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.. -+ "L INTRODUCTION ) ) - T '
. ’ ',Th1s is the first-year eva]uatmn report of thefamﬂ_y Farm Pro-
. gram (forn]er'i‘_y the Small Farm Information Access Program). The over-
® 311 purpose of the evaIuatfon 15 the identificati.On of the strengths,
’weaknesses, and effects of the program as it develops, which will per-
mt 1mpr0vement in progrgm;.perfonna,nce and progude 1nf0rmat10n useful

1

o ) in determining the focus of ongoing act1v1t1es To this-end, the K
evaluation has gathered information descrzbing the program, its imple-
.mentation, and the instatutional and community situations within which

® the'program_functmns. “The emphasis has been on identifying the forces \

- LL .
- . -

which-have shaped the program and the reasdns for the program's ability
or inability to functiop as envisioned. ) . )

—

o . e The 5cepe of this first-year report covers activities and events
of %d;fferent organizations wich maKe up the overan Family Farm
.Pro.gram (FFP). The program 1s an umbrella structure cornpr1sed of four
.. . , d1strn-ct but interrelated orgamza‘hons: the Family Farn::~ Cp:mcﬂ {FFC),
l(forrterly the Small Farm Information #ccess Council), the (Eentral In-
‘ orn;aticin Service .(CIS) Iocated:at the University of Californmia, Davis;
® ) Hartnell College Family FarmoResource Center (H-FI;lC), and Kings River
College Famﬂy Farm Resource Center (KR-FFRC). ¢ (F1gure 1 diagrams the
relatwhsmps among these units. ) Although eacﬁ’ﬁr/ganf;atmn functwns
® . as an 1ndependent component within the greater Famﬂ_y Farm Program,

. ‘their structural interrelationsmp fasters complementarity and coordi-

nation among different organizations,

-
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.+ This structural complementarity mplies a divisjon of tagk$ among™ *
the four orgamza.wns compmsmg the FFP. The Family harm Counci],: ¢
for ‘example, 1s the erganization most d1rect1y assoc1a,ted with estab- -

‘o <lishing genera] policies and guldehnes as we”H ‘as Qonceptuahzmg the

overall program ‘structure. The pr1mary re5p0n51b111ty of CIS 1s to

act 'as a bank for the co]]ectlon storage and d1ssem1nat10n of 1nf0r~»

! ‘e - , -’

.. mation perfment to family farms. The serviges of CIS are made avail-
. . . -~
" able to the Fami1ly. Farm Resource Centers, Councﬂ member 1nst1‘tut1ons.

' and other interested orgamzatwns that work with family farmers The. '_,
\ ’ "

FFRCs function as the local organ1zat10ns deve]opmg and coordinating
-the 1nforma’t10n defwered to famﬂy farmers at the local level. They

coordinate famﬂy farm ﬁerwce(s), conduct short courses and other ;

eduoatwna] programs, prepare information and learniag materla]s, and

-

° - faciTitate access by family farmers to CIS. .

¥

_ This evaluation was conducted ﬁnde'r a CETA contract t0 Judrez and ,°
] N ¢

] i =1 ]
Associates and was initiated in the surmer of 1980. Data for thid Y

® . report were gathered through s1:te visitatipns, focused observations, 3
. ' " ) 1nter\}1ews, and reviews of written documents. \T‘he eva]uator:?; viiitéd !
, :* each s{te thro’ughoﬁt t_he year‘ and attended Council meet1pgs mor‘ﬂﬁly.’
® o During these data CO]]ECtIOH actw1t1es, Cour:cﬂ members, staff, and
’ adrmmstrators at the co]]eges, as' we]] as part1c1pa1:1ng farmers: were

1nterv1ewed about their percéptions and level of satisfaction with the

® various program compeonents and the services prov1ded. In addition, .

interviews were 'conducted with the personnel of key agencies in the,
= S

tarea serving small farmers. | -

.
“ 'rl
° . . ~
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Other methOds ofy data co]]ectwn utilized focused observation
13 . . * *
° techmques and review of wmtten documents, Settings for the obser-
' %
i .+~ “\vations wei‘e pmmarﬂy c]assrooms and ‘meetings-1n process. - A variety

r
.

rof wmtten documents wefe a!so ana]_yzed, i nc]udmg meeting minutes,

~

- . fundmg proposals, records kept by program perso;me], curricular and

1nstructwna] materials, documents associated mth the program, and

L]

S0 on. ﬁ . +

Thas first year report consists of $ix parts. Part I 1s a general

Lo introduction which prowdgs a. brlef overview of the 1Fam1"1y .Farm Pro-
gram_.strﬂ‘c;ure and componen'ts and the methodology and s'ourceg}éf data '

.gatﬂer:ed for the report. Part II deals more speci?mca]uf m’;b, the

bgékground, goals, and fu;nctwns\of the council. Part III discusses

» ¢ . v !
e . the Central Information Service. Parts IV and V are in-depth reports

and assessments of activities-at the two Family Faym Resource. Centers
RN A

v N * ‘ s [ ’ :
. . at Kings River and Community Colleges, respectively. Part VI presents,

< a géneral summary and conclusion.

o “*I1. FAMILY FARM COUNCIL o ' | -

The Family Farm Council is %n umncorporated state-level coor- |

" -
[ - 1

: . dfnating councit made up of 17 representatives'from approymate]y,vls
pubhc.and private agencies that fund or operate training and"tec-hm'cal_
assistance programs for small-scale farfmerﬁs in the ‘State of California. -
The Council was organized on Ap};l‘ﬂ, 1979, and'is the _Culm{nation of
sévera] years' effort to examine optrons for improyzng the 1nfqr‘mation

% . _5'!'1d -tr’gining serv‘iceé effered ‘to smail-scale farmcrs in.the state. |

Through CETA aQ to a more -lamited extent, CWETA support;-the Council

set up a structurel that might eventuall}qmp]ement a comprehonsw.e \

» s . ‘ N
* . - o
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service delivery system capable of attending To family farmers, with

special emphasis on approximately 35,000 farmers who have low ‘incomes.

® ¢ -
: A. Purpose.and Goals ‘ '
N - The' purpose of the Cou'ncil is to support. and promof;e the eco'nomic
° ) . viability of famﬂy“farjnsj to rfabﬂitatg an‘q coordinate access to in-
X ~ formation and othgr resowces,_and to adyocate for family .farms. This-.
~ purpose i$" addressed thr:ough the %U]]owir;g long-range goals: {1}
® ' facilntating the tra-nsition' of salaried farm workérs into viable self-
' )employment as small f.armer's throggh*organiied training programs and -«
the dissemmation(}of information on relevant farming prz;ctices; (2)
° ( increasing j;'he access of famly farmers to information that is essen-
" thal to car.rying on a successful farm business; and (3) stabiﬁi.zing ‘ .
; the economic situation of presc’eni:' self-employed fanq\jly farmersl and .\
..‘ . pr"c;f_rl}fgmg, the generation of ,nev jobs through self-employment in agri-
E _ culture. The achievement of these l'iing.-term Bbjeci‘.i\ies_ are to.be N
measured thrqugh increases .j'n family farm income, in;:reased crop y;'elds,
PY . an 1ncFeaselm"the ne}. worth Of.Sma'I'I fanns,"inqreased access ;;o cr:;i't,
reduced depend on nonfarm income, and changes'in ]an;i own’ersh‘ip
” patterns. . ‘ ' o . .
e B o -Th'e~short‘-range goals include the fo]]ow'i-r;g.: . _ . |
-, j . ) Goal I: Increase family farmers' access to information and otfher
) resources ineresponse to their identified needs. v
. ", Objectives: ’ _ . v
1. To support and strengthen the existing programs of -
. CoupciT membérs and other similar institutions that
S " deTiver infqrmation and other resource services to
PY - L famly farmers. _ ) T~
. L4 Fad
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2. To assist 1oc51 1nst1tu;1ons to initiate new programs
_ that address the unmet ‘needs of .family farms.

[ ) .
3. To work with CIS and local Tnstitutions to increase
family faymers' awareness of available information and
[] '
other resources, ’,
Goal II: 'Improve'the coordination among Counc1} members and other
, . . bk B Y
simlar institutions that work with family farmené.
" . >

L] ‘ N
L]

‘ ;0b3ect1ves o ' . ¢

/ -
1. To eftablish mechanisms for. the ‘exchange of information |

and” the discussion of issues relative to family farm
programs among members and other similar 1nst1tut1ons

+ L4

. 2. To assist agencies at the 1oca1 level to better coordi- -

P
© nate theit programs for fam11y farmdrs. S
) » 3. To promote better coord1nat1on of ;oca7 resources with
K those available at the state and federa] Tevels. o
©° Goal I4l:. Expzpd the* understanding of policy makers and the gen-
W N ' ¢ A bl ) 1 - - v
eral pubTic regarding family farm issues.
¥ A . R / ) T : .
0b3ect1ves . . . 6’ n
LI + e hd
1. +To 1dent1fy and c]ar1fy policy 1§.yes *of 1mportance to ¢
L
. , )
, famﬂ_y farmers. - ) Py

2. To promete ap open dia}bg among family farmers, po]icy
decision mdkers, .and others*regardinglthese issues.

]

3. Jo develop position statements about these issues, when

N appropr1ate.
' . 4. o dlsSem1nate information meg&rdlng these 1ssues and
., U . ., policy pos1t1ons Xo.decision makbrs and the general:

- . - »

: NG \ public. .
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B. Background . Lo -

L. Durang the 1960s and early 1970s, rural community actw\n prqgrams,
with federal and state support, were 1mt1ated in Cahforma A nun‘sber

~
{ of individuals, who are current]_y active members in the Councﬂ and who -

have provq\ded 1eadersh1p in 1ts formatioh and activities ware 1nvolved »

' in these ear‘ly proJects As rural development received increased visi-
coYL . b1ht_y, espec1a‘|]y among the Spamsh speakm?m the ‘Central Valley
°® . ~— and the coastatl counties, these 1nd1v1dua1s exp]ored wa_ys to bring
g J/ attention to the Rphght of: hm1ted resource smal] farmers. \, N
In 1976, under Cormumt_y Services -Admzmstratwn sponsorsm
.’ the California Emp]oyment D'eve]opment Department (EDD) -a study known :
as the Sman Farm Viabiht_y Project was initiated and carried out 'by
some of these sameindividuals. The Viability Project responded to s
® concerns about'rural employment and'underemployment and sought ways to
protect an} increase self-employment in agr1cu1ture It was-aTso con—
cerned with 1mprgv1ng rﬂra] 1ncome, fostering econom1c deve]opment and
® ) enhancing the quality of farm life. A number‘of task forces, w1thr .
broad membership,' were established in 1976 around the issues of tech—

nology, matural resources, finance, training, marketingy and community

!

o services. | . » -

3
.

Although it was hoped that the Viability .Project report 1ssued in
December 1977 wou]d lead to executive and 1eg1s1§t1ve act1on in California
¢ . - to create a rural development corporation to enhance the viability of

Y

family farms, it has not yet done so. The V1a8111ty Proaect d1d how-

ever, result in "hrmgmg attention to famﬂy farm }ssues and it fostered

® a greater cominunication among thosé who were working in rural deve'&l_op—

ment. _In addition, because of the involvement of CETA and EDD, the
. -

.
. - ,
. . .
. i ‘ - . ) . ' '
N N
¢ . 3 ] . .
.
- ° ‘e
. . J
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Viability Projeét’assfstedﬂnn focusing the attention of Jederal and

) state agencies-oﬂ‘?ﬁh]]—sca]e farming issues. %verall, the Viability.

Project .produced an analysis of small-scale farming 1ssues and proposals -

-

’ . L1
for drrécting small farm assistance programs. Some of these*suggestions »
led to the placement of bilingual small farm spectalists in several

¢ . :
state and fegera] agencies and the publication of a resource book +

ident1fying -brokers for the use of small farmers. In addition, the

© Small Farm Viability Project, especially the work of the.trajning task

ﬁ- the Umvers1ty of

h 4

force, can be tinked directly with the creation of the Small Faqi In-

-formation Access Council, now known as the Family Farm Council. It

was through this link that the Viability Project was able to Strengthen

. ) ot
6ETA involvement in the fundixg of small farm projects. .

’

C. A-Chronology of Countil Activity

The Smal1*Farm Information Access Council was formed at a meeting

hefd 1n Asilomar an April 1979. Many of the®individuals who were 1n-

vited to attepd this meeting were the same persons ment1pneg,abdve who

had been working through CETA-supported ind1v1dda1 farm training pro-

grams tr farmer cooperat1ves between 1977 and 1979 Others he]d \

p051t1ons as farm advisers or ,communaty deve10pment specialists w1th
N3, Cooperative Extensiaon Serv1ce or were

1nstructors 1n commun1ty co]]eges or staff members in other county,

r

state or fedeéral oftlces c0ncerned with rural development and agri-

" a

cu]ture As might be expected this qas-not the first time many of

‘~

these 1nd1v1duals came together. For;examp1e there had beén a ﬁeeting

of several of them to dlSCUSS extens1on work, organized byfa staff

member of UC Extension jn Santa Nar1a, in November 1978 and'anéther

Y ‘

- . . )
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- . organized by CETA in Riverside in December 1978. The sponsorship of
. ' ' ~ .
, and legitimacy: for the Asilomar meetipg provided by QETA and EDD,

however, made that meeting especially significant.
/' -, In retrospect, therefore, it is relevant to highlight some of t:}re
L forces which led to the creation of the Council. I.t is igportant,. for
° ’ _exam;ﬂe, to'note“that in the 197bs.both federal and.state governments

had exprdssed interest, thrp‘ugh funding“and program p]anm‘ng), in small

. farm viability as paf'/t of rural deve‘IOpmentl, and by}§1977 CETA became a
® . - ' B
g major funder of such activity. This funding and program activity 4

fostered a cohesion among a group of individuals in a defined geo-

. , ‘
° graphical.area who could“regularly share their interests and: concerns.
The result was not only several close personal friendships based on

" mutual res;iect but jobs through government funds for pepp]e who had a

° common. comnfitment to the viability of smaﬁ farms, especially among
. . . - - " . . -
the Spanish speaking. Hence, it was the initial federal and state

v .. . .
L support begun-more than a decade earlier and the dedication of a

-
M ) particular group of people that were major contributors to the for-' }

mation of thé Council . Especially noteworthy 'through the fall of 1980

by

were the individuals employed in CETA and EDD, ‘ whose léadership often
[] *, N\

prov1ded the cata]yst to rural developmenf efforts and who were

\?)

® - &
/ responsible for funding rural development programs and funding and ’
. organizaing the Asilomar meeting.
i Lid
® ' ~ Many other factors also contributed g the COuncﬂ s formatlon“ -

Often mentwned was the rappgrt estab’hshed by the CETA and EDﬁ'repre-

sentatives Ehrough 1980 with"gthe individuals who worked in agencies
L .
® concerned with rural development. Another factor was the funding

- v

L
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knowledge which many indihduals who came to the-;CETA-imtiatede Asilomar
meeting brought with them. Add1t10na1]yﬁ; many of the indWIduals ¢

attending the meet1ng had )*ecewed or were recewmg CETA fugds, and 1t

was ]ogn:a] that they wou“ld be most interested 1n shapuﬂg or learning .

f ]

- . of new directions in CETAirograms Fma]]y, some suggest that 1ndi-

»

vulua]s went to Asilomar to ensure. that them own programs would be

) 2 Teft 1n\act and u'ntou.ched by avoiding competit;IOn from few imtiatives
‘ L LY ;
- . :
° by other programs. . ' : " 13
From the very beggnmng, the indWIdua]s who were 1nvolved 1n the

formation of ;.he .Colmcﬂ -sought te propose a small farm project: for
® CETA funding. At the meet1ng beld in December 1978 1n Riverside, fpr
..~ , example, the project v:as'rgrerred to as an "Open f\%ces Delivery
. System" with emphasis om instructional materials andqprowdmg 1nforma-
tion to small farmers: The Asilomar meeting in Aprif 1979, . however,
o was‘the principal mee:tmg for the concep‘tuaﬁzatzon of the ;;roposa].
At that meettng a €ETA consultant provided a framework for a model,
\ prc;gram,‘ the C‘ouncﬂ was created, and a subcommittee was fermed to develop
’ . ’ a statement of p_urpose‘.'pPor the next several meetin’gs attention was
" darecked pri_marﬁy‘te the prepératmon of the proposal 'and to tge or-
ganizational de\felqamenxnof the Council ]ItSE]_f: Issues thscussed early

"

L on'werq'tlle selection of a chairparsonecriteria for the admission of

Fay

Dew members, and the overall develowe‘nt of the Council and the Open PN
® . Acce‘ss System. By the August 1979 meeting 1n San D1ego, the model was
. weH formulated, mth the Central Information Service and Family Farm .
\ Resource Cdfiter components 1dent1f_1§* At that meeting an Initial :
5

® , draft proposal ‘was reviewed and thr ubcommittees were formed. These

- ‘ " ¢
subcommittees were concerned with Council by-laws, the development of

- . - »

'(} |
‘ > - o4
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an~eva1uat1oq/p1§n, and the pregaration of a presentation to UC Exten-
.sion. Zt tﬁﬁt meeting membership‘was again discussed, as waslgﬁe need- ,
for an éxecutive d1re{tor or secretary of the Council. At the September
%979 meeting 1n Saiinas, discussion focused a;mbst exc]u%ive]y on inter-
n&l 1ssues of {%e Counci],'inc]ud1Qg by-laws, the CETA propbsa], and
cgntinued concepgyalmzaf?sﬁ of the Open Access S}stem and its compon-
enté;w_}n fpd1tion] an Institutional Policy Oversight Con1ttee.%as

created to keep the Council alert to the effect:of various instifution-

N\ »
al policies on small fdarmers.

>

By the end of the September 1?79 meeting,

L

CIS had been seiected, and the

the ‘sites for the Resource Centers and
' K

CETA proposal was moving forward. )

{n October 1979, the proposals from the two Resource Centers and
CIS were reviewed at a meeting 1n Sacramento and suggestions were rade

‘for revisions. Also discussed at that meeting were Other 1tems rerhted

-
-

to gﬁe‘maintenance of the Councal, These included the name of the
Counc1l, materials aevelop;enf, eva]ua£1on, by-laws, and the prepara-
tions Td: an uptomﬁﬁb ﬁeeting o; the Eounci] and UC Extension at Devis.
Ho&ev;:, one item transcended internal Epunci] organizat1?na1 Pus1ne§s.
It congerned a ﬁghuest to the Fresno Emp]oymeﬁt Training Commission '’
(ﬁETg) to condinue fundindxg]pﬁbject known‘E;.the Techﬁiéq] Assistance
“Program in the Fresno area. Buentually, FETC did fund this ietﬂ;ical

assistance activity and it became a pa(i)of the Kings Raver Resdurce
Center. v ‘ ' .

" The Novembe; 1979 meeting was held at UC Davis. The meqt%ng's‘
.early session was conceried with forﬁa]1zihg a d;éft of the Couqc11“s .o,
by-laws, Council pembefs?iﬁ procedures, Selection of pa§s-ghrough - "
ageﬁéies for the-pr03ected\tETA funds, the need for materials develop-

ment, and so on. There was also one issue related directly to 53331

.' -
— .
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' farmers,that was d1scussec.i at the egr]y’sess10n --an upcorr;mg hearing
}>y the Secreiary of Agriculture in Fresno on small farm 1ssues, for
which several—&ouncﬂ members were asked to subunt statements. ‘The
second session of the Novembgr meeting was held 1n the UC Davis Faculty
‘C]u? where an audiovisual presentation prepared by the Counci1l was
shared with UC Extension and UC Cooperative Extension &dmimistrators.
? ’ THe presentatign “included an‘over\new of small farm 1.;sues and the pro-
® v ‘ Jected goals of the Council. . .
From the Salinas ‘meeting of January 1980 through the San Luis,

Obispo meeting of Januar_y 1981, the Council met eight times. Much

.
i *

. ] . ’ .
. * of the attention of the-members was st111 devoted to internal affairs.
: These can be categorized into several sets of issues. First, there were

/ . - » .
1ssues concérning purpose, by-laws, incorporation, membership, evalu-

® atiom¥. personnel, and s¢ on. These ﬁ%ues consumed the greatest amount

of time as Mhe Counc1l was attempting to 1dentify 1ts mission and reach
consensus oOn ‘he pr1n.c1p]es_‘that wou?d guide it‘?‘ activities. Second,
® the C0uncll'm0mt0red ti]e progress made by'the two Resource Centers at
‘Kings River and Hartmell. Because Hartnell had received 1ts CETA .
fund‘ing n t‘he mnter and Kings River \m the sumpmetr of i980 the
® center d1rect0rs‘ who were also members of the ‘Council ,prepared re-
. ports an act1v1t1es and problems associated mth the centers,
The third ma,}or issue of conce[rn to the Council was the funding .
o . of the _vémous program compor‘lents. Both CETA and CY¥ETA negotiations g
w0 wére ongoing during the 1980 calenday year. By Pecembper 1980, all
of tI/1e components “of the program had received the sought after funds., .
[ ] . - Thé fourth set of 155ues concerned what Counc1l members ref'er to as
pohcy matters. In cohtrad1st1nct10n to the other three 1tems, this

\
- area 1d not attend o housekeepmg or 1nterna] matters but rstead

»
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10oked at constraints affectmng agr1cu]tur<.1 practTce among smal/.farm-

.ers, During the 1980 perlod for examp]e the following policy issues

° #
were on the Counci] agenda: U.S. and UC/Giannini Foundation policy on ’
Ppeci'a]ty crop imports fram Mexico; U.S. oil and energy allocation

r > . .

® : policies relating to small farmers, FmHA's farm loan program, personnel

management ;” state regulation of marketing; bilingual farm‘gdvliser
pos1t1ons, and m1n1corps and 4 H club activities. These poTicy issues
were often discussed at the Council meetings, sometuues following a
presentation by an outside guest and other times following a report
bya Council ad hoc committee. - :
Between Jahuary and July 1981, the basic pattern of the agenda’
. for the five Council rﬁeetmgs held remained much the same as 1n 1980
- with even/g:m:ﬂ attention directed to internal matterf.‘ This emphasis
C ) ~0n Cou_nci]ﬁ house,kegpi:ng was due to several factors. First,"CETA .
- leddership changed and the support personnel who had worked with the )

Council was assigned elsewhere. This was a major blow to the pro-

* . .
® gram and left an admmlstnatwe void in the Councﬂ th‘at had to be )
N filled by 'Councﬂ personne] pﬂnc1pa11_y the new executwe secretary.
ey . ‘u

Second, both exe‘CUtiv'e secretary and a director of CIS were ap-
1 {

'Y ' pointed The personnel recrmtment process as well as the chartge in . .

. ) Councﬂ lLeadérship f'o]?omng the agpom’tments raised many of the same

toe : membersh‘tp purpose, and by-laws 1ssues that had absorf:ed the Councﬂ s
. \ 4

® X interest during its First year., Third, an-interim evaluation report
a " -~ . 7 - _— P’ “ ’

L3
was circulated which caused.the Council hembershrip.to reccfﬁsicb-r some

A

-of ,its goals and practices. Fourth, tfe Council was undergoing gome ’

® ., changes in-membership; éwoét/o thr‘e,e new individudls were'“b#OUth n:

”
2 L]

. . . ,
* / * U ' - .
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' and three to four long-standing mefbers were éither departing or not
A -

.‘ o . attend;\ng meetings on a regular basis. Finally, there was a major
LT -~ y .

crisis am the re]ationships betw.een the two Resource Centers and CWETA'

1 velative to funding and program expectations. In effect, YUETA' s
' ’
¥ability to cope with the .Resource Centers' avowed need for flexi--

bility in course scheduling, identifying appropriate farmer clientele,
and-the 1ike led to both Resource Centers threatening to withdraw, and
. « 'in one gase actually withdrawing,, from CHETA sponsorsmp

Among the highhghtsy-a'genda -items dealt with by the Councﬂ k]

during ‘this early 1981 peridd, several are worth’fof mention. The term

Il

1dentifying the clientele was changed from small farmer‘ to family farmer
’ L and the reference to information access was dropped. This change was
b made because the Council feit that, -politically, more' legitimacy could

o ' be secured for the Council 1f the name reﬂected the current agricul- . -

o tural rh'etomc used in Nashington and Sacramento' There were also
changes made 1n the by-Taws, and discussions con*tmued on questions of

'} R purpose, goals, and activities. One outcome Qf these discussions was a
P

smft away from a near- Qcc]uswe concern. for the' Spanish speaking to

1ow-resource farmers from all ethmc backgrounds Another change, n

® the Council was the use-of an executive secretary and an executive -
- 5
commttee to handle both’more routine and riore sensitive Council

‘ matters and to brmg recomnendatuﬂs to the full Council.
0 y. As to policy issues during the first Six mOnths of 1981 the

) Council empressed 1ts’ concern tq the CETA dn‘ector ,about CETA's new
emphasis on urban ralher than rural conderns Letters were wnitten to |
e C ‘ FMHA ab(;ut 1ts loan criterja for low-resource farms and to DOE regard-

v ; iné its policies in the purc‘hase of gasoline in bulR by part-time

‘ - - ’ g '
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farmers.” Policy discussions continued to recetve less attention than

o
the mowe day-to-day maintenance and problem-solving issues associated
with tHe Council, CIS, and the two Resource Centers. l

D. An Assessment of the Fami]y Farm Council _ - -,

'Overa]], the Council has .been an effective decision-making body.

-

Its leadership, old and new, has sought cgnsensus on most issues, and,

except for s6me recent healthy dissent, rapport and mutual respect
. ' ' . -
continue to characterize its membership. Hence, most business has been

conducted amicably and, for the most part, productively. This is

especially the case with matters internal to the Councll, which to
- - .
date have occupieti its primary attention.

The Coupcil has been a somewhat less effective policy-fmaking body.

‘Because it has nat been 1nvqued with :broader policy issues to any

graat extent, 1t has not acted very decisively on many matters. The

¢ ’

Counc1] s. attention to policy- maklng 1ssues has 1ncreased w1th time,

but such 1ssues have seldom been of pr1mary concern Muchr bf the ., )
' : - l

action taken at meetings on many of the pollcy issues rg]ated to
fan1]y farmers might be characterized as prudent. It has not been

unc0mnon for the Council to instruct 1ts cha1rperson or executive
. . A

secretary to draft a letter to a targeted agency, for examp]e, rather

than to engage in more active lobbylng or cooperative class action
'\ '

with othe? agencies or groups.

-

. Throughout 1980,<th§ effective coqﬂyct‘of Council buiiness,l
whgther.inte;na} or §?l1cy oriented, appeared to be the result not
only of the ]eadérshlp and general membersh1p of the Council but of
the considerable organizational and administrative skilk of the-CETA

representative. It was this indpvidual, more than any other who en-

L]

L1
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sured continuity'through taking and circulating minutes, arranging’

me'etings, and'preparing an agenda tftat reflected not only the member-
ship but ant1C1péted areas in fed of attenfion. Although the CETA T .
‘répresentative in lgte 1980 assumed less responsibility in these_

capacities, mich of the first-year success, iﬁtiuding planning the

Asilomar meeting and runniﬁb Qnterfereﬁte with CETA and CWETA, in-

evitably rested with that.indj\‘ridua]'s commitpent and ability. When

) . - .
CETA leadership changed, the individual assigned to the Family Farm

. Project was rea551gned. The reason for the reassigpment was never

made tlear, but 1§ apparent]y was due to the amount of time the persoq

spent on the prqgram. As this move coincided with the hiring of an
f\

executive sécrq@arg for the Counci1l, many of the administrative duties
) . M ¢
passed to hwm and now‘Probabiy occupy abogt 50 to 70 percent of his time.

