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PREFACE

CO
This extension home economics survey was done to obtain information on the

CV effects of the extension home economics program in relation to audiences reached,
.4- teaching methods, participation and leadership development, educational emphasis,

CD
and value of subject matter to families and future educational needs.

CI This is Part I of a two part report of the survey. It contains a description of
Ll..1 the survey, objectives, and procedure, and an interpretation of the findings in terms

of the first three objectives of the survey concerning groups or audiences which have
been reached with extension home economics information, including a description of
the characteristics of the homemaker club membership, methods which had been used
to reach audiences, and participation and leadership development.

Part II, which is planned for printing as a separate publication, will contain
a description of the educational subject matter emphasized, information and learning
received, value of information and learnings to homemakers and their families, and
future information desired by families.

Both Part I and Part II of this study contain statements of implication relative
to the findings of this survey and suggest future extension home economics program
directions.

This study contains reliable data which should be of value to extension personnel
and leaders as:

1. A directional guide to extension home economics when planning programs
and educational services to meet the needs of individuals and families
more effectively.

2. Information and data for reports, speeches, or conferences with such groups
as other Extension agents and specialists (including new agents); area
directions; committees and councils (such as the extension council, 4-H
club council, homemaker council, etc.); other agency, business, com-
munity, or special interest groups; and general publics by mass media
methods (newspapers, radio and T. V.).

3. Information for extension staff reports and plans of work.
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INFLUENCES OF THE KENTUCKY

COOPERATIVE EXTENSION HOME ECONOMICS PROGRAM:

AUDIENCES, METHODS, LEADERSHIP, AND PARTICIPATION

In 1965 the Kentucky Cooperative Extension Service launched a reorganization
plan to re-group Kentucky counties into related units of 7 to 14 counties each, with
provisions for specialization of extension personnel stationed within each geographic
extension area of the state.

During the process of developing home economics extension programs in the
newly organized areas an urgent need arose for data to be used in identifying the needs
of the people residing in each area.

More than half a century had passed since extension home economics became a
part of the Cooperative Extension Service of the University of Kentucky College of
Agriculture. Home economics objectives of the early nineteen hundreds had been
broadened in scope and expanded many times to help families and individuals meet new
problems resulting from a rapidly changing environment and society; however, there
had not been a major state-wide study of the extension home economics clientele
relative to extension programming and its effectiveness and future clientele needs.

Leaders of the Kentucky Extension Homemakers Association proposed that a
study be made to determine the effectiveness and influences of the extension home eco-
nomics program as it had been conducted in the past. The study was to provide
information of value in developing future extension home economics programs and in
giving direction to effective area extension programs to best meet the needs of families
and individuals.

In 1966-67 a statewide survey was made. Data were collected to enable
extension personnel and lay leaders to understand better who had been reached with
the extension home economics program, how those reached had been influenced by the
program, who should be reached in the future, and the home economics subject matter
desired by the clientele or potential clientele.

OBJECTIVES OF THE SURVEY

The objectives of the extension home economics survey were to evaluate the
influence of the past extension home economics program upon participants and to
provide information and data which would enable extension personnel and lay leaders to
develop a better understanding of:

A. Groups or audiences that have been reached with extension home economics
information;

B. Methods through which audiences are reached;

C. Leadership development, membership and participation;

D. Educational information and service(s) taught through Cooperative Extension
and received by persons reached;
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E. Groups and clientele that need to be reached in the future by the extension
home economics program; and

F. How regularly reached extension clientele (homemaker club members)
differ from clientele reached infrequently or not at all (not members of
homemaker clubs).

PROCEDURE

Designing the Study

The instruments and research methods for collecting data to meet the objectives
of the survey were planned and designed by a state committee, representati7e of all
program areas (agriculture, home economics, 4 -H youth, and development) of the
Cooperative Extension Service and of the Kentucky Extension Homemaker Association
and the Kentucky Home Economics Extension Agents Association. Other resource
persons who assisted in designing the survey included the state home economics
extension specialists and persons responsible for research in the University of
Kentucky's Sociology Department, Home Economics Education Department, and Co-
operative Extension Training Office, plus a Federal Extension specialist in evaluation.

Sample and Data Collecting

The survey data were obtained by (1) personal interview and (2) mailed
questionnaires.

Personal Interviews

Data were collected by personal interview from a 5-percent stratified random
sample of the more than 26, 000 active homemaker club members in the state and an
equal number of nonmembers. The nonmembers selected for interview were women
who had characteristics and interests like the members and lived in the same areas.
They served as a control group in the study, to aid in determining what effects might
be attributed to the home economics Extension program.

Area and county home economics program chairmen and leaders were trained
as interviewers. They administered a pretested interview schedule during home visits
to the sample of women selected. After the interviews were completed, it was dis-
covered that almost a fourth of the nonmembers interviewed had been homemaker club
members at some time in the past. These were tabulated separately as former ("had
been") members, on the assumption that they retained some effects of having been
members and would probably be more like members than nonmembers.

Personal interview data were obtained from a total of 2,574 women (1, 310
homemaker club members, 949 nonmembers, and 315) who had been members at
some time in the past but were not members at the time of the survey.

Mailed Questionnaires for Home Economics Extension Agents

Data were collected for counties with an organized homemakers program by
means of a mail questionnaire to a home economics Extension agent in each of the 116
counties with the program. Responses were received from 113 of these counties.

8
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Statistical Analysis

The data obtained by personal interviews were punched on IBM cards and
programmed on a two-way frequency table according to number and percentage of
responses on each question, separately for the three groups: members, nonmembers,
and former members. The same tables were also prepared for each of the 14
Extension areas of the state.

