communicat

n sources invoelved in the transfer- of information to a =
. target audience. The characteristics s of npimon leaders are well defined in-the -
" relevant literature, except for the issue of so ial -status. Some writers (Katz,
1957, Engel - ul., 1968) mmnt.»}m that opinien leaders are of the samé sm:ml o
status as those they influence.  Others’ (Rogers, 1 9) " arjme- that- opinion
high | f-linkage was used in this
“study to e:mmmu to what extent: additional communication sources ¢ause the-:
. :disadvantaged to be ‘si)pdl’dté{] from résenrch-based sources of information,
" Thé concept-was alsc used as the basis for comparing the characteristies of

) .- -interpersonal sources of information (opinion leaders) with those of DFF..

¢ For purposes of this study, linkage is defined as the

© - personsl _rélstiqns that facilitates the transfer-or relay cf mfnfmatmp from
‘a source to u destination, as lllustrated in Flgure 6. The: 'lmkage madel

6 R

M

5 wherein

| chain of intér- -




Research-Based
- Information_Source

* -Source

) . éi‘ls-mge A:g'eﬁt'fAssuiialéﬂlv
——— — with Research-Based
lnﬁ:rmatlun nurce

‘ 'Stagé D _ ,,
- Bource

. X Voo . .
, " Salesman or Other . . = ./~

. Souree ‘Commercial Individual "
P:Séziiiog —_— —fe | = Local Opinion Leader.
" Stage A _ e | -Family-Friends- *  ~ -

Source . *—“*\ = - \ Neighbors L .
Ah - / - ‘

C

B L - Dlsadx sntgged Rural e L ;
. Communication lFsrm Family )
\ - Feedhack U - v B
N, i T : f
¢~ . .Figure 6. Schem, t :'dxsgram of possible linkage betu{een a research based
foE e mfnrmatmn source snd edi sadvantagei farm famlly . .

'-reprasents thasg cammumcatmn sources, “or lmks that may be involved in.

passing mt‘ﬁrmatmn from -the .résearch-based source .of DFF (ﬁgure ).

‘The word “may" is emphasized since not all of the sources. mdu:at;ed by the

"=~ broken Cll‘ClES\ need be involved. In fact, i e instances the information

- .- 'may be trans r’éd directly from the reséarch based source to the dxssdvsn=

- ) t’.aged In other- sltuatmns twg, three, o1 3 cambmatmns ﬂf snurces msy

- volved-in the rélay: The model- was
-standmg of the concept of lifkuge and not to regresent xts ar.-t.ual m:t:urrence
Allp-urt and Postman (1947) ‘contended that after five or slx t.ran%mlsgmns a

mEssEgE loses a larg-e percentage of.its details, . - . )

4,52.&:,1 in this sectmn—puveﬁ.y, decnslun mskmg,'_ o ,

commu ,lcat.mn and lmkagemaerved as the bases from which were, genératéd . ! '

‘ the ah;ectwes and design of t}i\’study S / :

D e,
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- ‘project. - -
' ‘In addltlcm, the resear h te

Taaaccnmphsh t.hxs x:':ertgm \:ategunes must be- desxgﬂed on t’he ba i of the‘f
felatlgnshlps of the Db_]ectwes to the content; the content then is classlfled; ;
'Daed accnfdmg ta the desxgned categurles Such .was theAcsse in. thls.:f'

,axsr-.:;——z.’na : =

o 2 Identlfy ng the, Dlsadvantaged A:éa fm: Sfud,y o
" The dlsadvantaged area in North Carolina de]meated for thls study'evolved S
fn:nm a spemal aﬂalysls of Nnrth Carclma cnuntx v )

; gn announcement ldentifymg 33 muntles in Nafth Camlma as bémg eligib )
- for participation ini the P‘ublm Works and Economic Development Act of 1965
R (EDA) funds under Titles I and iv. Flgufe 7 shows the loeation of thE coun="" ‘-
- ties identified as eligible f‘or\such funds-under the two titles. - .

ol Whereas - Tltle I of the EDA dealt with “Grants for Public Works and- .
acilities,” ’I‘ﬂ:lé IV focused on “Area snd District Ehg:blhty R
1ent- Amas " T{ltle IV provided the basia for identifying the
nncéntratmn of Nurth Caralma DFF m::luded in this study. L=

.Develupmént
+ for Redevel
aréa of ; msgo

§

Area Selectmn C'r:term i ',t'

util zed m desxgnatmg reﬂevelnpment areas r The seven
cntermrweré cnnstmct;ed fmm certain . sc;cmecnngmm characterlstxcs that
antaged aﬁd sérved as the basxs far con- .

11 12) - :
rxlsted‘ substantxal an

IV were (Puhlm Wﬁrks 1971
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o tmﬂ! @z la:ge mne&nﬁ‘atmn af ln income pergcms, (b) mral dreas hgviﬁg :
aubntantlal‘_ﬁutmlgrstiﬂn* (c) aubstantml unemplayment ‘or (d) an g tual ar: ’

tles Thug the ares thh the g?eateat cangentratmn i;:f DFF was in nnrth-

eastern Nnrth Carolina, Based on th'g:;sgsumptmn and the eriteria Emplﬂyed

by the North Carolina EDA office-in identifying counties E]lglb]é for EDA

ﬁmds, northeastern North Carolina was sglec:ted as the area to be treated -
.. in"this atudy The next decision was how to select’ the t‘:ﬂuﬂtlES lﬂcgted wn:hm :
j:hia:e&tﬂbe meluded in'the study.

F:l@t C'mmty Selea:tmn

. _Te locate ‘the specifi¢ ‘counties in ﬁurtheastét‘n Nnrth Cgﬁ:ilma t,u bE in- ,
. L‘luded m the study, a rlgﬂrﬁus et nf 15 ’terla was develup&d tu gulde in

¥
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1 ,emplayment higher than the natienal level;~
‘ Median years of education cnmpleted by thgsrz 135 and over
1 he natmnslmedxan level uf IDByesrs ] -
. 6. Twenty pereent | me
] than 5 years of achooling,, - e
1. Flﬁ:y percent or more of its hnusmg units Iackmg s0me or all plumbmg
facx,xtxes or dilapidated. e poo-
- B. ‘Beventy- five percent or mnre of its pnpulatmn resldmg in rural aress, .
: Flfty percent br.more of the total _population non-white. . T
; i.or more hnusmg units. thh more thsn 1, Dl pexsons ' |
; : o1
!115__Twenty percent ‘or more nf children under 13 yesrs tlf age hvmg in '
broken homes.. "
12, Thlﬁ¥ percent or'more of its tntal lsbur f‘an:e in agrlculture
13, “Fercentage of practlcmg physmgans per: 100,000 population léss Lhan
the national norm. e
{, Percentage of_ mfam deaths- per IOD 000 ]we births. greater thah ‘the
natmnal norm. l {
.. 15, An estlmaled 12 per;‘ent or mm'e of‘ ﬁut mlf:ratmn bgtween 196@ and
19‘70 .
Based on lhEEE 1% ci‘itéria ahd -eligibility of EDunties fo'r EHA funds, data
;fwere I:ﬁmplléd fm- 12 . "t*es lm:’ted in, nartheasterﬂ N-Br’th Camlma :

on the basxs of the 15 i;rll,erla BEl‘tlE Hﬂhfaﬁi. and Ngﬁ:hsmpton fEll m the
* upper quaﬁ;lle. Fourteen of the 1‘5 crltena wey{ss et by : S
" ton’ couﬁtlés } shows the lncatu‘m of the

i)

3. P{:puia ion |d Sample

ADFF Wy defined 15d I, WiTe) anile
and méetmg the cﬂte ia \;f (1) fsrmmg a I

umt, i:f g acres or. less Fr@ whmh a t, tal aﬁnual rEturn nf ‘!250 or more wag
realized; and- (2) havmg- an income below the eligibility standard s st .in. 1972
for thE Nnﬂh Carnhna Social Servn;es\and Stgmp Program’ (l E 4 SED per-

% o Smce 95- pEn:Ent of thE total v universe of !'S.rms in the three selécted countlés
were included on the rolls of the Agrlcultural St,abx zatmn and Cﬂnsewannn )
- *Semcfg (ASCS) assxstance was" requested

. _cﬂuntlés Supphéd ‘a hst gf sll far‘mers whi;\ were farm g 50 acres or 1_355 in
: fthElr rEEpECthE i;nuntles Thls hst meluded thE na i ’

i j,ASCS ﬂfﬁl‘:é mansger amj pEPSB, 1
) list of names’ knewn not'to meet crite i Establlshed for the pmjett ) .
Permission to mvt\he pErsmmEl from-the Noﬁ;h Carolina Department uf
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thén were taken tc: the Sm:lal Senrlce Dlrectnr in’ Ezu:h gf the counties. me
0 nty hst of purged names, ‘the:lécal ‘Social Service Director tdentified
all thQSE who were currently partmpntmg in the Food Stamp Program; all
~those who at some time had partlcipated in the program; and .all thoze who
R had made application, but for some reason were not approved. This second
I = netted 113 families in Bertie, 290 in Halifax, and 44 in Nﬁr’thnmptaﬁ ‘
DR URR identified with the Foud Stapys_Program. Remaining on each county’s
e .purged ASCS list weére persons who were not [Et‘:ElVlng food -stamps, but-
' farming 50 acres or less. which netted 101 for Bertie, 329 for Halifax, and
172 for Northampton. A stratified random sample of 25 food stamp. recipient
ol families and 25 nonrccipient families was drawn for each county from the
e " two aforefnentioned lists. Cross-indexing the Tood stamp lists with the ASCS
‘ lists helped assure that at least 50 percent of the sample to be interviewed
st .. met the income criterion set for the project. : B
In addition to three county samples of 25;each from the food stamp and
~nanfood . %tamp lists, a back-up -sample also, was drawn for Bertie and
Halifax counties. The subsample in NDrthampmn ‘County was. made. up “of the
remaining 19 families in the total population of 44 for the county. These -
_ subsamples were to be used in case any of the-original samples failed to meet
the criterin after being subjected to screening questions. This proved to - .
be the case in the field, and part of the Subsample was used, A sample size of . o
150 DFF was thought to be all that time and resources would permit the .
project to undertake. Three criteria were developed to screen the population o
“for income, size of farm, and _family .(man and wife domiciled togethar), Of - ' -
the 294 DFF selectedl as pass:ble subjects for the study, 130 DFF met all the - ' ’
eriteria for participation in-the study (SEE‘ Appendix "A, Schedule No. I,
Settmn I fm ereemng questmm) : .

5tzatlﬁcatmﬁ
Df the saample an SQEI‘II Sarvme Fi:md Stamp part.n:xpants shlftéd the absaluté
v L frequency counts of qunhﬁed families. The final distribution of participating
. 27 DFF by county is shown.in, Talle 1. Rather than having exactly one-third
N . of the respondents in c;mh county, Bertie had 32 percent; Halifax, 43 per-

.cent:; and Northampton, 25 percent of the respondent, DFF in the final.

sample population.

e Table 4. Distribution of respondent disadvanta_géd farm families, by county. e
7(: w ___DFFE =
ounty — — e
j 7 i - N B % .
" 'Bertie - . 42 32
s . : Halifax - . ’ 56 43
"+ Northampton 32 25

Total - " 130 100 - Tl

',,superamrgrand 20- dlﬁﬁd\ antaggd hamemak&r%) who clted‘thﬂsmaaf a_-
son whn prgv‘lded them with mfmmatlml used m mgkmg an lmpﬂrtant

55
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- homemakers w

© obtain dgta regarding’ the six previously stated research objective

“~-years_in present tenure arrangements. Most of these chara
‘. measured by"gimpleﬂ_ ¢ itmg" le%ﬁunses Hnwever, the messuremerﬂ""

. of level of living,

elected from that population to serve as the bench mark
om which to trace the linkage between interpersonal sources of information
ng farm dnd home decisions and r reh-based information

frr
used in maki
30UrCes.

4. Designing the Re :h Instrument
A research instrument, specifically designed for this study, was used to

characteristies of DFF; (2) kinds of décisions made hy DF‘F‘ (.i) ration

uf the DF‘F dEL‘lSan mnkmg prmess (4) the gvai a

: DF‘F used in makmg dgc' ions ami rese n;h husﬁl mfﬂrmatlun
sources; and (§) the relationship of felected sociopsvchological variables to
fatlgﬁnhty in dEEl'ilDﬂ makmg' to avmlabiht}, uﬁﬂg&, smd éredlblhty of

opy of the

cted Lhal;u;teu ties (sm_mt_ulmml psyghulngiciii Lmd pulmt_al I;‘hllr-
4 uf indiy uluals and %m_’ reconontic charact
ize the DFF who QOmPl’HE(] the tu(iy
: —age, edueation, emplny

uf resnlpnce on presént farm.

ten;d tct vote, . Q\\.E(l in 1913 Elgctmn and knnw electe(l representatwes and
socioeconomic—ethnie back;:round income, level of living, family health
index, number in household, type of household, tenure arrangements, and
' ' ! teristics were

pre‘senclf’uturg value orien

for h;wmg each uf thg fnll W mg ltems- (m wmk ng :gmlltwﬁ,); electriec or gas
stove, electric rerator, cold running water in the house, hot
running” water in the house, bath or shower, kitchen sink, vacuum cleaner,
washing machine, window air conditioner, humr; freezer, wing machine,
tel ion, radio, and telephone. An additional 1 peint each given if the

faumily received these itérms regularly: daily newspaper, weekly newspaper,

farm maguzine, and other weekly or mnnthly agmme% Dn& pmnt W
if there were more rooms in the hous
A maximum score of 21 was possible. Ilata were callnm&cl hy plﬂemg appmxh
mately Equul numbers of . DE‘F mtu each of three categories: low = 4.9;
medium = 10- H: md hlg‘;h =

The family
~eard that it
aps, illnesses. and “dental proble
health ingurance, and the amount nf money
Depending on the contex stion, responses _were -'ii:Dl’Ed as
1,7 2 or LT Data were cnllap

given

::nm! Thl'a 17- quustmn lmlcx gnthen;d mfurmatlgn 1*ega,rt,lmg
medieal and dental treatment,
spent annually on family health.

G4 . I , .

ltht}l‘

e
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bers of DFF into each nf three categnneg lnw = (-3, medium = 4-6, and
. high = 7-9.
. The Moon- MecCann (1968) variation of Chapms (19‘?8) social participation
scale was used to measure social participation. The scaling procedure called
fcir E.ssxgnmg a score uf "1" fnr each membershlp m an nrgamzstmn “2" for
a:md “3" ftr each ‘office or c&mmlLtEE post hEld Thus. any farm uperﬂtur or
homemaker could earn a maxlmumﬁﬁsc{me of “6" for any one organization
"in which they participated. The. total scorés could rgnge from zero to 36
Three levels were, Establlshedslnw = 0-11, medium = 12-26, and high =
27-36. N
The Munn—\IeCann (1965) adaptation of the Guttman tﬂé anomie scale
_developed by Srole (1956) was used to measure anomie. Six statements were-
" posed to the respondents, with responses scored: agree = 1, don't know =
2, and disagree = 3. The minimum possible score was-“6,” with a possible
. maximum of *18."_The lower the score the higher the'level of anomie or
normlessness, Three levels of anomie were Estabhshed=lgw = 14- 13 medium
= 10-13, Bnd high = 6-9. 3 :
The matmmentatl n to measure prgsent[future value nrlentgtmn was
- - ' .. adapted from Rosen {1956), who measured time values with a’ sérles of care-
fully worded -statements desigried te ascertain an individual’s ‘'specific time
" orientation. Seven of Rosen’s statements were adapted to provide a.present/
future value orientation scale, The question of response set (Kerlinger, 1964)
was cﬂnsndered and ﬁve Df th’ 'seven queznnns asked (1 .:3 4, 5, gndcﬁ) were

: qﬁestmns were develgpgd tg be answered pasltlv&ly. Si:m-mg in. the mtél‘-
’ews ‘was based on: Agree = 1: Uncertain ¢= 2: and Disagree = 3 for
" negatively wnrded 1tems For positively- wardEd items the scaﬂﬁg was based
‘oR: Agree = tain = 2; and Disagree = 1, The scoring limits for the
responses were 7 and 21 The hlgher the ascore the greater the future value
jrientation. Scores were grouped into Lc}w = 7-12; Medium = 13-16; and
- /High = 17-21 categories. ; s -

Dr&wmg fmm the hterature on farm and home management, a cnmprehen- :
, sive tentative classification of farm and home decisions was generated and-
déﬁned (L‘Sltegcprles and definitions WEI‘E finalized cmly after careful pretgsjtmg )

- thfég m’ the most 1mportant deelsmng l‘ﬂﬂdé in fsmgng 'ur hnme a ‘
.- :during the past 12 months. From the two' or three decisions identified,
ey \Eapﬂﬁﬂénts were asked tg Elté thé one mast 1mpartant de;‘!smn

‘,ﬂteﬁ by t}‘e respondents in thé pn?testmg of thE mstrume\n\t allawed the
t-znt.atwe categories of decisions to be refined into final categufies to be used
ntifymg the kinds of demsmﬂs made by DFF. The resultmg faf’m and

't
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BA

: ng-the .revized definitions for each category, a panel of judE'ES com-
prised of knowledgeable individuals coded a random sample of both farm and
home decisions; the research team algg coded the sample. A comparison of the
eategorization of the panel with that of the research team is shown in Table 4.

Table 5. Judgea agfeemem with %eaesrth team's :atggﬂri;atinn of sﬁmpie '

fsrm and hgme ﬂEflElﬂﬂs

%greemen! 9‘:";

Judges - o _
: F‘aﬂn Declsmns :

COWe

= Total

Avera ge = 85.8%

Qﬂé Judge categ«:rlzeﬂ all the home sample of decisi
research team. His categorizations of farm decisions varied most widely, with
71.6 percent agreement! Agreement with home decisions was hizher (B9.4
percent) than with farm decisions (82.3 percent) for an average ngreement
of 85.8 percent. This high level of congruence supported the ¢laim that the
definitions for categories used were both reliable and valid. (See Berelson,
1952, pp. 169 174, for procedures on validating categories in content analyzis.)

Ratmnﬂl:ty of Densmn Hﬂklng

At the time th13 study was gunducted to the l‘PsEaTEhE[‘E ‘knowledge no data
had been gathered to study the rationality of ‘thé decisions made by DFF. To
obtain a consi tent measure of the RDM of DFF, a heuristic standapd_was_
developed. V the framework of the decision-making schema, sy
earlier and bas on descriptors suggested by Rieck and. Pulver‘ (,, 3

Schomaker and Thorpe (1963), a set of criteria were developed s pmvxde a
basis for measuring fhé rationality of the process of demamﬁ-makmg as con-
-ceptualized-herein. .

To reiterate, ratmﬁahty, as used in this study, is a me;\gurs
or means used to reach goals. As indicated earlier, the DFF deeision-making
process consisted of a series of actions consisting of the five subprocesses of
orientation, observation, analysls, implementation, and feedback and adjust-
mem; Rntinnn ity was measureﬂ by aseéﬁ:mnmg a score from respondents
ity to thoze subprocesses.

In pgsmg thé series af questmﬁs régardmg' rationality, the dure
suggested by Ramsey et al. (1959) was adopted: Thnge*rr:searchers concluded
::¢hat each questx n mlght better be oriented around the adoption or Evaluangn
of specific practices. Adapting. that idea, .two mtrndugtnry questmns were
developed to focus interviewees on specific decisions made. The first question
was: “What are two or three of the most important farm (home) decisiony’
that you have made during the past 12 months?’ The second was: “Of these
decisions, which one do }gu EDnsldEl’ to be the most tmpnrtant‘ one you had
to make?” .

The most 1mpgrt=nnt farmfhﬂme declsmn becsme the central idea arousd

45  >"' - D8

ns exactly as 'did the

_pf the process .



"'wh ¢h theé rgtmnallty ‘seale’ queatl re directed.” Thése ‘questionz were
© . derived from an investigation of relevant ‘literature and then refined by .

~ extensive ﬁeld testing with some 75 DFF. The scale was reduced to 12 items,
Items 1-3 tested for conformity to the subpmcess of orientation, 4-6 for
observation, 7-9 for armlysls and 10-12 for feedback and ani_]ustment Items
1-12 tested for 1mplementatmn of the specific decision cited by farm operators
and homemakers. Thus, no separate items were rpquired to test for imple-
mentation. ‘ The items were &ssumed to be. umtmensmnal ‘that is, al =~

measured the same thing—RDM.

. To contend with the poasibility of a reaponse set, 4 of ;hé 12 questions -

“r---{numbers. 3, 6, 10, and 12) were designed to be': swered negatively, The
eight remaining questions were developad to be andwered positively. A third
respanse, “dcm t km:w.” was mcluded 80 that reapu dents need nut be fm-ced

) regpgnseg were!: pnaltwelg wnfded —3 yes, 2 J;n'i; kl'mw, and 1 =.no;
negatively worded ~—3 = no, 2 = don't _}muw, and’l}=-yes. The “don’t !&now’"
responses were counted as “no responses” when the |data were collapsed. The

. resultant scale was constructed so that the respondents who answered with
© i . the appropriate eight ‘“yes” answers and appropriate four ‘no” answers
.would received a maximum (high) rationality acore Cif 36. Since both farm and
home regponses. were assumed to vary mdependently from least to most
t, was pﬂaslb]& to obtain rationality lndlces ranging fmm a low of .