Although the fact that the Council exists, is funded, and has con-
ducted business and made decisions for more'than a year and a half

attests to 1ts viability, the{e are issues which confinue to pose

difficuities. Recently, the Counc11‘took action on severa] of these
. .
issues. For example, 1t broadened the definition of §its clientele from = .

L

an eﬁpha51s on the Spanish speaking to all family farmers who have

1imited opportunities because of resources or background. The Caﬂﬁcil’
also addressed the 1ssue #f 1ts own membership by limiting tHe number e L.
B

of individuals on the Council to 20, with a maximum of three each from

3

the State university system, community colleges, community private
organizations, and the University of Ca]ifornia “The remainder will

come from other organizations, with a maximun of three from any single

oF

agency. This will enable representation from family farmers, repre-

™

sentation that Has been discussed often among Councal members. A final’

example of Councﬂ "action concerns the purposé and goals of the Councal,
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which have also been revised after lengthy discussion.

There are other 1ssues, however, that still need attentioﬁ. Some
» F .

R

say that 1f informafion delivery 1s to be a central missidn, it is not
clear why COT]EQGLFOUTSES appear to‘Le the dominant means of delivery
adopted so far. They suggest that family farmers are inhibited by .
co]]eges as 1nst1t&t%9ns and thét colleges aregtoo’ prone to offer
courses that are pedagogitai]y or substantively remote from the family

farmer's interests and needs. Relative to°the colleges, theke_jﬁ\con~

fusion as to the role Gf the Councal 1n establishing policy for the

Resource Centers. Perhaps, say-4ome, the Coqncil should not make Re-
source Center policy and therefore should not be é&pected to shape the
activities of any of the program umits, but siqP]y pr?v1de an opportun-
ity for individuals with similar interests to occasionally meet and
share 1nformation. Others, howeve;, given exéeriences with the twg
~centers and the constraints under which they operate, suggest that

the Councat should take a moré dynamic and forceful role in shaping

Resource Center policy. An apparently agreed upon but yet to be

»

implement ed po1nt of view 15 that the R950urce Centers,<h0u1d

be§pob11e rather than stat1onary,dt9ereby coordinating existing re-

. sources {g the area rather than protecting the vested interests of ~_
4

any given institution. ' - \

Apother issue copcerns the Councal's roje in attending to agri-

A

cultural policy that affects family farmers. Some Counc1l members

temain frustrated that the Ceunei] has not been able to deal more

effectively and'consistept]y vath suéh issues. One explahatfon for

the lack of focused attention on policy m%tters by most Council members
k ]

relates o the motives underlying membership 1n the Council. For

+
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many 1f\n0t most. CounC1] members, the Codpcil Foes not represent a
cata]yst for pofcy analysis or change. Instéad, it represents an

opportunity to share knpwledge/of activities, foster friendships, and.
-

- maigtaan the status quo.. This explanation fon the Counéi]'s lack of
-'-\_ s
attention to policy issues makes sense when seen 1n_re1at1on'to the

Council's internal affairs which constitute its major preoccupation.
“ . * '
tSuch housekeeping activities ane important because many Council mem- —
4 [

bers are dependent directly or indirectly on CETA funding for either’ ///u
their employment or for the programs that they participate in. Like- -

wi1se, membership 1n the COUnC]] provides ]eglt1macy:§p their employ-
4

ment. and activity. Thus, Jt 15 not sqrpr1sing that the Council has not
been.a major source of policy ideas as it stryggles to keep 1tse1f and
1ts var1ous:¥omponents alive and funct1bging: A periqe of tranquility,
security, and continuity will be needed 1f the Council is to be able to
attend systematically to.policy jsspes. Even then it will be able to

do so only if it can structure the Council's total activities into

clear 9r1or1ty areas and uti];ze both_ ad hoc committees and a tightly

monitored agenda.as part of 1ts operations. ) 3
¢ -

Andther issue concerns the role of the executive secretary, who

reports to the Council but 1s salaried by UC Cooperative Extension.
L]

Because of the skills of the secretary and the wide acceptance and

'
L4

respect of the Council members that _he enjoys, he has been able to deal

with the potential conf11cts that such a structure presents Neser-
theless, it would be worthwhile to clarify the Counc;] s dec1si§ni

making structure so that problems of authority, responSibility, and ' ’

accountability can be avo‘ﬁed. Question;dhave also been rdised as to

how the execltive secretary spends 5?3 time. Some Coun¢11 members
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be]ievh that he should not be so involved 1in ass1sting and mjﬁ1toring

the Resource Center components and be, more attentive to policy issues.

v

Although few would angue with such a.position, there is a clear neediror
someone to carry out administrative matters, especially in Tight of the

reassibnméht of the CETA representatire. At ‘the same time, it is ’

-

boss1b1e that the eXecutlig secretary has been overly attent1ve to

»

such‘50unc11 adm1n1strat1ve matters and needs to reassess h1s own

[ .
h]
Y . [

Py

priorities. . : ' P 4 ,
' ~
“ Overall, what dan~be said about: the Counc11 s achievement to .

- -

date re]at1ve to 1ts'stated purpose and goa1%7 ‘As to supportlng and
prom0t1ng the econom1c viability of family farms or advocatlng for
family farms, there is Iittle ev1dence of much accomplishment. Some
of the reasons have already been ment1oned espec1a11y the status quo

-

motives of many Counci-/members An add1t10na1 reason rests thh.CETA

and its ‘leadership. At a time when cont1nu1ty and stab111ty were '
needed, 1n the Family Farm Program, from December 1980 to Spring 1981,

« CETA appeared to do little to‘l ggrt the Eounc11 or 1ts components. ~y
CETA'S urban and rural Tﬁﬁoritjes were not clear, and CETA pérsonn@]
changes resu]ted.1n the neg]ect of the complex Family Farm Program, a pro-
gram 'that was in néed of nurttirance,. 1ead"*§h1p, and SQEport As

CETA pulled back~ard became 1ess predictable, * fhe Council had- td

) \assume more housekeeping duties and be concerned about jts own exist-

ence. As a result, the Council's attention ofteh turned away from
%

1ts fam11y farm priorities to asséss1$g its future surv1va1

"

o

of fac11ita;:§g and coordinating access to 1nf6Tm§;1on and other re-
Ggh C1$ and the two Resource Centers, the transmission

sources, T

- e

The Council has done’ much better wlth its thlrd purpose, that N

7

L
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(¢ dﬂginformation during Council meetings, the relations created with
- 1)
new Resource Centers such as that at the College of the Desert, the

[ 4 . .
£ publication of a résource guide, and so on, the Cbhnci] appears to be
] . »
' . maklng considerable, prOgress in the coord1nat1on of’access to informa-

~

f o tion and resources ava11ab1e to family farmers
4 ¥
The problems discussed in this report must be resolved-thréugh

W\ strong leadership if the Family Farm Council is to remain a viable

&

organization. Leadersh1p must not only attend to the interests of
its members and the1r respective organ1zat1ons but must def1ne and

. assess the short- and long-range goals dround which members can both
: . ' -
° - . & rally and benefit. ’
. ) Y
' However, it should be recognized that there are no*é@ortbuts

to creating a viable Council and there .are few successful models w.

from whith to learn. -Because we cannot point to formulas for the
" M - a2
xh“\\\~ successful integration of separate agencies into a coordinated effort,

the kinds of difficulties experienced by the Council are not unusual.
What is peeded more than anything at this' point is the confidence

and suppOrt\of CETA to ensure that the Council has an ?pportunity to

) . assess its viability and chart its progress.
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- I11. CENTRAL INFORMATION SERVICE ‘\ . /

- 3

- The Central Information Service (t15) 'is 'part of the Small Farm ¢

. "Center l'ocated at the campus of the Univefrsit_; of California, Davis. 4

) (The Smal} Farm Center is Ve overa]] structure at the University which

" hguses CIS and the’ office®of the ‘exwe?:utive secretary for the family )

- Farm Courtil.) Originally conceived as the central location for in-
formation about famiiy farming, CIS is primarily responsible for the
acqu1sition, storage and dissemmation of information and instruction-
al materia]s to the Resource Centers,-€ouncil member ayficies, and in-"
terested 1nd1Viduals. These tasks are to be accomplished by the €IS
director and’ support staff of the Small Farm Center.

For many reasons, the establishmeht of CIS proved to be more ,

‘ dif‘ficu]_t than anticipated. Funding delays, cufibersome and bureau- P

¢ ~cratic financial processing procedu'res, ad/a‘_pt\ation to the University's

“Work schedule, the late hiring of personnel, and eo oq are buta few of .
the many reasons cOngributing to the fact that CIS began functioning

;j ) ‘¢ SOmegsix months behind Pchedi'ﬂe.. These "technical difficuities, combiﬁed

- " with the multiple responsibilities charged to CIS by thbse who originally

‘— - conceptualized. its structure and function, made the initiatdon of the
. ’

service during this period a\major challenge for the director, who ' " .0
b i .
found it necessary to prioritize the many tasks expected of him.

. These tasks 1nc1uded 1nst1tutiona]ization of CI5, acqu151~t\on and dis-

semination. of information, materiais development, and the delivery of

* 4
.

qther services. v . }
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A. Insti@onahzatwn of CIS

L4 &

\ 4

: -/
° \" When the director was hired 1n early February, 1981 he received a
”  letter of appointment from the chair of the FMH_;; Farm Council. The _

/ letter outlined his duties, indicating that he was to familiarize him-
self with members'of' the executive c.ommilttee, hire staff, promote the
:, Council, ". . . identify public and- private information resour'ces,‘ de-
velop systemEfto gather nformatyon, and implement program to extend
.information to targeted che-nte]eﬂ and ". . . develop needs and system
to réach g{?‘geted Spanish«speakm’g clientele." Also mentioned in the
‘ appomtmen;: letter were several long-term goals, inc]udm'g f'he promotion
. of CIS, identification and development of pc;tent1a'l useful resources,
publication of a fami]y farm newsletter, development of a plan fc‘)r .
’ family }iann“actiuities,‘ ident1fication of leverage activities that )
Py wcﬁﬁd augment existing services to family farms,]deve]opment of rap-
port with the fami]:‘y ‘arm constituency, and encouragement of more lo-

calized fanily farm activity. The letter further indicated that these

® - ) long-term goals were to q‘e achieved in collaboration with the executive .
secretary of the Council. However, the letter of appointment did not
_.mention the relationship of the dirgctor to UCCE or to the Council and
® \ it qid not Spg]] out th\\specific prodgcts to be producéd by CIS‘. l\
In.the absence of ;u'qh specifics, the director began to develop

A

?%jjenda to deal with- the short- and long-term goals of CIS.Y A staff
® resdarch associate and a secretary were hired, and they began working

duri;mg the month of february. The staff research associate had been

LEY

loyed 1n UCCE foreseveral mgnths prior to assuming the CIS position.

® , She had been working on the production of a/Famﬂy Farm Résource Guide
) J
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which, because of its relevance to family farmers and the mission of

CIS, soon became a project to be accomp]ishe& by CIS. \\ '
= The\prdduétion of the guide togk mucﬁ longer than projected (to
. early Jhne). Consequently, because the research associate was prin-
cipally involved with this task, she was of little assistance to the
CIS director of‘1n accomp]1sh1ng other CIS pr1or1t1es In eff;ct the ﬂ?¥’
* CIS director, except for secretarial support, was left a]gze to accom-
plish the multiple responsibilities of CIS identified in the appoint-

‘ ~
ment letter. In setting out om these responsibilities, the director

-

apparent1§'had little Sgntact with the leadership of the UCCE Community -

Resource Deveﬁopment Program. The director did, however, work daily
i

in the same office with the executive secrgtary of the Council, al-
though due to'théir separate appointments and job responéibi]1ties,
they apparenily worked for the most part independently gather than as
a team. . '

During the six months prior to the writing of this report; the
director sﬁqnt a considerable porfion'of his time introducing himself
to appropriate individuals and identify}ng information netwérks, other
égencies, and computerized data-based‘sys’ems for sources of infor-

r

mation (elevant to fdmily farms. The magnitude of this work for a
-~ - .

single individual is considerable given the number and naturk of the

organizations 1nvolved (e.g.,.California community colleges; teacher

training programs; commercial materials development firms; land grant
. |

universities; community groups; UC libraries, expefiment stations, .

communication and publications offices; film, audiovisua],'and broad- '
. !& =
cast units; California State Department of Education Agricultural

Education Qﬁ ice, and so on).




. < -24- ' 1

..
. .
In addition to finding out what i1nformation 15 available and be-
® coming aware of the resources o’fﬁ‘h;r agencies, the director made )
plans to develop storage apd retrieval gystems for materials to be i
housed as part of CIS.  Imitially, this process was to be limited to
Py a manual system of i;ent@ng and tagging relevant materials in li- .
brarjes and agencies. ?Subsequent’ly, these materials were to be)ab-
stracted, with thev:abstrq_gfs itore'd as part of the resource library. .
® ~ Two half-time bibltographers were hired and began much of th1s labor-
intensive activity 1‘:1 late June. The purpose of 1dentifying, collecting,
s and storing materials pertinent to family farmers‘m Califorma 15 to
® dissemnate thi1s information to appropvate agencies which will 1n turn |
make ‘it. available to 1nterested par!q(es locally.
[
B. Acquisitionrand Dissemination of Information
®

The acquisition and diSsemination of famdy farm information in-
| volves the collection and storage of “information in print and media
’ forms .fo_r zﬁ@vatwn to othEr: agencies and institutions, but es-
¢ , pecially. to the_pr'ogram's two Resource Centers ]ogated at Hartnell o
and Kings Rwer\CoHeges To achiev is objective, CIS was ex-
pected to conduct an exhaustive review o ’a’vflable agricultural pro-
duction and management information re&'evant lo family farms. Subse-
qyently, it was to collect and store such material and then di1ssem=
iy inate it to those’ interested parties in and out of the Family Farm
Prog‘ram. for this purpose, a r.eswrce Tibrary was t;) have beén ini-
tB_ted for the"housﬁig of printed material and Tedia .soft’ware not

read1ly available through existing channels. Abstracts of publica-

. . tions and other materials available commercially and through librar-

L,
d ) * 1es were to have been preparedsby CIS upon request from Council member
¢ . .
° - I A 30 ‘ '
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farming information on matters of statewide importance. A bilingual’

2 - ﬁs_ "

organ1iatibns. These users were to have\been furnished periq%}c refer-

ence 11sts and announcements of new acquisitions as wéll as timely

newsletter was to have been published and used as a means of sharing

-

this 1nformat1on as we]] as estab11sh1ng CIS as a major statew1de
clearinghouse for 1nformat1on on fap11y farming. -+

To acquire, review, and abstract the kind of information sought,
the CIS staff felt 1t had to identify\and relate to a number of organiy .~
zations, institutions, and other sources of information in and out of

California that produced'mater1a1 pertinent to family fahns. It also

felt that it had to investigate the prospect of linkipg itself with

’ comﬁa%erized data banks on family farms at the University dnd else~-

where so that searches of such data files could be conducted on re-
quest. One Tong-rangé goal was to establish a "hot, Tine" enabling
1ndividuals and organ1zatfbps to call in and obtain needed information.

A1l of these actiyities were to be carried out in conjunction with

. tﬁg‘prbgrams of the Un;versfty of California Cooperative Extension

{UCCE), espeC1a11y the, program in Cmnnun1ty Resource Development.
Both adm1n1strat1vey§\Pport and 1eadersh1p, as yell as Iibrary storage

and access, translation services, media services, and phy51ca1 space,

. %
were to have been among the kinds of assistance provided to CIS by the
(
University. . _ \
Pl * ' - ‘i‘
C. Materials Development ’

Contrary to miny expectations, CIS has not engaged <in materials
production to any extent. The major reason for this lack of produc-
. .

tion conterns the ambiguity of the responsibilities of CIS and its

staff.’ Although apparently expected by some Council members, e§pecia1f}
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the staff of the two Resource Centers, neither Rhe original proposal

or the CIS director’s letter of appPintment mentions materials develop-

*

ment as an lnportant activity of CIS. Ngverthe]ess, the director

apparently de:}ﬁéd to respond a%f1nmat1ve1y to at least some of the
- i .

_requests forwaterials development assistance. Once ha!]ng doqg this,

-

thé}kby reinforcing the expectat16n by some of receiving assistance,
the director found himself short of funds to respond adequately. The
second reason why CIS failed to engage ip materials development there-
fore became a lack of funds. The great majority of CIS funding has
gone to pay salaries of the four staff members (including the Council
executive Eecretary),.with only anrox1mate1y 16 percent of the total

CIS budget remaining to cover costs for materials production and de-

~ '
velopment. Budget restrictions in this sector have precluded the

-hiring of a mager1als deveTopment specialist as well as greatly

1imited the subcontracting of‘materia]s to outside agencies. Thus,

to date) CIS‘has‘not engaged in materials development to the degree
that the Resource Centers and some Council members had anticipated.
Faced with budget constraints in materials development, the CIS -

director has been contemplating a heavier emphas{s on putting the

- ResOurce Centers in touch with instructional resources that are avail-

able locaf%} While CIS might well contemplate such an intermediary
role, the Resource Centers have to some degree already been mak1ng this
type of contact with agencies in each of their’ respect1ve service areas. 7
Whether CIS can play an intermediary or a supportive role will depend . l

on the agreements reached by the Council and the staff members of the

respeg&i!e Resource Centers.

-
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Although CIS has primarily been involved w&h 1ts own establish-
® mentfand, to a lesser degree, has played a supportive role to the
Resource Centers and the Council members, it has also undertaken the
N 1}
production of some mater'rals. CIS can be credjted with the produc-
® - tion of four pieces of material: the Family Farm Resource Guide, a

bumper ‘sticker, an information leaflet, and a recently published news-

© letter. |
o ‘ The Famﬁy F‘arm,Resource Guide was by far the most timfa-consum-
ing single piece of material produced at CIS. Although begun approx-
imate§y one and a half years ago under the auspiced of the Community
® Resource:Develgpment Program, the guide was’ finally packaged by th!a
- CIS research associate, and the Small ‘Farm 'C;anter is officially creJited
' with its pro&uction,‘ Essentially a c_om'greher;swe 31sting of agencies

@ _ and resources available to ass'ist fami]y‘\faﬁﬂers, the Family Farm Re-

l
i

source Guide provides hames, a‘ddresses, and telephone nx;mbers of
individuals in the area\to be contacted about family farm issues‘and ' \
® concerns The guide is prepared in countysspecific volumesland covers
all _the 58 counties 1n the State of Califormg. Also provided 1‘% an
. abstract of the functwns of individuals and/gr agencies hsted Ten
| copies of each runa]_county andFive copies of ea urban cou’nty vol'ume
hawel bee;m'reproduced a.nd are’ a\&aﬂab\fe free of*charge. Agjéitjona]
copies may.be 6rdered from CIS for a f‘ee of approximats,I,; éS.Oﬂ to
¢ . cover reproduction costs. . g - /_/ \ .
Hith the ’intention of giving the'fami]y\'r"'arm/»'éause a éreater
visibility, CIS has also produced a bumper sti’c,ker which reads "Small

¢ Farms Make Sense," designed in & green backg@,uqd with' white lettéring.

° , » e » 1]
Its effectiveness™in drawing attention to the small farm issué is

unknownf < : ' J’\
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The third p1ece of material produced b;r CIS i§ a flyer announc-
.-‘ T )ng the‘S:naH Farm Center A smg]e- sheet of white paper with green
o print pn both sides, the ﬂyer contains severa] paragraphs each ex-
*p]aming a component of the Family Farm Program. . A list of the par-
ti1cipating agencies appears on one side and, on the other, the address
and telephone number of the Sm(]] Farm Center is provided for those
who want further information reegarding the ‘program. ‘
;AS .tms report 15 being prepared, in July 1981, CIS has Just
pubhshed. 1ts first copy of the Small Farm Center Nevgs‘]e;ter. An
e1ght-plhge pamphlet, the newsletter covers a variety of subjects in-
tended to spark interest in readers on issues relevant to s:?wa]]-sca]e
faming-;. Th% newsletter begins by annguncing. the services provided
) By the Cooperative Extension Program through the local county farm
advisers and proceeds. to inform the reader abe'ut the recently pub-
lished Family F;rm Resource 'Guide. The: four center pages p}%ovide a
comprehensive description of the Small Farm Information Access Net-
® . work, otherwise known as the Family Farm Program. The last page, en-’
t‘itled "Crop News," 1s dedicated to the vegetable bok-choy. .The
article ends with an 1nvatation for those.interested to Contact the'

-

Py Small Farm,Center for more'infq}mation.

‘D. Other CIS Services N

- Aso re]ated to materials deve]ogmeﬁ’ts and primarily in response
¢ . to requests made, CIS has attempted to\ provide sUpp‘o?t services to )
the two Resource Centers and Counci membeﬁ On two or, three occa-
sions, the Kings River Resource Center has requested assistance on
TY production and some audiovisual aids for a squash presentation.

The UCCE farm\advisers have requested a slide-sound audiovisual pre-

31
\




‘ ‘ - sentat%on, computer searches, and assistance On a .tomato d1sease

® . manual. From Hartnell came requests for transiatwn ass1st‘ance on a
brochure from English to Spanish and a trans]atlon of a strawhﬁrry- ' .
grading manual. In most of these instances, CIS was unable towre-

o : spond adequately, principally because of the lack of resources hu-
man and mate§1§1, available at CIS. Another reason 15 that during this
particular beriod, the director was. handling all CIS responsibi]ities

® virtually alone and was una‘ble to adequately meet @11 his gbligations. .
He nevertheless attempted to respond to as manyjrequests as possible,
Now that the staff research associate has completed the Family Farm :

.‘. Resource Guide, she will be able to provide greater assistance, and
C1S will be able t6 m0re.adequate1y serve its clients. Swmilarly, a ;

. production specialist who ha; skills as a graphic artist and photo-

¢ . grapher will also be available for the summer of 1981 (3he began
working in the Cegter 1n mid-June). CIS integls to remain marginally
involved in the materials production‘zrocess; its role will be'prii

¢ marily in the areas of facilitation and coordination rather than in

production per se. For example, th’t;.re.are plans for CIS to purchase
A “two slide projectors for use by Councd 1. affiliates in field-testing

o ] slide sets. . g

W

, A final area that CIS has embarked upon is a needs assessment

of the family farm clientele in California. The intention 15 to re-

view materials and information related to the characteristics of family
. farmers, especially those with a Spanish-speaking background. Such a

. . r?v’rew\is intended to document sociceconomic charac?eristics, learn-

ing preferences, abilities, and educational experiences of family

-

farmers, as well as to identify available ]eérm‘ng materials in

’ . Council member tollections appropriate to the target population.
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E. Conclusions . ' . . S ~
’ ¥ ' ) \
o . The: first six months of eXIStence of the Central Information Ser- -

-
L

vice may .be characterized as typical for any.récently emergmg insti-
tution which must not only-adapt to surrounding agencies *but chart its
@ . mission within.the -constraints of programmatic realities. As/such,’ . .
‘ the efforts of the CES staff have not alwa;s met with success. But N
neither does lack of success necessarﬂy mply faﬂure Rather, as

]
Qo . recent events seem to suggest, the staff and an those 1nvo]ved with
*

« CIs activities angd functions have been able to learn from past short-

* comings. ' i / ’ ,

e

® . There are many reasons why CIS did not funétion as expected. -
Pmmary among them 15 the amb1gu1ty of " the or\gma] CIS proposal to ’
CETA and the charge to the -director relative to the mission of CIS.
® The difficulty here 1s that among the multiple responsibilities and
expectations of CIS that are mentioned in these documents, few are
spe]led/gut and ev;en fewer a.re specified as priorities. As a result
o of the lack of clear directiong,. the director took it upon himself to
develop mis m;n agenda ar;d priorities. He chose to concentrate pri-
marﬂy‘on the 1dentification of availab]ﬁe information and instrucfional
¢ materials, a goal which apparently requires a long-term investment with
! few immedrate payoffs. , Some members of the Council, however, expected

. [
that more concrete tasks would be accomplished by the CIS director.

*

g These mc]uded the ear]y initiation of & newsletter, a more rapid

-

delivery of 1nformat10n, materials devetopment assmtaq\f, the estab-

hshment of a resource library, and so forth.

d The responsibility for the ambigu‘ity in the overall mlSS)Dn of

CIS must be shared widely. The oraginal proposal lacked clarity and
3 ,




failed to specify outcomes that could be widcj]y agreed upon. In ad-

® . dition, the Council Yeadership, both the chair and the executive sec-
retary, could have been more concerned with plaming andvspecifying

\ pragram pr10r1t1e-s w1th the d1recton. Likewise, more leadership should

® -- have come from the UCCE Conmun\ty Resource Deve]opmen Programj es- a ,
peaa]]y the office [at had line responsibilaty for ghe CIS director.
Finally,.the director hir;ise}f has to take a share of the blame for not

® . having s;ought wid\er input 1nto the activities o'f CIS and into an or-
dering of its prignties. In eﬁfect, he failed to specify on paper
hms agenda, circr__u]ate that agenda, and devg]op a consensus around the

e activities that he proposed. The fact that the director chose to in-
vest 1n the identification of Y ces of information with a long-term
payoff lef: the Council and UCCE without evidence of CIS progress. C .

@ When requests for materials development assisiance from the Resource

] Cepters resu‘;ted in long turnaround times, there was an even more

Ld/eeply held opinion that CIS was not adéquat,e]y serving the important .

-

® " needs of the Family Farm Program.
Relationships among and between the C‘IS director and others
associated vfith the program were often frustrating. The director was
o ) \Tie'ld respons1ble by some for not attendmg to concerns like the early
publication of the news]etterand the settmg up of the resource 1i-
brary and by O:hers fer not delivering info'rmatiOn and materigls de- -
o velopment assistance. The director was also frustrated with the many

expectgtions which often did rbt acknowledge the limitations of CIS.

4 . :
For example, few, if any, of those associated with the program in- . \

—_—

quired during the fi'rsi four months as to how he was spending his
L] - J -

] - LY
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time'br giving him counsel and needed feedback on his activities. Al-
) - .

though CIS apparently was on the Council's agenda twice during Spring

1981, for example, tie agenda was .crowded with other 1tems and CIS was

-

never fully discussed. Hencé?“two opportunities for impartant feed-
back from members were lost. The director also beéame frustrated.yhen
the original 1at1tudi given him by UCCE and the Council was reduced
during the fifth and sixth months due to apparent dissatisfaction with
his priorities and accomplishments.

Although the firét s1x months of CIS operation were character-
ized py these questions of mission, leadership, communication, ter-
ritor1ali£y, respoﬁs1bi]ity, %ﬂﬂ &0 on, there are signs that they are
being dealt w1tﬁ. Functionaily, for example, weekly meetings among g ‘A(
the CIS étaff, the Council's executive secretary, and UCCE COTmunlty
Reqeurce Development leadership are being held. These regular %éaff
meetings are helping to specify'concrgﬁe outcomes expected of each'CIS
staff member and to definé more clearly®he tasks associated with the

resource 1ybrary as well as Infoégzz?bn acquisition and dissemination.

emporarily cen-

$tructurally, recent decisions have been made td
tralize the adminIStra}ion of the Small Farm Lenter Mnder the'1eader-

N
stiip of the Council executive secretary. Additio

-

r

11y, the activities

o an information ac-
n

of C1S have been decentralized and separated i
quisition and dissemination component and a materials development com-
pdhent. Each of these sectors will be hedded by a staff member in

charge of the particular component. The overall coordination of these

two components is the responsibility of the Council executive secre-

tary who, 1n turn, 1; responsib}é to the director of the UCCE Com-

munity Resource ﬁrogram. It4is éntiCIpated thagﬁihis nefl arrangement
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will permit CIS to accomplish its tasks more effectively and expedi- -

alu -
tiously through the end of September until a more suitable permanent,
. . ,

arrangement can be made.