TARGET GROUPS OR AUDIENCES REACHED

Extension home economics agents in 113 counties listed 43 different target
audiences, including both Extension and Non-Extension organizations and groups,
which had received home economics information through a program specifically
designed to meet the needs and interests of that particular audience. "Target audience
reached" was defined as those receiving a program or information specifically designed
to meet the needs and interests of the particular individual or group.

The 12 target audiences encompassing the largest numbers of persons reached
with the home economics program in 1965 are listed in Table 1, together with the
proportion of the clientele of thp various Extension areas that were in each target
audience.

State-wide Audiences

Of the total number of different persons reached in 1965 in Kentucky in groups
and personal contacts, homemaker club programs accounted for one-third, 4-H club
programs accounted for one-fourth, and programs designed specifically for low-
income families accounted for one-tenth of all persons reached.

No other target audience programs accounted for as much as 5 percent of the
total, but all of the others combined accounted for about one-third. Those counted as
reached through the various target audience programs do not include persons reached
only by mass media (radio, television, newspapers), displays and exhibits, bulletins,
or other educational materials and literature, without a meeting or personal contact.
The mass media or impersonal methods by which people were reached are discussed
later in the report.

Both the study the annual reports from the various Extension areas indicate
that large numbers of persong other than homemaker club members are reached by
homemaker club leaders and members. In fact, about three nonmembers are reached
for every member. The study showed a total of 114, 164 different people reached
through groups and personal contacts with the program designed for homemaker clubs,
while the 1634 clubs in the state (as of December 1, 1965) had 27, 016 members.
Similarly, the homemaker club membership report for 1967, compiled from Extension
agents' reports, showed (as of December 31, 1967) 1, 613 clubs with 28, 069 members
but that 5,321 different groups and 122, 069 adults and youth had been reached with the
program, not including those reached by mass media and other impersonal means.

Area Audiences

The pattern of persons reached as target audiences in each of the Extension
areas was similar to that of the state as a whole with some important exceptions.
There was a wide range in the proportion of the total audience reached through the
homemaker club program, varying from less than one-tenth of all persons reached in
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the Northeast Kentucky areal/ to more than half of all persons reached in the Wilder-
ness Trail and Purchase areas. The percentage ranged from 23 to 40 percent in most
areas. In the Lake Cumberland, Fort Harrod, Bluegrass, and Mammoth Cave areas
about one-tnird were reached by the program, and in the Pennyrile, Green River,
Lincoln Trail, Louisville, Northern Kentucky, Licking River, and Quicksand areas,
about one-fourth.

The percentage of persons reached by the, 4-H program in home economics
ranged from about one-fifth of all persons reached in the Quicksand, Purchase, Fort
Harrod, Wilderness Trail, Mammoth Cave, and Pennyrile areas to more than half of
all persons reached in the Northeast Area!! and slightly fewer than half in Northern
Kentucky. In the other areas the percentage ranged between one-fourth and one-third
of all persons reached.

There was a wide range among areas in the percentage of persons reached by
the program directed to low income families, ranging from more than one-third of all
persons reached in the Quicksand Area and about one-fourth in the Fort Harrod Area
to fewer than one-twentieth in the Lake Cumberland, Northeast, Pennyrile, and
Mammoth Cave areas. The percentage ranged for other areas of the state from 6
percent to 14 percent.

Since there is a high percentage of low income families in the Quicksand Area
it is not surprising that a large number of them were reached with the home economics
program directed to low income families; however, in other East Kentucky areas with
a high percentage of low income families, the proportion of the audience reached
through special programs for low income people was much smaller than in the Quick-
sand Area.

Areas varied considerably in regard to other audiences. Certain audiences
received relatively greater emphasis in some areas than in others; for example,
young adults, brides, and young parents were a larger proportion of the total audience
in Lincoln Trail than in any other area; employed women received emphasis in Lake
Cumberland; home industry and craft workers were relatively most important in
Green River; Federated Women's Club members were more important in the North-
east than elsewhere; members of community development organizations were reached
relatively most often in Mammoth Cave and Lincoln Trail areas; church groups
received most emphasis in Green River and Northern Kentucky, and P. T. A. and
school-related groups in Quicksand and Mammoth Cave area. Families and individuals
with special problems were reached relatively more in the Licking River and Purchase
areas, while special interest group members and other audiences received more
emphasis in the Pennyrile than in any other area.

CHARACTERISTICS OF EXTENSION HOME ECONOMICS AUDIENCES:
THE HOMEMAKEll CLUB MEMBERS

Traditionally the homemaker club has been organized through the Extension
home economics program. Extension agents have taught and trained the leaders of

1JNo data on target audiences were available from Boyd county, which had the largest number of home-
maker club members and one of the largest populations of any county in the area. This affects the percentage
distribution of persons reached in the Northeast area.

2/No data were available from Boyd county, one of the populus counties of the area. This affects the
percentage distribution of persons reached in the Northeast Area .
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this organization. Homemaker club members have been reached in greater numbers
and depth and over a longer period of years than any other extension home economics
audience in the state. This study identifies the homemaker club members as the
largest audience of Extension home economics.

Characteristics of homemaker club members are discussed in the following
paragraphs for the purpose of promoting a better understanding of the members and
their needs, and the implications to the extension home economics program of the
future.

In Tables 2, 3, and 4, homemaker club members are compared with all women
of Kentucky on selected characterisics.

Place of Residencei/

Statewide Comparison

As illustrated in Figure 1, an almost identical percentage of homemaker club
members (45 percent) and of residents of the state (45 percent) were urban, but the
distribution C14. rural homemaker club members varied from that of the state population.
The percentage of rural-farm homemaker club members (33 percent) was much larger
than the proportion of the state population that is rural-farm (18 percent), while the
percentage of rural-nonfarm homemaker club members (22 percent) was small in
comparison to the rural-nonfarm population distribution (38 percent). Thus the rural-
farm women are the most adequately reached through homemaker club membership
and the rural-nonfarm women the least adequately, while urban women are being
reached in proportion to the percentage of urban residents in Kentucky's population.