‘I‘o teat t.he vah lt;y af the RDM sca}e he tclleﬁed data were subjected to =7
- factor snalyms: using the Statistieal Analysls Systéem (SAS, ,Ser\'l,e 1972)
procedures, which include the Kaiser varimax rotation and criterion (Service,
1972). Correlation matrices for the RDM items for farm operators and home-

" makers appear in Appendix G, Table 1. The factor snalysxs served a twaftﬂd
purpose: firat, it served to check on the a pridvi sss;gnment of it t
scale and, second, it provided the framework for determining the eigenvalues,- .
or measure of the amourt of variability due to each designated factor:

.One of the distinguishable bases for determining the number of significant

-factors in a scale i3 to cnnsxder all those factors that meet the statistical

"mtermn of an exgenva]ue greater than 1 OD (Kaiser, 1960) As a result of .

factora emergéd wlth ar al elgenvslues of more thaﬂ the dlszrlmmatnry
conatant 1.00 (Appendix C, Table 2). These five factors were consistent in
explaining 60 percent of the variation of the farm operators’ RDM scale and .
81 percent of the variation 4in the homemskers’ RDM scale (Appendix C, o
" Table 2). In this exercise, to amplify variation in loading and to ldentlfy )
" defining items, each item was rotated in fact@r space (Appendix C, Tables 3
+gnd 4). Items then were ranked, and thase that clustered toward the top end
of the scores were used to defme the factors (Rummel, 1970),
‘A detailed eompamson wss made, of these grouped jtems vnth the con-
ceptun! framework derived for this study. The comparison revealé o
. analysis had highlighted factors fairly -clese to théioriginal four pmceages,- L
.plus one additional factor: Combining the defining items identified for both ‘ -
_‘farm operators and homemakers revealed that two of the six defining items W
:for factor 1 were identified conceptually with the anslysla subprocess of the -
v *RDM scale. Another descriptive.term for these items might .be “time.”
-« For factor 2, three of the five defining items wers part of the study nggr—a .
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vatu:m subprncess Deq;nptwel;. these items’ rnlght alsn be- tE!TﬁEd “uutguje )

“help.”
Factor 3 also was deﬁned by thrée of the four items. These three ltEﬂlS
Eﬂﬁfgrmed to the study feedback and ml_]uqtmerit subprocess, and might alsﬂ
be: termed, “involvement® ..
Factor 4, identified as e;cplaimng some 10 p-ement ‘of the scnle variations
fc:r both farm operators’ and homemakers' RDM scale sp‘pearecl to not eon-
form to the conceptual design of the study, and was not :lntlﬂp&ted Logically,
- there appears to be_mi nsi
fai;tm* is certainly an \portant yet poorly understnud variable-
_Finally,-three-of- -the-four-henvy 16adifig items defining factor 5 were seen

' \Eiﬁk&gé Pulterns . )

to conform to the study subproeess, orientation.
Thus, the factor analysis and resultant comparison gave suPpart to the
total RDM scale/as it identified factors corresponding to each, subprocess

- originally cutlined for the study. Although the analysis Establls\hed neither

the unidimensionality .of the scale nor that of the scale subprocesses, the

results led to the conciusion that the ‘scale, as designed, had ment as :1
_ heuristic instrument for-measuring. respnndent RDM. . .

Relmbmty, “or the capacity of an instrument to cunslstently messure the

" same or a similar set of objects and tham the same or similar results, was

* not an ab]ec:twe Df this study The heuristic nature of the research mstfufnent
e t ng. Thls must bé left to later studies.

. Examination of the cumrnumcatmn patterns of DFF requlred measurement
_ of the availability, usage, and credibility of media and of the information

" . sources within those medis. ‘Availability ‘was measured by the number of

- DFF having a working TV set or radio in the home and receiving dmly news-

papers, weekly newspapers, bullet1n5=pamphlets, the ‘Farmer's Almanae, andf :

magazines. . .

Usdge was . measured ' by asking each’ farm GpEt‘StGP aﬁd Homemaker to

indicate the various sources they used in making a major decision.
A forced-choice technique-was used to measure credibility of

. sources, First, respondents were asked to choose what they p‘ErEElVEd to be
the most credible source in the mass media, Then they chose the most
_credible source in the pﬂ‘thcatmns media. Next, they chose the most credlble
source in the interpersonal media.

the mass, publications, and interpersonal media the one source they percewed
to be the most credible.

information source linkage patterns uf DFF, this reaesrﬂh

In examining th

was designed to measure: (1) the degree of linkage DFF had with resedrech- .. -

DFF with their |direct mterpersanal spurce of information, and (3)’1‘.11&
characteristics of persons who channel informatien to DFF.

To measure the‘ extent to which information used by DFF was linked tn
research-based suurces this study first identified research-bssed SOUFCES,
“then ‘traced the mtér“persunal sources that passed on information used by
farm.operators nnd homemakers in makmg important demsxc‘ms :

_based mfumatlutnurﬂés, (2) the trend ‘toward heterophily .in comparing

it-in mnsldermg this factor as “time’gressures.”’ Thls

Finally, they were asked to choose between .

]




7
Tu 'dentify resegrch-based mfn:mﬂntmn sources, a list of interpersonal
ources was- draﬁ:ed and evaluated by a panel of seven judges. From the
/ judges’ responses, & number of .sources were identified as either research- )
based or nonresearch-based (Appendix D). ’
i To trace informnation sources, the respondent was asked to identify the’
7 ‘name of his/her information source. Those persons cited by disadvantaged
. subjects‘as interpersonal information socurces were traced through five stages
(A, B, C, D and E).. . :
. The information gEnEl'BtEd by tracing the mtemerﬁannl information
- sources of the ‘respondents also served to test for heterophilic relationships
,and to profile persons who channeled information to ‘DFF.

The Relationships of Selected Socicpaychological Variables to RDM;
To Availability, Usage, and Eredlbllity m“ Hedm and lo DEgﬁ‘:E nfLmkayg
: Be!meen Infarmation Sources

’ The mstrumentatmn fur measurmg 1

} he varmbles cnnEErﬂEd wn;h the study

DFF in the 3 Lﬁuntles—duﬂng May. 1‘373 Pﬂnr to lmtlatmn nf the sufvey,
" the.local ASCS officd in each county sent a letter to’ esch family included in -
7 -the sample notifying -them that they had been selected to take part in the -
=T 'research study. and requesting ‘their cooperation. It was felt that such ad-
: vance notice of the appearance of the mterwemng teams would allay fears )
on the part of DFF of interference with current participation in any Social -
" Services program (e.g., the Food Stamp Program). Such publicity also ’
was viewed as allaying community leaders’ concern that addxtmnal govern- -
ment progrems might be xmpleménted in their ccunties.
To expedite data collection, maps were secured from the three local ASCS
offices to facilitate the location of each farm family selected for interviewing.
" The original ‘ASCS list of names from which the sample was drawn, included
--beside each name a key’ cnde that identified the location of each farm in the
county. The county maps also included the same key code as shown on the -
list of names, thus making it possible for the researchers to transfer the
location key code number- from 'the list of names inclided in the asmp]e to.
their respective location on the county maps. V-
Individual interviews of approximately one and one- half houra per farm
family were conducted by 20 two-member mtervxewmg teams.-Assigting with
the interviews were. Extensi‘::-ri‘ administration personnel, Extenaion special-

' tn:m, ﬁaﬂuste researgh assistants assxgnéa 5, the project, and county Exten- )
sion agents from the I\fnrtheastem and North Central Extension districts, A"
fuh‘nnl nnesday trammg sessmn ‘i‘as mnduct&d'w;th the mteﬁlewerg pﬂar ta

e eégh munty, xmcl the sppmxlmate lacaticm was deglgnated on the enunty map
provided each team, Each team was responsible for locating and interviewing -
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all families assigned to them, A total of 157 DFF were interviewed.

After all interviews were completed, a single code number was assigned to
each DFF. Each instrument then was carefully edited to assure that all
questions had been answered, and that the codes were clearly interpretable
for keypunch operators-to transfer the data directly from the instrument to
data-processing cards, Twenty-seven instruments were not accuratels
cuted and were discarded from the study, leaving a total of l.iD usable instru-
ments; :

All raw data were punched mt;r;) carids before collapsing and categorizetion,
.The procedure was followed to accommodate current and future researchers
who may wish to use the data, The data were keypunched and v d at the
w . ™ North Carolina State University Computing Center. After verification, the

cards were listed for inspection. Following a careful inspection of the listing,
the necessary changes were made to ujrrect errors on the permanent data
cards. : :

6. Data Analysis -

+ .. Statistical procedures used alyze , >
" cluded: (1) frequency distribution, (2) graphs, (3) chi-square analysis, (4)
multiple regression, and (5) analysis of variance. . '
Pmeeasmg nf data fﬂd the stanstmal rxrﬁ-r:edures were cm‘ﬂed rjut ‘at thE

ldssnnfy the target pupulgtmn as mEi_tmg the crlLErm fm DFF i.e., lexel Bfr
lncume SIZE nf fﬂﬁ’n and fumlly

£

Ed tu gfulde the study Thnsé 5] ,gés,g,_ T
nﬁcatmn cf the Eharﬂctenﬁtms of the population; (2) kinds of _

i Jity of the decision-making process of

DFF: (1) the avai!aEl-hty, usage. and credibility of media and information
sources within those media; (5) the deg [ link fo
-sources used by DFF in making dec and r
sources; and (6) the relationship of selected sqcmpsychulugﬁcﬂ vanablt’s tn
rationality in. decision-making: to availability, usage, and ecredibility of
media: and to déegree of linkage between information sources,

C’iﬁrﬂftél-'iﬂﬁfﬁ nf’bisadbaniaged Farm Fﬁrl-iilixé's'

The soeiveultural, psychological, politica
to describe DFF were grouped into t ;lgs! Th& I‘E%putullng’ frc
distributions and percentages were then used to deseribe family units
operators and homemakers by those characteristics, .

Kinds of Decisions Muade By Disadvantaged Farm Families

"The measurement procedure for identifying the kinds of decisions made by~
DFF involved asking each r’spcmdent to indicate lm[;l(;n tant decizsions made
during the pust 12 months. Decisicns were then coded into appropriate cate-—
gories which were identified prior to data collection.” Raw data then ng i
grouped into frequency distributions and perctntnguq for purposes of data -
dﬁ%‘ll}‘ila ;md presen .acmn

B 62
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that quantlﬁed the_, degi'ee to whu:h the déﬁl%li}ﬂ mnlﬂng confarmed tu a
process involving orientation, observatior, analysis, implementation, and
- feedback and ddjustment. The reaponses to ‘thé scale were tallied and scores
were collapsed into low, medium, and high. Frequency distributions were
used to dE\’ElQp desecriptive mfnmmtlcm regarding farm operators and home-
makers . : [

Communication Palterns . -

Relevant data were grouped into frequenty dlstﬂbutmns Hﬂd peﬂ:entsges
Usmg these distributions, graphs were conitructed to guide the analyﬁls of
dsta .

Lmkﬂggﬁatfsrﬂs : ' R , "\

Linkage patterns were exammed by tragmg the chaing of mterpersunai

information sources used by farm operators.and ‘homemsdkers, The data
regarding those chains were analyzed in the fﬂ"uwlng minner. First, the

number of chains séparating the farm operator or homemaker from a

research-based: information source were tounted and, based on that number,
.the dégree of linkage was calculated and. cldssified as follows:

1, Clozely hnked—lnterpersanal information ‘sources were .traced through
‘no more than two communiecation links (stages A and B) beyond the dis-
advantaged subjects before being linked to a researchbaseﬂ information
source,

2, Distantly lmked§lnterpersgnal information sources were traced to stage

c beyond' the disadvantaged subjects before being linked to a research-based -

“information source. ; e

2. Not linked—Interpersonal information sources either (1) were traced
beyond stage C, (b) could not be traced for & specific reason, or (¢c) were '~

traced.to a nQnPEEEan’Eh based mfar'fnatmn source befnre reaching the f’j’th
stage.

Frequency distribution tables ‘were then cunstructed “to lllustrate thE:

degree of linkage that characterized farm gperators and homemakers, -

Second, to test for heterophilic relationships, chi-zq
to ‘compare farm operators and homemakers with their direct source nt‘ mfnr
mation, and to compare the interpersonal sources that channel

to farm operators and homemakers. The characteristies of those mterperauna]
a0Urees were anslyged by the use of tableg constructed acmtdmg‘ ta frequency s e
- dlatnbutmns ’ : . :

The Relationihip of Selected Soci paychological Variables to Rationality in
Decision:Making; to Availability, Usage, and C'rédl uty of Medm and to

Degreg of Li‘nkage of lnfnrmtztmn Sources

T ngta regardmg the relationship between the selected variables and RI)M

were-analyzed by the use of two niultiple regression equations;one for.farm
" pperators and one for- homémakers, Chi-square. analysis was used to

) establish the statistieal dipniificance of relatmnships of the selected variables - ".°
’ m avallablhty. usage, and gredlblhty nf media, The relatmﬂshlpg betx een




the selected varifiblea and degree of linkage between information sources
were tested by analysis of variance. A .10 level of significance wns selected - ',
to test for relationships of selected variables to RDM. A .05 level of signifi--
T'cance was 5ele¢*ed to test for relationships of selectei characteristies tg
media a\rsllsblhty! usage, and eredibility, and to degfee of hnkage _ -

" 7.-Limitations - ' , S

The press uf_tsime.‘t.—he scarcity, of resources, general circumstances, and,
. oftentimes, the-absence of prévious research to serve as a guide.impose a
. set of limitations upon each and every research project. An exploratory
. etudy such 83, this iz particularly vulnerable to many of the aforementioned
5 fcrce:s The following were the spec iimxtatluns of this study:
- = a, The number- Gf muntles mcluded m the smdy was hm\ted tcy thnse three

dgprwgtlnm ch clalm ig msde that thE f’ ndmgs can be applwd to cnther ststes
_ other - counties, or’ other populations.. However, where similar conditioris
. exist, the extrapolation uf the Fndmgs of this study is left to. the dlscretmn

of the individual, ", )

°'b, A cultural gap ‘existed between the study interviewers am] the respgni‘

dentd. As Mouly (1970) pointed out, the very presence of the interviewer will

affect the response he gets. Cbviously, the likelihood of that type of blas wxll

be even greater when a cultural gap is present.

¢ The population of this study wiis highly humogéneou‘\ The reaultmg
’ lack of variation might have influenced the tests of relationships,”

.d. Alimited number of variables selected on the basis-of a Teview of the
llteramre and the experierice of the researchers were used o test~for rela-
tionships: There iz no certamty that those were the most 1mpm-tsnt variables, - -

R . —_&: The! nvallabl ity figures fnr ‘bille ns-pamphlets aﬁd the Farmsrs
. _ ~Almanac were estlmatgs
~- =077 £ Usage waa-n
, : s]jujuld be used in génerahzmg to usage patterns .
3 Because the measurement of credibility forced a ranking qf the m dlal
- : mijﬁ'natmn 3 'cés responses Etmld be ﬂnﬂlyzed t:n_l in: relathe terma. That Sk

relayed by thase snurceg was 1
hst uf research baaed mfarmatmn suurces,ma:
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objectives sought to determme
1. Who are the disadvantaged farm f.umllléz. (DF:‘) and what Hre thElr
:harsctexﬂatlcs"

What edlblht;) dn DFF‘ asslgn tu thenr mﬁ:rﬁmtmn SOUrces’ ;
5. What is the linkage between interpersonal information sources -uged in.
- making farm and home decisions and.research-based information sources?
6. What is the relationship between selected sociopsychological va €3
and the: (a) degree of rationality in decision-making; (b} availability, usage,
and credibility of media (i.é., interpersonal, mass, and publications) and the
information sources within those media; and. (¢) degree of linkage betw
interpersonal  information sources used and reseavch-based information
sources? ’ .
An interpr
ohjectives are ¢

ion of data analysis results for egch cf the six aforementioned
-ussed in the sectiﬁng that follow. '

-1 Whn Are lhe D!‘add\dﬂtdgﬂd Farm F‘amlhes and W hdt A'

3 4 ec sdmple of 130 dl&mlvantaged
farm famlliés Inf’i}ﬂﬁatign on the characteristics of those families was -
gathered by the personal data section of the inwerview schedule. Characteris-
ties used to describe DFF were grouped into &mcml psychologieal, politieal
and socioeconomic categories. The personal d setion of the interview
schedule yielded information on both individual farm operatorsfhomeniakers
and family units. Tables 8, 7, and 8 show th al, psychological, and politi-
cal characteristies of disadvantaged farm operators and hﬂmfsmakerc. of the
family units, -

- Profiles of the Typical Disadrantaged Farm Operator and Homemaker
The aforementioned social, psychologieal, and political -characteristics of
disadvantageéd farm operators and hnmerﬁakers were used to generate profiles -
v " of the respondents. - .
. The characteristics of the dla,uh antnged farm operators and hamemaker%
were strickingly similar and, thus, ar pr ented slmultnnfuusly With vegard
2 to social characteristics (Table 6), they ‘were an older population (the mean.
! age of farm oper was 53 years, that of homemakers, 50. Only 5 percent .
- of the farm operators and 8 percent of the humﬁmakgrs were under 35 years v
old). They had low levels uf Educu ul aﬂﬂmment (fﬂl‘ﬁ‘l ap-erstars hacl ‘
" completed & mean of 5.4
farm operators as.c ,pared to hml p-chent Df the hcnm
' more than 8 El‘mlés 36 percent and 8 pércent respe
: than a fourth grade education). Further, they: devotéd the g‘reatesi part’ gf
: »thEli‘ energles tn the farm (61 percent uf the faﬁ'n gpemtnrs wnrked ﬁxll tlme

e Lo . Lt - . . e e e
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Frequency distribution of sccial Ehsraderlahts of disadvantaged

~ Table 6.
) f&rm Dperatum and homemakers
“Social - F‘srfn Operators
( hﬂfaclermuc N =3
-7 5
26! 15
43 33
40 31
20 18
) 130 100
‘Edu catmn grade?:
© 4orless 16 36 10 g
5-7 51 a9 36 28
8 or more 33 25 & _64
, Total 130 100 130 100
Emplnymeni status:
Work off farm full 14 11 . 17 13
time (40 hrs/week or -
more) ;
Woark off farm part 23 18 15 12
time {less than 40777
hrsjweek)
Work on farm fu]l time T 61 1 1
Out of w and. Jeoking 0 0 1
for non-farm employment )
Keep house ! 1 91 72
Go to =chool 0 .0 - 0 0
Unable to work & 6 1 1
Retired’ 4 3 _ 0 .0
Total 127 100 127 100
106 A1 100 A TT
Rx} 18 30 23
1 B 0y 0
130 100 130 100
1
11 8 )
16 12 .
a2 25 '
20-29 2y 22
© =30 or more 42 42
100 - B
] 1 e . T . - -
2 KT l\ Easfipl h e ithaer = 5.1,
C 3 Mean sosial [l!\\‘ltt’pullnﬂ serwe: far : homemsiker = 7.7
- £ '
S _ ' 7
54 - 9 ) _ .
' '
£ 1

5
s
=
]
T
L]
.
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Psyii:hnlngncal R Farm Qpemmfs ~ Homemakers ]

Charzcteristic = o N o

. £ 68 52 60 - 16
Medmm = 10-13 " _ 11 33 58 15
Low = 14.18 © ¢ 21 15 12 9

T't:ntal . 130 100 130 100

Present/future value

Low = 7-F2 41 .
Medium = 13-16 16 '
High = 17-21 . A3 3

1 ISD 100

dwg
K5
oy

OLA

tors (8 pgrgen{) ;md hgmemﬂkrzr‘s (91 pErEEnt) were mndemtély to h!ghl;,,
anomic (Table 7). As for present/futuré value. orientation, almost equal
numbers of farm operators and homemakers fell into each of the three cate-
gories—low, medium, and high—with high being the most future-oriented,

As for political ¢haracteristics, Table 8 shows that the farm operator and
homemaker are registered to vote and, indeed, do vote (73 percent of the
farm operators and 74 percent of the homemakers were registered to vote in
the 1972 election, and 60 percent uf the farm operators and 59 percent of the

homemakers dul vate) Huwevm they are not kngwledgv;able about their

elected . representatu&s (a large ma_]m*lty did not know the names- af their

electex] representatives).

Table 8. Prequen:) dlstrlhulmn nf pﬂhhcsl tharactgnsllts uf disady antaged

’;4—-'!——1 Cha o Farm ()per.;tnr-s Homemakers
Political Characteristic ~ o N %

Reglate-n:d tu vote: )

Yes : , 95 KER 74

No - 35 Ryl _26

~ Total : 130 100 100
{

Vutu‘ in 197‘3 Plectmn ' - L
Yes T8 80 ki 59
Nowr. 23 18 32. 25
Not applieable ) 29 22 21 _18

Total ' 130 100 130 100
~_ s
- b 1)

[
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Tahle 8. (l ﬂilliﬂu&'d)

Pt:nlli_i:g] Characteristic

Know electéd -~ -
representatives:
County commissioners -
Yes 24 18 16 12.
No 107 82 114 88
Toatal . 130 100 130 100
North Carolina Heuse .
Yes G 4 3
No R 126 97
Total 100 130 100
North Carolina Senate
Yes ) b 6 11 8
No ' B 94 119 92
Total ) 130 100 130 100

Table 9. Frequercy distribution of sucluecﬁnumlc L‘hﬂl‘ﬂ:lEl‘lﬁllEE of dis-

ﬁd\ ﬂmnged ferm ﬁimlhes

Sﬂtiaétﬁﬂnﬁ‘lit‘ Chamelerlshf. ,‘EL"—?N il \
. N %
Elhmf ha;kgrnumj )
* Black 109 &4
White 16 12
Indian (native American) _ 4
TDtdl 130 100
“Tneome (tntal household):
, 68 A2
50 39
99‘1 il 8
210, ﬂ(](] or more 1 “_1 . -~
Total 130 100
Family living index score:
Low A4-1 30 30
Med 10-1d 4 a2
- High = 15-19 40 88
Total 130 1 DD
Health lmi("«. score: 7
Low = : a2 71
Medi 36 - 28
! 2 i
Total 130 100
\:\ v

Ty
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-Preqent tenule arrangement,-year:

I Menn ajzeof fa
L2 Hushand and w

living m[lt::()‘ ‘in pm;n* health
. advantaged farm families have

Joy y L S
, / - -
a o .
4 - .
-5 <
Y B
B
8 , . ;
oo s ’ R
+ 107or 'more i . _ - _
Total . FA 1: 100" S -
A ;"‘{ *® i ‘ 5 T R
of ‘household: St ,
Nueclear family® . - ' 70 ’ 54
Grandparents and g] hild g8 - 6
Grandparents, grar 9 T
and ents -~ - I8
Husband and wife 7 26
;. Other s 1T a
- Total . . = 130 . .
' Tenure arrangement: - . : . )
All-ow : ) 42 .. 82 .
Cash renting : . 400 2d - .
-~Share renting’ » - ) g, 038 -
Other : R 6 )
-Insdequate information . . 1 1
Total ; Co 130 - ., . 100 e

|thﬁ lhq:\ N nnf; s their i nund far

the rule uf pnreﬁln (EEﬂraﬁd 1467, -p. iD") oo

PrafIE ufthe 'Iyptcal DmﬂdLﬁntuged Farm Family

Tuhle Y deiﬂ,r'h&a th! sociveconomie che eristics of hmll\ umts by the_
mcnme farmlg, livi

ngemint Bsaed on the data in Tab 9 thE typwal DFF
“with a.total annual income nf less than %3000,

g mdéx. health mdex,:

s—ﬂf-hfe—(as—r&ﬂecteci—b}—si:é?“ on-the family
d receiving inadequate- health care. ]:hs=
mean size of 5.2 members, are more hk&-ly
to hE gf the nuclﬂﬂr t}pe havé vaﬂﬂus t)pés Qf tenury aﬁ*ang\:méntﬁ 1
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" offer and-what' informationito disseminaté: © - 'l

B mfﬁrmat n. Such.a determination is essﬁgnzml for effective needs assessment

“-decisions reporfed: by DFF The dlstrlbutmn of| responses gave ¢redence to

Dec:smn Cmeg ry Resﬂnndf}nis '
- N %,
Fﬂfm Qperamf e e . o
Capital investrent . 7 ' 11 i i
Farm msnag&ment o B § | - 32
Financial : Lo : e 017
- . . i . lﬂ TEEeaa .
it 43 a3
i 3 2
) _,Inadequate mfﬂrmatmm‘nﬂ FESPQD'SE . 0 . . =$Q
TS Total : 3b ' 100
Homemaker: )
Clothing . 2
Family health ] 6
Home furnishings 22
"Home management- 38
‘Housing 25
. Nutrition A
Otherfmiscellanecus 1
B Inﬂdequatg qurmatmﬁhm rLEEDﬁ'ﬁE 1
et e e 100

i , ,
th{t we:gh hes\nly on the mmds Df DFF and tl’m mntwat& their ﬁearch er_ -

and prggrammmg for DFF‘ By acquiring & knu\kledge of mfnrmatmﬁ desired
by DFF the ‘EOA can use it as a basis for detem‘umng’ whlEh programs to -

Table 10 presents the frequency distribution of the’ ma,)m‘ fsrm and home -

the nﬁtmn that DFlj‘ Eﬂgﬂge in a brgnd range fojemsmns a range that may

and marketmg categnnes whlf:h proved to be
2in Eh;s Study (33 percent). The extent of their res‘nurcés ‘was 3een to be a baslc Do
. limiting factor in the range of their decisions, Not expeécted was the farm- '~
gperaturs extensive mvalvemerlt in mamr rnanagement decizions,  such as .
contract negotiation, purchase and repair of l&rgﬂ pieces of equipment, build- Ta T
ings, and machinery, These types of demsmns were, reparted by ﬂlm@st one- '

- , thlrd (32 percent) of the farm, operators.’