In summary, it éan be said that CIS is still undergoing a very

- »

necessary process of-diSCOVeriﬁg not only the best structural arrange;

ment for its staff but also the most effective meaﬁs of meetiné the

many responsibilities identified for it by Council member agencies of

which it is a part. To the degree that these administrdtive and pro-
gram goals are being addressed, prospects for the futgre appear

brighter.
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1v:7 XINGS RIVER FAMILY FARM RESOURCE  CENTER

° ‘?}&e Family Farm Resource Center at Kings River College in

L.
« o
Reedley Was 1n1tiated with the e of coordinating and enhancing

L 3

L b
agriculturel services, assistance, and training available to small

P .
® * family farmers in the arex. Through CETA and CHETA funds 1t sought toa

- -

expand @nd -perfect 1t‘é own short course p\'ogram for family farmers.

Its intention was to become a major center for that kind of training
. ~ by !

° . in the Central Va]jg_y\:is well as to support substantially the work of

other loca) participating agencies (e.g., the Fresno County Farm Ad-

viser's Office, Proteus Adult Training, Inc.). Hence,)the dual

® responsibilities of providing training and direct 1gtance to family

farmers and facilitating the coordination among participating local

institutions 1n the planning and delivery of services to family farmers %

.

® constitute fhe two major objectives of the Kings River Resource Cen-

-

ter,

In meeting the goals of service delivery and coordinatian, the
<8

® Resource Center has used a combina'tion of strategies and methods. Some
of these_serwce delivery strategies have relied on direct face-to-
face contact with family farmers while others have utilized more in-
. ~. direct channels of comgﬂication to reach the target popu]atio;. Di- # '

%
- rect service delivery has concentrated on short courses éffered at the

<:3‘éampus and in the field, farm technical assistance through the agron-

L) »

SN ) oL
¢ omist component, and routine field visits ty the Center staff. In-

directly, services have been delivered via radio, TV, and written - .
” Rl

sources. It is with these objec\tives and the means yéed to meet them

- ) this.evaluati been most ¢ 'c‘ern d. ‘
® that his.gvaluation has been oncerne )

Twe [.'f

\
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King’"River Co]]ege has long been involved in prOViding training

.and educational services to the agricultural community. In 1977 the.

N
College participated in a cbomprehensjve program to serve small farmers

in association with Westside Planning through CETA funds. Prior to the

formation of the Resource Center, the College was engaged in what was

4

A o+ v
.considered to be a very successful strategy for training farm workers

through the FAST program, "EﬁST sought to upgrade and diversify workers'

skills based primarily on an employer' s need and abitity to permit
year-long %igioyment on a 51ng1e farm. Contact with other "agencies

serving §mall farmers was made through the Family Farm Council., and

-Kings River appeared to be an appropriate site for the housing of a

-

Resource Center. ' ;
r/"\
Many of the Center staff hired by Kings River fac111tated the

delivery of direct services to the target population, as some had 3

L]

) Spanish-Speeking small farmers in the area. These relationships were

-

created while some of the current staff had been employed by Westside ‘
Planning and the Technical Assistance Program (TAP). The staff was'

able to bringést experience with qhe_ESVelopment of rgdio ErograTs
and its documéntation on some 200 farmers with whom it had worked to
its initigiion of the Kings River Center. Howeyer, due to delays in
CETA and CWRTA fundiﬁg,kthe.early beginning of the Center was also
character:zed by many probleus. These fupding delays nea;ﬁy resulged

in the 19ss of valuable staff and did result in many months of minimal

. oF lost contact with farmers.

P

several years of close working relationships with a select group of ' <:;\
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. The Kings Riverkfiesnu[ce Center staff viewed direct personal
® ck;ntact_with érrmers as the single most im\portant part of the program.
fs a result*OF this emphrasis on technical assistance, as well as the
late hiring of specia]iz:d staff (mid-December 1980), fewer efforts
®  Were spent in local resource coordination and dgve]opment of mat@r]a]s.g )

For example, the advisory or steering eommittee did not function, and

until December contacts.with other agencies in the area serving family
® , farmers were Brewhat irregular. It was anticipated that apprepriate

representation at the advisory committee would bring other resources -~

fi[aancial, conmerc:’ial, and so on=-- to bear on small farm issues. How-
® eve;', by late January 1981, efforts to create a étee::ing com@ittee had
S ceased and the Resource Center limited its priorities primarily to ‘

technical assistance and short course instruction. .! . S
® . A. Materials Development and Service Delivery

’ p
The Family Farm Resource Center at Kings River Community College -

has focused 1ts efforts on three basic areas of information dissemi-",
¢ . " nation and materials production: , (i) the development of a radic and
television information program; (2)’the delivery of direct training

b ‘and educational serv1c~es.; (3} the technical a’ssistancé offered by the

L]

® agronomist component, and, (4)'materials development.

J 1. Radio and Television Information Dissemination Program
» -S, -

The Resource Centeg has engaged in three typés of materials e
¢ . development for radio and television broadcasting: (1) dissemin-
o Fa

ation of timely information; (Z) in-depth treatment of special topics;

e~ ' ., and (3) Vive radio interviews.
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, Dissemination of timely information includes radio broadcasting
Py of weather, market prices for different products, and announcements

Resource Center events and activ;.ties. Materials for these bro-a}-
re gathered from various sour:::\fes. The procéss usually inyolves
0 a Resource Center person makﬁng‘ telephone calls to appropriata agencies
- in the .area for specific i'nf'o.mation. Once materials for the radio
program are collected, a telephone call is made to the two radio sta-
® . tions giving informaj‘.ion for daily announcements.
‘ In.-depth treatment of special top1c§ is the second area éf radio
. programming on which €he Resource Center has focused. Radjo scripts
® ‘ are the primary source of material deve]oped for this type of program.
Some of the special topics covered a_rjjrip irrigation,. farm record
l kee‘ping, farm finance, land preparation, and other topics of general
® interest to smal‘} farmers.
Tﬁ:main purpose of radio scripts 1s 1'nt*ndedk Eo introduc;
Tarmers t(; new knowledge applicable to current farming.practice. As
‘ - such,hthe strategy invoives the adaptation of agricu]tura] research
and development inforhation for understanding by the target group.
Often this takes the form of skeletal presentations of the subject
® matt;r without much attention to details. The scripts are written to
. proviﬂg sﬁecific information on available regulﬁ' and s]ow-re]ea.se fer- I’
ti]iz‘ers, the ways otﬁ.denufymg dffferent’ varieties and their uses,
.‘ . and the different combinations of nutrients marketed. As no systematic
attempt to verify the impact of radio information has been undertakem
. by the Resource Center, there is no evidence that thisl 1s the best *

¢
® . strategy to reach family farmers., The staff, however, feels that top- /

i ,-// - L3
ics introduced briefly through radio is the best mapproach, as it

-
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holds the attention of the target audience. The Reso'urce Center
director fee:ls strongly that the radio 1s primarily a means of irn'tro-
ducing a new topic that can be reinforced by ot;her channels of com-
m;mica;wn such as fate-to-face contact or written sources. As he :
puts it, "I.T the fa‘rr'ners retain 5 percent, of the materia]ybfoédcast %
and as a result ask for more information later, then radio has served
s+ its purpose.” & .
Although radio script's: were adapted and updated to keep up
with' agr1cu]tura] 1nr;’ovat'ions by and large they represent a rela-,
tively permanent f:gnn of material that can be repeatedly broadcast.
® ' The bulk of radio scripts ut1l1zed by the Resou.rce Center was de-
veloped ‘earler throug_h the Technical Assistance Program (TAP) in
Fresno. * Because much of the cfu.e'nte]e currently t;eing; served by f;1e '
® ‘ ‘Resource Cenfer were previously served by TAP and some of the Center y

staff members were also a_gy.'%,ociated with TAP, there has not been an

~urgeﬁ?€ed to develop néw radio scripts. .

% -~

@ ‘ he third type of radio programming undertaken by the Resource
Center has been ]ive'radio intexviews. Live tmterviews invo];/g'xthe
‘ ‘presenegof one ‘or mo{re Speci§]1sts at the r;dio station once svery 15
® days for a one-half )n}our period, with listeners calling in with specific
quesiions. Usually, tﬁis'type of program begins with the discussion
of a gpecific fheme which provides a focus for the live interview
® session, R:zsource persons invited to these imterviews have been

- both specialistd in the community and Resource Center staff. Questions

= h

received are related to both specific and general themes of djscussion. .

® h‘owever, it is ti® experience of the ResourceCenter staff that their

I ‘ hstemng aud1ence extends far beyond the family farmer. On several

occasions, for example, housewives have called in spemﬁca]]y asking
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questions on weed and insect control 1n home gardens or asking for in-

formation on d1fferent varieties of fruit trees and legumes appropriate

e
to the area. The staff feels that this type of direct listener feed- .
back sg;yes the fynction of a]lowing the caﬂnunity to inquire and make
® < input to the radi.o program and alsoyenab]es tne Resdurce Center to
learn more about the scope and nature of its listening public.
‘ . Until m1d-March the radio program was broadcast by two Spanish-
® language radio stat1ons in Frespo (KGST-AM and KXEX-FM). Timely in-’
formataon, specific topics, and general Resource Center announcements
‘ were aired weekdaygﬁzi 6:30 A.M. The total air time for this broad-
o cast took approx1n\ate1y five minutes. The live ilnternew program was
broadcast for one-half houF every 15 days at 1:00 P.M.
*“ Radio broadcasts were carried out as a community public service
o announcement by the stations, Although the Resource Center incu*red\
no charge for this free radio service, there were some serious limi- ’
tations to this type of public service announcement. The first of
@ ‘ these limitations had to do with the irregularity of program broad-
’ J " casts. The Resourcé Center staff was cognizant of the fact that . /
of ten programs were not aired at their regularly schedufed timqu/ '
L . One of the 1mmediate consequences of inconsistent radio broadcasts is
3 potential loss of the.listening audience. To the degree that the
. listening public was not provjdea witn a regularly scheduled program
‘l at fixed times, t:.hey may have become frustrated, and with time tne 5
Resource Center may have faced a decrease in its listening audience.
]
® - ) .

@ -
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- :By mid-March, tfe radio program ceased to exist, due primarily to
the inadequate preparation of staff at the Center. First, the Resource ~
©N Center staff was unable to’aeveHop broadcast taﬁes. The eff0rt; made
to generate professional q@uy tapes met “with cons1stent failures.
The individual hired in BetemﬁEF";; media specialist had neither the ‘
expertise, experience, nor the equipment and facilities needed to pro-
duce master, tapes that would meet the quality standard required by the
b ra91o station. Second, the agronomists who were expected to both tape
éhd help with the recordiﬁg of tapés also had no experience 1n
this type of work. The rgﬁio station fairst cqmp1a1ned about- the poor
tape quality and eventually ended by rejecting Lapés produced a£ the
Resource Center. The official-reason given by KGST radio station for
withdrawing its pom£1tment to broadcast the Resource Center. radio '
program was that 1t would be too time consﬁming to ;ttempt to im-
prove the tapeéfproduced or to train Resource Céﬁter personnel to pro-
duce,bbttér qualaty tapes. AQditigga11y, the station changed froman
18 to 24 hour broadcast day, knd it cited this reorganization as
another reason why it could not g;ve the time needed to air the Re-
source Center program. Hence, as of the second week in March, the

Center ceased to reach farmers through radio broadcasting.

n .
Television was also utilized as a channel for information dis-

semipation. —Most of the television programs took the form of taped

and 11ve interviews and slide presentations. Interviews usua11y)con-

isted of either the Resource Center staff members or specialists in-
fier agencies in the area serving famly farmers. The )

o question and answer sessions typically revolved around specific topics

»

@
o
<
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of general interest to the/émal]-scale farmef.’ In addition, slide

presentations and general wannouncements of Center events were broad-
-

~

- .
cast through television. The television programs were aired twice

a month for half an hour each session. Their purpose was to intro- g T

A
. duce the Resource Center facilities to the television viewing audience

. and to announce future short courses and other Ceﬁf!f’éct1vities. As

@

¥

with most materials produced by the Center, little documentation of .

’

the mpact of information delivered via different channels was under-

a

taken. COnsequeﬁtly, tpere.wés little know]edge(}hout the natu?é and
extent as well aS't;e needs and interests o% the target population.
Additionally, the Resource Tenter lacked skilled staff capable of
producing &ua]ity material that-would meet the standards expected by
- * the television station.
x& 2. Direct Trainingand Instructional Services

! -

Providing short courses to family farmers has been a major

problem for the Resource Center from its incepiion. The reasons for
this recurrent difficulty in prog1ding training stem from both i1n-
ternal and external cOnstraints. Internal problems emanated from a
lack of coordination of available resources, short course scheduling,
inappropriate pedagogical methods employed on the target population,
;nd sé on, Externally, the problems"stenmed principally from CWETA's
strict policy guidelines as well as funding delays. Becayse the,shor{

courses were funded by CWETA monies, the agency imposed strict guide-

Tines as to the minimum number of participants, types of qualif1ed ) .
‘ »

+

participants, agﬁgfites where short courses should, take place.
These requirements often did not permit the flexibility needed by an
agricultural program such as the one the Resource Center was attempt-

ing to offer. However, in spite of these constraints, the Kings

L d

A I3
QO . i
ERIC . 1 | L




-42- _—

River FFRC was able to offer several short courses and other fiﬁgg;/
‘of direct training to its family fatm cliente]é. .

The Kings River Family Fanﬂ Resource Center offered a.total of
seven short courses to its family farm clientele. Initially, the Cen- |
ter began by providing short courses in accordance with CWETA guide-
11nes which s;ipu]ated that classroom 1nstructuﬂi§§§hﬂd occur é£ the
Co]]ege campus,f%1th a minimum of 12 fam\iy farmers attendidg the
40-hour block of training in sessions of eight hours each. Because of
the flexible nature of the agricultural scﬁedd\e, however, attendance'
_was not always up to the anticipaged levels. Later strategies 50ught
t0 design the program more ih accordance with the }5cal agricu¥tural
schedule, with the intent of drawing larger numbers of family farmers
to the short courses offered by the Reseurse Center. .

During Winter 1980, a seminar on vines was held. Of some 60
farmers who attended, most were wel]-to-do'family fa?@ers with some
college education. Only eight were,Spanish-speakiﬁg‘%q? noncollege
graduates. This was a learning experience for the Resource Center
staff because it was realized that only a §mail percentage of the
targei pOpSIapion was represented and that other strategies would have

I
to be devised to draw a larger representation. = . i

L3

As early as the Spring of 1980, the Re50urce_Center had blanned
two short courses in market%ng; éne scheduled to run from late May

to m1d-September and the other from m1d “June to mid-Septembér. Oue

to the 1at@ness of contract signing between CHETA and‘K1ngs R1veF Col-

lege (September 2, 1980), ho?ever, this plan had to be altered. I an-

ticipation that the contract would have béen signed by early Sbring 1980,
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- family farmers were notified that a marketing course was forthcoming.
"_ Howevér, when it became clear that no*funds would be availdble to

provide Ahe short course promised, a decision was made to offer an
- N ° r
experience related to marketing. It was then that a field trip was
f L

quickly scheduled to visit the wholesale market in San Francisco withka

@
=~ the intent of familiarizing farmers with the comp1exit'1es of price R
LN ) setting through the market mechanism.
™ .o v, ]
® A total of 30 famly farmers visited the market in San Francisee -

! in three trips of ten farmers each. Transportation was provided by
‘the Resource Center through a College mintbus. From the Center's
{ _ S -
point of view, it was felt that farmers were very pleased with the
- experience of learning how the price mechanism functioned. In
addition, traveling in groups provided a setting where farmers met
® one another and exchanged ideas of mutual interest.
From October th'rough Dece{nber, two regular sh9rt courses were
of fered on Vegetable Production and Farm Management and Marketing.
® . Both were 40-hour short cours:s conducted A seven-to-eight-hour
-"_ sessior'ms and funded thr:ough ‘the CWETA contract.
“The Vegetable Production course consisted of informal pre-, '
¢ sentations «'}}Id field visits. Presentati%ns were made by farm advisers
yith expertise in varjous areas of concern to small farmers. L Topics ) )
covered in ,th?se presentations focused on apﬁ'_f‘opriate methods of weed
® ‘ control, insecéicides and‘pesticides, ferti]i;;ers, common vegétables
grown in the area, and so on. Followipg these presentations, farmers
were taken on field visits tqﬁarious farms in the area t-o observe the
® " different stages of vegetable pgeduction. Tkgse visits were also in-

. »
tended to illustrate the actual practices and field demonstrations of

topicy covered in the classroom presentations. . Thé enrollment of 22
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participants was considered satisfactory for a short course in whach
- [ ] *
no stipends were offered to those attending. P

Farm Management apd Marketing was the title of the other ;;ort
courée offered from October through December. This was also a 40-
hour Short course wﬁ?ﬁh.met for eight hours daily. A]thoué} only 12
{néﬂviduals were off1cial]}\gﬁrolled n this short éou%se, approxi-
mately 18 attended on & regular basis. The five participants who at-

*  tended the course but were not engg]]ed were éntering-level family
|1f

; .
farmers who were not yet long enough in the State to qualify as

. Califormia residents. Individuals officially enrolled and who quali-

f1ed were entitled to a $3.10 an hour stipend through CWETA funding
" sources. .
. A visit to one of the c]as'srsesswns found that the class was t
composed of seven wemen and five méﬁ, of whom‘eightspoke Spahish e
and four spoke Thai. A1l the men except one wgde\éctually family
~ farmers. The one man who was not a farmer himself was the son of a
farmer and providéﬁ farm management and record-keeping agsistance to
his father. Althougp most of the women interviewed identified them-
selves as small farmers, it appears that‘although the& helped 1n the
various aspects, of famly fé;m life, it was their huséands who were
primarily involved with farming on a full-time basis. Two young
women who were not yet small fgrmers were taki;g the farm management
course with the intent of entering the-farm%ng practice with their
family. - : .
The constitution of this class raises threé basic 1ssues. The

first concerns the heterogeneous nature of short tourse particthants

and the role played by different family members on the farm. This
k . -

. C TN /
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hé;é;ogéne1ty occurs both as a result of the different levels of ex-
peglénce 1n farming -- enthy-level, medium-level ;nd advanced-level --

. ti;Jgnd the number of family members involved in the farming enterprise.

) Hence, instruction levels must not only be hi;ected to différent
levels of farming experience but also to various‘?ami1y members who

Jperform different functions on the farm. S

A The d1v1s1on of 1abor argument is supported when one .100ks at
farming in today's agribusiness- dom1nated world. HNot only 1s the
family farmer responsible for crop-related matters,‘such as Iand
¢ preparation, irrigation, seed se]ection,,fertilization weed control,
harvest1ng, and soO forth but today's sma]J sca]e farmers must also
have a good knowledge of the distribution system, cred1p and banKing,
farm financing, and other administrative matters if.they are to be
successful at their trade. To expect that non-Engiish-speaking family
farmers with generally low schooling levels are thems;1ves capable
of mastering af] thesg areas bf knowledge without family assistance
is unrealistic. The sucfess of small-Scale farming operations de-
pends on inputs from,d14§;rent famiTy members at various 1e;e1s. It
appears therefore that an informal division of labor may be the pri-
mary reason prompting different members of farm families to take ad-
vantage of .differént short courses offered by the Resource Center
which pertain more divectly to the area of expertise of each member. g
Hence, it should be undér§;;;d that not only the head of household
would p@rtiCIﬁﬁte in al1 the short coursés being offered, but ather

‘famﬂy members would-also take advantade of appro;‘te courses de-

pending on the role they play in the family farming enterprise.

™~ "' ‘/ ¥i
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_ Language of 1nsEruction 1s the second area of concern in short

courseh offe}ed by the ReJource Center. It has been the Resource
Center's experience that the ethnic and™ linguistic composition of
participating farmers in its short courses'not only may require

that a course be taught bilingually, but at times trilingually.’

To illustrate this point, one needs only look to the short course

jn Farm Management and Marketing described above. Participants in

this short course were both Hispanic and Thai farmers. Because the

—~—

ants were Spanish speakers and the instructor
. —_

majority of the particip
<«

was bilingual in Spamish and English, the class was conducted in
Spanish. However, 1n order for the four Thar small farmers present
to benef1t from the content of the clgss, translation was necessary

into their native language. Translating a class conducted 1n

Spanish to Thai participants is no easy task and requires the use of:

¢ a third language -- English. This lengthy and cumbersome process .

required Sbanish-Engllsh and Thai-English bilingual 1nd1viduals pre-

L8

sent in the classroom to’translate the class gontent from Spanish

into Thai. The actual process.involved 1n trans]ating the content »

1nto Thai was the following: The instructor conducted the c]ass 1n

w—
i

Spanlsh a b111ngua] Spanish- Eng]1sh agronomist translated the con—

_tent into English to one gf the Thai small farmers who Spoke some

English, not without difficulty, and who, in turn, relayed the

~//1;;ssage to fellow Thai speakers. The old adage "One always loses

something in translation” is ap understatement indeed in such class-

room situations; it is not known the extent to which Tha farmers =,

Classrooms composed of in-
v —

N\
penefited from the total class content.
dividﬂgTs with more than ¢ne non-English-speaking participant make

the language of instructicuf a very complex problem which requires
. ]
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N & carefu] working out before short course part1c1pants can benefit to.

the maximum from the materials presented. Because classes were left

' opeMr enrollment and attendance was ger\érally 16w, mult‘i]inguay!m

P ) appeared to be an inherént problem in the type of short courses

o offered. - a .
A third issue related to short courses pertains to the methods
— employed by the Resource Center in recruiting and selécting family
farmers for'different educational services. Although all small

-

farmers in the area may participate in educational services offeted
L
through the Center, conversations held with Center staff, as well as
® ) with small farmers, suggest that participants have been discriminatingly

b

- selected to participate in certain §h0rt courses., Some amount of
selection may not be altogether inappropriate, given the many con-
e 4 straints associated with CWETA criteria for part1c1pant quahfrcatwn,
' ava.]amhty of stipends, limtation of facilities and Other re50urces,
' ’\@nd the like. To be sure, the Resource Center staff must judiciously
Py . apply some criteria in the selection of individuals whom it feels will )
. be_nefii: most from such ing experiences. It is advisable, however,
that great care be/é:‘:ﬂthis seléction process s0 as not to exclude
o eligible fami\]y farmers in need of Center services. Recruitment' is, ,
therefore, an issue which re&ires appropriate strategies so that

family farmers i the area will be able to equally benefit from ser-
® vices provided by the Resource Center.
Between January and Marcrt; 1981, a total of four short courses
were‘offeréd to fami lty farmers. wfl’he fi»rst was a 40-hour course en-

titled Marketing Decisions. This short course ran from January 26 to

~

-
-

- 1 .
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.February 10, 1981, and met daily for four hours except for an eight-
hour day.in which ; presentation was made by representative&:ﬁf various
agencies in the area serving family farmer§> The class, with a total
of 28 participants enro&}ed was tauéht principally by the Resource
€enter director. Although this was a 40-hour course, average atten-
dance of the 28 participants was only 16 hours. Pé:::fﬁﬁh half of the
participants attended less than 10 hours and only four family Farmers
actua]]yf%on%]eted all 40 hours of "class time.~\There were Six fema]és
enrolled and all but tJﬁ participants were Spanish surqpmed. -‘
From REbrua;y/2§ to 25, a 20-hour evening course was dffered in
Vegetable Selection. The class met three time; from 6 P.M. to 10 P.M.,
yith a 10-hour meet1ng one night when the participants were taken on
a field trip to the market ¥1k§an Francisco. Twenty -two part1c1pants
attended tQAS boqrse for ag average of 14 hours. Five participants
attended a maximum of 18 hours; the majority attended 14 hours or less.
The class was tomposed of 18 males and four females. ~

vt

Instructors in the-short course were representative of various
agencies in the ;rea sérving the client population. Representatives
of UC Extension, Cou&ty Extension, and the Resource Center made pre-
sentations on topics fﬁnging from soil selection to marketing strate:/
gies pertinent to diverse vegetable crops. Fol]ow—upgﬁiscussions of
materials covéred ih.the class were conducted during the trip to the
market in San Francisco.. ~ ) s
’ The trip to San‘frqnciscb‘as a part of thiiifourse was con-
ce{;ed'as a practical dimension intended to familiarize producers with
factors wh1ch determine the price of produce Tﬁrough such direct

experience farmers became aware of the 1mportance of gua]aty control

. N . > %
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and of the tim1ng of harvéest in determining market prices. Part1c1*‘
“

pants 1eft ﬁped1ey 5t 10:30 P.M._and “arrived in San Francisco at 2 A.M.
o
The trlgryas p]anned so-that part1zﬁgpnts would reagh/:he marhgt at

optimup_ trade timg whicH‘%ccurs between 2 and 5 in the morning,

Equipment Fabrication and Repair was the third short course

offered after January 1981.° Held from Februa}y 24 to April 25, this

-

clasé met dq*Thunsdayland Friday evenings for a total of six hours a
whek. The a;noqypeaént flyer advertised a 54-hour short course in-
tended to p$0vide skills in tﬂe btruction and repair of such gquip-
meAt as hot beds, green housés, pesticide dg;1icai0r§, storage bin;, )
and so on to be of?ered at the College campus. Course announcements
were printed in Spanish. and in English separately.

}he class role Eﬁtet listed 17 azfeﬁdees, but only eight were
officially registeré&'“'The attendance was rathép irregular with only
two participants havrrg taken more than 20 hours of instruction. {:ghe
majority took no more than 9 to 12 hours. Instruction was provided by
an English-Spanish bilingual College faculty member in the Diesel De-
partment, who was considered know]edgeab{e in the a(eé.

. . Several reasons were giyen By the Resouri? Center staff as causes
of lTow course attendanc?. The first reldted to the p00r'timing of
course offerings and the inappropriateness of the subject matter

- ¥
offered. Because farmers were busily involved with spring planting, it

Y

was felt that more appropriate topics such as fertilizer, pesticides,
or seedling selection would have been of greater ypterest to paytici-
pants.? However, as EDD personnel held firm to CWETA guidelines and

the contrg!%uhl ob11gat1ons in the or1glna1 K1ngs Rlver proposa], the
¥

- . .

~
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Resource Center was unable tc; alter the course-offering schedule or
to opt for more app‘ropriate topics. Traveling distance was the second
. factor 1imiting attendance. Most of the participafdts 1ived in neighbor-
g ing towns 10 to 20 miles away from the College, where the courses were
offered. As most farmers have vehicles with big epgines and no stié
. hd .
pends were provided’to help with transportation costs, the Center staff
% believe the combination of distance from place of instruction and the

»
withdrawal of stipends were further factors contributing to low atten-

dance.

v ‘The last short course to be offer;e?by the Resource Center was /’j
® . Apptication of Chemical Products in Agriculture and Calibration of
Machinery. This 20-hour course wa3 scheduled from February 24 to

A})rﬂ 25, and met on Séturday mornings for approximately four hours

N\

e each shﬁm_n% Initially, the class started by meeting for six hours,

s would be a more appropriate length

but because fdrmers were invelved with spring plar{ting it was agreed
that three-to-four-Four sess/?}n

® of time. The class was conducted by one of the Resource Center agrono-

L]

' . . mists with considerable experjenc'e/i/n practical ins%—io‘n. . o B
s
In contrast with prior shgrt courses offered by the Resource ’

® @t « Center, this class mét on a ceptrally Jocated farmer's field. As

’

course drew 12 to 15 participants per session. The instructor felt

® that taking instruction to the field where demonstration and practice
\ " takgmace in real-life situations provided farmbrs with a unique
hands-on experience. A practical test was also planned for the

end of the course; its ‘intent was to have each farmer routinely

e
L
o
7
R
-




go through the process of calibrating machinery to determine course

4

mastery..