This suggests a time lag in reaching the different groups through membership
in the Homemaker Clubs. Since 1920 the proportion of Kentucky's population that is
rural-farm has decreased by two-thirds (from 54 percent to 18 percent of the total)
and the rural-nonfarm and urban proportions have each increased by almost 50 percent
to 47 and 42 percent, respectively.?/

Area Comparison

When the percentage of homemaker club members and the total population of
each area was compared by place of residence there were variations from that of the
statewide comparison.

1/Residence was defined as:

Urban, Rural-Farm and Rural-Nonfarm - according to the U.S. Census:

Urban-Residents of towns or cities of 2500 or more, including the suburban areas of cities.
Rural-Farm-All persons living in rural territory on places of 10 or more acres from which

sales of farm products amounted to $50 or more or on places of less than 10 acres
which sales, or expected sales, of farm products amounted to $250 or more.

Rural-Nonfarm-The remainig rural residents who do not live on farms of either of the above
specifications, or persons who live in rural areas and pay cash rent for house and yard
only, or who live in group quarters on institutional grounds, summer camps or motels.

21The U.S. Census (1960).
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Homemaker Club Members Population of Kentucky

Fig. 1 . -- Distribution of Homemaker Club Members and the Population of Kentucky, by Place of Residence
(No response was received from 0.4 percent of the homemaker club members; this accounts for a total of
less than 100 percent in the above chart. )

The largest percentages of both homemaker club members and of total popula-
tion were urban residents in the Green River, Louisville, North Kentucky, Fort Harrod,
and Bluegrass areas (Table 2). The largest percentage of homemaker club members
were also urban in the Pennyrile, Northeast and Wilderness Trail areas, and equal to
the rural farm population in the Licking River area, but the largest percentage of all
people of those areas were rural-nonfarm.

The largest percentage of both homemaker club members and of all people of
the Quicksand area were rural-nonfarm; however, this was not true for the Purchase,
Lincoln Trail, and Licking River areas where the largest or one of the largest
percentages of homemaker club members were rural-farm and the largest percentage
of all women were rural-nonfarm.

Table 2.- Percentage Distribution of Homemaker Club Members and of All Kentucky People. by Residence 1

State and Areas

RESIDENCE

Urban
Rural
Nonfarm

Rural
Farm Total

All
People

Homemaker
Members

All
People

Homemaker
Members

All
People

Homemaker
Members

All
People

Homemaker
Members*

Kentucky 44.5 44.6 37.5 21.9 18.0 33.1 100.0 99.6

1. Purchase 38.8 27.0 40.8 32.5 20.4 38.9 100.0 98.4
2. .)ennyrile 28.6 42.9 51.2 20.9 20.2 36.9 100.0 100.0
3. Green River 40.5 40.2 40.0 25.0 19.5 33.0 100.0 98.2
4. Mammoth Cave 31.0 41.4 26.3 11.8 42.7 46.8 100.0 100.0
5. Lake Cumberland 14.2 19.1 41.7 41.2 44.1 39.7 100.0 100.0
6. Lincoln Trail 14.4 33.7 56.2 21.7 29.4 44.4 100.0 100.0
7. Louisville 80.1 52.4 15.7 28.6 4.2 19.0 100.0 100.0
8. North Kentucky 68.9 58.3 21.4 14.8 9.7 26.9 100.0 100.0
9. Fort Harrod 39.8 44.8 32.3 17.6 27.9 37.9 100.0 100.0

10. Bluegrass 62.4 64.7 21.4 5.4 16.2 29.9 100.0 100.0
11. Licking River 17.5 39.0 43.4 22.0 39.1 39.0 100.0 100.0
12. Northeast Ky. 22.1 53.7 66.0 33.3 11.9 13.0 100.0 100.0
13. Quicksand 7.2 25.0 78.2 62.5 14.6 12.5 100.0 100.0
14. Wilderness Trail 22.3 41.0 60.9 25.6 16.8 30.8 100.0 97.4
1. U. S. Census 1960.
*Some percentages do not add to 100% because some items did not obtain 100 ; response.
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The largest percentage of both homemaker club members and of all people of
the Mammoth Cave area was rural-farm; the largest percentage of homemaker club
members in the Lake Cumberland area were rural-nonfarm while the largest percentage
of all people of the area were rural-farm.

The tendency was for the percentage of both urban and rural farm homemaker
club members to be larger than the percentage of the urban and rural farm population
of the area, and for the percentage of rural-nonfarm homemakers to be lower than the
rural-nonfarm population of the area.

Among the areas there was a wide range in percentage distribution of the
homemaker club members and of the total area population by place of residence. For
example, in the Louisville area 80 percent of the population was urban but only 52
percent of the homemaker club members were urban, while in the Northeast area only
22 percent of the population was urban but 54 percent of the homemaker club members
were urban. In the Quicksand area the proportion of club members who were urban
was almost four times the urban proportion of the total population, and in the Louisville
area the proportion of urban club members was only about two-thirds as much as the
urban proportion of the total population of the area.

Age

Statewide Comparison of Kentucky Homemaker Club Members with All Women

The age distribution of homemaker club members and of all women in the state
as compared in Table 3 indicated that about three-fourths of both the homemaker club
membership and of all Kentucky women were between 25 and 64 years of age. How-
ever, the homemaker club tends to reach a higher percentage of the older than of the
younger women (Figure 2). Less than a third (32 percent) of the women of Kentucky
were ages 45-64, yet 42 percent of the homemaker club members were of that age.
On the other hand about two-fifths (41 percent) of the women of the state were 25-44
years of age, but slightly more than a third (37 percent) of the homemaker club
members were of that age. The percentage of women aged 65 and above was almost
identical to the state (17 percent) and in the homemaker clubs (16 percent).