Table 10 Frequem;y dlstnbutmn uf major farm &hd hume de:lsmns reparted
by dxsaﬂvamagéd farm fgmnhes s s

: T‘gtal L e

£ .

T \.estments Eath i

" Seventeen pereen

10) wgre m;lttEl'S Lunzemed thh

?‘cnunted i’gr 8 p rcent nf’rthe
respnndents involved in thee’.e (le,lsmns

o ! ; : . ) ’ !



and, hmldmg such new facllltlﬂs as. sme fEEdl!lg‘ﬂGD!‘h and curing barns.
Thes—:e small scale ﬁperatcrs were m:tlve in dec fig related tn bﬂth land and

,expec:téd amnng the ma_mr ome déusl ahs, hnmé mnﬂﬂgement declsmns were
the mast ﬁ'equently ststed ( S percentj by homemakers. These were decisions
Budth thL t'amlly dqllaz. and Wh?thé! to

- E Hnusmg was the nextxn‘mst frequently stated mapr hame dEElslﬂﬂ (25
] ns \&Lvre coricerned with such matters as 5 water and
SEwggE systems. béatmg, pﬁlntlng, repairs, and remodeli
-ings also acx:nun?ed fm‘ a substantlal pEl‘EEhtEEE 131' the

‘mg at‘ea e.g., mte ior dES]g’ﬂ. arrangemgnt v;if furmshmgs planmng

émesr Lh'—a :

le-:,, sh covers, {md mgs

selectmﬁ c 'ily c;ldthi'ﬁg Similérly, ﬁnlv"'t% percent
: repurteﬁ major demﬁlans related -toeither the mental or physiecal héalth of
thé{r fa' s, and 5 pérEEnt reported major nutritional decisions.

3. Ratmnaht) of DE

PR Msny Educalmmxl organi?atiuns dﬂd af:ericies (I;CL—\) cnntinually strive tu ;

t ,,v,echmeal mf@rmatlgn théy
== 7 "the alternatives and select thé one most. appruprlaté for rem:hmg the_

) -individual andlc:r family goals. ’
Hnweven

al in t}"eu' dex:lsmn maklng \The determmstmn of whether or nnt DFF:
ratmnal ions may have m;;mr 1mphcatmns fm‘ prngra.m dEvElup-

. standlng and ta faclhtate thglr entr} mtg the mamstream of A;her‘lr:an hl‘gé

1rnprtwe the prDEE Df exﬂha ge, and i 1t13te_ more readlly acceptable

ional opportunities for this farget audience.

Hnwexe:, if DFF lack rationality in’ their. de 1smn-makmg*, educational

-prggrﬂms may not be appropriate; Strong argumenta could be advam:ed for
-increased direct assmtance prgg’l‘ ms as the most Judltlﬂus use - nf funds on’

" 'their behalf.” . - Tas

The process nsead _in thls stud\f _to f‘nﬁ(‘F‘nHlﬁh?ﬁ rnhnﬁﬂl]t\f ‘in demsmn—

As .

cahn analyze .

there is cunsulerable spex:ulatmn that the dlsadvantaged are

: mfnfmatmn x:nmmg fmm thnse pmgrams to increase thElr lEVE] uf unders

: "making was built primarily ot the farm management work of Juhnsun et al.
- (1961), Riech and Pulver {1962}, and the home management study of Scho-
i maker ‘and Thnr‘pe (1963). Fnllawlpg the lead of those authm's this study
*. focused on the quallty of means‘used t6 make decisions and spéclﬁx:ally de-

- fined. rationality-as the degree of conformity toa process of decision-making.
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‘A further stipulation was that the more ratmnal the family decision- mskmg,
o .the more closely it would follow-a process involving (1) orientation—being
e aware of goals or pr‘ublems,,(*’) observation—seeking information; . (3) '
annlysxsﬂﬂnalyzmg ‘and choosing alternatives; (4) 1mplementatlun—actmg,’A
- and (5) feedback and ad_]ust,ment —reassessing’ the choice and accepting its
consequences, i
To determine the| rstmnnllty of decision- makmg -(RDM) scores of DFF,
farrn aperamfs ‘and hamemakers were agked to respond to a ser uzs of questmns .

15

16

14

Frequency of response

. Figure 9. Raugcmzﬂ‘ty nf‘ de:lsmn making’ scurgs for both farm nperatﬁrs snd )
. “humemakers

T2
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bsséd an canfamlty to the foregoing ﬁve step dEl‘:lSlQﬂ makmf prm:ess. Bath
S _a farm response and a home respongse were obtained for each farm family ;
p interviewed. Ratxunahty indices were ctﬁmputed that ranged from a _uw of 12 -7
W8t o high of 36. . S : : L
) For descriptive pu pasea the RDM gcores for both farm aperat.urg and
‘homemakers were asslgned to contingency tables in‘which the scale range’
was divided mta ‘three' \approximately equal parts. When these scores were -
graupéd for contingency\tables, skewness was pranﬂuncéd (Table 11). Farm —
operators were clustéered in the medium and- high range of acores (70 and 20 ..
percent, respectively). The humemgkers scores wereg\ also cuncentrated in
the medium and high range\(62 and 34 percent, réspéct!vely) '

Table 11. Erequeﬂey diatribution of retmnallty of decidisn
: farm operatora and ‘homemakers e

-making scores for

Rsummln} IR \Farm Operators :\. - Homemakers ]
Score - . o N _ % i /N - % .
Low. 221 .18 10 7 4
Medium = 22-29°° .. <80 70 79 62
High = 306 , 27 20 44 ) :
) 1 130 moi

Tutal e T 1007

“The dxstnhutlcm m‘ RDM scores cg]culated frﬁm regpunseg given m\thls
study gppr,_,ched ﬁurmdl Hawevér as shawn m Flg-uré 9, the scures wgre

~Were Slmlléf; ,\wth lltt]E dlfference in relatlve \'alues (1 49 dlﬁ'érence) Farm
*mean RDM seore was 26,02 ; the mean RD'\I score for hgmémakers

4. Avaiiability‘nﬂsage,

;{\ Althuugh rmln) EDA offer information- Emd mg" ams that t;m!ld improve the 1
L living standdrds of DFF, thére is reason to su‘spect that: they are failing to .
_reach_a large numbér of DFF. In. an Effurt to' determine- means by which
ct:mmun::.;tmn betw @n EGA and DFF mlght bé 1mprm'ed an exammatlgn. IEE

whmh they 'Vuse thcﬁE sources, aﬁd thé L‘I'Edlhl]lty that: they attach t\j thuse
’ stnurces

i

sl

tutmns) the church (mmlsters) faﬁ‘n and home. dealms and f'afmly frlends-

= nélghburs R : Y S R
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personal media,’ Thus, availabil
medu; smd ”ublmatmng medla

.'mnes. Results are dEplEtEd in Figure 10. : :

" The measurements show that when mass media avallablhty is campared
o te publications media availability, the difference.is pr ced. The 130 DFF - -
_mdleated the avallabxhty' of 521 lnfuﬁ’ﬂatlﬂﬁ sources. Slx Y-twc) perzent of -

e

f € per 1 1
o sble 34 5 percent: radm, and 27 perr:ent newspapers As for the goo responses *
. regarding information sources cited in the pubhcgtlgns rnedm 39 percent of -
- . “F:r:enil!’e of rnpgnlei indiceating DFF
. Media/Information having medisfinformation sources ;v:illhle
Boures | N 20 . 40 . &0 . B0 - 100"
Med o | T o L
R Mass - | a2 :
D gg!ié!lhﬁ!.~; . ggg o T
Total - 521
Information
Souree =
L ETTH
* Newspapers
A Y
" - 4
] pﬁphlru.
- . Flrmern Altﬁ nac )
P, e .\
Magazines.
M Avallability of medm and mfnrmatmn sources tg dxssdvantaged

fai‘mfsmlhes : s e C. —.



Usage of lnfnrmatmn Sﬂureen T

"... ' In examining the information sources used by DFF this study fncused on
_thnse scurcez used by faz‘m npergtnrs and by hamémal{ers in makmg one

cent Billetina-pamphlets, and 25.5 percent magazines.

snd mnnat be gengrahzed ta declsmn mal&mg in genersl ‘

Usage was measur :d by hgvmg eaeh t‘m*m nperstor amj hm‘nemaker mdx-»

. o !
. H

“the reapanses mdlmted that the Farmer's Almanaé was’avaﬂablé 35 & per-
|

. . inl:rpe nnll mul‘ and puhll:lllml ‘media
(\7 ::El;!lnfﬁrmlllnﬂ N _ and the information sources in those media
. ) 20 . 40 80 80
Media
B iﬁ!gmnnni] "z B 4
. i
v Mass 198 °
Publicatlona | s !
Tatal 639 -
1257
Church - 11 . .
%
e Deslers S 48
: Flmﬂx-}'ﬂendu- ‘142 4% )
neiﬁhbﬂﬁ .- i 3
T Total ' 326 T
. % . =1 A

! Total 198
Publieationa: '
Bulleting- 33
plmphlgu . -
- F;rmé_r s Almanac 19 P
) : M;gglnén 43
Total 115
= D 1 T —
) - 3 L \ . G .
“ : Fﬁhiieiil@ﬁ;'ﬁlé&in

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Figu’rei 11,

Usage of mterpeﬁnnal mass, and publu:ntmng media and cnf thg
--information sources in. thu

media (faﬁn QpEfEtDI‘B) -




Percentﬂg&s were cﬂlcu]gted on the. bases of the tatsl ‘number of information
_soufees cited by DFF and not on the 130 farmhes comprising the sample.
: :F‘IE’!JIE 11 shows the I’Esultlﬁg usage pattems ﬁ:r fm’m nperatars and Flg‘urE

” fréquéhcy dlst ixbutmns nf ugage of the three ma_mr media’
- in decision- malgng Figm-es 11 and 12 show that for both farm operators and .
memakers the interpersonal media was. 'he Tiost used, the mass med 8-
was the second. most used, -and-the: publieations media-was’ the least used.

- The dgmgmn akmg ugage patterng were as follows. The 130 farm operators
' . The mterpersanal medla, the mass

"In comparing the

‘.thlgllninfmlunn - =4
Sm;:u L =-es - N ' _
" _ B - . N 7;@ , TR g %6 100
Medin
. Intérpersonal - L
Mass
"=\ Publications
Total .
. ]
= B .
i -
|
Mass: - 3 .
£ . Newspipers
’ " Radio
™
’ Tdiq!
- . Ry
X ﬁh"e!llunl [ - B
K Eulleliru—piﬁphku 27 299 B
Farmer's Almanac |- 28 T a0
: " Magazines : =L ~ Jas -
Total i I R
3 Ty
TN \- | .

Usage af-mterpersansl mass, and il Fions medla and nf the '
mfﬁrmatmn sources in thase rnedm {hﬂmemakem)

LEIT e
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med:g ‘a@uunted fnr 50, SD am:l 20 pen:ent uf tms tcxtal resp-ectw,,,
‘Turning to.the comparison of the informatien sources wltl‘m the fEspectwe

<" media, farm operators and homemakers demonstrated similar interpersonal
" media usage patterns. Both used the family-friends-neighbors category the

. m@Sﬁ followed by (:hgnge ggentg then dEE]ETS, and ﬁnglly, the church. Theﬂ

" patterns were as follows. JFarm operators used the interpersonal media a

- total of 326 times. Famlly-fﬂands ne:ghbnrs, agents, dealers, and thé church

:' m:munted for 44, 38, 15, and 3 percent of this total, réspectw I3 Hnme—

" makers used the interpersonal media a total of 234 times. Fom t‘rlenda-

neighbors, agents, dealers, and the church aceaunted for 48, 37, 10, and 5
percent of this total, respectively. .

i * Figures 11 and 12 indi¢ate-that-the mass media usage patterns of farm

&

similar. Both uséd TV the most, followed by radio’ and then magazines. The
usage patterns of infermation sources within the news media follow: Farm
operators used the'mass media a total of 115 times. TV, radio, and newspapers.
- accounted for 42, 36, &nd 22 pEn:ent of this total, reapectively. Homemszkers
used the -mass méd' TR - tctal of- 140 times. TV, radio, and.newspapers
—accﬁu‘ied*f@r_izagi and '5'4 pere ent”of this total, respectively.
© . Similar usage ‘pattérns by farm operators and Homemakers occurred in'the
pubhcstmns mediz- Both used magazines the most, followed by the Farmer's
" Almanac and then by bulletins- .pamphlets. Only a slight difference was noted
-between usage of the three sources as well as between usage by the farm
upemtﬂr a1id the homemaker, as 111ustrated in the usage patterns that follow.
Farm.. operatnrs used the publications media a total -of 115 times. The
Fczrmerx Almanae, bulletins-pamphlets, and mﬂgﬂzmas accounted for 37, 34,
and 29 percent of this total, respecti ely.. Homemakers used the publica-
tions: media a-total of 93 times. Magazines, the Farmer's” Almande, and
bulletmsxpamphlets ‘accounted for 41, 30, and 29 peruent of this. tutsl

1 : patterns is td examine thE cnmbmatmns
) nf madm ugéd in mgkmg a dév:lslfm ‘Table 12 1llu5trates those cnmbmatluﬂs
c:f medls used by farm- nperatur Eﬁd humemake:a

' Table 12; Cc:mbmatmﬁs nf media used hg fﬂrm uperaturg and homiemakers in '

mnkmg amagnr dEL‘IElﬂ!\ o= Lo

operators and homemakers in making a major decision’ were again very

- “Farm, :
Cnmbmatmn . . e
" of Me dia-~ _ v :C:ipe;atgr’gu_:_ jgmemskers .
I oo .. N % N__ % _
Interpersnngl only ' 29 23 42 32
: : ' 1 1 0’ 0
35- 27 19 15
.0 0 3. 2 -
I ' .4 - 12 ‘9 .
Lass itions- mtErpersgnsl 57 Co44, 47 36, .
~Nomedia used _ i : L4 .3 =1 _b ’
-~ Total - . '_ .. 130 - 100 130 99
; ’7 ‘? i 65
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“‘the. 130 farm ‘operators the largest number (57, or 44 percent) used all three

“Table 12 shows that famif‘aperatora used ‘three major ggmbinatiénsg ‘of

media. The next largest number: (35, or’27 percent) used the ‘mass-inter- © 777

personal media cﬁmbiﬂa@imi Ranking third in frequency of lusarge (33 percent) ¢
) \E\'rss the interpersonal media alone. It should be noted that the interpersonal
" media was present in each of-the three most frequently used combinations,
. of media.—. 7 . ’ - : -

The pattern of media combinutions used by hormemakers deviated some-

_what from that of farm operators. As with farm operators, the largest per-
-—=centage (36 percent) of the 130 homemakers-used a combination of all three
~ "media, However; 32 percent used the interpersonal media only as eompared

to 15 percent who uséd the mass-interpersonal ‘raedia combination. As with

- the' farm operators, the interpersonal media was present in each of ‘the most

ftquentiy used gnmb’i_natians. o
Credibility of ‘Medfalinfﬂrmzztipn Sources -

Educational organizations and agencies consider it vital to determine which

-information sources farm operators.and homeimakers perceive as most eredible
- for use in decision-making. ’ Lo

A measure of mediafinformation source credibility ‘was obtained through .

" a forced-choice technique..First, respondents were asked to' choose the one - -

“most credible of the three information sources in the mass media, Then they

chose the one most crediblé;of-the three information sources in the publica- . .~

* tions media, and, finally, the:one most credible of the several sources in the

. homemakers. : .

_ publications media to be more credible thar
_“farm operators were; '
- 15 percent; and mass
‘'personal media, 76 pé
:-11 percent. -

- church, 3 percent. -Scores for homemakers wel

‘183 shows that farm.operators perce

" ‘dealers

interpersonal media. Lastly, they were asked to’cHoose the one most crediblé ~ .-+
of the mass, publications, and interpersonal media. The results of the foreed-
choice technigue aré presented in-Figures 13 for farm -operators and i4 for

s 7

- Figures 13 and.l4 show that farm operators and homemakers perceived
the interpersonal media to be most credible (by a large margin); and the
the masa media. The scores for
47172 percent; publications media,
ores for homemakers were: inter- :
lia, 13 percent; and mass media, Y

interperstj'{’l,ﬂ] me
1edia, 13 percent.

With regard to the information ¢

/éd change ageiits to be the most-credible———-
of- the interpersonal media, followed by famil friends-neighbors, then.by
., and finally by.thé church. Homemakers in Figure 14 also perceived
agentd to be the most ¢redible, and family-friends-neighbors to be the second-
most credible, However, unlike farm operators, they perceived the church
to be moré credible than dealers. The figures for farm operators were: agents,
50 .percent; family-friends-neighbors, 40 pgreent; ‘dealers, 7 percent;” and

) : agents, 45 percent; family--
chiirch, 14, percént; and dealers, 5 percent.
s in the mass media, both farm operators and.

_. Among information souf

-papers the second mostzcredible, and, radio the least. credi

= and . radio, 18 percent. The’ scores for homemakers wer

66

homemakers. perceived TV to be the most credible by & wide nmargimnews———
. The actual -

figures were for farm_ operators: TV, 60 "perceni; newspapers, 22 percent; N

2 ‘ : TV, 64 percent; 17

‘newspapers, 24 percent; and radio, 12 percent.
. . : 1




in.the publications media. Farm operato per\:ewed thgl" .
nanac to be the mast't:redible, by a wide margin, followed by ©
rines ’-nnd then by bulletlﬁs-pamphlets In contrast, homemakers per-.

. ceived magazines to be the most credible (also by & wide margin), followed by
:the. Fa,—' 1 's Almﬂnn gmi then b}r hulletma—paﬁmhlgtg. The Beores fgr farm :

: ’ C ) ; i magaﬁines, :
i Farmer's Almanac,. 32 percent; and bulletins-pamphlets, 20
) Percent th reeived the mzdh or infor- ! . -
S Mgdhﬂnrﬂm“mn - mation souree in ﬂuﬂ“nﬁ as the most . .
e : Sm.!fﬂ . P N - credible o . -
T / ! Y R [ S | T | 160 .
T : R )
]
[merpe ,unll .
henl: ¥
= / N
' l’:hml-':h N .
g -
o Dealers B e
F!:!'l!’ﬂ!éfﬁiﬂd,lé ’
neighbora -
Teotal -
= ’ \'!n: .
s, H:w{p.peﬂ \ \”% -3 .
Rl = 71‘7‘
plmphleu ;
Fariner's Almanae| - g_.i‘r
Hlminél o
Tul;l ! -

B M;l! ﬁmﬂli .
m Publications média.
. )

cations medin and
operators);, . .-

llt_v of the mterpgrsnnal masg, and pu
l)f the nf'nrmatmn 50U ,,es in those rr-edia (fa”

O
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Frafiles of ths Hgdiﬂ nnd Thglr“Carlfspondmg Infarmgtmﬂ Sixur:ea,
B‘y Amxlqblllty. Usage, and Crﬁd;bmty ) . =
il lhty of medm and*ﬂthe infor-

- Thus far the’ avanlablhty.: usage, and Ered'
matjon sources in them have been examined in iselation. It is.now possible t,:»

" pull ‘together “the findings of those esxaminations to génarate profiles by

iaphlcally representing- the’ avanlabxllty, usage, - and i‘:fédlh\ﬂ/lty of medml

‘;l formation sourcek, -
The flow cha:t ghavm in Figure 156

illustrates: the apphc,a ion ‘uf tht:cse
profiles; i.e., it contains the- questmns t Y

hat EOA should ask be,nre B¢

R ) " Pereent llul puErEeWEd the medix or mfnr- o

Meﬂl!ﬂnfnrmuinn - . : matieh source in qgg!llnn ‘an lhE moat \ e
Shuree . | eredible L vl E e
_ TR e T e B0
sMedia _
Iﬁtirpfmnll
B
Muss

f?gi;ille_n!mi; )
Tots) T
' [éfntm;ligm
o ’ Soeuree .