3. Agronomist Component ) a.
. . " The agronomlst component represents a collaborative effort of .

' local 1nst1tut10ns to pool together their resources and work toward
thg accomphshment of common goals. Under the advocacy of the Kings
River Family Farm Resource Center, this human resources component was( ’
° * . conceived as an outreach service which would maintam‘ direct human
. contact between the Center and the Spanish-speaking farmers as well
as deliver technical assistance in the fiela. The ultimate objective
® was to stabﬂlze the economic base of self- emp]oyed famﬂ_y farmers and
1 gene>\e further employment as g result of a more dynamic ecanomic '
activity in the area. The Fresno Elpployment and Training Commission
«

Py (FETC) provided funds for three bilingual agronomist salaries for a

period of six months, and Prioteus (the local adult education institu-

j tion) was entrusted with the&iiministratiﬂn of the funds. Kithough . .

peration with local county farm ad-

. |
- - visers, their overall coordinatt'ion was under the direction of the

® . agronomists worked in close c

Resource. Center director.

) A
Y « Untf1 the formal{hiring of the individuals who constituted the

agrongmist program, h.e i!esource Center had spent a great deal of
eff:rt to resB]ve the wany issues associated with the insqimtion of

y this Center component. As thetagronom‘ist component was not inftialdy
c;)nceiVeﬂ' in the overall de]iVer_y—of-service.s program, there were

those who felt that such a technical team might potentially dup]"i::ate .

L ] - the technical assistance provided by the UC Extension Program. There

were still others who argued that the Council program should only be
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an mformation and educational services delivery program arid not
another technical assistance vehicle. The Resource Center's argu-

\ -
ment for an agronomist program, however, centered on the concept of

infonugtion de?ivery. :

According to the Center staff, agrOnomists’;epresent one more
information delivery channel which witl maintain a liaison of face-

3 -:g\face contact with the fam11} farmers served in the cbmmqnit}. As
such, the agronemst compdhe&t was not to fungtion solely as a techmnd-
cal aSs1stqnce service but as a means of providing Spanish-speaking
farmers with timely 1nformat?on at an interactive level which would
permit a two-way communication bdtweén the Resource Center representa-

“tives and the famly farmers, The Center's rationale for an agrono-

.Y
*mist component was based on the fact that a Yarge number of the cli-

entele served were ei1ther entering-level farmers or‘producers with

few years ofﬂself-employment in farming and the}efpre in‘greater ‘need
of personal face-to-face services. These so-called "hard-case farmers"
were the primary target of the agronomists, who visited thém peri-
odically to announce Center services availatle and provide field |

O e "

technical assistance, It is the opinion of the Resource Center sta

that one-to-one agronomist contact is the most powerful means of
reaching fﬁis sector of the Spanish-speaking family farmers. As an
information delivery channél, it is felt that, unlike radio, televisiony~
or the pr1nted med1a, which maintain a one-way flow of information |
fran the Center to the clientele, agronomists enable @ rec1procqlq;1ow\

of wnformation which simulfaneously ¥elivers Resource Center services

and gathers feedback to help the Center plan for future gervices to

®
97
o
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be offered. Field information collected on these farmer visits were
recorded in agronomist logs.
?run analysis of agronomist logs ‘and interviews with Center staff, ° «
;t efpears that approximately 120 Spanish-speaking farmers were con- -
tacted on a regular basis by the aéroﬁomist component. Each of the
three fb]]-timé agronomists made two reutine visits a month to 40
farmers in his geographical area. In addition to the regular visits,
agronqgists also ﬁahe visits in response to requests received at the
Resource Center. Requests for agronomist servicgs were primarily of
an emergency nature., When farmers encounéngd pest,and insect prob-
lems, p1ants_did not look as expected, or other similar difficulties
arose, telephone calls were made to request.a technical agsistance
visit. Family farqers usudlly took advantage of visits to inquiré
into various aspects ;f farmind. Questions commonly asked of agrono-
mists wer%:” “Where can I Luy this?" "HWhat t¥pé of fertiliiers should
I dse?” “How do 1 control this disease?" and so on. In addition to
the 240 routine viﬁjts and request visits, the Center director and
the agronom1§t,in.2harge of .the_radio program also made periodic field

visits. Hence, the' Resource Center directo§ estimated that his staff

* made between 300 and 400 family farmer visits per month between .

January and June 1981.

4. Materials Development * ﬂ’t/;ff

After the hiring of the multimedia specialist in December 1980,

the Kings River Resource Center &ngaged in various aspects of materials
production and development. Due to the late hiring of the individual
to fill this position, the Center had been somewhat behind its antici-

pated materials production schedule. By December, the Center had

jidentified a sbecia]ist who was bilingual. in English-Spanish and pur-.
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. v
portedly had considerable experience in photography and graphic
materials layout and production. Although it appears that not all the
agreed ﬁpon tasks were accomplished, various materiajs were neverthe-
less produced between December and mid-March 1981.

-

Materials Qevelopéd by the Resource Center have focused on the Z
~ production of (}) announcement flyers, (2) slides, (3) v%deo tapes,
(4) radio master tapes, and (5) curriculum booklets.

The greatest amount of‘materia]s produced were flyers announcing
Resource Center agtivities. ’from the sample» flyers analyzed for this
report, 1t appears that a considerable investment of time was made

. produc;ng what was intended as a simple activlties announcemént strategy.
The flyers are basically a colored sheet of paper with typed announce-
© ments 1n Spaﬁ?sh on one side-and English on the other. Usually, a
: “drawing of a symbol of the subjefit matter to be offered was the center
of attention. Information regggzjng time and place of the activaty,
a simple street diagram 11lustrating tﬁi place of meeting, “and
the address and phone number of the Resource Center were also given.

Asked how much time was spent in the production of each*f]}ér, the

media specialist responded between Six to eight hours. The use of

graphics was cited as the most timé consuming of all activities in-

volved in flyer production.

In assessing the merits of this type of flyer, the fj;e of pro-

.\ duction and the quality of the materials need to be assesged. If the
purpose of these flyers was simply to announce Resource Center events,
s1x to eight hours production and dissemination time may ;ot be cost

® effective. As to quain_y, the Enﬁlish side of the flyers was generally

et acceptable whle th; Spanish side often contained elementary grammatical
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errors, Although the educational levels of Spanish-speaking small
farmers are generally accepted to be below the eighth grade level, .

N

these mistakes are easily deteéted by anyone with an elementary ?eading
knowledge of Spanish. f/
Slide production has been ano&her active area of audiovisual
materials development. Slides are intenped as instructional ai1ds and
focus on var1ou; topics of short courses offered. The procedure for
their development involves the media specialist making field visits
with agronomists and-taking pictures of inappropriate and'apprOpriate
ways of preparing land, planting, placement of “hot caps,” insect and
pest problems, and so on. In addition to usage in classroom s1tuat16ns;
slides have also been used on some television preéentat1odé made by
the Resource Center staff, . ._ _ N _ R
There 1s no question that slide use can be an impprtant instruc-
EjOnal afd. This appears especia]]y valuable when a c.ntrastive ap-
p;;;Eh is used to depict "before” and "after” conditions. It 1s as-
sumed that such instructional strategies provide farmers with a system- —
atic and coherent approach to problem solving. Unfortunately, the Fe-
source Center has not conducted any sort of piloting of‘its slides to
assess their educational impact on the learner. Although the Resource
Center included asr%ne of its goals the piloting and learner verifica-
tion of instructional matérials produced, the Center has not et undér- -
taken any type of materials assessment. )
A third type of materials production has been thg development of
video tapes for te1evi§10népre§entati0n. Between December and March,
three video tapes weﬁg produced. These tapes hava not yet been broad-

¢ast and consequently 1t is not certain the extent to which they will

sePve their wtended purpose. As with other types of materials pro- ’

b1
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duction, video tapes have not been-p1fofed to assess their utility or

-y

‘impact.

Radio master.tapes qfve also been produced. The media specialist
A1

was entrusted with the responsibility of producing tapes to be broad-

cast at the local radio station. However, the Resource Center did not™

have the expertise, facilities, or equipment to produce quality master

tapes acceptable to the radie station, The Resource Center staff

reported that master tapes produced i1n the trailer with inadequate re-

cording equipment and poor acoustics were rejected by the radio stataon

as unfit to broadcast. The radio station first comp]aﬁnéd>and later »
w1thd£§w 1ts commitment to broadcast the Resource Center radio material.

Poor tape quality and a change 1n broadcast schedule werehalven by the

radio station as.official reasons for termination of the radio broad-

cast. ) -

In addition toathe above materials, the Resource Center also pro-
duced two cu}riculum book1#ts. These were produced as instructional
guides for the short courses 1n Application of Chemical Products in
Agriculture and Calibration of Machinery. The curriculum material was
developed by one o# the Center ééronom1sts 1n charge of the course with
the dssistance of the multimedia specialist. -

The booklets were planned and developed with two purposes in mind.
First, they were to serve as an instructional guide for the class in-
structor who cou]? follow a syStematic method of materials present?t1on.
At the.same dﬁ%e, the participants could also be given the 10-page book-
let for later reference. The texts abound with cledr and simple draw-

«

’
1ngs of the machinery discussed and their appropriate calibration and

use. The principal emphasis 1n the chemical products manual focused

’gé
'

-

\‘)
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on safety and the use of approprtate chemical products. The Resource

Center staff felt that to the extent that farmers were given sométhing
o .

concrete to take home after the class, the course content Would have

a more lasting effect than a lecture-gnly type method.

B. College Support e

As of the end of May 1981, the Family Farm Resource Center at
Kings Rivers College consisted of two trailers temporarily sfationed
OQ-b]ocks next to the Land Department. The smaller trailer, which has
been there since June 1980, h0used-thebd1rector's office, the radio
programmer and the seEretary. The larger trailer is pr1ncipa]1§ used
by the agronomists and the mgteria]s deve]opmen} spe¢ialist. The
s?cond trailer was acquired 1n January 1981, when the Resource Center
sfaff complained of limited space in the smaller trailer as a result of

£

the addition of three agronomists who became a part of, the Qgpter ;taff
n w1d-Decemben—f980. tarlher, a reque;t-was made by the E%?ource
Center to secure a ]a}ger and more permanent space as well as‘n;cesspry
equipment, but the College could oEly come up with a second trailer ”
and a promise to rent office equipment. The promise was never fd{-
fi1lled, both trailers continued to lack bookshelves and édequatg filing
cabinets.

Although there 1s reason to believe that the College and Resource
Center staff worked constructively, there were also some diffi-
culties. For example, one 1ncident cited as evidence 6f the Co]leé@‘s
lack of support involved a classroom scheduled for the short course
in Farm Mypagement &nd Marketing.: A request was rgade to reserve a

classroom for a one-week, 40-hour class. After some deliherations,

thte Resource Center staff was 1nformed that a classroom would be made
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available. The day the short course was to begin, approximately IS -
® course participants and t‘h':a instructor were led to a.12 x 15 foot room
with no windows and lacking basic classroom \supp]ies such as chalk
and blackboard erasers. _Th]S‘: emergency accommodation was perceived -;Jy
@ : the ,Resour.ce Center staff as an indication of the College's general -
lack of interest in the Center's activities. To the staff this:'was
- appar tﬂ;s the classroom request was made ore month prior\v\t?e v
® beginn f the sho?t course. Further 1nquiries, however, revealed
that regularly scheduled ¢lasses at the College are planned one
_ semester 1n advance and tI;at seldom is a classroom schedu‘leh fér a
o 40-hdur, one-week session. The principal problem in this 1nstance
appeared to be a di‘fference n ;chedh{es between the College and the
Resource Center. Whereas the college schedule assigns classrooms one
® semester 1n advance and for a set number of hours per class day, the
Resource ‘Center's schedule was planned \tnth much shorter lead time and
for 4.0-hour ‘bloé'ks of time. Th1s' 1ntensive, ‘block-scheduled, 40-hour
® tr:ﬁm‘ng package 13 apfparent'ly a requirement imposed by CWETA's strict
guidelines and 1§ ultimateily responsible'for this conflict between
the Resource Cent) and thfa College administgation.
o ’ Asked whether the College had made audiovisual materials and
equfpment available for instructional use, the Resource Center'staff
responded that greater collaboration from th‘e College might- have been ,
o expected. It was pointed out that in one instance the Center had re-
quested and received an overhead projector to be used in one of its
short courses and that the equipment was Soon recalled by a faculty

o member who complained that the Center had the projector too long. To

‘ the extent that the Resource Center was obliged to return the projector

4]
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“before making full use of the equipment, it felt that its activities

and services were not Feceiving the respect and at;ention deserved.

Subsequept to the hiring of the multimedia specialist, the Re-

source Cente;'waé able to make greater use of the audiovisual center

on campus. From interviews conducted with both the Resource Center's

media specialist as well as with the Colleg; media specialist, it

appears that the Resource Center specialist sought information and ’
suggestions on many occa;ions from hi1s College counteEpa;z and made .

use of the video tape agd tape recorder equipment. The relationship

between the two was described as cordial. However, from séme of the
questions asked of the Co]]ege. media specialist, it was concluded

that the Resource Center multimedia speciakist was an inexperienced

»
individual in the position for which he was hired.

-
These gﬁamples of technical and procedural difficulties between
the Resource Center and the Coldege are not Etybi al and are linked

to other, probably more basic, conflicts that concern the mission of

the Center and the.College as well as personality differences among
the 1ndividuals gho are associated with %bth. Looking at these issues
from the College's point‘of'view, the College was attempting Fo recruit
a new clientele for its courses, hoping to bu%]d on its successfd] (/”/
experience with its farm labor instructional program, referred to as
) FAST. 'According to éhé'College, hpwéver, the Fam11)}qum Program did
not~prove‘as success%u] as hoped (especially the short ;du}ses) be-
cause of several reasons: CWETA's guidelines for scheduling and

' classifying acceptable clientele were inflexible, agronomisg; served

the farmers too well and there was no need for the farﬂbrs to.attend
”

N - 4
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courses; the Span;sh-spgakmg population identified as a priority was -
too parrow; the classes offered were in competition with those offe%c\
by-UC farm ‘advesers; the use of stipends to motivate farmers was a false J
and 1nappropriate incentive for part1c1pat1on, and farmers were too con-
PY cerned w1th the present and not enough with thear future informational
needs. The College feels that 1t supported the program to the fullest

A

extent possible b these p‘rob'lems were 1n Some cases unmanageable and ~

® in other cases the result of immature leadership in thé Center.
fﬂﬁj’rom the Center*s’ v1és4p0in‘t, the College never took advantage *®
he extramural funds to make a difference 1n 1ts own institutignal
® orientation and cormitments. For example, the College leadership c?wd
not attempt to facilitate the involvement by the j.and Development
- faculty in the Center's famly fam: activities. There was never any
® real acceptance by the Land faculty of the importance or legitimacy of
the Famly Farm Program. Likewise, the Cenlter staff feels that the
Col1ége never delivered adequately on its scheduling, aud1ovi5ua1‘ aids, /
® equipment, supplies, facilities, transportation, parking, and other
such commitments. The Center also feels that the CWETA-supported
individual who wafdto handie administrative matters between the Center
® and College failed to live up to time and work expectations, leaving
much of the administrative responsibility in the hands of the director.
Likewise, a secretary supported by CETA was ass?g’ned to the Land Divi.—
o s1on but was said to have done ljtt]e to assist the Family Farm Pro?;ram.
lleedless to say, when the College decided to withdraw from the

N— -
CHETA contract and consideréd doing so from the CETA contract as well® ™~

e some of these issues were involved. It 1s probably safe to conclude
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that the College was both supportive and an obstacle and the Center
leadership was both 1nexperienced and forward looking. Whether the
College will Pursue additional CETA funding and, ;;sumjng this is
sought and awarded, whether it will ;ttempt to build upon the CETA
risk capital to build a new cap;city to addressqﬁami]y farmers 1n the
College is questionable. At least very little ¥hat the College has

- done to date to re]a;e direct]y\with family farmers leads one to be- .
lieve that 1t will use CETA funds to foster a long-term program where
none has existed. - i

In tht§ regard it is important to distinguish between the

College's program for-farm labor -- wh%ch is conducted at the request
of 1;rge 1and owners -- and “family farmers. The latter is, as implied

in this report, a completely difYerent clientele with whom the College

has neither a record nor an apparent commitment.

€. Conclusions
Although the Resource Center at Kings ﬁi;er Collede spent a
great deal of effort attempting to serve the needs of its client
r?am1]y farmegé, it has-not been ahle to accomplish all of its planned

L

objectives. Problems obstructing the attainment of Resource Center
»”

goals stem from both external and internal constraints. Externally,
the Center was obliged to deal with fﬁndﬂqs‘iizzilfs, local agencies
serving the family farmer, ?29 the College.™—ihternal constraints re-

late to in-house functions of the Center and hav$ to do more specif-

l‘1ca1]y with the human and E@ysicé] resources ava%TaSle, planning and

execytion of tasks, general administration of the program, and ser-

\ vices provided to the target population. \\\\. .k'
| . '




° ~62- .
) )
¥ Funding for the first year of the Resource Center operation was ‘
) made available from State CETA as well js from CWETA grants. Whije —

TETA policies presented hittle difficyfty with the disbursement ofi
funds, CNETA"s strict policies and guidg}ines were a major and con-
® . ~ stant source of problems for the Resource Center. Because.CNETA“ﬂThds
J  were 1ntended for some staff salaries, ?natemeigproducr.wn, provl-
_\9.1@n of short courses, stipends, &nd acgarsition of materials and
¢ equipment, any delay or difficulty in disbursement of funds proved to
hinder seriously the delivery of services to the fam.ﬂy' farmer.
Early on the Resource Center: was faced with CWETA funding de-
o Tays. HNegotiation of contracts between CWETA and the College was ex-
“ pected to take place in the Spring of 1980. Th]s crucial step in
securing funding did not actually take place until September 1, 1980,"
L several months behind schedule. As a result of this initial delay,

. “
the Resource Center was late in hirng the radjd programmer and the

.
.
i

nu]timedia specialist.and, consequent]y, materials development and pro-

o o duction in these areas a]so rsuffered setbacks. .Nhﬂe the radio pf-o-
grammer was officially hired as soon as the contract was signed; the
med1a specialist, d1d not begin work until mid Decenber 1980, Onoe '

¢ — hired,-however, these two individuals were a.ble to carry out their work

with no@rect interruptions from the funding source. The shart courses,*

N ot @ the other hamd, were always criticized for not meeting CHENA guide-
3 1 - A
. ] ) ]ines- .’} N ~ A . '

L4 -
The local EDD office in charge of monitoring the Resource Center's

activities for ENBTA was incessantly critical of the short course pro-

¢ . - gram's 1nability to meet comtractual obligations. CWETA's complex

Y/ ‘ guidelines required that short courses be conducted wn 40-hour blocks
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of eight hours per day, serve only family farmer heads of household,
. P

° meet 'at_ authorized ]o'cations, follow schedules set at the time of pro-
‘ " posal submission, and so on. CWETA generally expec® these and similar
critéria to be mét‘y all programs funded under its auspices. While

industrial and urban programs have apparently little difficulty meeting

[ 3
this employment upgrading model specifically designed for them, rural, .

self-employed family farmers are only able to participate in flexible
programs which are designed around the agricultural schedule. Atten-

dance at short tourses offered after Januar} 1981 began to steadily de-

£

- . = W
crease. To be sure, CHETA's requirement that courses be held”for six

*

Py _to eight hours per day had much to do with decreasing enroliment. ,

Starting 1n January, farmers were busily involved with land preparation
u

and other actiyities necessary for spring planting. Some of the courses

Py scheduled for Yonger periods of time oftep had to be modified¢ and adapted
’ Q 8 ; .
to farmers' time constraints, a decision not favorably looked upon by

the EDD office.

@ The Resource Center, because of climatic an‘d other conditions, vas .
fot able to provide classroom and on-the-Job training according to op-
timistic proposal estimates. Even 1n cases where the minimum number of .

5 ) clhientele 1n attendance was surpassed, CHETA selection criteria often
disqualified participants on the grounds that they were not household :
heads )or there was more than one famlly{ngrﬁber 1n attendance, and 3o

2 - on. Additionally, adherence to the number of traln.lng hours was not
always met as specified in the proposal. As a result of these and

< e

of.her factors, the Resource Centerqfound_ltself constantly ir;,ﬁ/de-

®. \ fensive position and in the crossfire between the EDD Offl‘G.e and the

}
College administration. By mid-March 1981, the Center staff was doing .

¢ . £
.

)
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l1ttle more, than attempting to appease the EQD office and the College
® administration, as the latter Was threatemng to c]ose down the pro-
| J

gram. The tension and uncertainty created by EDD and the College re

. - tive to-CWETA put unnecessary pressure orythe Resource Center, and EDD
p]

® shou]d/l_)yr much of the responsibility for the Center s 1nability to
adequately serve its client famﬂy farmer. T
- Withdrawal of stipends was another reason given for ]owccourse ]
® enrollment. PaFticipating family farmers had long been accustomed by
previous programs in the area to receiving stipend allowances for
=y attending classes. Having anherited this tradition, the Resource Center {
® initiated 1ts training program by offering stipends to qualified
* participants at one of the figgt short courses offered from October to
December 1980. Because of many bureaucratltc delays, however, partici-
@ pant farmers did not receive the stipend check from the EDD office ‘ .
unti] several months later. Meanwhile, farmers were blaming the Re- -
source Center for not having followed through on its promises to pro; -
@ yide stipends. Given the delay 1n processing and the deperidence Cre-

* .
ated by stipends, the Resource Center decided to eliminate any type of

" remuneration generated from class attendance. The full impact that
® the withdrawal of stipends had on short course attendance is not known.

To be sure, farmers,relied upon this financial support to cover some

portion of transportdtion and other costs. It is not likely, however,
® v that famly farmers wre attending class with the sole purpose of re-

ceiving stipends. The fds{_thathfarmers continued to attend short

_courses until late March, albejL in smaller numbers, suggests that . s

¥
-

\y
® ., -«participants were not simply attending class with the intention of re-
.. .

-

ceiving stipends. C .
» :
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Saturation of services dellvereJ,?e.g., UCCE) and a multiplicity
of agencies serving the target/gbpu]atlon represent another source of
external factors affecting class attendance. Family farmers in the area
have long been served by agencies and programs prov1éing siymlar ser- c
vices to those offered by the Resource anter. Recently, as a result
of special personnel hired by the UC ExteﬁSIOn service, a certain ambuét
of'dup]icati;n of services Aas been apkn;Qledggd. Not only are UC Ex-
tension Spanish-speaking farm advisers providing technical assistance
to Spanish-speaking family farmers in the area but, increasingly, ad-
visers have been organizing ghbrt courses for the client population. As
a. re:su]t\of the fumeeds of the gh:ﬂvsca]e farmérs being
addressed, courses offered by the UC Extension program and those of-‘
fered by the Resource Center were generally on the same subject
matter (e.g., crop selection, marketing, fertilizers). Hence, family
farmers may well be saturated with symilar services from two different
ageECIes which may be vying for the same target population.

A final element n explaining the lack of attendance in the short
courses relates to what was known about the fqglly farmers in the area.
The Resource Center staff was generally recogﬁ;zed for its agricultural
knowledge and credentials, the considerable rapport 1t had with famers,
and the familiarity 1t had wigh the biophysical environment in the %
area. In a?ﬁ 1tion, the sé!ff was bilingual and 11har with the cul-
tural values of the famjly farmers with whom wgrked. When asked why
the farmers, who often promised the agronomi$ts ¥hat they would enro]]

1n the short courses, didn't do so, the Center staff responded that in

the final analysrs iy didn't know the farmer's needs o¥ wants to the

e;tent necessary. The staff felt that the program was based primarily




*

on material that was dictated by the funders, the Resource Center, and

the College in the absence of sufficient consultation with the farmers.
Such consultation could have occurred but the technital assistance pro-
vided by the agronomists apparently took priority over needs assessment.
| ‘The Co]]egé is the third external factor which has to some dégrye
affected the Resource Center in the delivery of services. The geneé 1
College attitude toward the Resource Center may best be characterized
as passive acgeptance rather than active support. Such acceptance goes
beyond the temporary t;a1]ers and QV difficulties mentioned earlier and
“instead concerns the general reception and attitude of the College
toward the program.

As an agency serving the agricultural community, for example, the
Resource Center was expected to be fully 1nst1tut3&nalized as a part
of the College's Land Division. This institution iization wgs conceived
as a symbiotic process whereby both the Resource Center and the College
structure were to be brought into greater coordination in the{?gl1v?ry
of services to the family farmer i1n the area. After one yéar of exis-
tence next to thé Land Department, however,-very li1ttle communication
occurred between the Department and the Resource Center. As a newly
emerging institution, the Resvurce Center staff felt that the Land De-
partment and the College as a whole could have been of much greater
service. Insteaqiﬁthe Center staff often felt unwanted, and although
at the technical levelssistance to the Center was not denied, a
certain level of passive compliance and, in some cases, mild resistgﬂté“
could be inferred. In effect, the College failed to view the Qgﬁ%Zr as
a catalyst to making changes 1n the direction and commitment';f the.
Eand Division and the College as a whole.

* {
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Scheduling appeare& to be the sourcé of one of the greatest_prob—
lems between the College and the Resource Center. Because the College
opeéates on a semester schedule, cofrdination and allocation of re-
sources are planned approximately six months 1n advance. Due to the
sma}l scale of op;>\f1on of the Resource Center, CWETA guidelines, and
the flexible nature of the agricultural season, however, the Center
tended to work best on short-term scheduling. The College persdnnel
insists that the Resource Center director was well aware of College
services available and the schedule regulating théir use. But,
according to College administrators, rather than requesting materials
and equipment within the regular College procedures, the Resource
Center often demanded the use of facilities and services at the last
minute and expected to be given preference 1n their :se. A frequent
problem cited by the College\Audiovisual Department was tha§ equipent
cheched out was often returned Tate. Additionally, different ind1r-
viduals would on occasion come to request equipment on behalf of the
Resource Center. As many of these individuals (agronomists) were not
formally i1ntroduced as Resource Center emp]oyees, the College audio-
visual personnel were reluctant to lend eguipment.

There are also several i1nternal constraints which affected the
Resource Center's ability'to achieve 1ts goals. The first of these
relates to personallﬁy differences between key individuals. from the .
very beginning of the program, the Resource Center director anticipated
reluctance on the part of the College T accepting a Resource Center

principally serving Spanish-speaking femily farmers. Although the Re-

source Center apparently never turned away 2y family farmer seeking

service and assistance, 1nitially, 1ts basic orientation and lanquage
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of communication targeted the Spanish-speaking rather than the English-
speaking family farmer. Even though the Resource Center—activities were
announced both in English and in Spanish, the College's or?:;?ht1on was ¢

5

truly to both groups while the Resource Center defined 1ts target\

L

The Center‘*director justified his narrew focus on several grounds,

population as the Spanish speaking.

First, the policy guidelines from both CWETA and the Council specified
the Spanmish-speaking family farmer as the target group in greatest

need of assistance. While the Council merely suggested a direction to
be followed, the EBD CWETA momitor held the Resource Center to this
contractual obligation stipulated 1h the proposal. These policy guide-
1ines, which oriented the emphasis of the Resource Center to the
Span1§h speaking, were clearly known by the College;s short’cabrse

coordinator who was thoroughly familiar with both the Council and

CWETA's expectations. Second, the Center director felt that Spanish-

speaking family farmers represent the largest ethnic group of small-

scale farmers i1n the area and those 1n greatest need of assistance.
This acknowledgement and the director's commitment to a target popu-
]at\on with whom he had worked through previous programs, fu;ther di-
rected the Resgrrce Center 1n working principally with Hispamic family
farme;s. This programmatic emphasis was interpreted by the College as
a case of clear bias toward only one ethmic group. Hence, these
factérs contributed. to an early attitude of reluctamce on the part of
the College to actively support the activities and function of the Re-
source Center. The CWETA-supported College administrator apparently
did 11E$1e to dispel this reluctance.