Homemaker Club Members

16.2%
65 yrs.
and
above

42%
Ages 45-64
Years

4% Under
25 Yrs.

37%
Ages
25-44
Years

All Women of Kentucky

16.9%
65 Yrs.
and above

10.2%
Under

25
yrs.

32.1%
Ages
45-64

Years

40.8%
Ages
25-44
Yrs.

Fig. 2.-- Percentage Distribution of Homemaker Club Members and All Women of Kentucky, by Age
(No response was received from 0.8 percent of the homemaker club members; this accounts for a total
of less than 100 percent in the above chart.)
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The smallest percentage of homemaker club members (4 percent) were under
25 years of age, while the smallest percentage of women in the state (10 percent)
were also in this age group. It should be noted however, that many women of this age
are unmarried and are in college or are employed full time, while the homemaker's
club is generally considered to be an organization for the homemaker, traditionally
the married woman.

Area Comparisons of Homemaker Club Members with all Women

The comparative age distribution of homemaker club members and of all women
was similar in each area to that of the state (Table 3). About three-fourths both of the
homemaker club members and of all women of the areas were between 25 and 64 years
of age; however, there was a larger percentage of older women in the homemaker club
membership than in the population in most areas. In most areas the highest percentage
of homemaker club members were aged 45 to 64 years. Exceptions were Green River,
Lake Cumberland, Lincoln Trail, Bluegrass, and Wilderness Trail, where the largest
percentage both of homemaker club members and of all women of the area were aged
25 to 44. In each of these areas except Lincoln Trail the percentage of homemaker
club members ages 25 to 44 exceeded the percentage of all women of the area who were
of that age. The second highest percentage in each of these five areas was of those
aged 45-64 years.

Each area, except Green River and Wilderness Trail, had a higher percentage
of homemaker club members aged 45 and above than the percentage of women 45 and
above in the total population of the area.

There was a larger percentage of homemaker club members who were 65 years
old or above than the percentage of women 65 or above in the Pennyrile, Green River,
Lake Cumberland, Lincoln Trail, Fort Harrod, Licking River, and the Quicksand
areas; however, the percentages of club members and of all women in the area who
were in this age group were closer together in most areas than was true of any other
age group.

In each area the percentage of club members under 25 was smaller than the
percentage of the total population in this group. However, the variation between areas
was great, ranging from one area with 11 percent of its population under 25 but with
no club members in this age group, to some areas where the proportion of club members
under 25 was about three-fourths that of the proportion of all area women in this age
group.

In proportion to the age of the area population, the Green River, Mammoth Cave,
and North Krmtucky areas had a larger percentage of homemaker club members under
25 years of age than any of the other areas, while the Purchase, Lake Cumberland,
Lincoln Trail, Louisville, Fort Harrod, Bluegrass, Northeast, and Quicksand areas
had the smallest percentage of club members compared to the proportion in the area
population.

The separate analyst 3 by age and place of residence have shown that the rural-
nonfarm families and the young homemakers were least reached by the homemaker
club programs. Actually these are somewhat the same group, since the median age
(25.0 years) of rural-nonfarm women is about six years younger than that of either the
rural-farm (31.6 years) or the urban (30.8 years) women.
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Educational Level

Women with the lowest education were the least likely to be homemaker club
members (Table 4 and Figure 3).

Statewide Comparison of Kentucky Homemaker Club Members with All Women
Only 2 percent of the state's Homemaker Club membership had 6th grade edu-

cation or less, but 21 percent of all women in the state had this level of education.
Persons with very low educational levels also tend to have very low income levels.
Thus it is apparent that low income groups are greatly underrepresented in the club
membership.

The educational level of slightly more than a fourth (28 percent) of the home-.
maker club members was between 6th grade and high school completion, while almost
half (49 percent) of the women in Kentucky had this level of education. Thus this group
was also considerably underrepresented in the club membership.

Homemaker Club Members

2.1% - 6th
grade or less

21.7%
Some col.
less than
college
graduat

7.3%
college

grad or
more

39.6%
High School

Graduate
No College

28.2%
more tha
6th grade
education -
less than
High School

graduate

All Women of Kentucky

20.7%
6th Grade

0).

or6.8%
Some col.
less than a

or less
educa-

tion
PP

19.1% - High
School
graduate
no col.

49.4%
more than

6th grade -
less than high

school graduate

Fig. 3.-- Percentage Distribution of Homemaker Club Members and of All Women of Kentucky, by
Educational Level

(No response was received from 0.7 percent of the homemaker club members; this accounts for a total
of less than 100 percent in the above chart.)

Two-fifths (40 percent) of th homemaker club members were high school
graduates but had not attended college, compared to less than one-fifth (19 percent) of
all women in Kentucky who were at this level. More than a fifth (21 percent) of the
homemaker club members had attended college but did not graduate, while only 7
percent of all Kentucky women were at this educational levet. Proportionately the
club membership included almost twice as many college graduates as the general
population (7 percent compared to 4 percent).

If we compare the percentages of high school graduates and non-high school
graduates in the club membership and among all women of the state, the proportions
are almost exactly reversedabout two-thirds (68 percent) of the club members have
at least a high school education and one third have less, while less than a third (30
percent) of all women are high school graduates and over two-thirds (70 percent) have
not gone that far in school. The median educational level for homemaker club
members was 12 years while the median educational level for all women in Kentucky
was 8.8 years.
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Thus on whatever measures one makes the comparison, the poorly educated
women are underrepresented in the membership and the better educated are over-
represented.