= Interpersonal: -
v Agents

Flmily-ﬁ-lgndi-
neighbars

Tmll
Mul B
‘i'ﬂrlpnptrl

Radio

LTV o
Total

" Publieations:
Hulletins-pamphlets

Farmer's - Almanac ’

Magazines
" Total

Mass medll

L= I E F\lhhtlllum medm

C:Edlbnhty of the mtefperaunal mass, and pub]lcatmns médla and
of the mformatmﬂ sources in those media (h::nmemake;—s) 7 - -

O
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‘the media
or information
-souree.readily. ...

ava!lgble to the

target audience?

N " Select another

i til T o
| -media or informa-
~ tion source

)
¥

K - 5
-/
= 1
%
. ~ the media - )
B or information . N
. source frequently Select annther »
\ : media or informa-
\ tion source.
\ _ton- _ |
\
,“.
.
A i
=4 - . 0 L ~ s
the media SRR _ /
oF mﬁ:rmglmﬁ Sele:t mmlher
- source’ per:en Ed media or informa- )
tion source -
+ Use the média or R
mfnrmatmn gource , ,

liagram xllustrstmg a pracedure change agents may
lecting  media/information sources as channels for

dlssemmatmg mfnrm tu:m tc:n DF‘F‘ or mtewenmg to effect chsnge .




mediafinformation. - in disseminating information te and
ntervening to’ effe;-t ehgﬁge m\the dee!smn—ma}nng patterns of DFF. The
flow ehsrt deménstrates that EEA should - use"the media or information -
./ sgurces ‘that are most available to DFF only if those media or information '
[ jsaurtés are perceived ij)Lascr&l;ble and are frequently used. A media -

- or mfnrma on source that is fr 7uEﬁtly used hut has little \:redxblhty wnuld
ctive t;ammum:atmns channel in’ reaching the DFEF.’ !

o Prnﬁlea c:f the availability, usag&, ana\:redlblhty of medmlmfnrmatmn
sources are graplucally pregented m Fxgures 15-23. As indicated éarher, .

'

a"
i L

] . . . = E . E lnterpergunal medla

Mass medm

" 400/

",
%9
=
=

1
K=
=

Frequency of respungas -

Flgure 8. Prnﬁleg Qf the mterpersnnal mass, and publicationsg méxa by
avaxlabxhty,usagg and creﬂlblhty (farm aperatars)l )

S ": al medis._<
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- avallablhty of information sources was measured by the numbgr of DFF
. having a working TV set or radio in the home -and recenmg/dally news-
 papers, bulletins-pamphlets. and Farmer’s Almanac or magazmes. Usage
_was measured by having the farm operatprs indicate-thé various information
sources that they used in making their decision.. Credibility was obtained
through a forced-choice technique in which respondents were required to
" rank mediafinformation sources as most credible, second most credible, ete.
Comparisons between farm operator and homemaker proﬁles are summarized
in the narrative that follows the grapkhs. -

2 Interpersonal media . —
v .-
% Mass media -~

Publications megia .

400
300

. 200

Freguency of responses. -

Avallnblhly S Usz_lge ' © 'Credibility

Figure 17." Profiles ‘of the mterpersonal mass, and publications media by
C availability, usage, and credlbi‘hty (homemakers)! v s

¥ There are no availability measurements. for interpe;f.mnnl_.media. -
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Figure 18. Profiles of the information sources in the mass media by dveil
ability, usage, and credibility (farm operators)

= i

" -84 ,
, : f : -
2 - L /1

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

< T . -_ ] V}a‘éwspapérs S 1 o
5 o £ ] Radio
v

: 2 .
. @ .
: £
\ 2
o = .
N o
@
= & -
k]
4 123
s 7 = .
g - -
% 100 = .
U E 83
- \',
- ai ' \ :
| \
‘ A
0 5 . ; v » - ;J
* Availability { , Credi
Figure 19, Profiles of the information sources in the mass media by avail- o
ability, usage, and credibility (homemakers)
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Frequency of responses
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[ )Farmer's Almanac
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- Figure 20,
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~_Availability

Profiles of the information sources in thépljblicatiﬂns media by //

Usage

availability, usage, and credibility (farm operators)

s

s

-
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___usage, and (relative to the interpersona
- publications media ranked in the i
. low in credibility and usage.,

_m eredibility. Newspa

-stud)
-ma’q(m sources, i.0.

.

' Thé pmﬁles of. the mterpersﬂnal mass, and publmntmns medm for farm
operators (Figure 16) and homemakers (Figure 17) were the-same. For both.
groups of respcmdents the lntEr_pErEﬂﬂﬂl media ranked very high in credi-
bility and usage (there is no availability measurement for the mterpermnul
media). Mass. media ranked high in availability, in the middle range in
edia) low in credibility. The
and ranked

ddle range o af avallablhty,

The profiles of the mfurmatmﬁ saurces in the mass media again were the
*same for farm operators (Figure :18) and hamemakers (F'lgum 19). Relative

m .other sources. in the mass media, TV ranked very high in availability, -

credlblllty, and usage. Radio ranked high in availability and usage but low
ors ranked low in availability, credibility, and usage.

The profiles of the inforniation sources in the publications media for farm
operators (Figure 20) and homemakers (Flgure 21) were the same for ava
‘ability, similar in p
ranking. Relative’ to other information sources in the puhlmatmns medisa,
bulletins- pamphlets ranked high in availability, but law_ in credlbllxty and

usage by both g'rcmpq of respondents. The Farmer’s Almanac ranked high in

availability, usage, and credibility among the farm operators. Homemakers
gave the same ranl-;mg for availability, but use-the Farmer's Almanae less’
#nd gave it less credibility than the farm operators. Although” both farm

'Gpergtnrs and homemakers ranked magazines as medium in availability and’

high in u age, humﬁmakers ranked their credibijlity /much higher than did the

e .informatién sources, farm uperﬁtnrs gave
the hlghest credlhlhty to the Farmf'r s Almanac, &EI‘EES homemakers ranked
magazines highest. Bgth respgﬁdentégmups gave low credibility ratings to

o bulletins-pamphlets.

The profiles of information sources’ in the mterpersansl media fnr farm
operators (Figure 22) and homemakers (Figure 23) were the same in that
family-friends-neighbors ranked highest in usage and agents were second
highest-in usage by both respundgnt groups, The church and .dealers ranked
low in both Cl‘Ldlhlhty and usage, However, farm upemtars indicated- usmg
dealers much more often than did homemakers, and homemakers gave a
higher credi hty rating to the church than did farm uperatnt‘s. - .

Leading in avmlahlht}r to DFF was the mass media, of which TV was the
most used source, with radio a close second. The most available publications
informadtion source was the Farmer's Almanae, yet magazines ranked highest

1sagre;” Av,ulx;hxhty’af interpersor 1] sources was not measur Able huwever,
hmlly friends-neighbors f’ inked highest in usage. e

Ranked .highest in- credibility were: interpersonal media, TV, F‘fumm s
illmzumr, and agents—with family- friends-neighbors a close second. The
least credible sources were: mass media, radio, bulletina- pamphlets and
dealers
» Deg‘ree of Linkage Eetween Interpersonal ' “Information
-Sources Used oy Dlsadvantaged Farm Famllleg in Makmg

rtion of usage, but differed considerably in credibility .
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" and their” direct

information gﬁurces?{(g) Is there a.heterophilic relationship between DFF
interpersonal sources of information? «(3) What are .the
characterizstica“of those perzons who channel information to. DFF?

arch-based information source in this study refers to a person (spe-
‘cialist or researcher 'in a specific subject matter area) who represénts a
prufesslon or mstltutmn re:gg‘mzed by the SclEﬁtlﬁL‘ c&mmumty as pﬁssessmg

mg DFF 'I‘he determination as tﬂ ‘whether or'not DFF are hetemphllm tn

their direct. interpersonal information sources (and whether or not i tet'- U

.personal sources A, B and C are heterophilic to each othar) will allowg
clusions to be drawn about the pattern of information flow to DFF. A kﬁawl-

" edge of those patterns should be helpful to EQA-in determining the mest

productive.information sources to use in disseminating information to DFF.
Turning first to examining the extent to which DFF are removed-from

research- based information sources, a review of the literature indicated that

m g\energl DFF havg_ no close lmkage t& research based mfnrmatmn sgurces.

members of a sumal system) has shnwn that all memberﬁ gf a smml system do-

.’ not adopt an innovation at the same time, and DFF are often “laggards,”

/
/

or the last to adopt infiovations. The North Central Rural Scﬁ:xolngy Sub-

" _eommittee (1961, p. 6) described laggards as

. not only . . tHé last to adopt new ldegs they put fmth in agrn’:ul-
turﬁl ‘magic gnd folk beliefs and have a fear of débt they have a low level
"of education and thus have difficulty in dealing with abstractmns and

relationships; they hold few memberships in social organizations other

than chureh; they are of the lowest social class; they have small farms;

and their main source of information is thE!r laggard friends -and .

neighbors. .

This description of the laggard category (and by and large the disadvantaged
rural population) strongly suggests that information used by the DFF in
makmg decisions is likely to be far removed-from a research-bssed source.
TD determl e the extent to which information used by DFF 15 linked to
“sources, this study traced, through five chains if necessary,

the mterp-grsonal sources uf mf@rmﬂtlan used by dlsadvantaged far;'n opera:

If the thlrd source gf mﬁ:rmatn:n used was resear hibased thé lmkgge was.

categorized as “distantly. linked.” If a research-based source of information
was not detected among the first three sources, the linkage was categorized

3 ‘“not linked." Figure 24 illustrates this prcw:edure, and Table 13 presents *

the results yielded by that procedure. - .

The daca show that 38 and 30 percent of the farm and hnme deeisions, -

réqpéftlvely, ‘were clozsely linked thruug’h interpersonal sources to TEEEEPE]‘I-

Based information. The remainder of the communieation chains were._ either

distantly linked or not linked to the farm and home decisions made.

79
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= C based sources
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The second specific concern of the research on linkage was to determine
if there is a heterophilic relationship between DFF and their direct inter-
personal source of information. Characteristies used in testing the relation-
ship were: (1) age, (2) edueation, {3) ethnic.background, (4) income, (a)
pfesentlfuture vnlue orientation, and (6) social partlclpatmﬁ

:Table 13, The degree of linkage between reszarch-based information sources ’

vam‘.aged farm

and IhﬁEE emeranﬁal gnurceg usad by dis

= —

Clnmfly Linked Dislnnllg Llﬂde ‘%al Linkzd

;‘hiu
F arm de& sions 11
Home deciaions 7

Chl—squdre AﬁS]yElS was used to test for significant differences (0.5 level

or greater) between the characteri 'tlf;s This analytical procedure requires

the use of ordinate categories (e.zr., low, medium and high) with sizable
numbers in each category, However, the low, medium, and high. categories
used previously for age and sociaul participation were skewed to the extent
that in zome instances there were empty cells in the low and high eategories,
To cope with that difficulty new low, medium, and high categories for age
and social participation were gstahl;shed in such a way as tp cause approxi-
mately equal numbers to occur in each categury These Eategﬁrles E.l’i‘l\"Ed at
are used in the tables that follow.

"Visual observation of Table 14 indicates pmnﬁunced dlffEfE.ﬂ\:EE batwegn
farm operators and their. stage A" interpersonal information sources for all
characteristﬁics uther than age and preqentjﬁjture value ﬁrientntian Chi-

(llffEI’"n(:ES far nll chamtterls s.ather than ;1;!;& and present[ﬁltufe vﬂlue
orientation. Thus, a heterophilic relationship between farm nperatgrs and

their direct lntirpersnnal source of information (stage: A) is indicated.

Turning next to a comparison of the: charauenstt s of farm operators’

‘A, B, and C interpersonal information sources, visual observation of Table 14

However, chi-
ant differences

reveals little because of the unequal N's in the three soure
square tests (Table 16) clearly show that there are no sign

between the characteristics of sources A, B, and C. Thérefnre the- I'Eldtluﬂ-

ship between sources A, B, and C is ]dbéléd as homophilies

In regard to homemakers, Table 17 illustrates their characteristics and™

those of their interpersonal information sources. Considering firat the dif-

’ ferem:es between homemakers and source A, Table 17 shows differences in

several characteristics. When chi-square tests were made (Table 18), signifi- )

cant differences were found for education, -income, present/future value .
,‘orientation, and 'socin] participation. Thus, a heterophilic - relationship
between -homemakers and their direet mterpersﬁnal source of mﬁ}rmatmn

(stﬁge ‘A) is indig




_ Table 14. Frequency d'istfihgti@r’g of disadvantaged farm operators and their
, _ interpersonal infermation sources by selected characteristica
Disadvantaged - Siage A Stage B ’ Stage C
. . . farmoperators  Sources Sources Sourees
Characteriatic N=29 N=29 N=15 . ‘N=4
— N % N ol Wi et N %

4
b

o ud

Age, yr: : T
49 or'less 13 : 11 R
50-59 : ~11_ 38 108577 3 20
60 or'more 5 3 7

Total 20 100 29 100 15 100

N

Edueation, yr:
4 or less
57 .
8 or more
Total

—
D
Rt
[
e
ot
L=

-3
o e S

-1
L~

[ M\b—w

Tl e 20
el
iy

g
el
ot
)
=)
| ]
Lowl
RE
]
N
[
=
(=]

- Ethnie background:
Black £
White

Total .

I

]
1

g
|
-
(=
Fergt
=l
T | Rl Ml
]
=3
o v
L]

o]
e
=
=3

100

Tncome: -
23,699 or less 14 66

3 13
. .§4,000t0 6,999 9 31 3 10
9
4

(=)
- o

$7,000 to 9,999~ = ~l=e——mB-- ¢
$10,000 ormore 0 0 14
»*""’:Tatél 9 '

SR ]

L :
b
= R

I

ol
[
=
=]

99

o
=
=1
il
La]
(e
iad
o

]

(o
A 1‘_[_‘
SR I e e ]

;"ﬁ ~ Present/future _ o

.j ~value orientation : P
/  score: ) B} : )
. Low = 7-12 8 28
: . Medium = 13-16 11 a8
High = 17-21 10 34 1

Total 29 100 25

- [

T O
o
w
-Es =

|

”
[
L=

+ HBocial participa-
tion scor
Low = 14 45
Medium = 4-8 6 21
High = 9-36 . 10 31 2

(= (<
J—

. towl . 9 10 39 | 100 “Too

1 Tutal pereentages di not always equal 150 die L;;! vounding orror.
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Table 15. Chi-aquure teats for significant differences between selected char-
D ucteristics of disadvantaged farm operators and their atage A
‘inierﬁersgx}glgmgurte of information . X
Characteristic Stage .
anraetenstie i A Total
Operator Souree | df x:
) _
13 14 5
11 10 21 \
-2 T 2
29 29 587 2 472
] 15 3 18
B ‘ 9 3 12
© #dr more R 23 _ 28 g )
Total .2 2 58 2 22.56**
Ethnie background: .
Black 26 7 ;
White : 3 T2z ’
_ eetal S 29 29 25.38%*

Income: . )
$3,999 or less 19

$10,000 or more 0 1 ;
- Total - 29 29 i 58

Present/future i
value orientation . i

-
—

ot

i B o)
s
o]

JHigh = 17-21 10

Total . 29 4.80

/

{ -

Vo PR

. Sotial participation

score: '
Low =
" Medium
High = 9-36
Total 29

== Significant at the U1 level, E \ .
- ST : .
:

15
o
Pl

|
i
|
1
]
i
i
t
1
I
|
i
;
i
I

il
18 e
i
!
1
—
o
i
—

ot
o
g

X
ple i
I owm |
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Table 16. Chi-zquare tests for significant differences between selected char-
acteristics of disadvantaged farm operstors’ stage A B and C
) interpersonal.information avurces :

— ‘ oL —
Characteristic } L l%g%i Total

L]
“
R
-
¥ "

L]

Age, yT:
49 or less
50-59

. . 80 or more

Total

N[
o e ]

i
1]
Biles e o
wlow e
.
=)

Y ] -
Edueation, yr:
4 or less
57
H.or more
! - Total

(s
RO

It

LS ) e G

ey

U’”EI’QH‘I‘Q

wli oo
—

Ethnie ‘background:
. Black '
White
Total

| [£]

Lon RN eI
ot
T

[ ]

e o
]
[#e]
.

Income:
$3.999 or léss
$4.000- 9

$7.000-9,99¢ : -9
.- +$10,000 or more | - 14
"Total . 29

=
L e R =]

]
ﬂ

- 3.91°

e
L4

. Present/future value
orientation score: ' .
~ Low = 7-12 -8
. ' Medium =, 13-16 . 5
: High = 17-21 18
Tota) . 29

el gl
|t ot %

Péu|

3.056

Social participation-
score: )
Low = 0-3

Tl ok o

o
5
E
o
B o
b
)
=
L
S0 [T R e
-

_—
|
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- Tsble 17. Frequency distributicn of diaadvantaged homemakers amd their
interpersonal information sources by selected characteristics

Disadvantaged. Stage A ‘Stage B Stage C -
- H Sources ource Sources
N=18" N= 3

\ Chamc}-&ﬁgtic

Vs

z

"
| e T

[

]

oo o
.
[ el 2

‘m-:um
=g
R D
ot

|

Ethnic background:
‘Black T

JQiicome:
$3,990 or less 12
54,000 to0- 6,999 5
fooo0 37,000 to 9,959 1
$10,000 or more O

-Total - 18

[ I O N
oo QI

300 8 100 3 99

Lol 1
e |l

Pregent/future
value orientation
score;

<
e
\

oo

R ”"I.;éwj"g'”T;lE”"' L R - D
. Medium = 13-16 3 17 7 3
High = 1721 _ 9 50 1 _B1
Total 18 100 i8

ii

©a
7]

RN
= .

|mcnc
=

k=
f
L
=
]
— ‘
"]
—
[
=

Social participation
.. acore: ) . )
Low = 0-3 / 35 g -0 0
Medium = 4.8 28 1 6 1
High = 9-36 . 33 17 24 7 87
8

T

— Total 18 100 18 100

1 Total percentages do not always equal 100 due to rounding error.
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s
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Characigristie

-~

_Age, yri

B

Table 18. Chi-square tests for significant differences between selected char-
meteriaties of disadvantaged homemakers and their stage A inter-
persona!l source of information -

df X

49 or less 1 .
69 or more 4
Total 18 18 i

m
[
e

Education, yr:
4 or less 3
5-7 . i
8 or mofe B
Total {8

Ethnie hac&grﬁund :
Black
White
Total

[

Income: -
33,0049 or less 2
$4.000-6,999 - 5
$7,000-9,999 i
210,000 or more 0
Total 18

2| It
[z ez 1

0
P
el

o

9.80~

Prasentffuture
value orientation

LL}'V =12
Madium 13-16
High = 17-21 . 9 11

Total 18 1%

Social partici-
pation score:
[ 0-3

|

fu ol e MR |
‘MI‘H- .
|l o
| "

« value of B0 is o oeorreetal fnu
suntingeney table, and beenuse the chi-
uf wighificinee . .

ficant nt U5
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Table 18. Ch;asquare teats for aignificant differences bgh\ een aelected char-
acteristies of disadvaniaged homemakers' stage A, B, and C inter-
pergonal information soureces :

Chs acteristic - - - - i Total ) i
rocteristic Y B € N df Xt
Age, yr:
49 or less 11 B 1 17
50-59 4 2 1 7
60 or more 3 1 1 a - .
- Total 18 8 . ) 29 4 1.08
i Education, yr .
4 or less 0 0 1
57 , 2 0 0 2
8 or more 15 8 3 26
- "~ Tetal 15 2 3 249 1 2.04
Ethnic background:
Black : 10 2 1- i3
White - 8 - 8 2 16 '
Tatal 18 g 3 G- 4 2.39
’ -“Income: :
L £3,999 or leas A 1 1 7
%4,000-6,999 { 0 0 4
$7,000-6,999 4 B 1 8
$10,000 or more & 4 1 10 )
Total 18 8 3 29 6 7 4.40 N\
Present/future vilue
orientation se.ré: )
Low = 7-12 1 1 1 3
Medium = 13-16 7 0 0 7
—oe e o= High = 17:91 L e e TS ¢ e
: Total 18 8 & a9 4 7.11
Social Dﬂ.]"tlc]pgﬂl)n i
SCOTE: k \
Lo W= [RPSNY; SRR, UPSY ; S | SR RS S S
BMedium 2 1 0 3
High = 9- BE 16 -1 3 26
) Total . 18 B 3 20 . 4 398
o LE Eigmﬁtnﬁn m LHE - “1 li_vfl \ i T -

_ As for the differences between the characteristics of hﬁm;mag{ers A B, and
C sources, Table 17 is'inconclusive because of the ufequal N's in the A,'B,
and C sources. However, Table 19 clearly shows that, except for social
participation, sources A, B, and C share the same characteristica. Therefore,
the relationskip hetw een ‘sources A, B, and T is labeled as homaophilie.
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A Profile of Interpersonal Farm Informuation Sources Cited

" “Finally, this, research un linkage considered it important to identify, by
gelectad variables, the typical A, B, and C interpersonal information sources.
Selected socioeconomic variables ‘are age, ‘education, employment status,
eth background, income, length of residence in county, occupation, and
place of childhood residence. For the variables to be considered characteristie
of the interpersonal informetion source, they must have been possessed by the
iargest percentage of the sources (A/B/Q). ]

A profile of the typical interpersonal farm sources eited will.be discussed
. first in the following subsections. This discussion will be followed with a
' similar description of the typical home sources cited.

The Typical Stage A Source v
Hased on an examination of those characteristics most often possesszd by
’\Lhe stage A farm sources, the researchers were able to describe the individunl
who most typically represented this group. The data presented in Table 20
indieate that this person was most often a white farm operator {66 percent),
less than 50 years of age, having 8 or more years of éducation and a farm
background, working full-time for an annual income of $10,000 or more and
having resided in the dounty his entire life. :

The Typical Stage B Source . .

In reviewing the stage B farm sources shown in Table 20, this person may
be described as one who is a white farm operator (53 percent) or private dealer
(47 percent) and possessing the same deseriptive characteristics a3 his typical
stage A counterpart. .

The Typical Stage C Source Y

Table 20 shows that the typical stage C farm source \a@;rnn different from

N his stage A and B counterpart except for occupation. Private dealers ac-
: counted for 75 percent of stage C sources and farm operators for 25 percent -
- - - gy -contrasted to- 4T und stage-B-sources-and 10and. 66. percent

of ‘stage A sources, Tespec : N

A Profile of Interpersoncl Home Infermation Sources Cited
sources cited by disadvantaged homemakers
elow- Data-used-to arrive at. A, B,.and C.