A second 1nternal constraint concerns the materials produced and

th& services delivered by the Resource Center. These 1n turn reflect

oy »
- . 3 1
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the level of expertise and experiemce of individuals hired to f111 the
p

poslﬁ1ons of media and radio programmer. From 1nterv1ews conducted with
/

/
key 1nd1v1duals as well as the analysis of materIals, 1t appears that

: the multwmedia specialist was both 1nexper1enced and lacked expertise

in the area for which he was hired. The expectations for this position
may have been overly demanding and the salary offered was®too low to
attract experienced 1ndividuals. The posit1011was:§pen for several
months before the Resource Center found someonefﬁho wanted and who
was considered appropriate for the j9b. With t;me, however, it was
dlgcovered that the specialist hired had only marginal knowledge of
tqs’gifks expected of him and that his ci1ted experiences in media pro-
duction we;e limited to amateur interest in the subject rather than
actual work experience. Although 1t was genera]lf agreed that the
media specialist took his Job sér1ous]y and he was committed'to the
goals and objectives of tpe Resource Center, materials took too much time
to produce and were of dubious utility for their intended purposes.
The radio programmer, on the other hand, had previous expertence
1n the dissemination of information through radio broadcasts. An
agronomist by training, the radio programmer had acguired radio ex-
perience as a vplunteer in a local bilingual radio station as well as
through hs former association with TAP. His responsibilities at the
Center, however, called for act1v1tiés in various domains, 1nClqung
radio announcing, technical assistance to farmers 1n the field, and
so on. As a result of the many tasks expétted of him, radio pro-
gramming activities were primarily Tipited to the delivery of timely

information such as weather and crop reports, market prices, and up-

coming Resource Center activities and Services.
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| In spite of these drawback§, the 1imited Resource Center staff
has ;orked very hard to deliver services to 1t$ target population. N
Rad1o programs and short courses have been two activities into which
much effort has gone. Although there has been little evaluation of the
mmpact of these services, the Qéﬁier pe}ionnel feel that on the basis
of informal conversations held with participants the services are well
received by small farmers. If the Center continues to function, it 1s
advisable that the staff place more emphasis on formally documenting
the apﬁropr1ateness of 1ts materials and scripts and their effect on
the farm practices of the targe? population for whom services are pro-
vided. Some documentation may be easily obtained, for gxample, by
asking participants a few brief questions about materials received or

the course in which they pa;;;g;a%ted or by having agronomists make a

10g of telephone 1nquiries dr asking fanne;s during farm visits whether
there are other areas-in which services could be offered. g
Finally, the Resource Center at klngs River has not dealt ade-

quately with 1ts function as a coordinator of other family farm re-

o~ sources in the area. The Center should seriously assess the prospests
for nitiating a broadly -based Steering committee to assist in the
fulf1]iment of the Center's contractual obligations for coordination.
Such a cormittee should.epen the Center and the College to facilitating
the work of other agencies 1n the area that are or could be concerned
with famly farm issueéi Likewise, such a E?ﬁﬂittee'COU]d assist ™n
avording the duplication of services or conflict with services offered

~

by others.




) This coordination function has always been a major goal in the
overall conceptualliiilgn of the Family Farm Program. Whether Kings
River or any community college has a sufficient vested 1ntere§t in 1n-
tegr§t1ng its own m15s10n with that of other commumity agencies, how-
ever, is problematic. This 1s especially apparent when, as in this
instance, such 1ntegration concerns the delivery of }nformatiOn through
courdes which arg the bgsis for a College's existence finanCially.

4

Because of < interest, the College is inevatably in competition

with other like UCCE, for the enrollment of a potential

client population, and may not be inclined to foster collaborative

community activities in the service of famly farhers.




V. HARTHELL FAMILY FARM RESOURCE CENTER

The Family Farm Resource Center at Hartnell College, Salinas, .
was established to coordinate and enhance the training and services
available to family farmers in the Central Coast area. As part of its
program, the Hartnell Center proposed expanding and per%ecting its Jgﬁ*h\\
short course program for family farmers as well as supporting in a sub-
stantia} way the work of the other locally participating agencies (e.q..

the Farmers Cooperative Service, the Co-op Confederation, the Monterey

—_——

County Farm Adv;;ers Office, and so o;). Tﬁ¥; dual responsibility of
providing training and outreach assistanck directly to family farmers
and facilitating coordination among the ggrticipating local institu-
tions in the planning and delivery of 3ervices to small-scale farmers™ ___,
constitutes the major objectives of the Hartnell Center. Im addition ‘

to providing a guidgline for programmatjc~action, these goals also

establish the parameters of this evaluation.

A. Facilitating Coordination * ‘.

The Hartnell Center emerged from a long history of ‘collaborative
activity among family farm service age;cies in the Salinas/Hatsonville
ikeé. Ear]yiin‘ﬁ?79, the College sponsored a miniseries of short
courses for production cooperative member§ and relied upon the assis- '

tance of other agencies in planning and conducting the program. later,

in 1980, Hartnell pursued CETA funding to Egild on this effort as well

as to enhance its own role in providing service.

L]

a
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1. Advisory Committee .

One of the early priorities of the Hartnell Center‘was to form an
advisory committee-in conjunction with its small fatmer mission. Be-
tween February and May 1980, the advisory committe® met approxixately
once every month. About ha]f of tge committee was composed of family
farmers and half of representatives of ]oga] agencies providing services

<
to farmers 1n the area. The committee, however, did not function as

anticipated. Farmers were said to be of little help in identifying their

needs, and their attendance at the meetings was low, Generally, it
seems that Hartnell looked on the committee primdrily as a means of
generating a description of farmer characteristics, especially their

in;erésts and perceived needs. As a result, the Center anticipated
that the farmers on the conmittee'wou]d inform Hartnell staff and others ~
as to the kinds of courses and assistance thét vere most desired. When

- +

this d1d not occur, the purpose of the fommittee was questioned and
1nterest wéned. Hartnell also ant1c1patgd_thht the individual farmers
on the commttee would be{empouered to represent the particular <oopery-
tive Qhét had appointed them. Because there was mo legitimacy associ-
ated with ccoperative representatiye status, however, and because there
was .no mechanism within the cooperative either to gather inform;tion for
the committee or fo; the cormittee to prbvide information to cogperative
members, the notion of cooperatiye representation to the committee was

weakened. The advisory committee Stopped meeting in June 1980.

The difficulties with the fuﬁctfoning of the advisory committee may

"well be related to the rathei® narrow needs assessment mission which
ﬁ ~

Hartnell assignea to it. In addition to its. anticipated role in needs

assesQMehi, the committee ctould also have functioned to legitimize

*

~ . ) / :‘1 ¢
. ..
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Hartnell as a coprdinating institution, to generate support for various
ongding projects in member agencies or cooperatives, to act as a problem

solver and catalyst to innovations in small farm practices, to introduce

o

outside resources (e.g., banks, private industry), to serve famly farm
concefos, and so on. Although these and other activities were no doubt

discussed in some of the commitiee meetings, 1t appears that they were
-
viewed as being of less importance than needs assessment.

Realizing that without a functioning Resource Center advisory

-

committee it would be djfficult for Hartnell to satisfy one of its

main objectives, that is, to coordinate and enhance the training and

#

services avai}obie to fapily farmers in the Central Coast area, .a new
approach was taken. An ag hot¢ coo@ittee was established in the Fall of
1980. .Thiglcommittee met four times in the Fallﬂand functioned primériL&br
as a groupiof individuals that shared information among themselves. The

committee included agency representatives serving family farmers (i.e.,

R

Co-op Confederation, USDA, UC Extension, Cooperativa CentraL) and two

ranch managers. Although'it was expected that other individuals from

-

additional organizations (e.g.ybanking) would pe-added with the purpose”

of ¢reating a network of local individuals committed to family farm
“~

{ssues, this has not occurred.” Instead, during the first six months of

-

1981 the committee. did not meet often and few steps were taken to move
‘be;ond its j]fﬁéc character. Although some joint programwatic_activity
has occurred.wito other agencies (e.g., joint funding of a microprocessor
With the Confederacidén Agricola and joint funding of radio programmers
with Station KUBO), ohore is no structure in existence at the Center

w?ose m1ssion 1S to ensure the complementary delivery of services to

family farmers in the community.

s -
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Only through continued efforts to.establish a v1ab]e committee

»
. structUre will ?JResource Center be able to fulfﬂ] its coordmahon

‘rps;;onsjbiliues. Such a committee would foster communication among
¥ - Y

Center staff, other agenbkes, and farmers as well as among the agencies K[

13

e
® . and farmers themselves. Througﬁ this process the Resource fenter would

be in a positionm to maintain a broker relationship with other agencies

@

I by establishing contacts which can run their course in a coordinated

-

t . . -
® _and mutually supportive fashion. Greater agency coordination under the ~

-

leadership of the Hartnell Famil‘} Farm Resource Center would ensur¢ the
attainment of its long-term objective of creating and maintaining

o systematic communication and cooperation among agencies and farmers in -
L)

1] .

tﬁ\,ﬁentral Coast region.

s
-

B. Materials Development and Service Delivery

The Pesource Center at Hartnell has concentrated its efforts in
four principal areas of materials development and services delivery:
(1) the development of technical and informational materials; (2) the
\
development of radio scripts and agricultural news and information;
N s L ) . . -
(3) Lhe delivery of training and instructional services; and (4) the .
° ) development of computer software for family farm management and budget-
o

1. Tatormatignal_and Technical Materials Produ€ion

i

The Resource Center has produced several pamphlets, fiyers, and

L
brochures related to information delivery, and an insect manual focus-
ing on the cormon pests affecting strawberry production. The information
Py delivery materials announce upcoming Resource Center act‘w1tnes and events.
l

They consist of a single shegt printed on colored paper and usually don-
» ’ »

-

-

¢ ~?Q"‘bl
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.t * =
tain some type of drawing intended to attract attention.. Separate in-

formational matéria]s are disseminated in English and Spanish to reach
both the English- and the Spanish-speaking farmer.

The purpose of these written materials is twofold: (1) to adver-
tise Resource Center events and activities and (2) to serve as a form
of reinforcement follpwing personal contacts with farmers by Center ’
staff. When field visits are made, for example, the Resource Center
agronomist leavés copies of these brochurgs with farmers and Lith coopera-
tive staff. The Center staff believes that if farmers are left with
something concrete in writing after each visit, there is a greater
likelihood that they will seek further information in the future.

One of the earliest o;\tbe flyers produced was the "Noticiero
Agricola" (Agricultural News). The Noticiero announced the radio pro-
grams broadgasting agricultural news, special interest topics to the
Spanish-speaking family farmer, ané Resource Centé: information, through
two Salinas Spanish-language radio stations, KCTY-AM and éﬁﬂf;FM. \i?ad-
casting times of these stations are 7:15 A.M. and E:UU P.M. on KCTY and
6:30 A.M. and 7:30 P.M. on KRAY. The radio progran include such topics
as ma;ket prices for different vggetab]es produced in the area, announce-
ments of agricultural ;ctixdties in the community, ;md technical innova-
tions in‘agricultura1 p;oduction. The Resource Center's telephone number
appears at the bottom of the fiyer, soliciting inquiries and suggestions
as to—topics that might be covered on the radio in the future.

Other 1eaf]et§ praduced to date announce short courses offeﬁeq to
family farmers through the Center. Of particular interest is a series
of 1eafle§s announcing "seminars aﬁd workshoﬁs fo; the progressive far-
mer." The announcements are aimed at the English-speaking family farmer

\ ‘ ‘ ’ ﬂ
oy ’ .
L )

-




‘who hasthnsiderable farming experience and a higher lavel of>formal

.\

educatTOn‘ﬁhan h19 Spanlsh—speaﬂxng count@fpart One leaflet ahnounced

X an eight-week seminar on Ag Mechan1cs "and the other a six-week seminar

. - On Farm Finance. A brief summary of each class meeting was 1nc1uded n

L . X .
Whe 1eaf1et. The last page contained a perforatedz“prereg1strat1on

ol

, form for farmers to fi11 out and mail to the Resource Center.

) In addxtlon to lnformatlona1 materials announcing educatlonal ser-
¢ vices to family -farrners,, the Resource Center has-also produced resource
matEriaas intended for use by other agencies in tha area serving small
farmers. ane Reséﬁrce Center, for example, has mailed two leafiets to
’ ' UC Extension, the Confederacidn Agricola, and other agencies 1in the area

) ) anaouncing a computerlied reference service avallable through the College
A computer terminal, located in‘the College 11brary, has been used to '
~  access and generate family farm-relevant information stored in DIALOG --
™~ :an information retrieval service from Lockheed Inforgation System in ’
Palo Altoy Callforn1a. The first of the two Teaflets announced the ser-
. vice and briefly described the advantages and eff1c1ency of computer
sear , cost of 1nformat1on retrleVa1, and length of-time needed to re-

.~ \
1y

¥
roduce b1bllograph1es. The second announced a meéilng ent1t1ed "DIALOG .

Users Dayy”.he1d4at the Cpl1egeﬁﬁ§movember 21, 1980, to fam111arlze the
v people with the Computerqserviée fn addition to announcing available

services, the Resou;ce Center.has also engaged in the pub11catlon of , .

)
g blb]lographies accessed through DIALOG on speclflc topics of concern to

o - famlly farmers. These b1bllog:aph1es are a]so distributed fo agenc1es
4 ' ) ) r
, in the area serving sma]l farmers. ) E .
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A great deal of time and energy appear to go into the productiony&
of these informational materials. But the Resource Center staff has
not yet undertaken any feedback probes to determine the effectiveness

of this form of information delivery; therefore, the degree of its

e !

» effectiveness has yet to be ascertafined.~ The Resource Centdr has, how-
ever considered piloting and other me;ns of assessing the potent1a1
1mpact of materials produced as an important part of its activities.

® Recently, an independent consu]tant was contracted by thexResource Center
to conduct impact assessment of somgg of the materials produced and
services delivered. ) b s

> - n"y.‘ A major undertaking in the area of technical materials production
is the developmenf of a manval for the identification and‘control of
seven common insect pests‘in stgawberries. Published separately in

» A?‘ ' Spanish and §n911sh, this manual contains coloy photographs,*: descrip-

R . ~tév? rext, anq specific suggestions for the control of pests. The‘first
edition of the manua1’pub1ished in mid-Jaﬂuary 1981 consisted of 1,500 .

D : copies in Spanish and 1,560 éopies {ﬁ Enp]ish. 16 date,}approximately {,

- 350 Spanish copies ang 250 English copies have been distributeq primarily

through personal contact. One way the manual has been personally dis-

» - tributed is through field contact. When the Center agroﬁomist makes his

field visits,-he usua11y takes along several copies of“4the manua1 to

leave Hith farmers. Simflarly, when a hands-on instruction class takes

LA

b i place ithhe field, the instructor leaves copies of the manual with class .
» ’ , )
. participants. Short courses at the College- have also provided a context

for distributing the manuals to family farmers. Further distribution.

»

- ~ o
J ' of the manuatahas been done through group presentation by the Resburce

*

Center staff members., In one instdnce, for example, a presentation was




-
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made to members of a Japanese-Amer1can proguction and marketing coopera-
tive where approx1m tely 45 English copies of the manuaVwere Mistributed.
Increas1ng]y, the Resource Center is looking to other, more indirect
means qf manual distributior including the use of radio, CIS, the Farm
Advisor's Office, farmer cooperatives, and private businesses in the area

serving family farmers. Records of manual distribution are kept as a

»

basis for follow-up §ﬁrveys to assess their effectiveness.

The production of this manual represents the col]aboratiJ!.efforts
’ ’ {
of a number of institutions in the ayea. Individuals representing four

different organizations contributed ;iotographic materials and the

Hartnell Resource Center\worked closely with agronomists and specialists
from the University of California Cooperative é&tension Service in pro-
viding thijgghnica]rrecommeﬁdations. Translation of the English text
into Spanish wa$ undertaken by Center personnei; and the publication

cost for the manwal has shared by the Resource Center and the Confedera-

- ~ ,_

cidn Agricola de California. The present ed1t10n of the manual is dis-
& 4 '
tributed free of Charge. Future editions will be made available at a’

cost of approximately $1,50 to 52:00 ?ach_to cover the expense of new
editions. . ' .

6 A ) ; * .
2. . Radio Program Materials N

Materials developed by the Resource Cénter'fdr radio broadcast-
ing areprimarily of two types. The fikit can be characterized as

timely information, while the second emphasifes sqg%iﬁjc topics treated

in much greatesdetail. A timely ipforglation broadcast generally con-

. centrat®es on weather and-market repopis, pest problens, and announce-

'R -
_;Ents of Centerffzjgffifguéfﬁﬁzaa::; activities. mThe Resource Center

<

- . -
| . -
] L]

y



staff usually gathers information and news from various sources and '
® telephones the radio stations giving them this type of informétion
/ for broadcastmg. Each Spanish-language radio station (KCTY-AM and
KRAY-FM) airs th1s information tmce daily 'and five days a week as
® a community service .announcement at no charge to the Resource Center
The second type of radio materials productwn undertaken by the
Resource Center coni_iéts of radio scripts dealing with specific topAcs
® of general famly farm interest. Some of the Eopics treated thus far .
include farm finance, the importance of record keeping, drip irrigation,
common insects affecting strawberries, and so on: The Resource“Center
® has produced about 220 Spanish-language .scripts to date. Master tapes
of the scripts p-r‘oduced by the two radio stations have all been amgd
free of cka,rge as public service announcem‘ents. After broadcc:zsting,
® . master tapes are-taken to XUBO audio library where they are stored for
possid'e future use.
Earlier 'broadcasts were usuaH’y presented}against < background of
® . popul ar songs, with intermittent fading in and out of narration and
simultaneous increase a}ld decrease of song volume. \Many of these scripts
are matter-:f-fact condensations of information and’their broadcast
o resembles radio commercials. Samples of more retent scripts seem to be
less compressed than those produced eg/r]Er/aa(d therefore are potentially
easier for the listening public to assimilate. Announceme;\ts and .
® covergge of specii1 toin'cs take approximately five minutes broadcast

3 ! v
time. —

x

Since March i?.lr981, the Resource Center has entered a new phas?e‘of

® radic material development. In collaboration with the radio station

KUBO the Hartnell €enter hgs ‘hired two full-time individuals to develop -
* L.d

L -
.‘/' -y 88 :
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maferials for radio broadcasting. Hartnell Resource Center is p%ying
half of the salaries of ghese individuals op 2 consultant basis and, K
in rettrn, expects 120 tapes (60 1n Spanish and 60 in English) to be

d ’
producgt for radio broadcasting by September 30, 1981. These tapes

.
‘ 14

will form part of KUBD's one-hour-long agricultural program to be

a

ox i
" broadcast daily. ‘/f v . ’

Development of-professiona] quality tapes represents a co]lébora-
tive effort between the Resource Center and KUBO personnel. Basic ) .
scripts are generated on appropriate topics by the Center radio pro-
grammer. Once generated, the scripts are giveﬂ) to the radio personnel
yhl then further adap_t them to musical settings, dialog form, narration,
and 5o on. After‘the completion of the particular formats, the o~
material is again sent to the Center radio prograrmer to check for con-

L

tent. It is only after this step that the tapes are actually produced

andaready for broadcast. -

>

i
As a means of assessing the effectiveness of the materal developed,

o ’ . the Resource Center has recently begun piloting some of the tapes. Field
testing of master tapes entails going to places where farmers congregate,

such as classrooms, meeting places, farms, and the like, to have farmers

¢ listen to samples of the tapes. Questions regarding content, format,
preference of broadcast time, and suggestion.s for new materials are
asked of listeners. The.feedback is then jncorporated into the further

d refinement of tapes as we]]aas the production 01: future materia'ls. It
js anticipated tbr{t\ﬁys method of assessing the appropriatgness of tapes
will ensure a greaterﬁ match be‘tween radio materials produced and t«hel

@

needs of the listening audience. P
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~ In spite of the impressive progress made in providing better £

:. quality radio programs to the listening audience, the Resource Center
must Still resolve some problems before radio can be used te its full-
est as a means of reachmg the family farmer with much-needed meHna-
o tion. " The first problem relates to the quality of 1nd1v.1dua1s h-lred
as radio specialists. Though it should be pointed out that the in-.
’ dividuals hired are very enthusiastic and 1ndeed gquite capable of master- |
® - 1ng their specialized tasks, none of them have bad nuch prior expgrience .
’ with radio progrem:mg.. The Resource Center radio prograrzrer 1s,a.n agrono-
mist by trainming and regards l"ad'lO materials developunent as anﬁ avocatwn

@ ' Given Wis trainming, however, what he may lack in experience of cevelop-

ing materials for a radio audience he makes up by generating quality

scripts on Various. technical topics of 1mportance to family farmers.
L Additionally, his comlpl ete mastery of bot&;nglish and Spanish and his
abﬂft‘.r-to adapty techn‘;cal agronomist language to verpacular usage
for the 1istemng audience assures a higher T1kelihood that qualjty
® scripts wil] continue to be generated. Less impressive, however, is the

level of KUBO staff working yith the Resource Center rddio program.

Two KUBD staff members have been entrusted with the responsibility

o of producing 120 tapes for the Resource Center's agrigultural radio

program through September 1981. Neither individual has had previous

experience working either with radio or With family farmers. KUBO

' -

® - has provvded some 40 hours of training in various aspects of radio

progranming and broadcasting and, given-their general -enthuasiasm and

L
willingness to learn, the radid programmers may produce increasingly
vy . '

¥

¢ better quality materials.

4
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In addition to staff expertise, a further problem has to do with P
the logistics of radio broadcasting. Because the broadcast of informa-
tion to famly farmers has been dune as a free community service by the
two local radio stations, early‘gR the prsdrams were often not ai;ed at
scheduled times. However, 1nconsistency in air time has been corrected.
Finally, the Resource Cénter does not have any cleatr knowledge of the
listening audience with which to assess the effectiveness of the radio "
program. Some of these issues will soén be addressed once KUBO has more
experience on the air since more consistent air time slots of greater
duration will be available for the Resource Center. <

Television has not yet been uséd by the Center to any significant
degree as a vehicle to disseminate information to* the family %armer,’
despite the fac th kesource Center has produced four short scripts with
slides that can be uséd as possible television spot announcementss Al-
thdLgh the Resource Center has moved slowly in the area of televasion
broadcasting, the staff's long-range oﬁﬁect1ves are to make 1t a viable

channel of i1nformation delivery to family farmers.

3. Direct Training and Instryctional jervices
* + €

*

To better serve its taryet population, the Hartnell Resource (enter

’

distinguishes betwee:‘the English-speaking igdependent small farmers and
the Spanish-speaking far%ers in associations, cooperatives, partnerships,
or working as indepéndents. On awsrage, the English-speaking famiLf
farmer has completed more years of gchoo]ing, has practiced farming as

a means of self-employment longer, and because of his English language
facility is better able to make use of available Community resources

than the Spanish-speaking family farmer. As a result of the charagier-

fstics of the two groups, training and educational services are beibg
. , ‘
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provided differentially to meet the needs of each. The Center's main

approach to the English-speaking clientele 15 to mail brochures and
»
flyers, as such print.QE:Ia are often sufficient to attract them to

take the short courses offered at the Hartnell campus. With the
,.Spanish-speaRIng-family farmers, more personal face-to-face contacts

are used to draw participants tﬂ.thé short courses and demongtrations
0 -

held in the field.

3.1 Training for the English-Speaking Farmers -
- A

The Englash-speaking family farmers are priﬁanlly Anglos and
Japanese-Americans who come to the College to take short Courses of-
fered by the Resource Center. To date, the Cénter Hhs provided tﬁree
short courses for this clientele. Short courses offeéed to the English-
speaking family farmer have been in a SemIAar format and’usually met on
Satd;day mornings or Monday evenings for three to four hours per sessipn.

- Instructors are recruited from the ColTege faculty and from agricultural '
buimnesses in the Salinas comunity.
From October 1980 to February 1981, two short Courses were offered

~ko these farmers.. The flyers mailed as cqurse announcements adve’%ised
the sﬁprt courses as a series of seminars and 'workshops in.Ag Mechanics
and Farm Finance, respectively.

' The short course usually covers a broad topic with each class
meeting emphasizing a different aspect of the subject. The Ag Mechanijcs
short course met every other Saturday morning from.9 A.M. to 1 P.M.

for a total of seven meetings. Topics covered included equipment

] -
needed in small farm operations, maintenance and repair of diesel

. ' . équipment, hydraulic troubleshooting, and so on. Twenty participants

¥
¢ attended a folr-hour session on maintenance of crawler-tractors in the

moqf% of December. In January, 10 family farmers were present at

. the 'special welding session. Byate January, only four participants

. ¢ « 7 ;.: 4 s t
?; ) et ‘AW {a‘ ‘
- . A
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-
were 1n attendance at the session on maintenance of machinery. Simi-

° lar to the Ag Mechani¢s short course, the Farm Finance course also had

a decreasing enrollment. though not to the- same degree. .
The Farm Finance short course was a"l so a seminar series but met

) for six sessions oh Monday evenings from 7 P.M. to 10 P.M. Some of .
the topics addressed were the fina.ncing of farm operations, prepara- .
tion of loan packages, break-even analysis, and so on. For the session

@ on allocation of costs 1n farming held in December, eight participants
were 1n attendance. The break-even analysis session drew a total of
six participants early in January, and the ‘;session on land acquﬁition

o attracted five par.tlcipants late 1n Januaryl.. Instructors for both -
short courses were recruited from the College and from agricultural
businesses in the Salinas area. ’ e .

| : In April and May 1981, three seminars were planned for the English-

speaking family farrers. These seminars were de‘signed as four-hour

-lab and workshops to meet on Saturday 'mornings. Topics to be covered

® emphasized livestock hand]i\ng, equipment, finance in Hv;astock manage-

ment, and small flock sheep production. Due to many difficulties, how-

evér, on‘ly the Livestocl:c Handling Equ‘ipment seminar was offered. This‘

L - meeting cons¥sted of a four~hour field trip where eight English-speaking
family farmers were intro—du'ce'd to the subject, The Finance and Live~-
stock Management seminar scheduled to take place in May was canc:e'led.

¢ . The primary reason for the cancelation of this meeting was due to the
many other related actiyities occurring in the area during this month.
Because of the number of 'Iivesto‘ck fairs, auctions, and the 11ke, the

o Center staff felt that the topic had been given enough egposure and .

™ " the target popul aat\hn had been som&what sfturated. The seminar on -

"
- ¢
A Y
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}mall Flock Sheep Production was postponed until September, so that it

1-7 codld be combined with an ongoing program in animal health technelogy

held at the Lollege. It is anticipated that livestock issues, especially

those relating to sheep raising, will be dealt with in much greater f\

detail in the Fall program{

»

Although the English-speaking family farmersyregularly attended

ResourcE Cehter short courses offered in Winter, by \ate March the
Center staff was somewhat d1s§aiisf1ed with the partig%pation of this ‘
group in act1 'tiei,aad services offered. The Resource Center staff
believes tha:lapproprfiate pedagg:cal techniques are primarily respon-
sibl{ for decreasing attendance.
Two related explanations were given as reasons for the inadequacy \
of the teaching methods uged'with the English-speaking family farmers.
First, while subject matter experts may be very competent in their area
of expertise, they may be unable to communicate this knowledge in @ stimu-
lating, attention-retaining manner. This is precisely what occuryéd
® Wwith the s‘eminar s.erfes in Farm Finance. Although the instructor was- ‘
fonsidered knowledgeabte in the field, the Center.staff felt that the
class presentations were generally conducted inwa matter-of-fact, tra-
® ditional way which tended to 1oselthe interest of the learners. This
conventional approach to learning did not engage the participants in
the learning protess and, consequent?y,‘after the second half of the
» ~ Course, attendance bggan)to drop steadily. Similarly, with the course
1n Ag Mechanics, g&&gﬂdance also decreased toward the end of the course.