Area Comparisons of Homemaker Club Members with All Women

A comparison of homemaker club members and all the women of each area
showed that the percentage of homemaker club members who had completed high school
or gone beyond ranged from one-and-a-half to five times the corresponding percentage
for all women of the area. In eight of the fourteen areas more than twice as high a
proportion of the club members as of all women had a high school education or better.

More than three-fifths of the homemaker club members in eleven areas
(Purchase, Pennyrile, Green River, Mammoth Cave, Louisville, North Kentucky,
Fort Harrod, Bluegrass, Licking River, Northeast Kentucky, and Wilderness Trail);
more than one-half in two areas (Lake Cumberland, and Lincoln Trail); and about
one-third in the other area (Quicksand) were high school graduates or more. On the
other hand, less than a third of all women in twelve areas (Purchase, Pennyrile, Green
River, Mammoth Cave, Lake Cumberland, Lincoln Trail, North Kentucky, Fort Harrod,
Licking River, Northeast Kentucky, Quicksand, and Wilderness Trail) and less than
two-fifths in the other two areas (Louisville and Bluegrass) were high school graduates
or more, (Table 4).

Quicksand was the only area where the largest percentage of homemaker club
members had less than a high school education. The educational level of all women in
the Quicksand area was also the lowest in the state. Almost nine - tenths (87 percent)
of all women of the area and two-thirds (63 percent) of the homemaker club members
had less than a high school education. However, one other area, Lake Cumberland,
had nearly as high a proportion of all women (84 percent) who had not finished high
school but a considerably smaller proportion (49 percent) of the club members at this
level.

Areas with the highest educational level were the Bluegrass and Louisville
areas, where more than a third of all women and four-fifths of the homemaker club
members were high school graduates or more. In the Wilderness Trail area more
than four-fifths of the homemaker club members were high school graduates but fewer
than a fifth of all women of the area had this level of education.

A comparison of areas as to which had the highest percentage of homemaker
club members at the extreme low and the extreme high educational levels showed the
highest percentage of homemaker club members with 6th grade education or less to be
in the Quicksand, Purchase, and Licking River areas. Areas with the highest
percentage of members who were college graduates or above were Licking River,
Quicksand, Wilderness Trail, Bluegrass, and Northeast Kentucky.

Areas with the highest percentage of members who had finished more than six
grades but had not graduated from high school were Quicksand, Lake Cumberland,
Northeast, Lincoln Trail, Purchase, and Pennyrile.

The median educational level of the club members in the state was 12.0 and
that of all women was 8.8 years of schooling completed. The comparative medians
were similar in most areas, except for Quicksand, where the club members median
was 7.9 while the median for all women of the area was 3.0 years.
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The greatest spread between the median for club members and for all women
was in the Lake Cumberland and Wilderness Trail areas, where the median for all
women in each area was 8.0 years and the club members median was 12.0 years.

Children

Homemaker club members were classified according to the school level of
their dependent children, if any (Table 5).

Table 5.- Percentage* of Homemaker Club Members in Each Extension Area Who
Had Children at Each School Level

State
and

Areas
Preschool Elementary High

School
College

No
Dependent
Children

State 17.5 28.4 18.2 10.1 43.5

1. Purchase 15.9 28.6 15.9 7.1 46.8
2. Pennyrile 15.4 20.9 11.0 12.1 50,5
3. Green River 17.9 28.7 18.8 11.6 51.8
4. Mammoth Cave 15.3 30.6 9.9 7.2 51.4
5. Lincoln Trail 21.8 31.6 16.3 9.8 39.1
6. Louisville 19.1 34.0 25.2 9.5 29.9
7. Fort Harrod 11.8 22.4 14.1 13.0 34.1
8. Bluegrass 15.7 35.2 21.1 10.8 40. 2
9. Lake Cumberland 20.6 25.1 19.1 13.2 50.0

10. North Kentucky 19.5 26.0 21.3 9.2 35.2
11. Quicksand 12.5 12.6 25.1 12.5 62.5
12. Licking River 16.9 15.6 14.3 9.1 45.5
13. Northeast Ky. 20.4 16.0 16.0 1.1 51.9
14. Wilderness Trail 30.8 36.0 20.5 5.1 56.4

*Percentages do not add to 100 percent because some had children in more than one
level and were counted more than once. A very few club members (0.3 percent) had
children of school age who were not in school and a few (1. 7 percent) had children
above school age and not in school but financially dependent on the family, these are
not reflected in the table.

Homemaker Club Members with Children at Certain Grade Levels:

About 3 in 7 homemaker members (44 percent) had no dependent children,1/10
percent had children in college, 18 percent had one or more in high school, 28 percent
had children in the elementary grades, and 18 percent had preschool children. The
survey figures are not comparable with census data, except for the figures for pre-
schoolers, which are approximately comparable. According to the 1960 census,
nearly twice as many Kentucky families as homemakers club members had preschool
children (31 families with children undcr 6 as compared with 18 percent of club
members with "preschool" children).!/ This was partly to be expected from the fact

JJHomemakers who were classified as having no dependent children either had no children or their
children were not financially dependent upon them for support.

2111. S. Census of Population 1960, Kentucky.
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that the club members are older on the average, but is also a further indication that
the young homemakers with small children are not being reached in the same pro-
portion as older groups.

While the homemakers with young children presumably need the club program
as much as, or more than, any other group, it is understandable that they may have
difficulty in getting to meetings. From this standpoint the women with no dependent
children or with children in college should be most able to attend. The coding of the
survey data does not permit the separation of club members who only have children in
college from those who have children both in college and at lower levels, but for the
state as a whole it appears that half or more of the club members either have no
dependent children or have only children in college.