“The typical interpersontl‘hom
=== ——gre—described ~the-subscctions
.1+ < profiles are fournd in Table 21. ;

- o . i -
Table 20. Frequency distribution of interpersonal farm information sources

5 cited by disadvintaged farm operators according’'te selected socio-
eeonomic charactaristics .

Stage A " Stage B Stage C

Solrces Sources Sources
N=15 N={

.Z,éé, yr:
49 or leas
50-h9
60 or more

Total

O
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Table 20. (Continued)

Staggé SVL‘REE B - Slage c
sl Sourzes Sources Sources
« Characteristic S N =29 = N=4
7 ) N. % N %
Education, yr: o - ) o )
. 4 or less 4 10 2 13 o 0
5T 3 30 1 K o .0
: R or more 23 49 . 12 80 4 100
A o Total. : 29 .99 15 100 1 100
= Employment status: '
: Full time (30 . .
_hefweek) a7 a3 15 160 4 100
Unahle to work 1 3 ] 0 -0 -0
- Total 29 a5 15 100 4 100
Ethnic backgreund: )
Black : 7 24 .2 13 0 0
.White ¢ 22 76 13 87 4 100
Total -39 100 15 100 4 100
Intamﬁ .
9 or less 3 0 0 0 0
$4,000:6,099 17 2 13 0 0
. §7,000-9,892 31 2 13 1 25
$10,000 or more 48 1w 3 T
" Total o4 15 99 1 100
Length of residence in
i_'c;\;mty, yT: : B )
3-8 2 -0 0
1‘3 15 i 1 0
2.0 . 2 2. 225
30 7 1] 0
_Entire iife By 12 75
Total 29 15 , 100
- _...Decupation®; R e
) Farm operator 19 66 B ) 1 35
T+ Government agency a 10 - 0 0 0 -0
Private dealer 3 10 7 47 3 5
Research 2 7 0 0 Y 0
Gther 2 1 o0 0 _ o _o
Total ~ 29 100 15 100 H 100
Childhood residence: o
Farm . ©o22 8 14 53 3 75
Town &= ) (4] 23 1 T 1- 25
Gty | . .1 .3 .0 - _0 0 0
__Total 20 100 15 100 4 100

. lenl persent .Inﬁ Fiot .glwnyx wijual 1100, !us i P il Ny erver., .
\ Furm ator = farm of2rAlar; Guyernment sgency = 503 nffice manager. FHA auper-
. visor

A lonn officer; Private dealer = Ganker, desler or salesmsn (fiasl, seed, fertilizer,

ehemicnls, farm suppliva, farm squipmentd, eanut thl](ng compiny manager; HResesrch =
Extenalon apeciailst, Fxtenalon ngents (sgriculture an! haome ecenomis), scil conssrvation '
\ technleiin, doctors; and Oiher = deputy sheelff and fungﬂl Thome dlrai:h;r
. i
L . ‘ D , . 89

O
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Table 21.

economic characteristi

cs

Frequency distribution of interpersonal home information sources
cited by disadvantaged homemakers according to selected sosiv=:

Characteristi=

 Stage B
Sources -

N=18 N=3

Stage
Sources

.

N=1

T .
or more |

Total

- Employment status:
Fuil time (40
hrfweek)
Housewifo
Unable to work
Retired
Total
Ethnie background:

Black
Whi

Total
Inecomd:

7.000-

- _%1*).[51()() or more

Length of vesidence in
county, vr:
1-49

r more
Entire life
Tuotal

Oceupationt:
Housewife -
virnment agency
Private dealer
Resvarch
!Dth‘f!_‘

Total

90 .
' ; I

O
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Table 21. iCaﬁtmuéd)

) Stéée A ) ~ Stage B ' 7Stage C
— g . Sources Source Sources
Chara _’EETIEHE N=18 N=3
N L3 N % -

;um A 4 agents (agri ukurc and hume emnumu‘s) gml EuﬁSEF\!-:!l!uﬁ
teehnician. doctirs; nnil Gther = deputy sherifl nnd "unnrnl hurieg d\reﬂur

The Typieal Stage A Source

I3ata in Table 21 indicate that the stagp A home source was most often a
black housewife (39 percent), less than 50 years of age, having & or more
~years of education and a farm background, wm:kmg full-time and hav“mg
resided in the county her entire life. Distinction by annual indome is net as
easily made for stage A individuals. Twenty -eight percent of stage A sources
had an nnnun] income af $3,999 or less. Another 28 percent had mmm@ of
£10,000 or more.. .

The Typical Stage B Source:

Table 21 shows that the typical stage B hnme source was less than aO years
__of age (63 percent), a white government agen T
tion, with a farm background, and emplo

_£10,000 or mﬂre Thlrty glght per nL had resuied in the munty 1- 9 years

—_— f:Athrée hadﬁ—qr T

¢ Sources \ o e
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The Typu:al Stage C buurce

Only three stage C home sources were EltEd in'the home phase of the study
(Table 21). Two were Housewives and one a vocational agriculture; teacher
ore }e;;r':. nl‘_educgtmn_and ;L_t‘;;rm hm:kgruuﬂd Two we

‘two! thh mu:m

The three lnd,,
categurles for ape .md lgng—th of rEsldEﬂEE in cmmty Thus no tyg
could he established in rr:lntmn to those two characteristies.

N The Relatmnshlps of Selected Eﬂcmpsychniogxcal \’arlables m

v Degree of Rationality in.De isien-Making; Availability, Us- :
age, and Credibility of Medit .(Interpersonal, Mass, and Pub- - —
lications); and Degree of L‘inkage Between—Interpersonal , '
Information Sources Jsed and® \Researgh -Based Infurrnatmn

This study suspected that eertain sc;mupsychalaglcal variables would be re-
lated to g‘ntmnal; ty in d(uqmn m.ﬂcmg (HD\I). to nvmlablhtv, usage, and ‘
. 91 .
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(:Tedlbmty of media; and to dég‘reé of linkage between mterpersanal informa-
tion sources ‘and fﬂsearr:h hased mfnrmstmn sources, T'hnae Vﬂrl&blFS are

Each of thE Eeletted sm;mpsychnlugmﬁl variables was measured amﬂ used to

(. characterize the target population. The results of those measurements were .

: _ _indicated in Tables 6 and.7. Two multiple regression equations, one for farm .. .. _.

operators and one for homemakers, were used to determine the cumulative

and individual effects of thé salected variables on RDM. Multiple correlation

‘epefficients (R2-values) were generated for s eMmﬁ Table 22 presents

the R’-valae snd its F-value, for the two equations. A .10 levélofsignificance S

was used to test for relationships of selected variables to RDM. e

; .

Table 22.. The amount of variance in rationclity of degaiﬂﬂ-mnk.mg SmMOong
diaadvanteged farm families explained by the sclected independent
~variablea (N

Dep-endem Vzrmble 7177 7 B T Rivalue - f-‘ﬂ"rajgé B
Farm operator v S .060 1.98%
Homemuker . 096 3.30%*-

cant nt 10Qevel .
ani-ar01 level. S

e 'ﬂxe farm operators’ F-value (1.98) was sngmﬁesnt at the .10 level, The
" homeinakers’ F-value (3.30) was significant at the .01 level. The farm opera-.
tors’ Ri-value of .06 indicated that 6 percent of the total variability of RDM
for farm operators was "accourited for in the specific variables selected for
B :éqtmg Although significant; the amount of variation-is gmall, The home-———
P j' makers’ R%-valué of .096 indicated that approximately 10 percent of the total |
S measured - varinbility of RDM for homemakers was accounted for -in the
——=-=—-5€i-€:*etj—?§ﬂablea—ei&gé, E‘ESéﬂ{[ﬁ!tQFE—\‘BI&E—DHEHEEBW JES’E}ﬂf'E%iueaimnx*—'-ﬁm—
and p]aftn:xpgtmn in organizations.
To assesa the relative importance of the four independent variables, their
partmi regression coefficients were examined for the direction and signifi-
i _re}atlunshxp with RDM. Table 23 shows the ) resuits of that

o anm_matmﬂ

- Table 23. Re!atmﬂahlp between aelected variabléd snd the variability in
) - rgdanahty u!' de«:ismﬁ-mnkmg gf fnrm operatoras and homemakers

: ~ Farm .
o s o | *. :Operators : Humemakerﬂ
) Variable B IN=130)
- o S ~.t-value
Age . : - =0.007
.. _..-Edtcation ; : = 0.206
R Present/future value _ ’ 1.43R8
orientation : ) .
Sﬂeial parf.' 'patmﬂ - 2.311' L1140

Hl!mE ] 66.
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= Qparatnrs or hQﬁ’lEmakEI‘S (Tahle 23) FDr level of edur:atxcm the t value was
é!g’nlﬁi;sﬂt (.10 level) and pﬁsltwe for hnmémakers iny The t-vs.lue fnf

- for gocial participation the t-value was positive for farm operators and home- .
makers, but sxg-mﬁcant (.10 level) (miy for farm operators. :

hamemvkérs bgt was sxgmﬁ\:gnt (10 level) . only fur hﬁmemakers Fmally,. .

. The Eelﬂimusﬁlp gf Selected. Sacmﬁsyckalaglm! Varichles to Awﬂ:lab:hiy. g o e e .
Usage, and Credibility of Information Media .

Chi-square tests of significance were made to test for relationships between
~selected characteristicsto availability, usage, and eredibility of media, A .05
level of significance was selected t6 test for relationships. The data.in Table- S
24 revealed no significant - relationships between the selected sociopsychologi-
cal variables "and the avm]abﬂlty Qf media for either farm operators or
homemakers. Similarly, the data in “Table 25-indicate no slsmﬁeant relation-
- shlps -between the selected sncmpsy\:huluglcal varlables and medls usage for e

Ingh:al vm'mbleg Eﬁd fal*m BpErﬂtQFS p&rceptmﬂ “of
ever, homemakers' age was significantly (.05 level) related to thexr pEr\:eptmn
7 of media tredlbl}lty No significant relationshiz svealed for the
remamder af the sucmpsychﬁlagmsl varmblés (hnmemak&rs ehnractenstlcs)

) Tgb!e 24. Chi- squsre teats for. sigml":gnt relationships between Eeh‘ftted
‘ sagmpay:hnlug;:al variables and media av g:labxhty )

MEdlﬂ Availability

— *—fChEIBQEEriEﬁ(‘ ', s mmeEs=EE ~——=-Magg-""" el IS & S
L ) ~ Mass Pub, Pub, daf valueﬁw ) o
.~ "Farm Operator: ) - . : A
””:"’AEE. ¥E: T _'}" TS P i 7
49 or less R A 0 37 49 :
. 50-59 - 11 1 29 41
G0 or more 1 _ 0 33 40 : v
S Total 30 1. 9 130 4 337 - .- . L
, Edueation, yr: .
4 or less 16 0 30 46
5.7 - 9 1] 42 51
4 or more _5 1 27 33 R
Total 30 1 99 130 4 8.34
Present/future
\mlue orientation
L, 2. 12 -0 . 29 41
Medium = 13-16 11 1] 35 . 46
High = 17-21 1 1 35 43
Total 30 1 99 130. o4 3.89
93

-
px



Table 24. (Continued)
- o 7\irdm ) 7|belllg -
Characteristic Mass- - X
R Mass P'ub, - Fuh, N df 7\:1171457
Social_participation .
_seore
7 Low = 0-3 19 1 33 53
—_— Medium = 4-8 7 0 32 39
High = 036 1 0 31 38
Total a0 i 99 130 4 10.64
L Homemaker:
Age, y
19 or less 14 . 1 48 ’53
- A0-39' 13 0 32 15
60 or more 4 _0 19 22
Total 30 1 [ 30 4 3.04
Edueation, yr:
- 1 or less -4 0 6 It
5-T ) "o 0 48 36 =
8 or mare 12 1 65 B
Total 30 ) 1 1y 130 - 2.27
Pfééentlfumre value
orientation score: .
Low = T 12 L 0 33 42 AR
Medium = 13-16 11 130 42 -
- High = 1721 10 - 0 | 36 i |
Totai 10 1 | 99 130 1 3.64
f
i
=== e irsmsimia — ’f“ =‘V:_77: . 7,, - -
19 121 11
5 o 29 34
_ 30: - 1— 99 130 i
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The Relationship of Selected .Sncmpqyr}mlngwal Tr‘ﬁrmblﬁ-s to Degree of
. Linkage

Analysis of variance was used to test for the relationships between selectad
sociopsychological variables and degree of linkage, A .05 leve] of signifieance
was used to test for relationships. Table 27 indicates the:results .of the
analysis of variance procedure. According to these data, there .were no
significant relammshlpt‘. hetween the selected sauapsychalngmm v‘armbles
and the degree of linkage.

s




Table 25, Chi-sguare tests for significant relationships between selected socjapsychological varishles and media usagé

- Media Usape =
Characeriztic - - Pube . Pube Masm )
~ Nome b, ‘claas Mass t, It Wt Al N & valu;

Farm Operators:
19 o fess

| ! BN
) R
: i

4B 4l

- B0or more “] 1 .

I}

e '|I [ R A1
)
[t |

il
. ‘ i
et || [ TR e TR

Education, __yf‘;
{ or less i
. !

K or more i

Total

!
= =
!

I::—: -
L T e
.

omit, || L

il
|

| e}
Lo ]
_ el f e T L
il {
o)

w10 107
Present/future valye
orientation seore:
ClowsTL
- Medium = 13.16

BB o4
14
i

—

i
!

: H .

Total - . { H i

ﬁ 0 552 L

Sovial participation
 store:
Low = (-
o Mediom =48
High=03%

Total . ...
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‘ Tnble 26 Chi-square tests for glgmﬁcant relationships between sele:ted

e " aoeiopaychological varmhles and medm r.redlblhty

Chzmﬂeréﬁé o f Midif Greélblmy .
S ’ ¢ Mass Pub. . Int. N df

xe

-value

Farm Dperatar
Age yr:

49 or less 8 8 33 49
50:59 4 5 32 41
* 60 or more. : _5 _6 29 . 40

Total - , 17

—
2]
- E
e

Edut:stmn yr . : S :
4 pr less .7 . 33 46
51 ; .61
& or more ‘25 © 33
"33 130 4

i
Lo R
)
=

sl

B E‘atal ‘
Presen [future value .. ;e
.ofientation score: [ '
‘Low = 7-12 B
Medium = 13-16 1
——High'=.17.21— .. _§
' Tatal o 17

32 . a1
31 46

i
’-‘“
wu‘qumaz .

:

i

]

[rary

o4 130 . 4

~ Spcial partmlpat,mn

; CF ) N ,
- = ¢ 9 9 3 53 -

B " Medium = 4-8 -2 6 31 ‘39

.. ' High =936 6 _a 28 38,
Lol " “Total 17 19 94 130 -4

" . Homemaker: '

—
="
e
o
[~
=]

749 or less
50-59
e 60 or more
i . Total

z|

e | T
~mH:m—w

R e e

i

—

Resdt L I

o | b K

Educahmn yr , . s :
- - 4 & less 2 1 7. 10
s 5T 4 3 29 - 36 "
w8 or more 8 13- 8 84
’ Total 14 17 99 130 4
. ¢ Present/future value
- ErlEﬁ ation. score: . .
3 6 33 42 -
48 32 42
15 B 46
s - 14 7 99 130 4
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oo TABLE ZE (Cnntmued) o 3 .
AT 4 Media Gredibility ~ . ya.
’ \Char terlsin‘:‘ ' “"'Mass ~ Pub. \ Int. "N ~df . value’

i . H
T \ Sﬂcml paftlclp'ltmn
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| o
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‘;hr,[-B GLOSSARY 'QT-,'“ S Sy

Agents: those persons. cnneerned with the ﬂlssemmaﬁxcm of mfgrmat;mn»

and/or the alteration” of behavior .of peaple with whom they interact, e.g.
‘county-Extension agents (sgrlcultural and home économics), nutrition aides,
:1, | votational- ag'ﬂc:ulturﬂl teachers, }mrné economics teachers représenta, ves of

: gnvemmental agencies, and lendmg nstitutions: : )
Anomia: 8 pﬁyrzl‘s@lagmal term referring to'the state of mind of one whc has
beeh pulled up from his roral rﬁnts and no langer has any standardsmcmly

disconnected urges. . e

pulled ap from their moral roots nd who have lost their sense of direction.

Cﬁmmum:almn a process by:which messages are transferred from a source -
. . tosm ‘receiver, The transfer uf xdea's from a source w1th a ﬂewpmnt ‘ol mcdnl‘y-
;! L \ng the behavior of recéivers. - "

Communication patterns: those media (mterpersnnal Trinss, or pubheatmns)

 used by disadvantaged farr families as sources of. information for farm and
"home decizsion-making; the sombinations of media they appear to use.

Credibility: the state of (Meine, 1965, p. 174) “being worthy of u‘edlt

E’féhEﬂcE or gonﬁdence as tc: truth and correctnesay apphed tg persons or . )

things.” H

.

'1--14

— . Anomie: i sociclogical term ?ﬁzrl‘mg ton gmup ui pegple whu hkave been'
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P . ko

: preferﬁ' \end by the subprccessea Df -(1) urnentatnun (2) ubservatmn (3)
nrlalyms (1;{ implementation, and (.j) feedback and msgonsnbnhtv ns the basis
for ruture sctmﬂ _ s

- 'damlcued together and meétin - tHe eritéria uf (l) fnrmmg i pmductmn umt”:f",;j’
‘ / of 10 scres or more from which tutal annual receipts are $50-or more, or .
farmmg a produetion unit of 9 acres or less frc:m which a total annual rétirn
of $250 or.more is reéhzed {2y having an income below:the eligibility
standard set for the Notth Camhna Sm:ml Bervices Food Stamp Program
- {i.e., $4320 per yesr for a\family of four), :
Disadv antaged farm opetator: any individual who earns a lwmg by farmmg
‘and "meets the "eriteria est ,hhshed in the deﬁmtmn c;f dlsadvantaged fsrm
- family.’
\ Dlsadmntnged hnmemak r* any mdwndual whuse mggm respensnbnhty is?
' that of caring for or. mgnagmg the home in which she lives and who meets -
RS thE criteria established -in t,'hé definition of disadvantaged farm- family.,
e - Extended. family: thode, /persons deﬁneﬂ as bemg m ﬂm;l thenr nuclear P
: famlheg {Bertrand, 1967). ~ ’ i vk
T% = —~Heterophily: the degree to which pairs of mdlvlduals differ in pﬂltlcular" o
B sttrlbutea such as .beliefs; values educational Ie
Hunmphﬂy the dEErEE h;: i

LmkagE‘ the aLtua] :hgm le mterpersunal relamuns that famhtnates the - -
transfer or relay of information from’a source to a destinatiod. Such, 4 com- "
municatibn chain, or network, tonsists of any number of individuals, starting
-with a source person .and . sequentially continuing through all of the related
individusls who are his direct and ‘indirect receivers. Esgentmlly, a com- .
mumcﬂtmﬂ {:ham or netwurk e 1sts of a nu ben of lmked dyads in whlch

t}mt share common. attr mﬁ)rmstmn: '
_ sources in_them.ars ¢ommunication channels through which a message is
* ¢ transmitted, cunw:}ed .or carried on. In this study, media are classified as
' either interpersonal,-mass or publications, Information .sources within each’
"category  are: lnlefpersannl==agents church, dealers, and family-friends-
neighbors: massinewspapers rau:lm xmd TV; and publmglmnngullétms-
pamphlets Farmer'
. Nuclear famll}
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f perspﬁ whu i fo "ally mﬂ_;emfes other mdwlduals :
1= or overt behgvmr with relﬂtne frequgncy (Rogers and Shﬂgmaker

1‘371)

psychnlaglcal Ec@nm’me and [ml tic )
Opémtmﬁﬂhzed in thls %tuciy by the criteria used to 1dent1f\dlsadvantaged
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- Research-based information source: a person (g'jaecin]ist or reséarcher in a

specific subject matter'arca) who represents a profession ior institution recog-
o .. ‘nized by the scientific cummunity as possessing _impartial research infor-
e mation tha i :

t has been validated empirically by application of the seientific
,.moral, or ethical judgments.. In addition, any

itt®d by these individuals-in -written or-publica~—m—r

. tion form will be ‘considered a research-based source of information.
. Sources A, B, and C: represent those persons who. serve as links in the

.. -ghain of information flow_ to disadvantaged farm families. “A" is the inter- -

,.personal information source used by the disadvantaged farm families; “B" . |

is the interpersonal information source used by “A";- and “C” is the inter-.- -

" personal information source used by “B.” e e

" Subculture: the total way of life of the disadvantaged farm family, includ- -
- ing.the legacy of pAst human behavior, and repﬁesentin’g the historical accu-
‘mulation of artifacts, knowledge, beliefs, and values by which they eope with

their world. : ' - A e

:‘-6"P
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7 Res arch Q estionnaires

Address

Interviewer .

Hép Number

" A STUDY OF DECISIGN ~MAKING AND ;DMMUNICATIDN PATT

DISADVANTAGED FARM-FAMILIES IN THE
- NDRTH CAEQLINA : C@ESTI\L . PLAiNS AREA

| Identlﬁlsa on

Eard Number

" county: (HRRH (x) ‘COUNTY IN WHICH FAMILY LIVES)

1 Halifax

2 ' Northampton'

. AY
3. Bertie

N ' ‘ . '
:SECTION I -~ SCREENING QUEJTIQNS T

. The purpose of this se Etl@ﬂ is to dEtEImlﬁE‘n'
if the family 'is to be interviewed, that ;;,Vif the

definitions of "farm," "family," anﬂ lncama
~ formulated for th;g Study apply

= £
i £
:
-, _ .

; oo Exper;ment Station Rural Develapment Prbject
S S NGE,h Carallna State Unlvaf lty, 1971 75




3,

i : -

" (USE. CROSS MARKS (X) TOR EESEDNSES IF: "ﬁ@"\is MARKED IN EITHER
" QUESTION NO. 2 OR QUESTION NO. . NOT
: QUALIFY. HOWEVER, CONTINUE THROUGH QUESTIDN NO. 8 BEFORE

“ TERMINATING THE INTERVIEW.) ) R .

‘- Flrst of gll I would like- ta .ask yau a Eéw quest;g 5 éb@ﬁ;
[.your farm and famlly

"1i How many acres do ycu farm?

1 0=09 r(lF MARKED, ASK QUE TIDN NO. 2 AND SKIP
] 3 .