/ The reason given in this instance was that the Ag Mechanics course

» was not concrete enough, It was generally felt among the Resource Center
¢
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staff that a more 1n-depth, hands:on instructional ;rogram would have ‘
engaged the participants and retained their interest in the course.

One lesson to be drawn fcom the above experiences suggests a need .
for apQroprlate teachér training able to meet the/:BEchJ iearning needs
of the famly farmer clientele. MWhile 1t was assumed that the EQ?Iish- ’
speaking family farmers could be instructed by experts in certain fields
and through traditional methods, experience has demonstrated that other
strategies are needed. The problem at éhis point is to détermine which
' set of techniques best suits the target audience and then to provide
the apprdBriate teacher training. Without this much-needed training,

few pasitive outcomes can be expecteé from short courses offered by

the Center to its English-speaking clientele.

- 3.2 Training for the Spanish-Speaking Farmer

* 7o date, the Hartnell Family Farm Resource Center has offered

approximately 28 different short courses to its Spanish—speaking

clientele. These courses have covgred a-wide range of topics with ﬁ
special emphasis on certain aspect§ of farming such as fgrtlli{ftion, N

quality control in picking and shipping strawberries, control of insects

and other pests, marketing strategie§, and maintenance of farming equipJ

ment: Short coﬁrsfs provided to the Spanigz—speaking small farmers have
utifized both ctas m-type teaching strategies as well as field l\
demonstrations witH the primary emphasis on the latter. Training pro-

vided to both covperative and independent farmers has utilized a com-

g%ggpation of the strategies with special emphasis on face-to-face field
[
—_vjéatactsz small group meetings, field demonstrations, and field trips.
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Whether cooperative or independent, the Resource Center consa S
all Spamish-speaking family farmers in the area to have S1milar‘fssic
needs for skills improvement and information access. However, Tn
meeting\ihe needs of its client population, the Center views the
Spanish-speaking independent farmers as one group and their coop
counterparts as another. The distinction i§ necessary because attempts
to provide short courses to several Tooperatives simultanegusly have
often met with relatively low attendance, ag,mjyﬁg?g from oéé coopera-
tive are‘reluctant to travel to another more éentra]]y located coopera-
tive for Resource Center instruction. Swmilarly, attempts to encourage
cooperative farmers to participate in:the same courses with i1ndependent
family farmers has resulted in a relatively low turnout of coop farmers
to these sessions. Hence, the Resource Center staff has had to cope
with the problem of serving a dispersed clientele which is refuctant
to rmeet in larger groups, and, because the content of courses like
fertilization, marketing, quality control, and so on is esseht1a]1y
the same, the Center staff has been obliged to duplicate many of its
efforts in providing training services to the target population.

Between February and December 1980, the Hartnell Resourc€ Center
offered a total of seven different short courses focusing on diﬁfegent
aspects of the farming enterprise'qﬂd’e;plaiging the importance of .

such matters as calibration of machinery, quality control in the pick-

ing and packing of strawberries, welding, and maintenance &f farm

equipment.
' In February 1980, an evening field demonstration was offered in

Calibration of Cultivators. The idea for this course came from agency

heads who felt that from their observations farmers were not utilizing
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the proper qultivation technique Four tg five coop farm members

-y

| I attended two sessions on different aspects of machinery calibration.

During the first evening, farmers were en to the shop and instructed
Al in putting togethébr the machinery, whije on econd, a tractor was

AR , taken on the field for actual 'practTcé. The Center staff felt that

+

family. farmers found this type of course too basic. However, Ft is

. the opinion of the Resource Center staff that such training, though .
P - . ~
® apparently elementiry, is much needed given the indppropriate farming
!, ‘ practices it has observed. Also in February, a one ession follow-up

to the calibration course was held at one of the farms with six coop
¢ small farmers in attendancé. The purpose of this meeting w’as to assess
what‘the participant had retémed" and also to reinforce the course
content., .
’ 3 In April, a two-session short course was 0\"‘fe|r'ed~ in Quality C.on-
trol in Strawberry Picking, Five participants attended the first
session, but no one showed up for the field demonstration which made
o . up the second part of the course. The Center staff attributes this
lack of attendance t-o teaching approaches considered too elementary
by the farmers,
¢ ' A course in Land Leveling and Measurement was offered in early
May 1980. Two people came to this seS'si‘on. Although the Center person-
nel felt the éourse was good due to the quality of the instructor, few

¢ people benefited from this service. Asked why attendance was so ]ow,

Center personnel indicated that withdrawal of the étipends which coop

farmers were used to receiving Tn previous programs was primarily

e . - :
" responsible. 4 N

]
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Between June and November 1980, two short'cog;ses‘in welding and

¢ farm equipment fabrication‘were offered at the College for family farm-
ers in general and the Spanish-speaking small farmer 1n particu%ar.
' The first course, Beginning Ne1d1ng, Nas offered for nine weeks in
hd June/July, 1980, and the second a follow-up course 1n Farm Helding
and Equipment Fabrication, was offered for eight weeks in October/
. Bovember 1980. Because of the logistics of using we]dipg equipment,
® the courses were offered at the Hartneil East Campus. Wh¥*le some 39
part1c1pants attended the short course, only six were actuam]y family
farmers. The remainder were sons of family farmers, college students,
+ and farmwoekers. When asked about the great preportion of nonfamily

farmers attending the Beginning Welding short course, Resource Center

personnel explained that there was some confusion at this early stage

* with respect to who qualified as potential participants. Subsequently,
it was decided by CHETA, the funding agency, that en]y family farmers
themselves were e]igib]e éo participate ifi such Courses under CWETA

® . ] P
auspices. . .

In the fo]]ow -up short course in Welding and’ Farm Equipment
Fabrication, 16 part1c1pan€b began but only-51x finished the e1ght-

’ rweek program. This course focused on arc and acytelene we1d1ng and

emphasized the fdpr1cat1on of basic farming implements. Instruct1on
. for both courses was provided in Eng11sh by a Cb11ege facu]ty member

’ : with Spanish translation done by Resource Center,staff. )

| A course abouf which the Resource Center s%a?? was very epthusi- "'

0 \ - astic was the Mecan1CO Ambulante or Trave11ng Mechan1c.- This course )

was offered in July 1980 and consisted of v1s1ts by the Co11ege

! ‘)

mechanics instruttor and the\Resource Centeglagronomlst to several
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farms n thfs area. I—:or this purpose, a small truck Was equipped with
tools for repair of farm equipment in the freld. Five ranches in the
Sa}inas and Watsonville arels were visited and contacts were made wjth '
some 39 small farmers. The learning experience usually centered around
some piece of farm equipment that ‘needed repair. Through this hands-
N on instruction, small farmers e\ngaged in the actual dismantling and

.

reassembly af the parhcu]a? prece of equipment beipg repaired. Arrange-

~

ments for thesel class meetings obliged the farmer whose equipment needed
repair to invate 6 to 10 other famfly farmers to participate in the
) activaty. 6nce this quota was reached, the traveling mech’émc made the
e _ field demonstration vbisi.t. The course was offered in English with
Spanish translation provided by the Resource Center agronomist.
The ’Res‘ource Center staff .feels ‘that this type of field instruc-
9 - tion in mechanics can meet several, important ohgectives_. The _first
of th;:se is to-provide an orientation and exposure ‘to basic equipment
. repair and maintenance. By having the family farmer en\gag'e in hands-
® " on problem solving in fixing an actyal piece of damaged ‘quip-'l_‘
| ment, it is believed that a more direct knowledge of the eqk:ipment,
‘its functions, and routine maLntenance will be <';ained. - ; \
@ " Another objective of the field demonstration is to mgke the farm- '
. er aware of many repairs which can be performed m:thout Mcurring the
costs associated wi‘th taking the piece of machlne;*y to the shop. Al- )
@ though it 1s not realistic to expect the farr_ﬁ]ygfarmer to gaiﬁ‘ a '
l thorough knowledge of repalri in only'One'shOrt course, the Center
staff feels that enough can be learned t-o enable the fdarmer to perform

. ¥
L routine maintenance by himself and to make decisions about when it is

necessary to call in an expert.

. . ) ~ ()» ~
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Therer were also spin-off benefits to these fielﬁydemonétratzins. .

Following the';echanic's visits, for example, two of the pértici nts
enrolied in me;hanics courses 1n the regular Collegg program for ad-
vanced tr&?ning. chef‘part1cipants have since expressed interest in
taking follow-up courses in general repair and maiﬁtenancé of farm
equiﬁaent. These unintended conseguences are viewed by the Resource
Center staff as 1mpo}tant e]ementg in tﬁe overall upgrading’ of family : y,
farmer skills and in providing an opportunity for the target group to
engage in training programs offere& by other institutions in the. . -
community. ’ y
During the montR of December 1980, the Resourcé Center offered a
shonp course in Fertilization of,Strawberries to cooperati{e family
farmers. This was a 10-hour short course which consisted of a series J
~of five presentations on different aépécts of fertilifg:jon. The clasg
met at o different gooperatives, three times at one and twice at
anopher, fbr two hours pFr session. The course covered various aspects
' of fertilization needs of the straﬁberry, from planting to harvest. .
A total of 2% cooperative family farmers participated in the five . .
sessions of the short course.
Between Januarygﬁha June* 1981, the Resource Center provided a
total of 21 of the 28 short courses to the Spanish-speaking family
farmers. These were primarily field demonstratibn;type classes which
-emphasized different aspects of fertilization, insect control, 1
machinery maintenance, and marketing strategies, Although titled
éhoq} courses, many of these were primarily one-time class meetings or

seminar-types presentations to different target qroups. Other topics |

L3 v

considgred of greater importance by the Resource Center s;affgﬁere
L] ! ) '
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'given more detailed cover'age-in severalr’cl ass meetings, thg exact num- .
ber of Wh1C|:l varired with the targét population's knowledge of the Sub-

,\‘ ?eCt mat%er. ‘Heng?, the term "short courge“ shoulid be understood as
a re]atije]y flexible label.emplioyed by the Resource fen;_e_LLo apply

°.. A tor one” class_presentation on}s&\]ect such as marReting a]te;natives'

*

. . or a semes §f different presentations covering, for example, the

s Y
1dent1f1cat1on, selection, and application of Yertilizer.
. "
: In the ronth of January 1381, the Resource (enter provided\five

dr fferent short courses to 'independent'and cooperative sz;nish-speakmg

‘ - *farmers. Trlze two—hour\ﬁe]d demonstration 1n fer’tihzatiqn was given
. . . 1
PY ‘ four times, twice with independent farmers and” twice with coop farmers.

The meetings reached 18 independent farmers and 10 cooperative farmers S
and covered both a genera] mtrod.uctmn to fertilizers and the advan-
e tages of slow-release fertﬂ\zer. A coursé on tnsects was also offered
- during this month to 15 cooperative _fa_mi]y farmers. This was a two-

hour short course which met twice at one.cooperative and+onge at .-

by

(Y . another. Attendance varied from three to eight participants per .

.

session. 0111ng and Pruming was the third short course offered in January.

L ‘ -
It was also a two-hour course” which was repeated at a second cooperative., v

- ' ¥

[ / A téta1 of 12 farmerS‘pa‘rticipatgd in this course with'attepdance
ranging from five to 'seven\pgrt‘icipants per session. Thet fourth short

course offered was entitled Implement Fabrication. This class met only °

L

¢ once for. four hours at a local fairgroupd. The 14 particfpant_s in
' v r LY
' Y . attendance were primarily independent farwers. The purpose of this

presentation was principally to introduce famly farmers to the different

¢ T uses'of\ farming implements and the simple ways in which farmers can

”

produce their own implements. A two-and-a-hal & hour presentationgin
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Strawberry Production was the last short course offered 1 January, and

23 independent family farmers'Were in atiendance at the meeting held n

e . .
- . the local UC Extension office ,
/ [
' Thr!e different short courses were offered in the month of February

T ~ Two couFSES, orTe'o‘thJ{e“of’a Strawberry ManUal and another on Mainte-
o N
Jénce and Ca]ibration of Sprayers, were provided to both coop members

’

And independent family farmers, while the short course in Marketmg

. Jﬂternatwes was on]y offered to 1ndependent Spamsh speakmg fa.-rmers. ‘
The course in Use of the Strawberry Manual met for a total of eight

" two-hour sessions. Three of the reetings were held with éO independent .

. fa-rmers, while five sessionsswere held at five different cooperatives -
] A with some 37 famil; farmér members in attendanie. The course was essen'-

) tia]];a fig]d demonstration on the-use of the technica'1 manuat-to
identa fy ar3d ;:ontro1 strawber}y pests. * The short co:rse in‘rfi‘a‘l'nt.enance;_

and Calibration of Sprayers met for two two<hour sessions. One meeting

was heTd at a'private ra-nch, nine independent farmers attended. The

4
° second session was held at a cooperative where five members were preserft.
. - L)

This|was also a field demonstration-type short course in which family ¢+

farmers were giveﬁ{: presentation ar:d then were taken through the proc-
- ‘ 3
ess of calibrating chemical sprayery to control pests in strawberry .

4

o .
plants. The ]as’g short course offered n fhe month of ngruary was “
. ’ ‘Marketing A]‘ternapti\'fes. A two-hour session held at a\-private'ranch
PY . for some nine independent family farmers, thi‘s short course examined i
‘ and discussed alternative methods avai]ab]e to family farmers in the
: marketing of prod.uce in the area. ’
Py - In March 1981, four dif‘ferent'short courses were offered focusing

on,the use and application of fertilizer, the use of the insect manual,
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the importance of fertilizers A and B, and the importance of quality
control ip marketing. The Use and Aleication'of Fertilizers was a ‘ .
two—hour short cour;e which met three times at twp private ranches 1%‘

with a tgtaH of 26 indepgndent farmers in a}t%ndance, and once at a

! B
cooperative with' five members 1y attendance. Whilé the session with

. . -

coop farm members was essentially an introduction to the'use of ferti- 1

lizer, the sessions with independent farmers consisted of an intro-.

\

ductory meeting ‘and two follow-up sessions yhichﬁcompared the costs

_associated with the various types of fertilizers aVai]qple in the

market. Also ix March, a one-hour session in Use of the Insect Manual ,

was held with six independent fa}mers. The purpose of this presenta-

1

tion was to instruct family farmers in the ge€neral use of the manual

to control strawberry insects. About mid-March, a two-hour presenta-

tion.on Fert:]izérsﬁA and B was made to coop farrers. .Twelﬁe members

of a local cooperaﬁxve were introduced to different aspects of }dgnti- .
fication, application,.and cost factors associated with the two types
of fertilizers. Marketing and.Quality Control was the title of thé
last short course offered in March. This single four-hour session "
consisted essent;a]]y of a field trip to local coolers where pechnicians
and sales 5ersonne1 discussed the {mportance of;quaﬁlty control of
stra:wberries fra;m the field to the market end its impact on the ultimate
p}ice the consumer is willing to pay for the bergy. THe Resource Center
staff felt that this was a good experlen%e for the farmers because they
met and taTked with different individuals, all of uhdm are responsible
By having eich of these special-

-

ists discuss an aspect of their specialty, it is felt that the farmers

for get&ing the produce to the market.
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were exposed to dirépt information about the importance of quality X

control at each stage\ef distribution. s ,

*

Because of the amount of work associated with spring p]anting,

.only thiee short courses'were offered in April. The first‘was‘g pne -

~ and-one-hal f-hour sessiop on Marketing, This meeting was held at a Sy

’ '

local elementary school with eigbt 1ndependent farmers in attendance.

The present3t1on was a genera1 1ntroduct1on to d1fferent aspects of

»

market1ng and the role whlch the fam11y farmer can play in assuring 2 .
h1gher market price for h1s produce Stow Release Fert111zer was the
title of the second course provided in Apr11 This two-hour cour;e

was held with nine independent farmers at a Tocal association tg dis-
cuss the various advantages of'thls product. -Toward the‘epd gf April,
the Tast short course was offered for this month. The two=hour pre-
sentation on Insect Control was made to 11 independent farmers at the
local Cooperative.Extensibn offjb&i. Like earlier courses qn insect
control, thi§ presentdtion was based primarily on the strawberry in-
sect manual, which has now become a stgndard @ext f0rfsuch presentatioﬁs.
Following each ée;sion on ipsecthontrol, a copy of the manua].is

given to 3ach part1c1pant in the class for future re ference. thh

English and Spanish ‘coptes of the manual are avallable and part1cﬂpants
choose the copy in the language with which they are most comfortable.

LA total of three short courses was offered to %ﬁdependent ‘ '
Spanishqspeaking farmers in May. Tﬁe first was a short course in Soil a
Management. This was a twu hour session which met w1tﬁ two d1fferent

';roups of eight 1ndependent farmers. {and preparation and soil anglySIS
necessary in strawberry proguct}en.were dngESSQd at each meet1ng.

The second short E?unse was titled Strawberry Insects. This was also -
3 u (\

{
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.\\ . a t‘:JO:_hOur‘ s?ssion which met with 12 independent ‘farmers at atloca]
® N - ’prima.ry- sghool. The insect manual produced by the Resource Center
. t» ) 'formed the basis of the discus-sion on the diffe;ent Jnsects common
A

e . . ;
to strawberries. lLast, a one-hour session.in Strawberry Diseases was
e . / also held in May. ' Fourteen farmers were present at a local elemen~

tary school for a presentation on thi% topic. Material covered at

<this session focused on the identification ofdiseases and alterna-

~
»

® tive'mgthods of disease control in stra.wberry production.
' The- a'pproximate']y 28 short' courses offered to_ the Spanish-
/ 'spea$‘<1ng family farmé in the past year Attest to the great efforts
L r;}ade by the Hartnell ge ource \Center to serve its_ c]iente]e,l ‘Con-

* ¢

sidering that the overwhelming majority of these short courses Was

4

- in the ¥orm of presentations made in the field to small gr}ups of

® cocperative and independent farmerd, the accomplishment of the

Centead’s outreach personnel is indeed impressive. Field instruction
t ," )
was tarried out primarily by the agwonomist in charge of field con-
. . g
o tacts.with some assistance from a second agronomist who is princi- .

palty involved with radio materials production for the Center. Al-
§

though early attempts were made to attract épanish-Speaking family
LY 6 Ay
® farmers to take cqurses at the Hartnell campus, gttendance at Courses
\ offered at the College were not satisfactory edther to the EDD mon-
» . —— )
. itor or to. the Resource Center staff.
., . ' The Center personnel believes that low attendance at short

i} * L3 »
courses offerad at the Co]]eée were dug to many factors. First, jt
was reported that the College is too formal an institution which
o Jacks the facilities and per%onne] to reach the-target population in

its native Span'ish‘]anguage. 1t was specifically pointed out that

A

. .
° * . : /
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- when telephone calis are made to t‘he Resource Centar-, the farmers .
¢ . are initially att;ended by an English-speaking operator be fore the
- call is transferred ‘to the F;?ni]y Farm Resource Center. Many times
. 1;:his initial ,contactn with an impersonal operatdr who speaks anothe-r
o - ° oo 1an§uage is sufficient te discourage the Spanish-speaking? farmer‘s
who call ir_!.' Second, it was.pomted-otit that the Center's detision
not to offe;‘ stipends also contribhted to low initial attendance. As
o A COQJerative far:rpers in the area had beent accustomed to receiving
\ .‘ _stipends under previou.s“trainipg programs, the Centér staff believes
that thti Tow and irregular pargicipation of this subgroup in short
® courses offered was due in great part-'. to the withdrawal of stipehds..

With time and ‘perseverance, however, the Resource Center began to

slowly build its clientele from independent farmers and to a lesser

-
£

¢ ; degree from cooperative members. ’ ] -

. In‘ ’attempting to offer short courses to its Spanish-speaking .
chente']e, the Resource Center h:is. been plagued with problems fr\‘om
L ' the funding age\1cy (CWETA). Ear]y‘on,, the ]éca] EDD office in charge
. of monitoring CNE:I'A-funded: programs had criticized the Center for
not meeting all of CWETA's requirements regarding participant quali-
o ) fication, minimum -number\ of atEfndees,_place of instruction, and so
on. .Although -these lproblems ware F'.lever' totally resolved, the Resource
Center attempted to work as much as possible within the const‘ra'ints of
',' ) CWETA guide]ir;es. Howevef, because thsj Resourcs; Center.l}a_d’é work
around the égric;ntur.a] schedule of th-e famf]y farmers, it was not
possible to schedule short courses in 40-hour blocks of si;c to ei'ght

] J hours-per day as CWEJA guidelines had stipulated. Similarly, % offer

short courses in the College classrooms as ‘expected by CWETA was not

-

» , N - ‘
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a satisfactory arrahgement for the participants. The Center staff

.“\ .
pointed out that farmers lived in neighboring towns, often at consider-

able distances from the College, which made the campus'an unattgactive

‘location. Addigionally, it was explainad by';he staff that the

gbaniéh-Speaking farmers were too intimidated by the CoH]egé‘campus
and‘as a result.attended. short courses there very irregularly. éy .
tria{ and érror, i£ Was discdvgged that farmers werg much more l%ke]y
to attend short coursés o ffeged e{ther at cooperatives or centrally
located independently owned ranches. But althgugh the Center staff
found that higher attendance cau]d be assured by taking the short

, e : P
courses to the field, the EDD office kept constant pressure on the

Resource Center to designate one or two permanent locations where all

~shott courses were to be held. An agreement was finally reached jn

- .

»

late Spring 1981 that future short courses would be offeredsin fOUr

perranent locations in the Salinas/Watsonville area. Whether Span1sh-|
- - '

speaking family férqers\wil1 continue to participate in short courses
offered at the new locations at the same or higher attendance levels
is yet to be seen . s

4. Computer Software ) 2 7

An important undertaking in the area of materials development

.was the aCQui§ition of a minicomputer. Working with other agencies in

the area, the computer ‘packages can be used to generate budgets,
loan packages, and cash flows for the production of sevéral Yabor-
1nten51ve crops raisdd by the fam11y farmer. It is expected that

the f1nanc1al prOJect1ons generated through the programs will enable

.
fam11y farmers to make comparisons between actyal expenses/product1on

and prOJected expemses/production. The computer prugrgms are viewed
' ) .

~

Igs -

.
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as an important mangement:too1 for both independent family farmers and

cooperat1ve farmers served by the Resource Center. .

- -

As the conputer was acquired in m1d December 1980 only the com--

puter program concerned with strawberry productloﬁ was developed by

,the Resoue;e‘Centeel This program, deve10ped separately in Eng1ish

and Spani§h,‘poses questions regard1ng.needed data and the operator
inputs the iﬁfbfmation which then p;oducee cash flows or 10eﬂ‘pacfages
for, the produgtion of strawberries. Although the program has been'
difficult to "cbebug,“ it is suff1c1ent1y versatile to process cash ’
f1ow'1nrormat1on for 1nd1v1dua1 fam1]y farmers as we]] as to provide
aggregate outputs for an entire cooperative. Future plans é?e to
develop computer programs‘for geﬁerating‘cash flows for the production
of cherry tomatoes, sqﬁash, Show peas ,, and other crops raised by local
famif& farmers in,the area. Jghe long-range objective is to develop
the;e programs-in éng]ieh and Spanish as an instructional device dnd :

to give the small farmer a thorough understadding of the functions

and advantages of computer usage 'n farm decieion making.

' The computer is peesent]y housed at .the Confederacidn Ag}ico]a de
Cal} fornia where it will be accessib]e’to the cooperati;erfor inz
structional purposes under the guidance of the College facu]t}. ‘it

is not clear whethef housing the computer at the Confederacidn wi]t
present problems for some 1ndegendent family farmers in the area who
may wish to, use the services. To déte tomputer Fac1]1t1es -are almost

exclusively used to éenerate cooperative farm data and no prob1ems
& = .

with the use of the computer by others have arisen out of this arrange-
. S N

ment.
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C. Other Resource Center Activities

+

o A project which has taker-f ‘a gréat deal of the Resource Center's
' time and effort is the strawberry experimental plot. The experimental B
T A - .

piot consists of one acre of QOllege land madé available ta'the Re-
. s;:rce Cente} to be used }or ins%ruction%lkﬁurnogés.‘ Although the
* Resgurce Center has not pa%d any money fqé the use of the land, the
agreement was that tpé Resoyrcq Center would contribute labor ana
materials and, upon harvest, the proceeds would lﬁbshared hetween the
. Resource Center and the College.

s

Inftially designed in Fall 1980 as a project fo demonstrate to

4

family farmers the production of strawberries from soil preparation
to harvest, the strawberry experimental plot has not been able 'to meet’
iﬁ:.thended objectives. Because of weather conditions and the qugstién-

abRe/utility of the soil for strawbe?ry.produgtiOn, the time involveg

in d1fferent aspects of production was much Tonger than originally

antfcipa}ed.,.As a result, plans to provide field demonstrations to~y-
famiiy farmerd in the .different phases of strawberry production did
not materialize. 51though the Resource Center attempted to use the,

plot for instructional purposes; many opportunities.were lost as a ] ,

-~y

.result of problems with drainage and other aspécts related to crop L -

L
. Hh-\\ ) production. Due to these difficulties, by Spring 1981 thé Resource
: o

Center sta¥f had atmndened plans to dse the plot as an instructional
¢ ‘ Y
® "aid. . . . : A T . -
. [N " -
. - \

. D. Agronomist Field Contacts S .

' “\ .~ The Hartnell” Family Farm Resource Cénter has a staff of_ four mem-

bers: a director, a radio materiaTs developer, an outreath person and a
. o

.
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secretary. Although two agronomists were hired as part of the over-

all.Center staff, only one works full time as the outreach person
S [

making field contacts and providing:short courses in the field to the

» +

ciient‘popu]ation. The other agronomist works® princjpally as a radio

. ) ,
materials develgpment specialist, although recently’he has also been
. . [N

’

making some fieid/contacts and teaching in some of the short coQ}EEZ

fintm ﬁdd

The Resource Center staff ciaims that it maintains regular con-

-

tact with approximateiy 200 to 250 family farmers in the area. . Al-
though many of these contacts are in the form of training.and field |

demonstrations, a cons1derab1e number havé been ma¥e to personaiiy
v .-
annoance Center actiVities and to provide techﬁicai assistance.
1 ’
- e ~ f
Technical assi;tance visits may be either routine Visits to speciiic
N *

beoqraphicai-areas!?r occur in response to famiiy farm requests when
3

specific probiems arise. The most common requests for technicai
/

assistance have been made when the farmer realizes. that his plants do
1 “

not look as well as,expected or when insects anﬂ'other pests menace <

. -

crops. Although earher records of Visits ‘were .not systematicaﬂy 4

kept, beginning in Decembe 1980 the Resource Center began docume ting

-

all contacts made through several means including agronomist 16gs. .
'* - L) > )
Table 1 presents the number of farmer contacts made by the Center
/w{hrough both short courses and field demonstrations and technigal®

| . - o J s

\ assistance from December 1980 te May 1981._ The figurts indicate that
R January and Fe@}uary were the most active monghs for farmer partici-
pation i1n courses, while contacts in April &nd May were primarily for

. Mechnical assistance. A number of the technicai:assistance.contacts reflect:

foifpw-up visits to farmers who had previously participated An short courses.