Comparison of Area and State Homemaker Club Members by Grade Levels of Children

For most extension areas it appears that half or more of the club members
either have no dependent children or have only children in collega/ (Table 5).
Exceptions are the Lincoln Trail, Louisville, Fort Harrod, and North Kentucky areas.
Three fourths of the Quicksand area members are in these categories.

In all but one area the proportion of members with preschool children ranged
between 10 and 22 percent, but it is interesting that in this one area, Wilderness Trail,
almost a third had preschool children.

Marital Status

Comparison of the survey data for club members with the 1960 census figures
for females 14 years of age and over showed that single women are greatly under-
represented in the club membership, married women somewhat overrepresented,
divorced and separated women underrepresented, and widows represented in about the
same proportion as they are in the state's population (Table 6).

The fact that the Census data are for females 14 and over while the homemaker
clubs do not normally recruit teenage members accounts for a part of the difference
between the state and club member proportions of single women. However, as has
been indicated and is well-known, the clubs are for homemakers and they are usually
married, or have been at some time.

In every area as well as in the state as a whole, 80 to 90 percent of the club
members were married. The highest area percentage of single women was 6 percent,
in the Quicksand area, but most areas had only about 2 percent single and fewer than
2 percent reported as divorced or separated. The proportions widowed in the various
areas ranged close to the state average of 12 percent, with Wilderness Trail an
exception in its low percentage of widows and Pennyrile and Fort Harrod having the
highest percentages. The fact that half of the areas reported having no divorced or
separated members at all suggests that some of these may have been reported as
widows.

1/Assuming that about half of the club members who have children in college have none at lower ages.
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Table 6.- Percentage Distribution of Homemaker Club Members and of All Kentucky Women
According to Marital Status

State and Areas Single Married
Divorced or
Separated Widowed No Response Total***

Kentucky
All Women* 18.9 65.9 4. 1 12.4 101.3
Homemaker Members** 2.1 84.3 . 8 12.3 .5 100.0

1. Purchase 1.6 82.5 1. 6 13.5 . 8 100, 0
2. Pennyrile 1.1 79.1 1. 1 17. 6 l. 1 100. 0
3. Green River 2.7 86.6 0 10.7 0 100. 0
4. Mammoth Cave 1.8 87.4 0.9 9.0 .9 100.0
5. Lake Cumberland 1.5 80.9 1.5 16.2 .3 100.4
6. Lincoln Trail 3.3 82.6 2. 1 12.0 0 100.0
7. Louisville 1.4 89.1 0 8.8 .7 100.0
8. North Kentucky 0 86.1 0 12. 0 1.9 100.0
9. Fort Harrod 3. 5 78.8 0 17.6 .1 100.0

10. Bluegrass 2.2 84.8 1.1 11.4 .5 100.0
11. Licking River 3.9 80.5 0 15.6 0 100.0
12. Northeast Ky. 3. 7 83.3 1.9 11.1 0 100.0
13. Quicksand 6.3 81.2 0 12.5 0 100.0
14. Wilderness Trail 0 92.3 0 5. 1 2.6 100.0

*U. S. Census of population 1960; Kentucky (females 14 years and over)
**All women who are Homemaker Club members with no special minimum age limit.

***U. S. Census of population 1960; Kentucky. The difference between the above and 100% may be
a duplication in reporting single and widowed or divorced.

Employment and Occupation of Homemaker Club Members

Statewide Comparisons of Kentucky Women and Homemaker Club Members

Employment--Most club members, like most Kentucky women, are not
employed outside the home. The survey data and the census figures showed almost
identical proportions of each group employed--a little over a quarter (Table 7 and
Figure 4). Of the employed club members, somewhat fewer than half were reported
as employed full time, about a quarter as employed half time, and one-third as
employed "occasionally." Only about one in ten club members in the state is employed
full time.

Data collected from nonmembers and former club members showed that about
the same proportion of the nonmembers were employed but more of them worked full
time, while over a third of the former members were employed and the majority of
these worked full time. Employment was one of the major reasons given by former
members for dropping out.

Occupation.J--The occupational distribution of club members (Table 8) was
similar to that of all women in the state, as reported by the Census, in that clerical
occupations led in both groups. However, a higher proportion of employed club
members (almost half) were in clerical occupations, while about one-fourth of all
employed women were in this occupation. More than one-fourth of the employed club
members were in professional and technical occupations while more than one-tenth

1/The U. S. Census (1960) definitions and descriptions of occupations were used.

21



Table 7. - Percentage Distribution of Homemaker Club Members and of All Kentucky Women
According to Employment

State and Areas EMPLOYMENT EXTENT OF EMPLOYMENT

Employed Not Employed Total Full Time Half Time Occasionally Total*

Kentucky
All Women 27.1 72.9 100.0
Homemaker

Members 27.0 73.0 100.0 11.5 6.3 9.2 27.0

1. Purchase 23.8 76.2 100.0 10.3 3.2 10.3 23.8
2. Pennyrile 28.6 71.4 100.0 15.4 6.6 6.6 28.6
3. Green River 2r, 9 74.1 100.0 B.0 6.3 11.6 25.9
4. Mammoth Cave 34.2 65.8 100.0 16.2 4. 5 13.5 34.2
5. Lake Cumberland 30.9 69.1 100.0 14.7 11.8 4.4 30.9
6. Lincoln Trail 26.1 73.9 100.0 9. 8 6. 5 9. 8 26. 1
7. Louisville 18.4 81.6 100.0 4.1 6.8 7.5 18.4
8, North Kentucky 21.2 78.8 100.0 7.4 7.4 6.4 21.2
9. Fort Harrod 27.1 72.9 100.0 14.1 4.7 8.3 27.1

10. Bluegrass 31.5 68.5 150.0 12,5 8.2 10.8 31.5
11. Licking River 31.2 68.8 100.0 11.7 6.2 13.3 31.2
12. Northeast Ky. 22.2 77.8 100.0 11.9 5.6 4.7 22,2
13. Quicksand 50.0 50.0 100.0 25.0 12.5 12.5 50.0
14. Wilderness Trail 33.4 66.6 100.0 23.1 5.1 5.2 33.4

* Adds to only the percent of homemakers employed.