_QUESTION NO. 3.)
2 ___ 10 or more ~(IF MARKED, SKIP TO QUESTIDN NG 3.)
2, pid you sell as much as $250%00 warth ﬂa:m products

'ﬂurlng the - ‘year? | _ ~%

1 ves. (§250.00 or, meE)

M

*.5. Do you and your wife both live here?’

ERIC
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(ADD NUMBER OF CHILDREN, GRANDCHILDREN, AND PARENTS TQ -

-, ARRIVE AT THE SIZE OF HOUSEHOLD. BASED ON SIZE. OF HOUSE-
X s HOLD, FIND APPROPRIATE I-IDNTHLY INCOME LIMIT IN SCHEDULE
;o BELOW AND ASK QUESTION NO. 7, FILLING IN THE BLANK WITH
A MONTHLY INCOME ALLC}WAELE FDR THE RESPD'\IDENT S SIZE OF -

FAMILY.) ; .
R ﬂﬁxlmum All@wable Mﬁﬂthlyrugt
' : - “Food Stamp Income_ Standarcsl pela
¢ Bize of B :
- household _ ' N
2 222 7664
3 293 3516 ’
g 4 360 4320
‘ !
- 5 . 427 - 5124 - - - . L
' 6 493 5916 y
7 547 - 6564
8 - 600 S, 7200
\,l EL S s . . " : 4 i
o g ! o+ 53~ 7836 -
T © 706 8472

Hous ehald having more than 10- Eamlly B
members, for each additional memb “. .
$53.00 EE: month.

7. Would you say that yau total family income falls below

‘m

ollars a month or _ . a year?

ERIC
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- 8. Would you say that the total family income received by all
members of 'your family 11VLng at home is: '

1" lLess than' $1,000"

-$1, Qﬂﬂvr1$l 999~—«—~-»7afat»
3 - $2,000 - §2,999
S 4. $3,000 - §3,999

5.___7$4,000 - $4,999

6 $5,000 - $5,999 7,
7 . $6,000 - $6,999 R

$7,000 - $9,999

?$1Q}GQD‘Q§;mare e T IR

ERITERIA FOR’ “E'ARM " "FAMILY " AND
PURPOSES OF THIS, STUDY PROCEED )
i TO.SECTION II.. IF NOT, THANK FLESPDNDENT FOR THE INFORMA=
' TION AND TERMINATE THE;INTERUIEW )

i(IE“RESPDNDENT MEETS THE
"INCOME" FORMULATED FOR
¥

]

s # L s { = H sl
- 1 2

.

;q;n \ L b ¢ 2a 3 =
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SECTION II - EEREDNAL AND=EDCIAL DATA .-

(ENTER RESPDNSES TO QUESTIDNS INLLUDED IN THE FOLLOWING
PARAGRAPH.ON FORM-1.FOR ALL PERSONS LIVIﬂG IN' HOUSEHOLD::-~
HUSEAND OR WIFE MAY RESPOK).) -

mething abaut yaursglf,
_Hmembefs of ybur‘famlly, and all éthéf peo ple llvlﬁﬁ’WLth yau
" in this house.’ Starting with yourself (husband), by what name

~do your ffléﬁaa call yau? . Do you ﬁin& giving me

y@uril st blrthday?* What about ycur EEhDDl dayS

B ihlghést gradé you campleted in’ school? HNo w=tell me about

5
4

. wark =- What:have you been d@lng f@r the laat mgﬂth

o

have gau bEEh (READ CDDE 2) wa:klng off the farm full time

(40 hr .week), warklng afi th E rm pa t time (lass than 40 hr

LN week)} aut of wark and” laék;ng Ea: nonfarm emplaymant kéeplng
' house, ga;ng £é ,h ol (1ﬁc1udé TI), unablé to work, ret red. .

F

Tor athe:ﬁ n addition to yaurlfafmingi dg you give 'time to

'I—'l\

any gthgf type of wark for wh;ch you féCElVE money? -

" Now .How about your wife (CDNTINUE ACROSS. FILLING IN. FDRM

o 'SAMé;AS FOR HUSBAND) -- What is her name, dge, highest grade '
cgmélegea in schéal{ évailability‘f@: work. '_: 7

¢ -? . f.WGﬁi&ilika to talk witﬁ?y@u néxt_abéut your ¢§;1§ren‘andz.

others 1iving with you. (CONTINUE ACROSS, FILLING IN'FORM
FOR EREH cHILD- GRANDCHILD, AND .ALL PERSONS LIVING IN HOUSE.

JRECQED ‘FOR 'EACH GF THESE , "sEX" AND "RELATIONSHIP TO FAMILY.")

™,
(R

O
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" Rela- Sex | Age at | Highest Avail=l -
tion= (M | . last grade abil-
-ship or birth- completed ity
to F} day in for
+ family " ’ school work
Name ) " .
: R Code Code =
S R ¢ 3 ) _ @Y
7 - = _
P8 ’ B S
- B i, Y -
Code 1 code 2
1 = chila (son or daughter) 1 = Work off farm full time )
2 = Grandechild : ) (40 hr/week or mone)
"3 .= Other child 2 = Work off farm part time’
4 = Son or daughter-in=-law - (Less than 40 hr/week) ]
5 = Parent of husband or wife 3 = Out of work and looking for
6 = rienfarm Emplayment

‘Other adult

N R R N
[

9 =

= Keep house

Go to school (lnclude TI)
Unable to work .
Retired

Other (Spécify)

Inadequate information

*Include as persons in household all people 11v;ng in thevthse—
hold with the family at the time of interview .and tak;nq paft in
‘household activities (sleeping and eating) during the last 6

manths.

(These persons need.not be related by bleod to the famlly )

Include chlldréﬁ who are. away in callege or boarding schg@l.

123




. (USE CROSS MARKS (X) FOR RESPONSES TO ALL QUESTIONS THROUGHOUT
. THE INSTRUMENT EXCEPT WHERE FIGURES, NAMES, OR CIRCLES ARE
. 'REQUESTED.) - ;

Next, I would like to talk with you about your farming
operation and where you have lived. (HUSBAND T

~’QUESTIONS 10, 11, AND 12.)

I
Ly
o

3

10. How would you describ farming arrangements;
: o ;i

1t;, or do you have

(MARK (X) TENURE STATUS “a" OR “b" BELOW AND ARRANGEMENTS
APPROPRIATE). , *

WHERE
'\Sa; : Géerat@; (including partnxréhip)w

All owned; Number acres owned:

part owned; Number acres owned: . -

Number acres not owned: o
(IF "PART OWNED" IS MARKED (x), ARRANGEMENTS .
BELOW MUST BE MARKED.) s
Arrangements regarding part non-owned :

~ Cash renting : -

Ai
A.

A,

) share renting (including sharecropper)
7 OEhEI'(DéSCfibé) 7 _ ) B

b. ! Tenant-(Nansawnéd?

Arfangéméﬁté: ~(Total acres } C
Cash ;aniing /.
Share renting (including sharecropper)

Other (Describe)

o
e
. -
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ll;* Héﬁ many years have you operated or worked under your
—..  __ present fEfTi?g arrangements? o
— L. 7 5 thantzn}eafs e - -
2 2.-.4yedrs T T S eel S
éfé;"}$iéj;=§ 5 - 9 years | ;

4 10 years or more
9 Inadeguate information or no response - f-lw

'12. About how long have you lived on this farm? (HARH:(xﬂ:EDTH
HUSBAND ANP WIFE IN QUESTIONS WHERE SPACE IS PRGK;.IDED;)“”

; © Husband Wife

1.. 1 Less than 2 years R

2 _ 2 2 - 4 years _ .,;/

, S 5 = 9 years

i

. e . : - ’ ) . 113 -
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Social Participation = D I waulé like to ask about
organizations to which sac h of you belong, or take part
ou belong to or attend church, etc.? {RECORD

=4 =
"1, 2, 3" FOR EACH "YES" RESPONSE. LEAVE "BLANK" IF
RESPONSE IS "NO.")- (RECORD FOR BOTH HUSBAND AND WIFE. )

I
C@dé:"u;.he ship = 1; Attend = 2; on committée =.3

Hold office, ser

- , Are you| Do you | Do you hold
: T . ©a _attend'a office or
member?| fourth of serve on

Name or type of the time?| committees?

- erganization ; ~H = Husband W = Wife
W o CFH W, HT] W ~ H - W
_ . “copE | 1 a2 |21 3 | 3
Chureh

Sunday Sr:haa,l

i 5

Farm grgan;zatlans (Farm
Bureau, NFD, Grange,
eﬁci)

Schgcl crqanlzatlana
-(PTA, Boosters Club,
ete. )

Ccmmunlty clubs (Home-

makers Club, Volunteer
F;Eemen,fetﬁ.

_ Other (LIST BELOW)

O
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AT THIS FOINT IN THE INTERQIEW,,ETHE HUSBAND A
SEPARATE TO ANSWER REMAINING QUESTIDNS IN THE

Questions in Schedule No. II, pages 119 through 128, are to be
""answered by the husband. - R

III, pages 131 through 147, are to bé

)
) 127 : s

O
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SEPARAIE
" HUSBAND
COMD
©MIFE

R ~ BEFORE PROCEEDING T0
R .. QUESTIONS'ON

% .. SCHEDULE NO. I1:  HUSBAND ONL




Interviewer o

CSCHEDULE NO. II
HUSBAND - ONLY

SECTION. IIT - DECISION-MAKING, COMMUNICATION, AND LINKAGE
D’ ,OR FAEH - INTERVIEW HUSEAQD o

o Next, -I waula like ta talk with yau ‘about yéprrjf
f rming. - !

What are 2 or 3 of the most important decisiens about
your farming that you have made:during the past 12 o T
months? (WRITE IN. CODE TO BE DETERMINED'LATER.)  __. °

R

é

c. e . . o i
- B . - C . 1Y

. — ] 1
15. -Of these (READ DECISIONS CITED ABOVE), which one {
: decision do you consider to be .the most impertant that k
you had to make; that is, which was the. taughest or ’
hardest one for you to make?

T i . ',II R
A . .. (CIRGLE,LETTER WHICH REPRESENTS THE ONE DECISION
it EHQESNVWEOM ANSWERS GIVEN TO.QUESTION NO, 14 ABOVE.) -

a. b. : c..

16,  Did you talk with anyone outside your . family about
. this problem .before veu actually maée ; ur decision? -

(MARK (§:9] YES OR NO)
1 YES
NO  (IF NO, SKIP TO QUESTION NO. 18)

2

9 . NO RESPONSE o

R 1 D PE
S . o o - b

ERIC
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" 17. Did this person help you to make up your mind? (MARK (X)
_YES OR NO) ' . '

- FOR ONLY ONE PERSON'S NAME.)

1 vEs (IF YES, ASK QUESTIONS a, b, ¢ BELOW AND PROBE

: a." What is this person's name? (WRITE IN NAME)

. L. Where does hejshe live? (WRITE IN ADDRESS)

b

. what type of work does hé/she do? (WRITE IN)

W
=t
be
]
Tl
]
e
=
w
.t
i
s
ey
I,
n]
[a]
=
]
rr
P
o
o]
o
]
el
]
H
o
]
o
]
pu
7]
i

"1s. Rationality Measurement - (Relative to "farm® decision
. — e in question No. 15) ’

few more quggéi@ns which I wo
r me regarding this importan
that is: (REPEAT FARM DECIS

[
1

MARK (¥) ONE
— DON'T

pid you know what you wanted to do -

- — - before you made this decision?
R - ! 3 __ b. Did you put off making this decision?

u forced to make this de- -
cion before.you were ready? :

4. 1 r 3 d. Did you talk to anyone outside yadf
) - ] " . family about the problem before you.
: ~actually made your decision? L

5. L. 2 3 7 e. Did looking at magazines or newspapers
o T {including ads), college information.

: - pulletins, TV or radio give you ideas
abdut what te-do? S . B

5
]
L

-

120

O
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(5]

|
|

"3

" h. Did you feel ycu were taking a
chance when you made up your mind
to handle the prablém th15 way?

-igquld you talk this over a lgt w1th
7" your wife or Ehlldréﬁ? ;

*j. Do you take full-credit for ‘making
this ae:igian? \ :

After doing what you de:;dgd have
you talked to, or ‘heard of, athef
persons who have made the - same

ind of deslslan? : 2

‘ ?i""l:l« ety

1. Would you'do things d;ffarently if
you :a,ld do it all over aga;n§

i

121
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. Now I wo fld like td. get.a clearer picture of any other source .

‘T of help which’ yau got in making up your mind about this mast
;mparta}; "fFarm" decision we just talked about; that is:

”(‘REPI:‘AT ARM DECISION CIRCLED.IN QUESTIDN ‘NO. 15}

" . 19.. " Media/Information Source any help
o w:....in_any other way or from any making up
your mind aboutthis "farm" '
(MARK (X) YES OR NO IN COLUMN.) T o
. COLUMN ‘
SOURCE - - ' YES ~ NO ;- :
| ' . PO N -
Newspapers ! 1 2 _
‘Férm‘ﬁagaginégz - Co - 2 -
. Eullét;ﬁz or pamphle -; 1 s
Farmer's Almanac I R 2./
. . . _ —_
Radic 1 2
adio i . i
v 1 2 /7:7
i cies (Welfare, 1 2
5, etc.) ]
Agricultural Extension Agent 1 2
_ 7 IR . \ B L
- Vo=-Ag Teacher - = . -1 . /2
Dealer -or ﬁalés ian (ferti- ) 1 T2
lizer, seed, feed) .- : : T
<7 /
Léﬁdingﬁiﬁstitut;@ﬂs {PCA, ' 1 - . 2
banks, etc.) . .
Friend or neighbor -~ ' L. 2
. : — /
Fgml]y member or ELIQCL,E 1 ! 2 .
Minister of shurch ’ : o1 l’ 2 i
Other (Idéntlfy) . W,;aif, 1 . 2 )

122 . \
S - \
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(QUESTICN NO. 20 IS NOT RELATED TO A SPECIFLC FARH PROBLEM,
BUT IS DESIGNED TO DETERMINE HOW MUCH FAITH THE RESPONDENT
HAS IN VARIOUS SOURCES OF INFOEMATIDN }

20. Cri ibi
P i

I would like to asklyﬁu ; 2w more GuEStiDnS about where
‘_ynu get Earmlng information and how yau feel about the truthful-
© ness of 1t, Lo

a. Be;w% , TV, radio, and newspapers, which one source
would vou say gives the most truthTul_and “Tight, that

is, accurate farming 1nfcfmat;gn? - {MAKRK™(X) ONLY
r ~ ONE SOURCE.) ‘
2 Ma;s medla sauzéés
1 a : N
2 __ Radio V
. '3‘==; NEWSPEQEIEV
9. ' Inadequate information or no response

b, For information on farmlnq, which one of the following

R «* “sources would you say gives the most truthful and right,
= that is, accurate information - farm magazines, bulle-=

tins, or the Farmer's Almanac? (MARK (X) ONLY ONE SQURCE. )

—r _'Publication sources

-1 Fagm magazines

2 Bulletins and pamphlets

ud
]

armer's Almanac

9 Inadoqudte information or no response

ERIC
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o

] help in making farm decisions, which one source
would you say gives the most truthful and right, that
s, accurate infermation -- friends and neighbers,

-icultural Extension Agent, Vo=-Ag _teacher, farm
lers, family members, representatives of other
governmental agencies (Welf ASCS, S8C5, ote.),
minister of church, or leading institutions? (MARK
(X) ONLY ONE SOURCE.) .

2 Agricultural Extension Agent

3 _  .Vo-Ag teacher

8 ' Lending institutions (PCA, banks, etc.)

9 Inadequate information or no response

‘i_ ' ) V_ j.gi{i
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0f the different information sources you have named, that’

” ié'(REPEAT NAME OF SOURCES CHECKED IN QUESTIONS a, b,

AND ¢), which one of these three do you believe is the
most overall tFuthful source of information for you? : —
(MARK (X) ONLY ONE SOURCE.)

. : -a.
1 Mass Media g:::j:::i::bl adi :
‘ S : ———¢g. Newspaper

.- g F—
h .
/i, ] .
3. Farm dealers or. salesmen
k. ily members
1. Représentatives of other —————
I Inte pérsanalx\\ . governmental agencies
' o - " .. (Welfare, FHA, SES
\x\\\ : ASCS, etc.) ;
m. Mlnlster of church
h. Lending institutions-
- (PCA, banks, etc.)
g ———
(o
Py
126 . -
, 135
- - = -



" SECTION IV - POLITICAL AND PSYCHOLOGICAL DATA -

FOR HUSBAND

I would like to know saméthiﬂg about your par-
tizipation and feelings regarding the political life
in your community. (MARK (X) RESPONSES, EXCEPT WHERE
NAMES ARE TO BE WRITTEN IN. )

21, Aré:yéu ragistered to vote?

5 | Inadequa e information or no response

22, Dié %@u Qgta in the NQVEmbEf; 1972,;EIEEE1DB?
1 YES ' .
T 737 No (IF WO, ASK) Why not?  (WRITE IN) T
3 ___ Not applicable
9 ____ 1Inadeguate iﬁfé:ﬁ tion or no response
23. Do you know Qha :epfesenés yau-in'theiNgrth éafé@,
% lina Senate? ’ :
o 1 YES (IF YES, ASK) What is his namer TR
 (WRITE IN) L _ i _
2o
5 Iﬂadequéte ihfﬁfmatian or no response
24. Do you know who represents you in the Nofth Caro=
lina House of Representatives? _ { .
| yEs (IF vES, ASK) What is his name?
{WRITE IN) o _ i ,
‘.2.___NO
9 _;, Inadequatg.infcrmatign or no response
136 -
. , .
i 126" ’
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iz [
5.- Do you' know - the Launty Commissioners who represent yaur
: EDUﬁty (CODE "YES" IF RESPONDENT IDENTIFIED AT LEAST -
ONE CORRECTLY.) - . e L
[ ’ ,s"' :

' YES (IF YES, ASK) What are their names? (WRITE IN)

; L5
: : T —— = e ——
¢ AN .

9 >a;ﬁédequa%2 information or no respanse~

Anomia Measurement - lefaraht people aften see l;fe
differently. I.am going to make a few sthtements which . .

show spme of ‘the ways of looking at life. From the way .. = =/

: . ‘you.feel about things, would you please say-whether you T
.. AGREE, DISAGREE, OR DON'T KNOW with the following state- = - -
<. 7% _ -ments., ' (CIRCLE "1, "2,% DR w3m UNDER THE RESPDNSE L )

-RESPONSE_CODE

1 = A%fée

1. 1.. 2. i, Nawadaya a pefsaﬁ\has to live pretty much for
thayxand let tomoFfrow_take care of ltSElf-
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ssant=Future Valuégofieﬁﬁaéiéﬁ*—‘Pé@?le have different',

|

E - .

attitudes- toward time, that 1is, about how they feel about =~ -
the present and the:future.” From your point . of view,

- ‘would you say that you AGREE, -UNCERTAIN, OR .DISAGREE with
- the seven statements which: I will read.
- NUMBER “1," "2," OR "3" UNDER RESPONSE THAT BEST DESCRIBES

'(CIRCLE THE L

- . VALUE ORIENTATION.) ’ RN

-~ RESPONSE,CODE -

. Agree. . - - 2 = Unserzaiiﬁ 3= Disagree:

Response - : s w BE tements

e A

e

It is best to give most attention to what is
happening now in the-present rather. than

being concerned. with .the future. -~ = .

Man's l1ife should be guided more by his hopes .
for the future. ' | RO
With things as they are today, ‘2 sensible
person ought to think only about the present,
without worrying about what is going to happen
' LOmMOrrow. ’

It is useless to plan, since one's
plans hardly. ever work out.

[:5]
o

Nowadays a person who plans doesn't réally

The future is too  uncertain for a
to-plan. o

The best way to live 'is to look a long time.
..~ .ahead, work hard, and. give up many things
" now so-that the future will be better.

[N
IL;J .

"
1
|
"

THANK THE RESPONDENT FOR HIS TIME AND ANSWERS.

e w "

e ,
know how to epjoy the present. T —

RESPONDENT 'S REACTION TO ‘STATEMENTS ON PRESENT vé FUTURE ™7 " "7
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' SECTION V.—‘DECISTGN -MAKING, CQMMUNTCATIDN AND LINKAGE
.-~ DATA FOR HOME - INTERVIEW WIFE °

.For -the next few mlnut s I would like to talk with,
yau about your hame.! A : ./ e

r
What are ‘2 of 3 of the mast impa:tant dec;s;ans abDut
your home that you have made during the past 12 manthsﬁ
"(WRITE IN. CODE TO BE DEFERMINED LATER.) - .

m

L2

;yau had “to make: that 13, whlch was thé tcughést or
. hardest one far you to make? i: ' L

o

(EIRCLE LETTER WHICH: REPRESENTE THE ONE DECISION.
. CHGSEN FROM ANSWERS GIVEN IN QUESTIDN ND 2B ABOVE.)

a., | l: - . c.

1 ;.’h fss
"2 NO (IF NO, SKIP TO QUESTION NO. 32)
T ]
9 No response =

ERIC
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3l. Dlﬂ thls persan halp you tt:s nake up .your mlnd‘? " (MARK (X)
- YES OR' ND) S o L . ) i
T Y ‘ 8 . e
v {1f‘% YES- (IF EES ASK QUESTIDNS a,b,c BEI
=, .“FOR GNLY ONE.PERSON'S NAME.)

OW' AND PRDEE*

\I‘.“"

_ 27 NO..-. )
T ] : 3 . Hot QPllcable I 7

Comy

9 ' Inadequate 1n£afmatlan or no respons

141 o
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irement - Rﬁgiativé to “hame
. 'in question No. 29)

There are a féy sthe: guestions ‘which' i wauld like for
gau ED answer fcr me zegafdlng this important home decision-
i . {(REPEAT HOME - DECISI@N 'CIRELED IN

| MARK () one

“boRi T

2 -+ 3 - a. D;a you ‘know clearly what yau wanted o :
) : ,to do bEerE you, made thlS deals;an?
A.Edr B 3 ‘b. Did yau put off makiﬂg thls declslan
) 3 .. for a while? .
2 3 c.  Were yau forced to-make this

don— bafazg, gu-werEf;eady?

Q. 1 2 3 - ég"Dld you’ talk té anyane auts;de yaur-'
: + 7~ family about the problem before you *’
., -actually made your degision?