. 4
.
-~ " »
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TABLE 1 .
. - Hartnell Family Farm Resource Center )
Filed Contacts Made Th}ough
[ Short Courses in the Field and Technical Assistance,
\ December 1980 - May 1981
' Participants 7. Recipients of
& Short Course$ @nd Technical Assistance
s Field Demonstrations - 7
e . . . "'"" ] Vw
_Ppecember -~ ’ . 57 - 25 \\\‘
January " v 117 : 43 /
February . 125 00, .
March - \ 53 ' 27
N !
April 36 ' 76
« May T R 78

'
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It is not c]ea¥¢wh%t imp;tt the agronomists are having on actual * ,
;arme; practices. Among cqop!‘ayives the‘important fatrming decisiong
are made cen?ral]y rather than by individual members and it i% therefo;é
-difficult to see the.agronomist effects on the members themselves.' :

For individual farmers, the agronomist oftens finds himself in competition

with commercial salesmen working on commission. Thepagronomist attempts to

Ll

provide information on a]ternafigf.prqducts and. approaches while the
-

salesmen often attempt to sell a particular produck, The farmer often

follows the instructgons of the salesmen as he has little chofce but

+

to reinforce contdcts that are already made'for credig and the purchaS%:

of fertilizers, seeds, and the like. ' v
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r “E. College Support , P . 7
- . "' .’ ¢ ' .
. ‘ Some of the Co]‘lege support services made available to the Resource
@ - .  ° Center to date have been facilities and equipment for the two welding

' * -
short courses held earlier in the Fall, the acre of land used as the

strawberry experimental plot, and audiovisual equipment. Some of the
«

»

@ services required to meet the needs of the target population, hou!e\g,er,

[}

1

~ have not been av;i]ab]e at the College. For example, the Co]rlege is

\ _great]y‘hmted in its ability to br;ovide bilingual services; that is,
® ) in terms of both personnel and mq‘teria]s production, the College is also
‘f\ " limited in .resources needeg to.serue a r;ontraditio.na], Spanish-speaking

‘ populatiopn. Anf).ther Timitation yet to be resolved is.the logistics of

.b ) time schedules under which the Resource Ce’nter_- and the.CoHege operate.

Due to the acadeemic' schedule of the College, facilities and equipment

are gene/ra]]y réserved on a semester basis. Likewise, the prﬁuting ¢

¢ , . " and prodL.Jctwn of: materials in the College also funttwns_in accordance

[ ~

o with the College's aCademic schedule. Consequently, most of thg

fgaterials produced by %:& Resource Center have been contracted to
N Lt o a T
¥

4 firms outSide tnhe Cot OW#-The Resource Center staff feels that as
o r:es:u}tlof the agricul fural schedule around which the Cenfer must
| ' work to best serve its clienteleg the Colleg? demands too great a
* \ . leag tihe to produce most materials rreegéd. Efforts are being made
" on both sides to res;)] ve/ such issuas. '
There are other !imi-tations which raise questions about the ‘
° .

. ’ degree of support the Resdurce Center has received from the College.
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The first of\these pertains to the size and location Qf the room
o 3n which the Iﬁes’ource\tenter is housed. Loc_ated'in ¢ "Techno]ogy
Bui]ding,'the- Resource Center occupies a small room approximately
12 x 15 feet. Although the Resource Center agronomist spends much of °
o his time in the f‘i_e‘ld, space for the thr:ee-member staff and office
equipment is severely restricted. Alsg, visitors from off-campu.s,
including agency representatives and ‘fa'rmers, (;annot easily bg accommo-
o dated in this spacg././ . . .
) Another limitation is associated with the sharing of the Resource
Center secretary with the Administration of the College. Having t'he
° secretary tocated in another 'builﬁding deprives the Resourc;e Center.of
a person able to handle the ongoing clerical .work, which therefore
must be done by one of the Resource C.enter staff. A]tho'ugh it is
® - .arguable whetr'ler suffictent space exists ip the Resource Center to ’
' accomda@{xa se:retary, pllacing the ;ecretary el sewh;ere has serious
. consequences for a Center a-l ready understaffed, given the scope of
o : activities it has charr‘;ed for itself. —_ )
Finally, there are-no signs that the Co]]e.ge haS\{nade attempts to
) i . actively engage its regular faculty in the program. In'_‘\‘this refgard, ’
o - -the College does not appear to be taking advantage of thé existence of -
/w/ . th® Center as a catalyst to involve the agricultural faculty in ’
l addressi.ng the family farm c¢lientele as a special pul.atio:k/
o -
e
r
. ,
o
L] )
o
| .
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F. Conclusions . i d ,
To date, 1t appears that the Hartnell Family Farm Resource Center -
. ! .
- .has been able to accomplish a number of its original goals. Ouring

its first year of existende, the Resource Center has engaged 1n

act1v1‘t‘1es relating to rﬁéteﬁa]s_ production, and development, the pro-

7 '
viston of instructional services,. some coordination of resources, and

delivery of t1melyJ1nfonnation. Although the efforts spent in.these

. ~ ]

activities have not always met with expected success, adaptat1ohs made

i

. in the overall devglopmén% &nd delivery‘of services during the course
- of the year attest to the’?éspons1§eness of the Center staff tothe needs
of 1ts family farm chientele: ; '
) The Résource Center ;tdff_has accomplished a gneat deal in the
o area of sérv1ces delivery anhd materials production. Eoremost among the
2

accomplishments of the 'Resource Center staff are the number of contacts

. -
made,with family farmérs. Both through the 31 short courses’ offered

b

and the agron;m1st field visits, the Center staff averaged a monthly

‘ \\;céntact with approx1hate]¥ 60 family farmers in tﬂe Salinas/Watsonville
area. Simlarly, a greatvzea] of effort has gone into materials pro-
duCtiOn: A];Egy%h (pst‘of the materials produz;d ﬁave not yet been
piloted fo assess thair 13ve1 of utility, the Center staff has been very
active 1n the area of materials development. Noteworthy among the
Mater1a1%Jproducéd 15 the manual,"The Control of Strawberry Pests”
developed n co]labo?g}ion with otﬁér agencies 1n the are; concerned

. with family farmer 15sues. Likewise, the Resource Center staff has -,

placed a strong ehBhas15‘1n the production and development of radio

’ materials. In collaboration with KUBO, the Center 1s currently en-

gaged 1n the production of 120 master tapes (60 1n English and 60 in

w ; - .
® - ' . A 110

Q , ' \

El
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f‘ Spahish) for r‘adio broad.cast. An additional area of materials develop-, i
° I ment is the acquisition of__t\t]im]mcomputer for gfeneratmg cash/ﬂow '
» and budget planning. Some programs have been written for specific .
., crops such as strawberrids-and there are plans to develop others for .
® ' ché%‘ry tomatoes and simﬂ‘ar‘crops raised by famﬂ)'rdfar'mers in the
area.’ The acquisijdon and service provided by the minicomputer repre-_”
' -sent a.collaborative effort between the Resource Center, the Con- . -
Py "‘:‘."" federacidn, and the &?onege. In spite of these 'éccompljsrnnents, how-
) (—' \< ' ever, day-{;‘c‘J-day as well as long-range tasks have not:beén totally
' . b . - m‘tho'ut their share of problems. .
° * Problems obstructing the full attainment of some of the Resource

Center goals as with Kings River, stem figom both external and internal
constramtsr.. _ Externally, the \Center was obliged to deal with funding

. ’ /
® \ ‘& agencies, local agencies serving the family farmer, and the.College.
«

L el
Internal constraints have to do more with resources available and the
. -~ .
difficulti administeri rogram.
| ] cul 1;;~siml . inistering the(D gra ‘g
® The first’external difficulty relates to funding agencies. Funding

for the first year of the Resource Center/operation was made available
. from State CETA as well as from CWETA grants. _While CETA policies pre- . ¢
.'- . wsented 1ittle Mffic.ulty wi'.cl:rthe disburseme;fc of funds, {(.;HETA'S strict
po’[:.iciés and quidelines were a major and constant source of problems .
for tf:e Hartne]] Resource Center. Begause CHETA funds were intended
for some staff salaries, materials production, provision of short
"’ courses, and acquisition of materials gnd\equipment, these activities

weére closely monitored by the CWETA representative.
/

o . Sécond, the Hartnell Cet\ter was unable 0 meet CWETA's short <

course contractual obligations) CWETA required that short courses be -
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conducted 1n 40-hour blocks of eight hofirs per day, serve only heads
°’ . of/ household, meet at authorized locations, follow schedules set at
the time of proposa] subm1ss1on and so on. Altfough the Resource
Center director sought on many.occas10ns to-1nfonn the EDD offlze in
writing of the pdrficu]ar c1rcumstances surrounding services delivery
‘ to self-employed family farmers, these efforts were oftgg of no avail P
.as CWETA was unwtiling tg make any exc tions‘}o the program as stipul‘
® oo la{ed\ in the original propoéa]: B‘ec use farmers were often busy with
various aspects of ]and prepara£1o and crop production, course .
schedu]es often had to be modified and adapted to farmer needs, time
® " constraints, and the ]]ke. These mod1f1cat1ons were typically un-
acceptable to ihe EDD office. } ‘ -,
. T/hn'd, as an agency serving the agricultgral commumity, the Re-
® .. source Center was intends.;d to be fully institutionalized within the
- College *Structure. Aithough the College did provide an experimental
: ) piot for si}awberry production to the Center; hitgle facuity contact
® has occurred with the progr:am, facilities assigned have not been ade-
quatey-and scheduling requirements have made materials production and
Cours; planning d1ff1cu)t For examp]e: the College's lack of bi-
o ‘ .hngua‘] Spanish/English-speaking personnel and facilities'to producé
. \-r/ " materaal 1n Sp$n1sh Taused £he Resounfe C?ﬁier staff to contract out
most of the materials prohuced to businesses outside the €ollege.
¢ Similarly, the Center staff has felt that as a result of the agri:
‘ i cu]tucgiﬂstheddie around which .the, Center has had to work to best
serve the client pogbﬂation, the qu]egé requiréd too great a 1eag
® . time to pfoduce r?xost Anstructional material needed. Another example

v

of some difficulty 1in thé‘area pf C’onege éupport was the size and

“ , : L -
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¥ Jocation of the room 1n which th.:e Resource Center was housed. Located
in'the Technology Bullyng, the Resource Center'was assigned a small
room approx1mate].;r 12 x 15 feet. Although the F«}esourc? Center agrono- .
mst spends much of-ms time in the field, space for the three-member
staff and office equipment 15 severely restricted. Visitors from off- {

UrepresentatWes and farmess, cannot easily be

campus, 1ncliuding agency
accommodated 1i\the space altocated ior the Resource Cen}er. Reiated /
® to space has been the apparent necessity to place the CETA-
funded secretary with the Adm1n1strat;on of the Colilege. Having the
Secrébgg& jocated 1n another building has deprived the Resource Center
® of a person on site able to handle the ongoing clerical wqrk. Al-
though 1t 1s arguable wket;ér sufficient space exists in the Resourcé
_Fenter to accommodate a secretary, placing the secretary elsewhere has
® co?lsequences for a Cénter already~understaffed, given the scope of
act-vi¥i1es 1t has charted for 1tseif. Simi]ar}y, there is Tittle evi-
. ' i . —
dence that the College has made attempts to actively engage 1ts regular | '
® » faculty in the program. ‘The\CoHege dpes not appear to be t‘akmg’ad-
« vantage of the presence of the Centerf as a catalyst to 1nvolve the agri-

! ~

cultural faculty 1 addressing the fam 'y farm clientele as a spec1a1' ;

I3

population.

The Tast extérnal factor relates ?p the toord\natioq funct1oﬁﬁ' -

" of ltcél agencies'pertinént to™family farmers. Aithdugh the Resogres

Center at qulnell'has developed a series of dyadic re]ation;hips’with
severaltagefcies in the cmnnu;ity, it must begin to éstqb]ish a More

permanent committee structure to assist in the fulfi1iment of the Cen-

IS . - :
ter's contractual obligations® for coordigation. Such 2 committee woulid

nebd to facilitate the work of other agencies in the are?, coordinate

Jocgl resources available, work with public and private c’orllcerns to
* P ) s

[}
, ~ 1 - .
Q > .[J.ux . -
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avoid cqntrad1ctory information and %bHlication of services prov1ded to

® o farmers..As with Kings River, Hartnell is inevitably 1n compet1t1on -
with other agencies, like the Cooperative Extension Service, 1n pro-

viding services to potential client farmers, and may not be incdined

® to foster collaborative community activities n the service of family +°
. farme'rs
. _There were also several internal comstraints which affected the
® Resource Center's ab1hty|to fully ach1eVe its goals. The f1rst of

¢
. . '
these 15 related to the cha%ﬁstics of the client popu]atlon served.

)

Given the three types of small farmers addressed -- the English-speaking

® independent farmer ard the S'panish-speaking independent and cooperative

. farmer -- the Center staff reahzed that it had to replicatg its
activities because of the 11ngu1st1c and other charactemshcs of
L '"‘ these groups. To me;et the linguistic needs, for examp]_e‘ the Resource

Center has produced materials n both English and Spanish. In attempt-

3

ing to dea] ‘with the appropmate mix of 1ndependent and cooperative
" - Id _—
® farmers and in attempting fo bring them to one place for 1nstrucf:1on,

o however, T1ttle p#(ogressmas been made. As a result, the ResourCe

Center staff has been obhged to duplicate much of 1ts efforts, as it

-~ 3 L

® - must repeat similar instrgct1on§1 comtent to the different types of i
. k
clientelew: Because of the limited staff available and the need to

[\ . provide instructior to Span1sh-speak1’ng family far*megrs, the Center
4

¢ ] > .~ should continue to devme ways to bring together Jarger groups of
L Y
learners to minimize the time and energy required to serve similar
’ L)
. popu]ations i .

-

® A second internal constramt concerns the t1me\eeded 1n the

roduction of informational mategials. While a lTot of e has bgen

-p rl
N ’
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spent 1n materials production, and & large ameunt of fnaterials .

-

has been produced, the Resource Center has little evidence as to the

+

A
mmpact these materials have had on the target populat1on. Now that

-

the Center is engaging in evaluating 1ts own efforts in these areas,

. the staff w111 be 1n a better position to assess the effect1veness of

materials produced and services delivered.

A third internal constraint concerns radio programning. In spite
of the‘progress made 1n the area of radio programs, the Hartnell Cen-
ter must st111 resolve some problems before radio can be used more
éffect1ve]y. The first problem re]atés to the qu%llty of 1nd1v1duaﬁs
hired as radio specialists. Though 1t should be pointed out that the
individuals hired are very enthusiastic and indeed éuite capable of
mastering th?fr specialized éasks, none of them have much prior ex-
perience with,raduo prograrming. The Resource Center radio program-
meér 15°an agronomist by training and regards radio materials develop- .

ment as.an avocation. The level of expertise of tite two Jo1nt1y‘h1red'

staff members entrusted with the responsibility of producing 120 tapes

for the Resource Center is Tess impressive. Neither.individual has |
LY

had previous experience working either with radio or with family
farmers. Although KUBO has provided spme 40 hours of training in

various aspects of radio programming and broadcasting, few scripts 4f
y e
have yet been produced, Furthermmore, the Resource Center does not !

11

:have.isy clear knowledge of the listening audience with whom to

'assess the effectiveness of the radio program. It is expected that ™y

~
- -~

these and s/imﬂar 1ssues will soon be addressed once KUBO hf;!s)mre

-

experience on the air.
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WI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS : -

The overall purpoqe of the &va]uat1on of the Family' Farm Program

is,the 1dent1f1cat1on of the strengths, weaknesses, and effects of. the

-

program as it develops, which will permit improvement in program per-
formance and provide informatioq useful in determining the focus of

~
ongoing activities. To this end, the evaluation has gathered infor-

mation describing.the program, its {mnlementation: and the instjtu-
t1ona] and commun1ty s1tuat1ons within wh1c£ the program?funct1on; j/j
The emphasis has been gn identifyiny the forces Jr1th have shaped the
program and the ré§sons for the program's ability or inabi1ity to
function as envisioneg. . : : .

The scope of this first-year report covers activfties and eventg
of the different organizations which make up the overall Family Farm
Program. TB? program 1s-an umbrella structure comprised of four distinct
but interrelated organizations: the Fami]ylFarm Coyncil (FFC); the
Central Informatlon Service (CIS) located at the University ‘of California,

N

Yavis; Hartne]] Co]]ege Fam1]y Farm Resource Center; and Kings River

College Famﬂ}' Farm Resource Cg:nter. *

A. Family Farm Council °* .

4

The Council.is the organization most directly associated with

establishing general policies and guiﬁe1ines.as well as cénceptua]izing

the overall Family Farin Program structure. It 1s an unincorporated

" state-level coordinating coungil made up of representatives from approxi-

mate]y 15 public and private agencies that €und or onerate tra1n1ng

and technical assistance programs for sma]] scale farmers in the State




“of California: The purpose of the Councij is to support and proﬁote
the economic viability of family farms, ﬁo facilitate and cogrdinate‘
access to information and other resources, and to ;hvocage for family
farms. The CounC1] was)formed at a meeting held in Asilomar in April

'1979. S1nce that t1me it has he]d meetings every one to two months.

Overall, the Council has been an effecti® decision-making body.

{ts teadership, old and new, has sought consensus on most issues, and
except for some recent healthy dissent, rapport and mutual respest.
continue to characterize its membership. Hence, most bu51nes£ haé
been conducéed amicably and, f6r the most part, productively. This
is. especialTy the case with matters‘internal to the Council, which to_‘
date have occupied 1ts primary attent1on

The Counc1] has been a somewhat less effective po]1Cy-mak1ng
body. The Council's attention to po]1cy-mak1ng issues has 1ncreased

.w1*h txme, but such 1ssues have seldom been of primary concern. Much

of the act1on taken at meet1ngs on many of the po]1cy 1ssues related

to family farmers might be characterized as prudenf. It has qpt been
uncemmen for the Council to instruct its chairperson or executive

secretary to draft a letter to a targéted agency, for examp]ez rather
than to’engage in mere active lobbying or gooperative class action ~

o ®

with other agencies or groups.

Throughout 1980, the effect%ve conduct~of Council business,
whether i:terna] or policy oriented, appeared to be the result not
only of the leadership and genera\membership of the Council but of

the considerable organizational and administrative skill of the CETA

. &




‘ CETA,}eadership'chang?d, the individual a%signed to the Family, Farm '
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representative. }t was this individual, mgre than any other;, whe en-
sured continuity thnohgh taking and c¢ircutating migutes, arranging

‘meetings, and preparing anagen that -reflected not only the member-

ship syt anticipated areas in need 'nf attention. Although the CETA \
. g -~

representative in late }980 assumed less responsibility in these

capacities, much of the first-year success, including planning the .

Asilomar_meeting and running interference with CETA and CWETA, in- ///

evi}ab]y rested with that Individual's commitment and ability. When

Project was reassigned. The reasog for the reassignment was\never
N . v

made clear, but it apparenl]y was due to-the amount of time the person

" .

spent on the program. As this move coincided with the hiring of an -
> ! . . .
executive secrétary for the Council, many of the administratiye duties

pasgad’fs_him and now probably nccupy about 50 to 70 peréent of his time.
- }

Although the fact that the Cbunﬁi] exists, is funded, and kas con-

ducted business and made decisions for more than a year and a half -

~

attests to jts viability, there are 15sues which continue to pose

- diffitulties. Recently, the Council took altion on Several of these

issues. For example, it broadened the defimtion of 1ts clientele from

an emphasis on the Sp&nish speaking to all family farmers who haéé.
Timited opportunities because of resources or background. The Cbunci]
also addressed the issue of its o;n membership by Timiting the number
of indi;1dua1s oh th%=Copnci1 to 20, with a maximum of three each from

the State univérsity Sygtem, community colleges, community pr1vat€\

organizations, and the Umiversity of California. The remainder will

X
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come frc;m other organizations, with 'a maximum of three from an%sing]é
Py -« agency. Thi§ will enab]e-represéﬁtation from family farmers, repre- -

|
sentation that has been discussed often' among Council members. A final

-

N example of.Council action concerns the purpose and goals of the Counci},

PY which have a}so been revised after lengthy diséus;sion.

' There ar'_e other is3ues| however, that still need atténtion. Some
] - . 4" * .
’ say thaf if information-delivery is to be a centra]‘miision, it 15 not

clear why college 'courSes appear to be the dominant means af de]i‘very "

Il

adopted so far. They suggest that fam‘ﬂy farmers are inhibited by

e L -colleges as msutunons -and that col]eges a&-e too prone to offer
-y

]
. -~

® *.7 ™ courses that, are pedagogmcally or substantwe]y remote frém the famﬂy
farmper's interests and needs. Relative ‘to the colleges, there 1s con- .

fusion as to the role of the Council in establishing policy for the
[ Y

® Resource Centers. PerhaU say some, the Council should not make

F

Resource Center policy and therefore should pot be expected ‘to shape

"

e

the activities of any of the program\um ts, but simply provide an
® ' sppdftunity for individuals with sjrpiTar inf:e‘rests to occasionally
meet and share information. Others, however, given experienceg With
the two centers and the constraints under wh1ch they operate, suggest
o that the(Councﬂ shoﬁ]d take a more dynami ¢ and forceful role in
shaping Resource Ceénter policy, An apparently agr;eed upon but yet to
be implemented point of view is that the Resource Centers. should be

L mobile rather than stationary, thereby coordinating existing resources

;(ihe area rather than protecting -the \Iested interests of any given,
institution. .

‘. . Another issye concerns the Council's role in attending to agri-
cultural po]i}hat affecgs family farmers. Some Council members

° 121
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. . B .
¢ remain frustrated that the Council La;_j?t been able td/deal moﬁé.

-
effecti!p1y apd consistently with suciissues. *One expTanation, for-
¢

’ M -

the lack of focused attention on policy matters by most Council members

relates to the motives.underlying membershfb*iﬁ the Couréal. For

¥

many if not most Council members, the Council does no£~repﬂgsent a
cata]yst fof pol{fy analysis on change Instead, 1t represeéts an
opportun1ty to share knowledge of act1v1t1esw fostor frﬁendsh1p;, and ,
maint§1n=the status quo. This explanation for the Counc1) s-]acﬁ of
attepdion to‘polic; issues mékes sén;p when seen in relation to the

»

. " Council's internal affairs whicit cqgstituﬁé its mgjor preoccupation.
Such hogsekeeping acfivities are impof%bnt because many Council mem-
bers are dependent directly of¥indirectly on.CETA funding for e;ther
their employment or for the p}ograms that they participate in. Like-
wise, wembership in the Counci} providﬁ§ legitimacy to their employ-
mentf;nd activity. Thus, it 1s not surprising that the Council has not
been a major source of policy ideas as it struggies to keéB jtself and

" ity varioug components alive and functioniné. A period 6f tranquility,
security, ahd continuity/Qitl be needed if the Council js, to be able
to attend systematicaldy t9 policy issues. Even then it will be able
to'do so only if it can cFructure the Council's total activities into
fear priority areas and utilize both ad hot ‘commi ttees ‘and a‘ti ghtly
monitored agenda as part of its operations. . -

;/ ¢/ Another issué'qoncerns the role of the executive secretary, Whb
reports to the Council but is sa]anied by UC Cooperative Extension:
Because of the skiils of the secretary and the wjde acceptance and

‘

respect of the Council members that he enjoys,\te has been able to

P
deal with the potential conflicts that such a structure presents.

.
N -
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Nevertheless, it would be worthwhile ¢larify the Council's decisionw“

? making structure so that problems of autﬁfripy, responsibi1ity,tzﬁﬂ

‘ -

.

accountability can be avoéic.te:d. Questio;lg have also beep raised as to "‘.,
how the executive §ecyetafy %Pends his time. Some Council members
believe that he should not be"so }nvolvgd in assisting and monito;ing
.‘ the Resouncq_tenter componants and'ﬂé more attentive to policy issues.
* »

Although few would argue with such a positfon, there is a clear need

L
for someone to carry out administrative matters, especially in light

~

of the reqssignmeht of the CE%A represenEg;jve. At the séﬁe tame,
it is possiBle that the executive secretary has been overly attentive .
to such Council, admimistrative matters and needs to reassess his own
% priorities. N
Overall, what can be s;id abouf the Counci]’;,achievem;ht to

daEe relative to its stated purpose amd goals? As to supporting and

promo&ing the economic viability of family fg:BEKSr ad§ocating for

family farms, there ijﬁ%éFt]e evidgpce of much accomplishment. nge

of the reasoffs have already been mentioped, especially the status quo  »
,n;tives zf'many Council members. An additional reason resgs with CETA
and its leadership. At a time when continuity and stability Nére ;
needed in the Family Farm Program, froﬁ December 1980 to March 1981;
{EIA appeared to do little to support the .Council or its components. “
CETA's urban and.rural priorities were not clear, and CETA personnel
changes resu[ted.in the neglect of the compfex Fémi[y Farm Progﬁame a pro-
gram that was in need of nurturance, leadership, and subport. As CETA
puﬂ]éd'back and became less predictable, the Cohhci] had to assume

-

more housekeeping duties ard be concﬁéa;d about its own existence. ,

L] ' L

| _‘ Y

21‘ )
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N As a result, the Council's attention often turned away from its family .
Py 1 farm priorities to assessing its future survival.
‘ The Council has done much better with ¥ts third purpose, that
of facilitating and coorc-iinat.ing access to information and other re-
PY o sources. Through CIS and the two Resource Centers, the transmissibn
: ’/ "oF information during Council meetings, the relations created with s
new Resourge Centers such as that at the College of the Desert, the
e . publ ‘;ca on oxf a resource guide, an? so on, the Council appears to be
making/ considerable progress in the coordination of access to informa-
tion ‘and resources available to family farmers.
® - The problems discussed in this report must be resolved through
P ' strong leadership if the, I;ami]_y Farm Council is to remain a viable
organization. Leadership mu;t not only attend to the imterests of
Y its orembers and their respective organizations but must define and
“ assess Phe short- and long-range goals around which members can both
ra]-]_y and benefit. . \
L ] ’ ] - However, it should be recognized that there are no shortcuts
to creating a viable Council and there are few successful models
from which to learn. Because we carrét point to fo“rmu]asl for thé
® successful integration of separate agencie; into a coordinated effort,
. , the kjnd§ of difficulties experienced by the Council are not u:usuaL
What is needed more than anything at this point is the conﬁdejnce qu
® support of CETA to ensurd that the Council has an opportunity to assess )
N jts viability and cha¥t its progress.
M «
/
Py . .
- ”, . i J
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B. Central Isformation Service

The Central Information Service (CIS) is part of the Small Farm
Center located at the campus of the UmJJbrsity of California, Davis. v
(The Small Farm Center is the overall structure at the University
which houses CIS and the office of the executive secretary for the
Family Farm €ouncil.) Originally conceived as fhe central 1oc§téﬁn ?
for information about family farming, CIS is prima?ily responsible
for the acquisition, storage, and disseminatiorof information and
instructional mate;ia1s to the Resource Centers, Council member agen-
cies, and interested indig}dualsa These tasks are to be accomplished

by the CIS director and support staff of the Small Farm Center.