Table 8. - Percentage Distribution of Homemaker Club Members According to Occupations

OCCUPATIONS *
of the Employed Club Members

State and Areas Professional
or

Technical

Supervisor
or

Proprietor
Clerical Operative Household

Other
(Farmer,
Craftsmen,
Protector,
Laborer

No
Employment
Occupation

Total

Kentucky 7.3 1.1 11.4 1.0 5.0 1.2 73.0 100.0

1. Purchase 4.0 1.6 5,0 1.6 10.3 0.7 76.2 100.0
2. Pennyrile 8.8 1.1 9.9 1.1 5.5 2.3 71.4 100.0
3. Green River 9.8 0 10.7 1.8 2.7 .9 74.1 100,0
4. Mammoth Cave 10.8 .9 13.5 3.6 5.4 .0 65.8 100. 0
5. Lake Cumberland 5.9 1.5 17, 6 1. 5 4.4 0.0 69. 1 100.0
6. Lincol:. frail 4.3 2.2 15.3 .9 4.3 0 73.9 100.0
7. Louisville 5.4 2.0 6.1 .9 3.4 0.6 81.6 100.0
8. North Kentucky 4.6 .9 13.0 .9 1.8 .0 78.8 100.0
9. Fort Harrod 11.8 0 8,2 0 4.7 2.4 72.9 100.0

10. Bluegrass 6.0 2.2 13.0 .5 6.0 3.8 68.5 100.0
11. Licking River 9. 1 0 15.6 0 3.9 2.6 68.8 100. 0
12. Northeast Ky 7.4 0 5. 6 0 5.6 3.6 77.8 100. 0
13. Quicksand 25.0 0 12.5 0 12.5 0 50.0 100.0
14. Wilderness Trail 7. 7 0 23.1 0 2.6 0 66.6 100. 0

*The U. S. Census of Population (1960) definitions and descriptions of occupations were used in this survey.

of the employed women of Kentucky were in these occupations. Household occupations
employed almost a fifth of the club members who worked outside the home and less
than a tenth of all Kentucky women. Fewer employed homemaker club members (less
than one-twentieth) were in operative occupations than was true for employed Kentucky
women, of whom almost a fifth (17 percent) were in these occupations. About the
same proportion (less than one-twentieth) of employed club members and of all
Arnnl nvpri women of Kentucky were in supervisory and proprietor occupations .1/

1/- Other occupations including farmer, craftsman, protective and laborer account for employment of
smaller percentages of women than the occupations listed above and are not discussed here . (See Table 8.)
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occasionally
employed

Fig. 4.-- Distribution of Homemaker Club Members, by Extent of Employment

Area Comparisons of Employment and Occupations of Homemaker Club Members

Employment. --In most of the areas the percentage of club members employed
varied by less than 5 percent from the state percentage. Major exceptions were the
Louisville area, where as few as 18 percent of the members were employed, and the
Quicksand Area where half of them were employed.

The proportion of club members employed full time varied by area from only
about 1 in 25 in Louisville to 1 in 4 in Quicksand and Wilderness Trail. Mammoth
Cave had 1 in 6 of its club members working full time, and in Pennyrile, Fort Harrod,
and Lake Cumberland the proportion was about 1 in 7. In the other areas the
proportions ranged from 1 in 6 down to 1 in 25.

Occupation. --In most areas as in the state the clerical occupation employed
the largest proportion of club members, with professional or technical occupations
ranking second and household employment third (Table 8). Exceptions were found in
the Purchase area where household occupations led; clerical ranked second, and
professional or technical occupations were third; and the Fort Harrod, Northeast,
and Quicksand areas where professional and technical occupations employed the
largest proportion of club members, followed by clerical and household occupations.

The percentage of club members employed in each occupation varied by area.
For example, a larger percentage of club members in the Quicksand, Fort Harrod,
and Mammoth Cave areas were employed in professional and technical occupations
than were employed in these occupations in any other area of the state, while the highest
percentages of club members employed in clerical occupations were in the Wilderness
Trail, Lake Cumberland, and Licking River areas.

It is interesting that the highest percentage of homemaker club members in
household occupations were in the Quicksand and Purchase areas, which were also
among the areas having the highest percentage of club members with 6th grade or less
education.

Occupations of Husbands of Homemaker Club Members

More than three-fourths (78 percent) of the homemaker club members had
husbands who were actively engaged in occupations. About 1 in 7 (15 percent) had no
husbands and 1 in 16 (7 percent) had retired or unemployed husbands (Table 9). The

23



Table 9. - Percentage Distribution of Husbands of Homemaker Club Members, by Occupation

State and Areas

OCCUPATIONS
Prof.
or

Tech.
Farmers

Superu-
or

Proprietor
Clerical Craftsman Operative

Other
Household,
Protector
Laborer -

Unemployed
or

Retired

No Response
and

No Husband Total

Kentucky 11.4 23.3 13.3 7.4 12.4 5.9 4.6 6.9 14.8 100,00

1. Purchase
2. Pennyrile
3. ureen River
4. Mammoth Cave
5. Lincoln Trail
G. Louisville
7. Fort Harrod
8. Bluegrass
9. Lake Cumberland