12 ] 3 . e. Did laaklng at magazlnes or newspapers.ff?
’ " (including ads), college: information . L
bulletlns, v and radio glVE yau 1deas T

i 2 -3 ‘£, .Did you think about any chEI way
R ’ that yau could salve th;s Prmblem?

7.1 o2 l¢§!~3u ' g. bid ymu take lcnger than & weak te
: deslde what to do?
T og. 1 A; 2 3 ' h.. Did you feel you were’ tak;ng a .
, o e v chance wheri"you miade up your mind -
N 7 ' to handle the pfablgm thls wayﬁ
:9!; 12 VUVZB . -i.” pid ycu talk thlS over a let w1th

.3 you ﬂééi&ed,rhgve:x
? other
h have made the same e

3 ) lir Wauld yau ‘do thlngs dlfferent

1& if L
yau :@pld do it all over aga in? -
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. Naw I wguld lLkE to

‘of "help.which you got in maklng up - yaur mlnd abcut ‘this mcst im

partant;“hcmé“ decigion we' just talked about; that is: ~{REPEATY
" HOME ‘DECISION CIRCLED IN \:\UESTIDN NO. 29.) -

_,QEL MediafInEDrmat;gn Source Usage. - "Did you get any help_ in
TV U Tany ‘other source in maklng up your mlnd about~ this "hone"
prﬂblem? ’ o

(MARK_ (X) YES

i ‘Lﬂ\

'OR NO IN COLUMN.)'

A o - .. .. COLUMN - 3
' ‘SOURC TTTeeee——— YRS . . . NO

3y . ' i I T
Home magazines : 1. 2
,Bulleﬁlns or pamphleta Lo 1 . 2
S Farmer 's ‘Almanae 7 - I R S i(

Y Radio T , : 1 2 -

s

v S E 1 2

'Gavernment .agencies (Welfaqe,. o 1

“FHA, ASCS,- etec.) ' i
] Ecancml s Extension Agent 1 _
‘Nutrltlan ALdé T R S S 2

'Hamé-scgnamlcs Eea@hﬁr» - _ R S )

.' _ Home dealer or

i salesman_(ap- 1 S 2 Ty :>_ﬁ
‘pliaﬁces; fufnlt re :

1
u 5' stc.) s {

Lendlﬁg 1nat1tutlﬁns (PCA, » 1

‘banks, .etc.), -
Ffiénd c:.nglghbar‘ e 1 i 2 -
4 I -

= Famlly member or felat;ve o 1 2

Mlnlste of ¢ ,hurch- s -1 S 2




(QUESTION NO.- .
BUT IS DEEIGNED TD DETERMINE HOW MUCH- ?AITH THE EESPONEENT e

{f~HAS IN VARIDUS -BOURCES OF INFDRMATIDN ) b

,.Publlaatlans, -and - Intarpersanal)

’*Cred;bll;ty of - Hgme Inférmatlan Saur:es - (Mass.Media,

. I wauld llkE to ask you a-few more quest ons. about where |
you get hnmémaklng 1nfgrmat;an and how you feel abaut the
gtruthfulnass of it. -

a. Eetwean TV radio, and newspapers, which one source
woul® you say gives the most truthful and right, that

————— i

: : © +is, accurate hamemaklng Lnfarmatlan? (MARK (%) GNLE ;
' : - ONE SOURCE. ) » : S

3 Newspaper.

7'Iﬁaﬂequaté informatioen or no response

‘" b. For |information on thEmaklﬂg, wh;ch one of the follows
sources would you say gives the most truathful and.

. that is accurate information -= home magazlnés,
etins, or the almanas? (MARK (¥) - DNLY ONE SOURCE.)

‘n

e Pu,l;catlmn\sa rces o ] I

| Home magazinégf

2/ Bulletins or pamphlets
: T B - :
et 3  Farmer's Almaﬁac

9 Iﬁadequaté information or ne ésp@nse

. . .
. e = . . . . , ';_ ,': = I

ERIC
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S

For help in makiﬁg ‘home aeclslans, which ane sau:ce:
yould-you .say gives the most ithful and ri:
‘is,’. accurate information >~ friends and, nalghbafs,
Hom E Economics Extension Agent, Nutzltlan Aide; Home
: ;Ecgnam;:s teaehe;, home dealers, famlly menmbers; . -
“‘representatives -of-oth 1 nod
(ngfare, FHA, etc.), minister of
(MARK (x) DNLY ONE.

Iﬁtérpefsanal Sgurge

H

"1 -7 . Friends and ne;ghbars -

. . Home Economics teacher

5 Home dealers or salesmen

Family membéf* .

REPIEEEHtEthEE of ather gcvernmental agencies 5
(Welfare, FHA, ete.) . . . , . A

g Ministér of church ) L -

ERIC
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5. di ¥ saur;es\ﬁa have named, .
. that is (REEEAT NAME G SDURCEE CHECK N QUESTIONS . C
~a, b, and ©€), whlch one of th three ‘do\ you believe ' -
. 15 the” “most overall, truthful ‘source af 11,@fmatlgn for ’ o
ybu? (MARH (x) ONLY ONE SDUREE ) X . o

o 'fv’ . i
A Radlﬂ 2
A Newapape;s' o
- Ty
Py Home magagzines
TR 2 Bulletins or pahp
o Farmer's Almana: ]
Friends and neighbyrs T
- Hame Economics Exténsiop Agant
Nutrition Aide \ i
. . _ ) -Hmme Ecgngmlcs téaah ) !
L0003 Interpersonal o
| gave:nmantal agenclgs RS
o (Welfare, EHA, ASES Etéﬁ)v
: . .Minister .
T Lending institutions ;
.. (Home Finance, banks, . Y-
etc.) ) :
o 9 Inadegquate information or no response
- o ! :\,l B -
s R L
,»‘ . -—’A‘
i
- 3 * . 137
o . o -
- 146
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. I wauld 11ke to know SDmEthlﬂg abaut yau ga:tlcl@at;an and.- vé
nfeellngs regardifg the pclltlcal life An_your EDmmunlty. (MARK :
X ) y JAMES. ARE. TO. BE_ ..

. \ -
i

Inadequate information p:ing " . .

Did you vote in the November, 1972, élegtiaﬁ?iri,ﬁ;_ﬂ
YES .
NO (IF NO, ASK)% Why Not? (WRITE IN) EIEREE

513 Not appllcab% ’ o
37. Dé you know who rep:ésents you in the Narth Car@l
S L YES (IF YES, ASK) What is him name?, (WRITE IN)
. 2 ___NO ¢ ) ’ -
3 Inadequate:information or no response

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



,39—4~Da you knaw the Cauntg CGWNLEEIDDEIE wha rép:esent Yo
. county? (CODE "YES" IF RESPDNDENT IDENTIFIED AT LEAST
= ONE QGRRECTLEQ) :

ur - - .

2 nO

S8 Inaaequate lnEarmat;awjar no response
40, " Anomia Measurement - Different people often see life
* / differently. 1 am going to make a few statements which
- show some of the ways of looking at life. ‘From the way
you feel about things, wauld you please say whether you
. AGREE7 DISAGEEE, OR-DON'T KNOW with the following state-

ments. - (CIRCLE "1, or "3" UNDER RESPONSE.) - -

RESPONSE_CODE-_

R S — = -

= ‘| 1 = Agree - 2-= Doen't Know or . 3 = Disagree
- L _ ‘Nm:M¥b£$¥g . s
S € e -
N - st atements
R 1 2 "3 Nowadays a persan has to live. pretty much for
’ . ‘today and let tomorrow take care cf itself.
L - . . - S
2.1 ¢ .3 In sglté af what some pgaple-sayt the lot of
: thé'aVEfage man is getting worse, not better.
3. 1 2 3 It's ha:dly Ealr to brlng chllérEﬁ inta'ﬁhe‘;
: | ,warld with the way things- 1aak for the future.
4;'ﬂl;;7.29"13 These days'.a persgn daesn t really kﬂaq whom . -
PR - - ;hg can Eaunt on. o : .
5. 1 - 2 3 There's little use wrlt;ng to public aff;clals=
-’ £ : because often’they aren't really lntEfEStEﬂ

in the problems af the avarage man.

s

ERIC
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= : . £ |
[ A e L

i . .!:;-~ » S . _

- ) \ / .
Present Fuﬁu:e.ValuE zientat;an = Eéé le have dlfferent
toward tlmet tﬂat is’, about~how they feel®

. ] presgnt and the future. From your peoint af
W ; would you say t at yau AGREE,. are UNCERTAIN, or .
E with' the seven sgatements which I will read

" "3“}ﬁﬁDE RESPDNSE THNT

2 = Uncertain ~ - : 3 = Disagree

Etatemants

3" It is best to grva,mast attentlan ko LT
- what is -happéning now in the pfesent ] . :
. rather than being c@ncerned with. the : -

:future.;
2.. 1 2 3 ;Man s life Ehauld be gulded more by his
v hopes for the futura. . ) _u“;
L 3. 1. 2€~ 3" With things as they are taday; a’ sen51b13;fmﬁ
o -~ o person-ought to tl nk only about tHe ° o
' present, w1thaut'wfrzylng abaut what is
‘going tc‘h;ppen tomorrow ™
o4 1- 2 3 It is useless to pl, "since one's Cod
i ’ ' : plans hardly ever wark out. B N
"5.. 1 2 3 Nowadays a person whc plans doesn't
) : really know how to” enjoy thE present.
; ’s. l' 2. 3 ,;The future is too un:ertalﬁ Ear a perso .
. ~to plan, . ) ,L oL
) 1 a .ThE'bEEt way ‘to 11ve is. to lagk’a 1cng

s
~J
;
o
[N

. 'time ahead, work hard,  and give up’ )
\ many things now’ sa ‘that the future- w;ll : ..

o o .\ be bétteri S . L .
AT - , Ul » S ﬁ;m Lo

~

7 L - L 3

THANK THE RESPDHDENT 'FOR. 'HER- 'TIME AND ANSW {ERS .
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r, home.

: “Whlch af thp fD‘lEW}ﬂg items that

“Nsw I wauld 1;ke to ask ycu a few qUEStlanE ab@ut

are in Wkalng'“i’“"“““'

order, do you (MARK (x) ALL

g f Electr;c ar‘ga,,refglger tar
_ Gas or 7lectflé stove-

B e Hot ?unﬂlﬁg water ;n the hame

- Kitechen siﬁk‘
.Vaguum!:leaﬂéf: - o
.;ﬁashing méghihé
) ﬁémg freezer

Window air conditioner .

Séwing machine

" FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

Item Code

THAT APFFLY.

L. N zcald runﬁlﬂg water in the hamé-f

AAthminlE (Number 5

]

‘
I

) F
RS VY .




44. Which of the following do you receive regularly? .
__ Dbaily ﬁéwspapéf {(Name i»i ‘ )
EE?-Weeklg'ngwspagér (Name . ) . )
:7  Farm magazine

*  other weekly or monthly magazines (Name :

45. Do you rent or own your homel
ﬁ‘ ‘ :2 1 ___ oOwn
5 2 __ 'Rent
N | -

i % '3 pon't know

o : ) -,
';i 46, How many rooms [(not including bathroom) do you have in
i : your home? . : o ‘

. i I ‘ -
. !
dn R
1 T
Paw many raéms;?ré used for sleeping? =

(CODE ACTUAL' NUMBER - .EXCEPT IF MORE THAN NINE, CODE 9.) - -

. “'=‘! . v
| {* 1 ° (CODE ACTUAL NUMBER.)
| AL

r= . 48] Whattype of heat do you have? (IF COMBINATION RESPONSE IS
! GIVEN, RECORD BOTH¥)~— ‘

1 ' Wood il

2 Coal -~ A
3 " 0il or gas heater

4. . 011 floor Eufnaaéf

(%48

Other (Specify) _ .~ = . _ 7 ¥
:—\- k
“USE ONLY

LA

~.0 . [ FOR INTERVIEWER'
(MARK (X) CONDITION OF HOME REPAIR)

1 " Good (sound) " .

]

teriorating)

W

2 _ Fair (

oI <M
(1]

o

3 poor {(dilapidated)

9 Inadequate information or
: 3 S S 0 =8 5}
no responsc

ERIC
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o
[N
—
e
[ )
v
I
L
b
o
I
[
I
[N
=]
I
e
=
i

=stions about your

i9. ‘our husband have an illness that troubles you
time? (Chronic) )
3./ 2 uo
30.. What about yrur ; do any of thase living at home
v an 1llr Ly them all {Chrenig;
_ . YES
: ___ ko
; . Not applicable (have no children)
,EIﬁ E husband have any handicaps or
; terfere with your working?
|
|
|
I
’J 2 2 NO (IF BOTH NO, SKIP TO QUESTION Np. 54)
J-ié,‘ 9 9 __ _ HNo response
52. boes this/do theose need continued treatment?
1 ___ YES
!
2 _  NO (IF NO, SKIP TO QUESTIDNYNB! 54}
3 _  Not applicable
\ -
\ i
\
- 152
N i - )
";?u

O
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54

= [
i}
™

(a8

- o
] v
urn H
o
[Ta}

rr
",
i

o

s

M

[a ™

i

%]
=
i
—~
el
]
Z,
izl
-
I
L
e
o

3 ___ HNot applicable

About

Husband

Wife

1

A
oo

b
I

e
i

More than 3 weeks

yleii fadp

6 =

Not applicable

55,

144

sabilities?

tment?

wy

Do these need continued tre

2 NO

E Not applicable

[y
o |
I

(IF HO, SKIP TO QUESTTON NO.

[%y)
o
—

do any of those living at home




57. Are they being treated?
1 ___ YES.
, 2 ___NO (IF NO, ASK) Why Not? (WRITE IN) B
3 Not applicable

58. Do you have a family doctor?

” Husband Wife
1 _ 1 é Neaver
2 . 2, _. . . Less than 1l year ago N
=3 3 1 year, but less than 2 years ago
4 4 _  2-4 years ago
5 5 More ‘than 4 years ago i

61. Have any members of your family living at home had any
trouble with their teeth during the last 2 years"

___ YES
) 2 NO !
- 145
) 154 '

O
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- 672. When was the last time that same mEmbEf of your family
living at home went to a dentis

1 Never ’ - L S

(%]
-
[
10
!
it
jorg
w
5]
j—

lt{'m
I
e}
[
o

W
pu

5 ‘More than 4 years ago

_63. Do you have hospitalizatien insurance?

64. About how much mgnay have you paid for medical ‘and dental
“care (that is, doctors, dentists, drugs,: haap;tallzatlan,
“atg.) during the last 12 manthzz_‘ﬂguld yéu say that you
have sppnt or paid:

R Nothing ) v I
. 2 Less than 550 .
3 850899 )
4 $100 - $199 T e -
5 $200 - $299 '
6 $300 - $499 R
' 7 . $500 - $749 ’
- R Inaﬂﬁquaté nférmatlmn
155

O
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Woul
hosp

ey

Ml
[

3 § 50

4 $100
I —
5° 5200

6§  $300

7 .- 8500

g8 5750

9 Inadequate

1 YES

(1F

‘Nothing

d you tell me about how much you presently owe da:téfs;;
itals, drugstores, etc.? ’

than 550

-3

99

- $l99

~5299

~ 5499

- 5749

or

Have you had any
or the County Health Nurse in

3

more e

information

the
the

c@ﬁtazt with County Health Departménﬁ

n
past 12 months?

YES, ASK) For what purpose?

L]

Vacecinations or shots

Blood test .
- ) Information (Nutrition classes, etc.)
____ Other (8specify) S
2 NO
FOR QFFICE USE ONLY -
Code for contact ) i
Code 1, if marked
Code 2, if blank
= o
; 1566
147

O
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INTERVIEWER% TO COMPLETE JOINTLY AFTER LEAVING . -
RESIDENCE or THE FAMILY INTERVIEWED AND

Mame of family _ - _ _
. Address _ o » . } o i -

Ethnic background: (MARK (X) BY PROPER RESPONSE)

1 - White

2 Negro

I Iﬁdian.

4 Other

g9 __ _ Inadequate information or no response

County

Iﬁterqieﬁers' names _ B . - . —
Date of lst call _ _ _

2nd call _ . _

3rd éail _ o .

Were the respondents -

ﬂ
i
M
"
b

Evasive and | N -~ B 1 Open, honest,
cool I 1 2 3 4 5 1 warm
Did not speak | Spoke up
= L . - —

up freely 1T 2 3 | g 1 freely
Flease add any comments y@u think might have any bearing on
the soundness of the information Eﬁntalﬁad in this inter- " -
view z 1




o
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IY:

COMMUNTCATION
FARM FAMILIES

MINTCATION LINKAGE




Interviewee -~

‘ngdress . i o : -

SCHEDULE NO. IV
INTERPERSONAL COMHUNICATION LINKAGE

] ARufal Dévelapm nt Research Study. We recently taLked
to a ngmbaf of faﬁffiés iﬁ'Halifax, Bertie, and Ngrthamp—
ton counties, North Carolina, to daterm;ne the tygas of’
. farm and home dezﬁsi@ﬁs ti.e., grébiemét pugéﬁg;;s, V
B VlﬂtEZEEtéd ;§A£Eg saurcaiﬁéf-gérr 1 information they
cégsiée:gd to be ﬁGSE helpful in making these decisions..
You were s;ted'éy a pfev;@us'égrti;ipant in this
'sﬁudyAas the perseon ﬁha prgv1§ed_him/hér withvinfgrma— i
‘tion which he/she used in makiné cgftainlfarm or home-
, decisions. Talk;ng with you for just a few minutes will be’

we talk about w1ll be kept confidential and will in no

way be used in connection with your name.

O
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"First of all, I would like to talk with you about
the ‘information you provided a prVlGuS participant
in this study concerning

in rﬂaf ta form yaur opiniens concerning
this. type of.decision on problem area?
(WRITE IN ANSWERS) "

A.’ What is this person'
B. What is the address of this person?

C. What is, this person's occupation?

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

Code: l=Nonresearch-Based Source Clted
2=Research-Based Source Cited

3=No Interpersonal Source Cited
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i

g i\:

IMPORTANT! IF NO INTERPERSONAL SOURCE IS CITED IN QUESTION

’_HEEEER T, AasK QBESTIDN NUMBER 2.

rom where did,pr do you fEEELVE information in orde:

2, Fr rder
‘to form your opinions :ancezn ,g such subject matter?
(WRITE 1IN ANSWEE) N '
A
I _ . — — R
~—  FOR OFFICE USE ONLY N
Code: l=Nonresearch-Based Source Cited
2=Research-Based Source Cited
B I=HNot Qppllgable o
3. Did you or do you get help from any other source
or in any other way in forming your opinions con-
ternlng such matters?
(HARR (X} YES OR NO) |
i
COLUMN ~ }
Source YES - e
" Newspapers 1 ] 2 1
Farm magazines 1 2
Home magazines 1 2 _
Bulletins or pamphlets 1 i, 2
Farmer's Almanac I . I
Radio 1 2 ___ -~
TV 1 2
Government aqg ncies 1 2
(Welfare, FHA, 5CS,

ASCS, etc.)
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Home Econhomics teacher

=] r or salesman
ppliances, furniture,
c.)

Lending institutions (PCA,
banks, etc.)

Friend or 'neighbor

Family member or
relative

Minister of church

other (Identify) -

162

i
w
[y

COLUMN

2

et

=t

b

-

2 __
E;
2;—
2

2;
2
2

™



SECTION II = PERSONAL AND SOCIAL DATA Co-

_ MARK (X) FOR RESPONSES S THROUGHOUT
THE REMAINDER OF T I v PT WHERE NAMES
ARE REQUESTED. ' :

4. How long hav

[}
ety
¥}
o
o
"J.‘
<
I
(s
e
"1
n,
o
e
i}
Iy
L
&
=
-+
gy
o}

2. ﬁ_;, 2=-4 years
. 3. __ 5-9 years
i 4. léilg years
5. __ 20-29 y=ars
6., 30 years or more } :
7. _____ Entire life 1
IF "ENTIRE LIFE"KIS HAEKED, SKIP Té QUESTION ﬁUMBER 6.
IF NOT, ANSWER QUESTION SUMEER 5. ;
5. Where else have you lived? (WRITE IN ANSWER)
What states? _ _ ) I
g .. (If in North Carclina) What counties? e
; — . ] ﬁf_ . e

- FOR OFFICE USE ONLY .
Other states : Code 6 Combination 1, 2 & 3
Adjoining counties Code 7 Combination 2 & 3
Other N.C. counties = Not applicable
Combination 1 & 2

Combination 1 & 3

Code
Code
Cade
Code
Code

wn

]
o
femy
m
[ ]
W

L T ]

W e o I e

6. - How old were Qau on your last birthday? __ years

7. What was the 1 . lemeritary or high school
that you completed? grade

163
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- 10.

11.

B

Hhera did you live most of the t;me éurlng the -
first 16 years af your life?

1 Farm or open country
2. Téwn (undar 2500)
3.  city (2500 or over)

Which one of the following categories best describes
your employment status? :

1. Employed -full time (40 hrs/week)
2. Employed part time (less than 40 hrs/week)
3. out of work and looking for a job

4. Keep -house

5. Unable to work

O -N - Retired
'r Other , {§pecify) § o - !
i . - T
Would ysu-§é§éribe the kind of wafk you dc? (Code, p. 160)
(IF RETIRED, OUT OF WDRK OR UNABLE TO WORK, hJ
LIST LAST OCCUPATION AND EMFLOYER. ) ”
A. OQOccupation ~ _ B . _ - r
B. Name of employer e _ \ .

Which of the following best deseribes ycur family
income level?

1. Less than $1,000

L 6 $5,000 - $5,999
2. " $1,000 - $1,999 7. " 56,000 - $6,999
3., T $2,000 - 52,999 8. — $7,000 - $9,999
4. — " $3,000 - $3,999 9. — $10,000 or more i
5. T $4,000 - $4,999 — .

164



. 1z
’ or bélong to? -
s Attend =

2; Hold office or serve

.- Which of the following organizations do you attend
(Response Scale:  Membership = 1

on committes

' Do, you hold -
* - office or
serve on
committees?
z ”7.,7 L - - _ -
Church e
Sunday School . I 5,
° Farm organizations’ . -8 )
., (Farm Bureau, NFJ,
Grange, etc.) ||
S — \l I i
School organizations’ ; )
"{PTA, Boosters Club,-. :
etc.) - e
e T e . -
- - »Community clubs i
(Homemakers Club,
Volunteer Firemen,
.ete.) .
Other: (LIST BELOW)
R -~ o N I _
A
L3
i
i
i
\ . _
. 1T
. - .
y |
- i _— .
{ | 165 » o
[
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?§E5§nt Eutura Value D'ia tat ig

=

2 ;:f 13 ., People have 6lfférent attitudes toward time, that i
- - , . about how they feal about-.the present and the future.