. Because of numerous delays beyond the coptrol‘of the p:ggram, CIS
has been functioning for only six months, or since February 1981. Dur-
ing tnis period several materials were prodqcedf’ A county-by-county
Family Farm Resource Guide, initiated under the auspices of th Ucct
Small Farm Center was published, and by June was disseminated. An auto-
mobile bumper §ticker with the message "Small Farms Make Sense" and a
flyer announcing the Small Farm Center were also produced. In July,
the first Small Farm Newsletter was published and disseminated. ﬁjna]]y,
thi?Centen‘attempted to respond\to requests for materials and deve10p7
ment from the field, principally from the two Resource Centers and - a
severaT UCCE farm advisers. Of all the materials produced by CIS, only
the Resource Guide represents a sub§tantive contribution. As indicated

above, it had been produced for the most part under the sponsorship of

the UCCE Program in Community Resource Deyelopment prior 3; the initiation

of CIS.
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The other activities of CIS were geared to more long-range out-

¥ e -

gomes. One of these ;oncerned the development of the clearinghouse
function, inf]uding the resource library. To this end, the director

of CIS spent a.considerabTe portion of his time introducing himself to
appropriate individua]sﬂnd@ntifying information networks, other
agencies, and computerized data-based systems for sources of informa-
tion rdlevant to family farmé;; Ere planning of information storage
.and retrieval systems was also J;dertaken. Likewise, CIS began the .
planning of a needs asségsment of fhe family farm clientele in Cali-
fornia.

Severa] problems have characterized ¥he Central Information Service
during the six months it has been funcbipning. Foremost among them is
the ambiguity reQZEding the mission Bf €IS and the meaning of such terms
as data bank, clear}nghouse, rgsource library, and so on. To date,
there remains confusion as to what structures, substanée, and process
can be expected when these resources are functioning and available.
Likewise, there‘\éma1ns confusion as to the extent and nature of CIS '
1nvo]vembnt in instructional materials deve]opmeht "and how CIS will
complement the work of Resource Centers. To’galg, CIS has not, responded
adgquéte]y to matgr{als development requests, gﬁe partly to the atten-
tion it has giveﬁnto other priorities and partly to a lack of budgetary
resources for materials development. .

Overall, Couﬁc1] members have hé]d too many expectations which CIS
has been unable to meetyin a six-month period. The resu]t has been
frustrat1qn for many of those involved. The director was left alone to
develop CIS and pursue his priorities within the overall Family Farm

Program design.. After five months, several Council members felt that

LY
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As part of ita direct services delivery, the Resource Center!offered
a Fota] of seven short courses to it§ family. farm t]1énte]e. Initially,
tp; Center began by prov1dmgi short glourse:s ;‘n accordance with CWETA
guidelines which stapulated tha;’classroom instruction should take place
at the College campus, with a minimum of 12 family farmers attending )
the 40-hour block of.trajning 1n gessions of eight hours each. Because
of the irregular nature of the“agmcu}ture schedule, however, attendance
did not always reach anticipated levels. Enrollments per course ranged

between 10 to 28 participants with an average attendance of 18 family

farmers per session.
L]

In addition to short course eontacts, the Center staff claims
that approximately 120 Spanish-speaking farmers were contacted on a
regular basis"by the agronomist component. Each of the three full-time

e
agroncmists made two routine visits a month_to 40 farmers in his.feo-
L]

graphical area. In addition to the regular visits, agronomists also
made visits 1n }esponse to requests rg;e1ved at the Resource Center.
Requests for agronomist services were primarily of an emergency nature, s
. farmers encountered pest and insect problems, plants did not look as
expected, or other similar difficulties arose. .
Indirect farmer contact was maintained principally through radio
and TV. The radio program was broddcast free of charge by two Spanish
language radio stations in Fresno .(KGST-AM and KXEX-FM) as a community
public service. Timé]y lnfoénation, specific topics, and general Re-
source Center announcements were aired weekdays at-6.30 A.M. The total

air time for .this broadcast took approximately five minutes. The live

interview pragram was broadcast for one-half hour every 15 days at

1100 P.H.  Television broadcast1hg was used only a couple of times
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As part of ita direct services delivery, the Resource Center'offered
a total of seven short courses to it§ fam1ly. farm ¢lientele. Initially,

- , * . 1 #
tg; Center began by providing short courses in accordance with CWETA
guidelines which stipulated that classroom instruction should take place
L4

at the College campus, with a minimum of 12 family farmers attending
the 40-hour block of,trajning in sessions of eight hours each. Because
of the 1irregular nature of the‘agrlculture schedule, however, attendance
did not always reach anticipated levels. Enrollments per course ranged

between 10 to 28 participants with an average attendance of 18 family

farmers per session.
L]

In addition to short course eontacts, the Center staff claims
that approximately 120 Spanish-speaking farmers were contacted on a
regular basis~by the agronomist component. Each of the three full-time

-
agronomists made two routine visits a month_to 40 farmers in his.feo-

graphical area. In addition to the regular visits, agronomists also
made visits in }esponse to requests rg;e1ved at the Resource Center.
Requests for agronomist services were primarily of an emergency nature;
. farmers encountered pest and i1nsect problems, plants did not look as
expected, or other similar difficulties arose. .
Indirect farmer contact was maintained principally through radio
and TV, The radio program was bro3dcast free of charge by two Spanish
language radio stations in Fresno.(KGST-AM and KXEX-FM) as a community
public service. Timely infoénat1on, specific topics, and general Re-
source Center announcements were aired weekdays at-6:30 A.M. The total

air time for .this broadcgst took approximately five minutes. Tbg live

interview program was broadcast for one-half hour every 15 days at

1:00 P.M. Television broadcasting was used only a couple of times
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and usually took the form of taped and live ntefyiews and slide pre- v

sentations Intervfews were either with Resource Center staff members
or with Spec1a115ts invited from other agencies in the area serv1ng§
fami]y'fanners. The question and answer session typically revolved
. around soec1fic topics of genmeral interest to the family farmer in the
area. The television programs were aired twice a month for haif an
hour each session. Their purpose was to/introduce the Resource Center
facilities to the television viewing audience and to announce future‘
short courses and other Center activities.
A1though the Kings River Family Farm Resource Center was able to

attain many of 1ts goals, efforts speqt in the achievement of set obe-

jectives were not always as fruitful as antic1;ated Problems ob- .
-structing the attainment of Resource Ceuter goals 1nc1ude difficulties
with CWETA funding, low attendance in short courses, poor relations

be-ween the Center and the College, lack of staff competency, and
poor deployment of staff. Other areas of concern include the lack .
of data collected on the effects of services delivered and the Co-
ordination of community agencies for the delivery of family farm

»

services.

. From the beginning the Resource Center was faced with CWETA
. funding delays. Negotiation of contracts be€twden CWETA and the
College was expetted to take place in the Spring of 1980c This ¢tru-
cial step in securing funding did not actually take place until ‘
September 1, 1980, several months behind schejule. As an example of
this initial delay; the Resource Center was late 1n hiring the radio

. programme;‘and the multimedia specialist and, consequently, materials

.
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deve]opmenf‘and pro&uction in these areas also suffered setbacks.

-
L]

While the radio programmer yas offiéially hired as soon as the %gntract
was signed, the media specialist did not begin*work until mid-Decefer -
1980. The local EDD office in charge of monitoring the Resource Cen-
ter's activities for CWETA was incessantly critical of the short

course program's inability to meet contractua] obligations. CHETA’s
complex guidelines required that short courses be coLducted in 40-~hour
blocks of eight hours per day, serve only family farmer heads of house-
hold, meet at authorized 1ocat12£2, fo]iow schedules set/at the time

of proposal submission, an& so on. While industrial and urban pro-

grams funded by the agency have apparently little difficulty meeting

this employment upgrading model specifica]]y'deSIgned for them, rural,

self-employed family farmers are only able to participate in flexible
programs which are designed around the agricultural schedule. In part
because of CWETA's requirement that courses be held for six to eight
hours per day, attendance at short courses ?ffered after January 1981
began to decCrease Steadily.‘ There weré other reasons for the decreas-
ing enro]lmen£ as well. First, start1ﬁg in January, faﬁqgr; were
busily 1nvolved with 1andupreparat10n and Other activities necessary
for spring planting. Some of éhe courses Scheduled for longer periods
of time often had to be modified and adapted to f;rmersL time con-
straints, a decision not favorably looked upon by the EDD office.
Second, the Resource Center, because of climatic and other condi-
tions, was not able to provide classroom anﬂ on-the-job training ac-

¢

cording to optimistic proposal estimates. Even in cases where the

130
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min;mum number of clientele in attendance was surp&ssed,bCHETA selec-
tion criteria often disqda11f1ed partisipants 6n the grounds that they
were not hopseho]d heads, there was more than one family membev/iq .
attendance, and so on. n

-
Third, withdrawal of Stlpendg was another reason given for low ]
course enrollment. Farmers relied upon this financial support to cover
some portioﬁ of transportation and other costs. The fact that farﬁérs
continued to attend short courses until late March, albeit 1n smaller
numbers, howeyer, suggests that participants were not simply attending
class with the intent;on of receiving stipends.
Fourth, saturation of services delivered and a multiplicity of

”

agencies serving the target population representlanother source of ex-
ternal factors affecting c]as; attendance. Recently, as a result of
special personnel hired by the uc Extension service, & certain amount
of cuplication of services has been.acknowledd@id. Not only are UC EX-
tension Spanish-speaking farm advisers providing technical assistanée
to Spanish-speaking family farmers in the area but, 1ncr$a51ng1y, ad-
visers have been organizing short courses fér the.client population.
hence, family farmers-m&x,wéfﬁ be saturated with similar services from
two different agencies which may be vying for the same Earget‘bopu]atioq.
A fifth element in explaining the lack of attendance in the short
courses relates to lack of knowledge of family farmers' needs. The Re-
;ource Center sté}f was generally recognize& for iFs agricultural know-
- ledge ;nd credentials, the considerable rapport it had with farmers,
+and the familiarity it had with the biophysical environment of the area.

In addition, the staff wes bilingual and famliar with the cultural

. values of the family farmers with whom 1t worked. When asked why the




’ . -126-
»

faﬁgers, who often promiséd the agronomists that they would enroll in

the short.courses, a1dn't do so0, the Center staff responded tha; n the

final ana1xsi§ it didn't know the farmers"™ needs or wants to the ex-

tent necessary. .
J Apart from course attendance, r§1atiens between the Center and
thé College is another problem that affected the Resource Center in

( the delivery of serwices. The-general College atti;ude toward the Re-
source Center aay best be characterized as passive acceptance rather

., than active support. As an agency serving the agricultural community,
for example, the Resource Cepter was gxpected to be fully institution-
alized as a part of the/to]]ege's Land Division, This 1nst1tutiqﬁa1i-
zation was concelved as a s'mhc process whereby both the Resource
Center and the College stfucture were to be brougnt into greater co-
ordination 1n the delivery of services to the fam]]y farmer 1n the area.
After 6ne year of existence next to the Land Depértment, howeyer, very
Tittle cg?munication occurre& between the Department and the ReSource.
Center. In effec{, the College failed to view the Center as a catalyst

“to making changes in the direction and commitment of the Land Division
'

LY

) and thé*College as a whole.

Scheduling, ef classroom and AV eguiprent, for example, appeered

to be the source of oné pf the greatest problems between the College
and the Resource Center. Because the College operates on a semester
schedu]é, coordinqtion and allocation of resources are planned approxi-
mately six mogihs in advance. Due lo the small scale oﬂﬁ?peratioﬁ in *
the Resource Center, CWETA gui&elines, and the flexible nature of the
agricultural season, however, the Centef tended to work best on short-

term scheédyling. The College personfiel insists that the Resource Center

v
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director was well aware of College services ayailable and the schedule
regulating ;heir use. .

A third area of coqf]1ct between the Center and the College was
the definition of the clientele tolbe‘se;éed by the Center. From the
very beginning of the progt:;m, the Resource Center dirgctor anticipated
reluctance on the part 6} the College in accepting a éZsource Center

principally serving Spanish-speaking femi]y farmers. Although the Re-

source Center apparently never turned away any family farmer seeking
t

servfce and assistance, init1ally 1ts basic orientation and language
of'clawnumcahon targeted the Spanish-speaking rather than the En&ish-
speaking family farmer.” . '

" The Ce_gter direct{or just1f$ his narrow focus in two ways.
First, the policy guidelines from both CWETA and the Council Specifiéd
the Spanish-speaking family farmer as the target grodp in greatest
rieed of assistance. Second, the Center director felt that Spanish~_
speaking family fan%ers represent the largest .ethnic group of small-
scale farmers in the area and those in greatest need of assistance. .
This ;rogrammatic emphasis was/interpretéd‘by the College as a case
of clear Q{Es Yoward only one ethnic éroup. Hence, these factors eon-
tributed to an early)attitude of reluctance on the part of the College
to‘act{;ély support the activities and function of the Resource Center.
The CWETA-supported College administrator apparently Yid little to

dispel this qpluctance. .
An additional problem was staff competency and deployment or the

level of expertise, experience, and use of in&ividua]s hired in the’

Center to fill the pgsitions of media and radio programmer. From

interviews conducted with key individuals as w1 as the analysis

LA
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of ma&er1als, 1t appears that the multimedia specialist was both in-
experienced and Tacked expertise in the area for which he¥as hired.
The radio prgﬁramﬁer: on the other hand,. had previous experience in
the dissemination of information through radio broadcasts. As a re-
sult of the many tasks expected of him, however, radio programmiﬁa%
activiéies were priﬂhr11y Timited to the delivery of timelx informa-
tion such as weather and -crop renorq§, market prices, and upcoming Re-
source Center activities and services.
In spite of these drawbacks, the limited Resource Center staff
has worked very héév to deliver services to its target population.
Rad1o programs apd short courses have been two activities into which
much effort h:s gonew Although there ha; been Tittle evaluation of the
impact of these services, the Center personnel feel that on the basis .
of 1nforma1'conversat1ons held with participants, the services are well
received by small farmers. If the Center continues to function, 1t is
adv1§;b1e that tHe staff place more emphasis on formally documenting
the approp;1ateness of 1ts materials and scripts and‘}he1r effect on
the farm péactice? of the target population for whom services are pro-
vided. Some documentation may be easily obtained, for example, by
asking participants a few brief questions about materials received or
the Course in wh1ch.they participated or by having agronomists make a
log of telephone inquiries or asking farmers during farm visits whether
there are Other areas in which services could be offered. ,
Finally, the Resource Center ?t Kings River has not dealt ade-
quately with its ffmctio:as a coordinator of other family farm re-

sources in the area.* The Center should seriously assess the prospects

for initiating a broadly based steering committee to assist in the -

r
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fulf1llment of the Center's cdntractua] obligations for coordination.
Such a comm1ttbz should open the Center and the College to fac111£a*
ting the work of other agencies in the area thap are or could be con-
cerned with family f;rm issues, -Likewise, such a committee could
assist in avoid1qg the duplication of services or the conflth with
services offered by others. '

« This coordjnat1on function has always been a major goal in the -
overall conceptualization of the FamilyFarm-Program. Whether Kings
Riyer or any community college has a sufficient vested interest in
integrating its own mission with that of other community agencies,
however, is problematic. This is especially apparent when, as in this
instance, such integration concerns the delivery of information through
courses which are the basis for‘a College's existence financially.
Because of this interest, the.College is inevitpﬁly n competifion -
wi=h other agencieg, 1i1ke UCCE, for'the enrollment Of\f potential

c11e:§ population, 4nd may not be inclined to Toster collaborative

community activit¥es in the service of family farmers.

-

D. Hartnell Family Farm Resource Center

The Family Farm Resource Center at Hartnell College in Salinas
was establishga_Qk coordinate and enhance the training, transmission
of informatiofi, and other services to family farmers in the Central
Coast area. ;n ﬁeeting these objectives, the Resource Center has used
different Strategies and methods to address its c]i;ntele. These
approaches include direct personal contact between the Center staff

and the family -farmers as well as more indirect channels of communi-

cation such as radio and printed media. Direct personal contacts

L
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ha&ﬂﬂoqcurred principally through the short courses offered, techrical”
assistance in the field, and farm visits by the Center staff.
In its first year of extstence, the Center provided a total of

’—\:\- , 0y
rses to itg fami*y farmer clientele. Of the total number

fered, three were specifically tailored to the 4

?f short courses
English-speaking family farmer, while 28 other courses were offered
to Spanish-speaking farmers. Courses offered to the English-speaking
family farmer haveﬁﬁgllgwed a seminar format and have focused on dif-’
ferent aspects of a topié, while those provided to the Sbanlsh-speak—
ing family farmer have tended to be field demonstratiops and hands-

o
on-instruction, and have emphasized basic subjects e identification

%
and application of fertilizers, quality control in picking and shipping
of crops, and alternative ma;keting strategies. Enroliment in these
courses ranged from 10 to 20 participants fler class with an avgrage

-

attendance of approximately 12 farmers per session.

) Agronomist field visits are the second method of maintaining
direct contact with the family farmer. In addition to field demonstra-
tions and‘shdrt course contacts, the two Resource Center agronomists
claim an average of 45 monthly contacts with farmers in the field.
Most of these ¥ield visifs were made in response to farmer requests
réceived at the Center in regard to emergencies farmers :ncountered
in the field. If, for example, a farmer noticeq that plants did not ’:>

Jook as well as expected or pests menaced Crops, he might Contact the

Center agronomists and request technical assistance.

Indirectly, farmer contacts were maintained primarily through

radio and printed materials. Dissemination of information through

radio emphasized the delivery qf timely information on crop prices,

+
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weather, pest problems, announcements of Center ‘activities, as well as

i . in-depth coverage of special \topics on machinery selection and mainten-

t - ”

ance, record keeping, quality co “6f produce, and the like. Two -
‘ Spani.sh-language ra‘dio stations in the area (KC?Y-AM and KRAY-FM)

o broadcast Center 1nformat1on tmce.daﬂy and five days_ a week free of

»
charge as a conmunity service: ﬁow that KUBO has gone on the a1r, the
Resource Center looks forward t¢ a fruitful joint venture in the.de- -
® velopment and broadcast of agricultural ihformation. KUB({ has

scheduled oneﬁ)ur of agricultural broadcast daily to cover a broad

range of topics relevant to the family farmer.

.'_ C. Printed\materiais in the form of flyers, leaflets, and manuals

have afso been used as a means of reaching the farmer with Afiformation.

- Hhiie flyers and leaflets have been used to announce upcoming Cente\ =

o.
&

activities, the insect manual for the control of strawberry pests was
' ' designed as reference material to assist farmers in diagnosing ’prob-

! lems encountered in the field as well as to suggest procedures in the ,

_‘ control of pests and diseases affecting strawberries./)’he first edi-
e tion of the -manual, published 1n January }981, consisted of 1,500 copies
‘ in English and 1,600 in Spanish. .To dat€; approximately 350 Spanishr __
' 4 . copi_es and ;50 Eng1ish copies have been distributed, primarily thr:u h \\
personal ‘contact. .o -

In Sp’i% of these,accorr{p]ishments{, however, thg HartneN Fam?
he

. +
¢ ° Farm Resoufce Center was faced with several problems which hinder

smogth functioning and prevented the attainment of some of the Center's

-

» : *+ goals.
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Problems obstructing the full attainment of some of the Resourge

Center goals as with Kings River, stem from both external and internal

e

constraints. Externally, the Center was obliged to deal with ?unding

agencies, focal agencies serving the family farmer, and the College.

. Internal constraints have to do more with resources available and the

difficulties in administering the program.

The first external dif%icu]ty relates to funding agencies. Fund-
ing for the fﬁr!k year of the Resource Center operation was made*
available from State CETA as.well as from CWETA grants. While CETA
‘polities presented 'nttle difficulty with the disbursement of funds,
CWETA's strict policies and gu1HE1ines were a major and constant source
of problems for the Hartnell Resource Genter. Because CWETA funds
were intended fer sehe staff salaries, materials production, pro-
¥1510n oﬁ.'port courses, and acquisition of materials and equipment,
these activities %ere c]ose]y monitored by the CWETA representative,

Second the Hartnell Center was unable to meet CWETA's short
course contractual obligations, CNETA required that short courses be
c0nducted in 40-hour blocks of eight hours per day, serve only heads
of household, meet at author?zed locations,. fo])ow schedules set at
the time of proposeI submission, and so on. Although the Resource
Center d1rector sought on many occas1ons to inform the EDD office 1n
writing of the part1cu]an—c1rcumstances surrounding serv12es delivery
to ;e]f—emp]oyed family farmers, these efforts were often of no avail
as Cwé}A was unwilling to make any exceptions to the program as stipu-

lated 1n the original proposal. Because farmers were often busy with p

{fﬁrian aspects of land preparation and crop proguction, course o
L] a a
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schedules often had to be modified and adapted to farmer needs, time

‘constraints, and the like. These modifications were typically un-

Third, as an agency serving the agricultural community, the Re-

acceptable to the EDD office.

s&urce Cénter was intended to @e fully institutionalized witpin~the.
College §tructure. Although£he College did p:ovide an experimental
plot for strawberry production to the Cepter, little faculty contact
has occurred with the, progrdm, facilities assigned have not been ade-
quate, and scheduling requirements have made materials production and
course planning difficult. For example, the College's lack of bi-
lingua} Spanish/English-speaking person;i;land facilities to produce
matefia] in Spanish caused the Resource Center staff to contract out
most of the materials produced to businesses outside the College.
Similarly, the Center staff has fe]t‘that as a result of the agni-
cultural schedule around which the Center has had to work to best
serve the client population, the College required too gréat a lead
time to_produce mo;t instructiggp] material nqédqd. Another example
of some difficulty in the area of College support was the size and
location of the room in which the Resource Center was housed. Lo-
cated in the Technology Bui{ding, the Resource Cgpter was assigneq a
small room approximately 12 x 15 feet. Although the Resource Center
agronomist spends much ¥ his time in the field, space for the three-

member staff and office equipment is severely restricted. Visitors .

from off-campus, including agency representatives and farmers, cannot

.easily be accommodated in the space allocated for the Resource Center.

Related to space has been the apparent necessity to,place the

CETA-funded secretary with the Administration of the College.
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Haviné the secretar§ located 1n another building has deprived the Re-
source Centé} of a person on site able to hcnd]e.the ongoing clerical
‘Qork. A]though it is arguable wﬁéther sufficieﬁt space exists in the
Resource Center to accommodate & secretary, placing the secretary else-
where has consequences for a Center already understaffed, given the
scope Of activities it has charted for i:}elf. Similarly, there is
little evidence that the Co]]eae has made attempts to actively en-
gage its Tegi}ar'faculty in the program. The College does not appear
to be taking advantage of the‘p}esence of the Centgr as a catalyst to

involve the agricultural faculty in addressing the family farm cli-

entele as a special population.

» L]

The last external factor relates to the coordination function
of 10ca1'agencies pertinené to family farmers. Although the Resource
Center at Ha;;nell ha§ devg]oped a series of dyaﬁic relationships with
several agencies in tae ceffunity, it must begin to establish a more
bermanent comittee structure to assist in the fulfiliment of the
Center's contractual ob]ibations for coordination. Such @ gomnittee
would need to faci]itafé}the g&?k of other agencies in the area, co-
ordinafﬁ%ﬁ&%a] fesourpes available, work with public and private con-
cerns to avoid c0ntr§dictory information and dup]icaqion of services
provided to farmers.] As :}fh Kihgs River, Hartnell is ine!ﬁtably in
competition with otﬁﬁr agencies, 1ike the Cooperative Extension Ser-

vice, in providing services to pOtentja] client‘farmers, and may not .

M * B
be inclined to foster collaborative community activities in the ser-

Vice of family farmers.
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There were also several i1nternal constraints which affected the \

Resource Center's ability to fully achieve 1ts'goqls. The first of
o

these 15 related to the characteristics of';he client population served.
Given thevthree types of small farmers addressed -- the English-speaking
.Pnd the Spanish-speaking independent and cooperative
farmer -- the Center staff realized that it had to replicate 1ts

independent farmer

actiyities because of the linguistic and otherwcharacteristics of

these groupsj' To meet the linguistic needs; for example,~-the Resou%cel
Center has produced Taf§r1a]s in both English and Spanish. In attempt-,
ing to deal with the appropriate mix of independent and cooperative
farmers and in attempting to bring them to one place for instruction,

however, little progress has been made. As a resd1t, the Resource

Center staff has been obliged to duplicate much of its efforts, as 1t

must repeat similar instructional content to the different types of §

clientele. -Because of the limited staff available and the need to
provide 1nstruction to Spanish-speaking family farmers, the Center
fhou]d continue to devise wgys to bring tggether larger groups of
1earners'to minimize £hg time and energyff;éhQred to serve.similar
populations.

A second internal constraint concerns the time needed in the
production of informational materials. yhi]e a lot of time has been
spent in materials production, and a large amount of materials has_‘
been produced, the Resource Center has ]ittie evidence as to the
impact these materials have had on the target population. Now that
the Center is engaging in evaluating its own efforts in these areas,

the staff will be 1n a better position to assess the effectiveness of

materials produced and services delivered.
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_A third internal constraint com:.erns: radio programming. In spite
of the progress made in the area of radlo programs, the Hartnell Cen-
ter must still reso]ve some proble{n?. before radlo can be used more -
. effectwe]y. The first ?:géﬂm’#élates to the quality of 1ndw1duaTs
0. ~—hired as radio specialists. Though it shou]d be pointed out that the
individuals t;ired are very enthusiastic and indeed quite capable of
mastering their spéciahzed tasks, none of them have much prior ex-
® perience with radio programming, The Resource Center radio program-

>

) . mer 1s:an agronomist by training and regards radio materials develop-
ment as an avocation. The level of expentise of the two Joxntl_y-hired
® ~ staff members entrusted with the r‘;ponmblhty of producing 120 tapes
for the Resource Center is less impressive. Neither'individual has

had previous experience working either with radio or with family

o farmers. Although KUBO has provided some 40 hours of training in
var:ious aspects of radio programing and broadcaszing, few scripts.
L/ ‘ have _;f{t been producgd. Furtljmore, the Resource Center does not -~

'® have any clear knowledge of the 1istening audience with whom to assess

. *
the effectiveness of the radio program. It 1s expected that these and

similar issues will soon be addressed once KUBO has more experience

¢ on the air.

E. A Final Observation .

The Family Farm Program has Charted a difficult, expgrimenta} |

course in prograrrmatic ar%s where fefy successfu] precedents exist.
/7 Other coordmatmg institutions like the Family Farm Council, for.
example, often falter" in their attempts at 1ntegrated deve]opment

because their members become cpmpehtwe, enthusiasm is 1ost in the

.a
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' face.of admimistrative and funding constraints,fleadershm wanes be- ¢
cause of key member turnoyer,.and so on. Its fragility as an nsti- -
. tution 15 often appare:nt as 1t seeks to keép its mission clear and 1ts
-~ strl:cture, membership, and process viable. These and other similar
characteristics apply to the Family Farm Council.
The i1nformation-generating and service dehveryﬁéﬁ'@onents-of 3
the\ Family Farm Program at UC Davis, Kings River, and Hartnell have .
also encountered d1‘ff1<:u]ties'1n achieving the;r: objectives. These
difficulties are numerous, rais®g questions that reLnge from whether
Colleges are the mos}; appropriate sites for ccordinating and deliver-
o ing famly farm services to wi.aether the direct and i1ndirect means of
delivery through courses and various media are those that are most
K r.leeded or viable given the status of the family farmer.
® Although 1t s necessary to contmue'to question the Efﬁcac_y
of the Family Farm Program, from its overall mission to 1ts Strate- ,
gies and m.ethods, it 15 also necessary to recognize that 1t 1s an
® experiment. As such, it 1s making. a contribution to the knowledge
of both famly favming and to the process of planned social change.
In both instances, the state of the art is inits infancy, not only . a
¢ A | in California but worldwide, Beéause we cannot point to formulae
for success 1n most programs that involve human service delaivery, we -

must be satisfied with making small but consistent progres$. The

® Family Fawm Program is making such incremental advances in the face R

» . .

of complex realities and must have more time to assess 1ts viabilaty. .

%
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