' - From your point of viéw, .would you say that you AGREE,
- ARE UNCERTAIN, OR DISAGREE with the seven statements
which. I will read? - (CIRCLE THE NUMBER 1, 2, OR 3 ON
* THE LEFT THAT BEST DESCRIBES RESPONDENT'S REACTION.)

RESPONSE_CODE

1 = Agree "2 = Uncertain 3=
" Response . . Statements
1 2 3 It is best to give most- attention to what is | e
- happening.now in the ‘present rather than \ \”
being cencerned with the future. , Y - |
i
l

" L 203 .Man s life should be gu1dad more by . his hopes
= for the future.

[
Twd
(X%
i
[t
*
puy
rt
T
it
3
'Lﬂ
o
)
L
"
bu o
Wi
o
w
i
m -
o
Q
Dl.n

persah aught tg think anly\
without worrying about what
tomorrow.
12 3 Tt is useless to plan, since one's plans A
» ‘ ' hafdly ever work out.. ) /
1 2 3 Mowadays a pé,sén who plans dcesn t réally
know how ta Eﬂj@y the present.

A

utufe is: tﬁé uncertain for a person
an.,

The
0 P

et
(%]
w
nl—l
b

) 1 'z 3 Théwbést way to live is to logk a’'léng time
S0 . ahead, work hard,.and give up many things
‘ ’ now so that the future will be better.
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s E‘ERSC&N BEING iNTERVIEWED AND Ei'GRE INTERVIEWING THE

- NEXT COMMUNICATION -SOURCE.

7'5EESEDNEE)

“Unfriendly = =

1. ‘Closely linked

Race .of person interviewed: (MARK (X) BY

1 '7 . White’

2. Negro =

3, in&ian

4 other .

Were the respondents = (CIRCLE" HDST APPROPRIATE
NUMBER) '

——J Friendly

(-
%]
M; 1
=)
Uiy

sive and ‘-~ ' oOpen,-honest,
cool Y 2 K] 4 51 warm

]

speak up- o - 4 'spoke up freel
freely . T 34 5? P ?, ! 4

Communication Linkage Score: FOR OF 'FICE USE DNLY

2. Distantly linked

.3, Not linked'

1

4, _ Natr pllcable

Please add any comments you think.might have any\_
bearing on the soundness of -the information con- .

tained in thla interview schedule.

5. Intervieﬁéf éfNamE T T T




Code’ Sahedule for Dccupatlan
ersons Cited as Information. Sources )
for Farm and Home Decisions . -

Q.
L
g

Farm operator

Ft

‘Housewife

- A5Cs Office Manager
- County Health Department Home Economist =’
Elem;ntary school teacher T
Farmars' HDmE’Adanlatratlmﬂ County Sup—gvisgr
- Production Credit Agggclatlan Loan Officér
Social Service Worker ;
Vo-Ag teacher '~ o . s A

D000 G

. Deputy sheriff
Funeral home ﬂi:ectaf
Grounds keeper or'gardener
Housekeeper or maid
Other (specify)
Secretary

jeRoRoRoRoRel

Banker

Credit Csrparat;én :

Dealer or 1lesman {(applis , furniture, étci)

Dealer or salesman farm equ pméﬁt co.

Dealer or (£ )
chemicals, farm supplies, été;)

Manager peanut shelling co’. | " .

Plumber - \ -

1 . 4 e .

Doctors (Dantists, Medical, and Veterinarlans)

icultural Extension Agent |

e Economics Extension Agent )

englan Nutr;tlan ALdE e ' \

1 .

" i g

bR

v b

i
/
{
{

;.G = gcvernme't“'
prlvaﬁé agency‘ar dealer;
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



v
PR

Aﬁpehdix B:

|
Klnds of Decisioens Made

by

D gadvantageﬂ Farm Eam;l;es

Swiimary

Capital
investment !

Farm
management

Finaneial

Leasing

arrangements.

ar

O
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Farm and hama dacls;gns—-:ateg
each |

U

ries and def;n;t;an

of Farm Categories
and Definition of Each

-

Any decision related to or concer
principal investments in capital .
.as ‘machinery, egquipment, buildings,
_drainage, ete. ’

L es and activi-
ecisions made prlar
,angag;ng in an entarp,;se or arrangement
i Eﬁ whether to farm or not, whether to
purchase equlpment, etc.). and those made, to
“terminate or continue an enterprise or -
agreement (e.g., termina

tenant arraﬁgémént, quit farming, ‘etc
It does not deal with the management
pects of an enterprise ‘after the origi
deeision has been made to engage in it
(e.g., when to plan peanuts, where to sell
t“bas:c, etz.). This eat [ 1
repairs to machinery, equlpment bu11d1ngs,

ated to or conecern
budgeting matter

Decision related to land rental and allot-
_ment agreements (e.g., to rent more tobacco
acreage, rent farm out, etc.)

All decisions related to or :énéerninq the

_production and marketing of a particular .
crop, or livestock enterprise, or activity.
It does not include those initial farm man-
agement decisions of
gage in an enterprise

or activity. '

S ,%;=/ S oo ::

i

69

whether or net to &n- .

y also includes.

—



Inadeguate .
information or
noe rgsponse

A - 1

""Eeférs to all deci

sions that cannot be clas-
sified under any of the preceding five
farm decision categories, of: respondent

1" to provide enough information for a

_ Summary of HémévﬁﬁﬁéébPiEEA

and Definition of FEach

pefinition

Bll decisions related to or c
clothing the human body. It
cisions made relative to the
struction, and care of family
does not include decisions concerned with
budgeting or managing the clothing dollar.

It

All decisiéns.concerned with the care, well
being, and health of the family=-=-both
physically and mentally.

Those decisions related to or concerned with
establishing a more favorable environment '..

for family -living within the home. Includes

. decisions, e.g., about interior design,

anning color schemes, draperies, slip tov--
s, rugs, furniture, and equipment for the

. home- (stove, refrigerator, washing machine,’
etc.) It does not include‘decisions ‘rela-

tive to tHe management of the family's house=

.7 --furnishing dollar, , whother to:purchase
equipment or furnishings, deciding.on kind
to buy, and how. to get items, ete. These

- are considered part of the decision-making
process, hence, must be. coded under the
home management category. -

. { o
\_ T . 0 -
j 170 '
i B
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. management

Housing

Nuﬁ:itién

t

./‘

Other or
‘Tmiscellanecus

"All dec

anaampasses decisions made-relative to
r

1nfométlDﬂ or

.Thase dec151ang relatlng ta the use of.

.-available family resources teo accomplish
" 'family geoals (values) and the way these .
gaals can be reachad.

'Tt pe:téiﬁs t@ the

-caple% thgt apply to the home as a wthe.;

Faf exa, it 1ﬁEluﬂEE su:h ;tems as

plé,

tha famlly clgthlng, hause furnlshlngs,

food, education, and health dollar;
and whether to make or prepare items at hame
or- ‘buy them already prPared. .

‘ions concerned with ‘designs,
finishes, maintenance, -ete.,
It includes both a

materials,
the famlly dwelling.

palnt;ng,

Efangément water and sewage systems, heat- -
‘ing,

wiring, répalrs, remadellng,

ete,

production, -prepar atlan, ana conservati
of food. ’

*
i

All decisions. that cannot be ElaEELflEﬂ un=
dar any af the pfécaaﬂng s;x hame de—

prQVLdE Eﬂaugh lnfgrmatlan far a sgéclflc

subjézc area to be ;dentlf ed.

This gategcry is prav1ded to take care
all féEpQﬁdEﬂtE-whD did not clte a deeci

na,ggsggnse or gave ;,:dan t know" respons
. ‘//;i - . s ) . | ;
IT. Summary of 1mpaftant farm and ha e decisions by

categ@rlesv

‘f;*EEEi;g; _Investment

Farm . T -

Bcught ‘a tractor
Eulldlng a new bulk barn for tobacco Euflng

\
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E?Plck up truck\ - ) T e

Buy second tractor
Buy new tractor (1)1
New stﬂrage fac;llty
Repayment to FHA for -equipment

~Trading fer tractor

Equ;pmant payment

Farm Haﬁagem ,t o : f o o

' ferminate ‘contract--trouble with second-hand tractor
Continue tenant arrangement -

May decide to get still another' tenant =
Whether to hs a vegetable garden ] ] )
Whether to repair- or buy new- tractor - . ’ ;
Not to put out. a tobaeco plant bed

Decide against buying a tractor )
Not to purchase eguipment - - W

“To continue farming or take Eaﬂtary job :

Whether:.or not to raise ‘tobaceco

not to’raise pigs

Whether 'to keep farming or not'(4)

_what crops to plant for the year.

Repdir tractor (1) -0 - ) .

To give up farm work ’ - e e
What crops to plant ..: : o .
Whether to buy sprayer-or not (1) ) '
To stop farming because of allergy to insecticides - | -

' whether to rent aqt land or farm’~

‘Not to set aside land in .government program

Declsian as to put;;ng in ditches . ‘
Secure some form cf transportation (no car or truck) : T
How much money he could get from land rent ‘
. Not to plant cotton this year .- : '
To sell~egu1pmant -6r mortgage farm '
Whetfher to charnige equipment

Whether gqr nof to plant, tobacco due to labor .
Whether or hot to ‘put ;ﬂ\afalnage. ' : s e
‘Whether to plant cattcn;_ - ST C o e
Repair truck -~ - .
Whether to buy anathér tractor

Whether to rent far . or let son farm . o

-Whether to buy or use own peanut seed '+ - L e

Whether to farm on his own or remain a tenant
Whether to-tend tobaceco in order to kéep-allotment

-

s

;tem was‘'repeated.

'mbers in parentheses indicate the number of times the
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Flnanclal s : =

".'Purchase livestoek

Praductlan and M rke tlng

Paying bills and loans

Borrowing funds fo farm

E
© Budgeting in order to have’ money to pay far farm Euppli

HDW to pay fafm Expanses and meet ﬁ m;ly requirements

Where to barraw Gééfatlﬂg_éaglﬁal
g cost in family

money to farm with

.HDt Enaugh crops or’ incoma
. ‘penses

. 'Land needs.draining; doesn't have money.

Borrow to rebuild tobacceo barn .
Not ‘enough money. (1) o
Decide. about repairing équlpmént
-Operating capital

How to finance fertilize

Finance decisions (1)

"inances hard to get

' Whether to rent more land (2)

Decide to rent Eébaccc out
To rent more tobacco (1)
Rented more tobacco,

- Whether to rent farm- (1)

Whether to rent additienal tobacco

When to begln pulling tobacco
No way to take produce to market
"Labor for harvesting

Lack of tobacco plants

g

Qf tobacco to plant (1)

er s TTtobacce
DEELSLGH on ‘'when peanuts weré réady ta dlg
"Whether to raise more hogs (had a shaftaga)
When to set out tobacco .
When to house tobacco

. Variety of  tobacco.-teo plant

What fi€lds to plant. tobacco. in
Obtaining -tobacco seedlings .
Use of insecticides for boll weevil in~catt@n

'~ How to cope with wet weather in planting crops

. ) X
Declde which tobacco to put up Elrst, landlerd's

t1an w;th hired t:a:éar

rom present farm to meet ex-

Haw ta cut farmlng expenses and chemicals ta use on péaﬁuts




- . . _— ! . : .
Laﬁar prcblem in Eall and Pprlnq i : :
How to get crops plant with llmltad équlpmenﬁ
Kind and ‘arount of fertilizer to use
When ‘to plant cotton : . .
Whether to plant peanuts in wet o0il or wait until dry

weather ) o
Production of. peanuts. ,
Land drying for cultivation - .
How to get a good stand; whether to plant ‘-
What to do about pod rot on peanuts - A
What chemicals to use on each crop ' ’

- How to make biggest yield possible
Time to plant and harvest peanuts \
Decision concerning production of peanut Varlgt Es,“chémi—

cals, etc.
How- many acres of ‘sach crop to plant
.Peanut varliety to plant : .
Don't have enough help; workers ‘hard to get for taking in g
tobacco
Need help £
‘Late plant bad ) i
Treat -peanuts for nematodes ) ' : )
‘Labor for harvesting tobaceco
Use of herbiecides on crops -
VQriety of peanuts to plant ’ : . -

lysis of fertilizer .to use on tgbarca R ) N

Chemical for weed control in pLanuts; ’ o :

Ways to increase peanut yleld

Whan to harvest

ditional labor in-taking in tobacco

‘Other or, Miscellanepus - : : : : N T
Whether Eo put in a good road . : b
. Remodeling home
How he was going to farm after eye operation

} Inaﬁaquate Infarmatl@n Q N Réséansg

i

A . . . :
[ - i N
|

AEE . . N
Il " None - . P .
| 7 . 4 . .
\,\ . . 5 -
e . Home
= . E] -
. s W =
. C h;ﬁg
i

 House .- bﬁrned—=clathlng for family
. Clothing. Egr children
How to- buy ag? what ¥ind of clothing for children

P
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—_—— : . -7 . L,
.~T3king gare of blind mother

Getting medical help for child

Whether to have teeth fixed

Whether to get teeth pulled

Which doctor to see for illness .

Pay big medical bills » : ?

Not going to doctor bEEauSé ‘no mDﬁEy avallab e thinks
. may have tumor - N - o .
Not to. put fetarded ch;ld in humé )

i
fs
o

- Home, Furﬂishiﬁgs - ) T

-‘Eaught dishes
Replaced stove (4)
Bought beds 7
To have washing machine repa;fed .
Buy refrigerator (2) '
Purchase a new wash;ng macﬁ;na {1)
Getting stove repaired B
Getnew freezer (1) “ . s

“Get new mattress ’ o o )
Buy a sewing machine _ : 2 -4 -

- Colors of paint

~ Buy washing:machine and freezer

:Buying rug for sitting room
Buy dining room set
Replacing two rugs
How to decorate a

-Buying--rug--fo

s

d remodel 11v1ng room
en-: -
and Eafr;geraté: e

Purchase a gas 'r;

?Euy a TV_rx

v . ' . y M T~ e \ o
E@mé Management S :

'Dbtalnlng ;Eedlti : ) - ‘
Hiring SGméDﬂé *to keep hause o CoL
Getting money to buy clothes for c¢hildren

Dec1d1ng on what kind -of foods to buy . :
; type of nevw refr;geratar to buy . -
,d;ng on palnt‘,q - . -
Whether” to pay utillty blllE ‘on t;ma

How to qet TV to replace old one’

How to cit food budget

‘Paying Eamlly bills on time

How to pay.bills -

Planning fdr son's Educatlén

Not to buy ice box T

.,
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. f
i
To buy or repa;r hot water: heater
What te do about garden; d;dp come up gagd
: s
1,

hool

ﬂ

. 0btaining .money for. elothin
Budgeting family income
To do without many household téms
. How to_ budget money L © e L

-Which child to buy clgthg; Ear when I get a little money =

- (budgeting) ~ : I
~ To continue to burﬂ wood Dr;chanqe to oil -
Whether to buy clothes for children
" Whether to buy a cook stove]
Whether to buy washing machine
Whether to buy spreads and gurtains : .
Gave up idea of enlarging k} tehen to use money, -for ‘new
truck for farm work kg
Selecting , and financing a mewrrefrigerator.
i To sew or buy ready-made clothes
~ Spending money; how to makd’ends meet
- “"How to keep food budget in: -line

" Whether to buy home or far _tems
How to get meney for furniture for hgmé
Whether to 'paint house : '

Whether to build a new home|
Whether to put in _pathroom | .
How to cut down on grocery bill
How . to make house payment ’ -
+ Whether to go in debt for furn;tura for bédr@ﬁm
‘. .Setting up a family budgett
How to get a home -
Family food budget s .
Whether to contact finande company and borrow mohey to pay .
. off bills - P : - -
Food budgeting
Borrowing money to fix up hD 58
Not to work Eutaldé of haus; while children in elementary
- school
< How much new Furnikure to buy ’ \
* . Whether to work outside home to supplement ln:amé
Wife has to manage farm:
Husband ELCR whether she™zou

ng

et
g
‘w

Can:erned about.space--no
~Typé of-roof. for house o X
How—to repair ‘home ceiling ’ -
o Not to put roof .on house

O
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Eullﬂlng a new r;gm to house
Running water - . ]
Palnt inside of hguse ) . o av

Fix a small patio
N To put’in runnlng water
= Add window, air-conditioner unit
;.. Put in a bathroom (2)
. Remodel kitchen . o . G

Remodel house (1)
Spraying house for termites
_ Remodel bedroom (panéling)
. Where to put bathroom
Needed housing repa;fs IR A
*  Buying hot=water héater
Made decision to save for running water and bathroem
Repairing home . / \
To have floors sanded
To-have all rooms painted
- . Building .shelter for, equipment in yard
T Plumbing needed to beé done
' Water pump neéeded repair

Nutr; q e
-Eagiﬁ'usiﬁg food stamps -
EDEClﬁdeta have-a garden

arden faad fg: freeglng

=}
C cost ngﬁg up

. beef to cook
to'plant garden

“

Inadequate Information or *Na _Response

None ) : g
. : i
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X
1y | o
hopendix Table 3. Farm operators’ ROM scale item loadings for varinax rotated factors
_ Cpen
Iten _ Factor
) B o 7 3 f E
 bid you know what you wanted to do befope you made 170 06 313 016 602
| thltz dEClSlGI‘lj : - B
2. Did vou put aff th1= decision? N J’ | 639 -.068 064177 T
o 3. Were you forced to makp this dec;a;gn before you 075 108 107 104 706
- were ready? ' -
4, :Did yau talk to aﬁyane outside your family about =034 784 -.109 .03 105
the problen before pou actually made your decision?
e o5 D 1ank;ng at magazines or newspapers (including =052 ;§l£ 146 -.086 0L
e, ©© ads), college information bulletins, TV and radic ' o
”q?*‘w7?fjja%h%b QL¥E you ideas about what to do?
_ ~Hig this the only vay ygu figured out to salve 644,097 =166 -2 L2
, ynur U:ﬂblem? : ' - ‘
1. Did yau take lﬂngéf than 2 weak to decids what 694,079 -.369 040 028
to de? , , T ‘ ‘__,sf-*‘s
L = | : .
T _ ‘ . o L
! {)' g, Did yau- feal you vere taking a chance when you 200 220 - 0500 078
' 123 made up your nind to handle the prablem this way? L :
Rl Dld you talk thls over @ lot with 4tr wife i346?;s$5§5; 073 =599 148
or chlldrﬁn? * : <

10 DQ yau take full cfed;t far maklng thla dECIE*Dni !DBE ~,056 001 ;iggg 009
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Appeidix Table 3 (continued)

Iten | f f;_j. . Fiéééié_ o
N . L T R N -

ll; After dnlnq What you decided, have you ‘talked - to ?E%g' -3 115 - 106 .04
or heard of other persons who have made about the | | -
same kind of decisions?

12, Would you do things differently if you could b -2l -.20) =726 =087 149
it all over again? . _

“Underlingd loadings deternined items that define the factors,
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Then . Factor! )
] _ [ R
1. Did you know what /uu vanted to do nefore you made; <108 =350 -.04) L6l 193
this decision? i | ' '"\

1. Did jou nut off this decialon? 805 068 074 096 - 08
3. TWere you forced to make this devision heforeyou =206 223 A8 -.031 ﬁ -ilﬁ
were ready? : ' -

{. Did you talk to anyone outside your fanily about =069 =186 =00 =izzi 056
th pfnblem bofore you actually mldu your decision’ o | |
Dld lodking at magazings or news paurra (lﬂLludlnq RLV R VIS 1A R LT I
ad ), college information bulluting, TV and radio S P
giye yau ideas about what to da?
f. Was this the only way you flgured out to olve . L0666 - 164 190 -.423
your problen? | / i
7, Did you take longer than a ek to decide what 430 085 =002 =10 03
ta-dn? ‘ ~ '
8, Did you £l you were taking 2 chanze thn you =02 '.Egg 07035 106
adv up ;aLr nind to ﬂﬂﬂdlt th; uLﬂblFm this way? | ' 1
0, Did v val talk thla over 2 lot with ymur 266 <002 -AL2 L6 ~ 563
husband ot children? j | |
10, Do you take full credit for making this déciginﬂ 071 205 =697 =27 -, 067
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Apgﬁﬂdl% Table 4 (continued)

Ttem

=1 __El
Factar

I

11,
0r

same kind of decision? SR

12,

it ﬁll gyl ;1&.’4;24{,

lftr'r doing what you decided, have vou talked to 034
heard of othyy hlIaHﬂe who have made aﬁnut the

|

Would you do rn1HUf difforin 1

[T
=t

if vou could do 118

Undﬁrlldv? lﬂaﬂjﬂt. determined it ans thnt dﬁflnvi th artﬁrq
e
]
KJ:LIII”‘L.‘,
l | ot !x'i‘-'k i RE |
b o ¥
,.,2

e T



Appendix D: Linkage Patterns
i -
1. Instructions given and- Earm used in determining research-
s _based sources by selected panel membera

-

unded a research

ity

The Agricultufél Experiment Station

b
|
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1
[a]
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bisd
]
i
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igned to determine the degree of 'linkage

research-based sources of information and those interpersonal

king farm and home decisions

sources being used as a basis for mak

pr@fééSi@n or instituti
E@mmgniﬁy“as-p@sséssing'impartial fESéaEEh‘iﬁfo$atiﬂn which
has EQEﬁ'validated empirically by applicatien of the scien-
EiEiElméthgi as @pp@sed'éa value, moral, or e;hl:al judgements.

ransmitted by these

-y
o
o
i
ach
o
i
.
i
pu
L,
=

i

I
T
.
oo
I
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n
pocy
[
pu
H
o

g
=]
i
[
I
ol
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[
]
L

indivﬁduals'iﬁ written form or puﬁiiga;ian will also be

T purposes of this study, linkage is defined as the
actual chain of interpers onal fElatlEﬁ; t at faE;lltatEE the
transfer or relay of informa
ation. Such a communication ghaln Qr.netw@rk Eﬂnalqt ‘of a
number of linked dyads in which the receiver.in one 1is the
source in tha next. ) .
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11. List of Sources golected as Research-Based
E 1. - Doctors (Dentist,; .
= 2. Extension Agriculitu
3., Extenszion Home Ecor
4. Extension Hutritior
5. Soil Conservation Tachnieian '
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