10. North Kentucky
11. Quicksand
12. Licking River
13. Northeast Ky.
14. Wilderness Trail

11.1 15,1 4.8 5.6 19.0 7.2 5.6 17.5 14,2 100.00
6.6 24,2 13.2 7.7 8.8 6.6 3.3 11.0 18,6 100,00
7.1 28,6 10.7 9.8 8.9 10.7 2.7 8.9 12.6 100.00
8.1 37.8 9. 0 11.7 5.4 3.6 2. 7 10.8 10.9 100. 00
9. 8 32.6 14.1 4.3 12.0 3.3 2.2 5.4 16, 3 100.00

12.2 16.3 23. 1 9. 5 13.6 6, 8 7.4 2, 0 9, 1 100.00
15.3 30.6 10.6 2.4 9.4 4.7 2.4 3 . 5 21.1 100.00
20.7 23.9 14.7 6.0 6.0 1,1 8.1 3.3 16.2 100.00
8.8 20.6 13.2 5.9 17.6 2.9 4.5 4 . 4 22.1 100.00

12.0 16.7 14.8 11.1 20.4 4,6 2.8 4.6 13.0 100.00
6.3 12.5 6.3 6.3 12.5 12.5 18.8 6.3 18.5 100.00
1.3 35.1 16.4 6.5 9.1 5.2 2.6 5.2 18.6 100.00

14.8 0 7.4 5.6 25.9 16.7 5.6 9.3 14. 7 100.00
12.8 12.8 17.9 7.7 17.9 12.8 2.6 10.3 5.2 100.00

percentage with unemployed or retired husbands ranged from 2 percent in the Louisville
area to 18 percent in the Purchase, while the proportion reporting no husbands ranged
from 5 percent in the Wilderness Trail area to 22 percent in Lake Cumberland.

Statewide Comparisons of Occupations

For the state as a whole farmers constituted the largest occupational group
among the husbands. About a fourth (23 percent) of the members had husbands who
were farmers and more than a tenth (13 percent) had husbands who were supervisors
or proprietors, some of whom were supervising farms. This occupational distribution
is consistent with the rural-farm residence of a third of the homemaker club members.
The next largest percentages of husbands were craftsmen (12 percent) and in profession-
al and technical occupations (11 percent), with a smaller percentage being employed in
clerical (7 percent), operative (5 percent), and "other" (5 percent) which included
occupations of protective, household, and laborer work.

Compared to the occupational distribution for all Kentucky men as Mown in the
1960 U. S. Census, operative occupations are greatly underrepresented among the club
members' husbands, and farmers are considerably overrepresented. Other over-
represented occupations are professional and technical, and supervisory and proprietor,
while craftsmen are underrepresented. In the state as a whole a little over a fifth
(21 percent) were operatives, about a sixth (17 percent) were craftsmen, about a
seventh (14 percent) were farmers, and almost a tenth (9 percent) were supervisors
or proprietors, while professional and technical workers accounted for 7 percent and
clerical for 5 percent.E

Area Comparisons of Occupations

Farming was the occupation of the highest percentage of husbands in eight areas- -
Pennyrile, Green River, Mammoth Cave, Lincoln Trail, Fort Harrod, Bluegrass,
Lake Cumberland and Licking River-but the Northeast Area reported no farmer husbands

"Other occupations including household, protective and laborer account for employment of smallerpercentages of men and are not discussed here.
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at all (Table 9). The highest percentage of husbands were craftsmen in the Purchase,
North Kentucky, and Northeast areas, and the occupations of craftsmen and super-
visor or proprietor were of most importance in the Wilderness Trail area and other
household and protective laborer followed by craftsmen, farmer, and operative were
most frequent in the Quicksand area. In the Louisville area there were more super-
visors and proprietors than any other occupation.

The supervisory or proprietory occupations employed the second highest
percentage of husbands in the Pennyrile, Lincoln Trail, and Licking River areas and
tied for second with operatives in Green River, and with professional or technical and
clerical workers in the Quicksand area. The second highest percentage of husbands
were employed in professional and technical occupations in the Bluegrass and Fort
Harrod areas; as farmers in the Purchase, Louisville, and North Kentucky areas; as
clerical workers in Mammoth Cave area; and as operatives in the Northeast area.

Tenure of Homemaker Club Membership

Statewide Comparisons of Homemaker Club Members by Years of Tenure

Two-thirds (66 percent) of Kentucky homemaker club members had belonged to
a homemakers' club for five years or more (Table 10). Almost a half (46 percent) had
been members more than ten years, and a sixth (17 percent) had been members 20
years or more. Only an eighth (13 percent) had belonged for less than two years and
another fifth (20 percent) had been members over two years but less than five.

In terms of the tenure categories used, the 10-19-year category included more
club members than any other (Figure 5). However, the median tenure fell in the 5 -9-
year category.

The large percentage of members with long tenure and the relatively few recent
joiners are consistent with the percentage of older women among the members and with
annual extension reports, which show a lack of significant growth in club membership
over the past eight years.

Table 10. - Percentage Distribution of Homemaker Club Members According to Tenure

State and Areas
NUMBER YEARS HOMEMAKER CLUB MEMBER

Less Than
1 Years Years 5-9 Years 10-19 Years 20 Years

and Above
No Informa-
tion Total

Kentucky 13.2 20.2 19.8 29.3 16.7 .8 100.00

1. Purchase 14.3 15.1 18.3 27.8 24.6 0 100.00
2. Pennyrile 13.2 16.5 16.5 29.7 23.0 1.1 100.00
3. Green River 17.9 17.7 12.5 25.9 25.0 .8 100.00
4. Mammoth Cave 17.1 12.6 23.4 29.7 15.4 1. 8 100.00
5. Lake Cumberland 13.2 33.8 19.1 29.4 4.5 .0 100.00
6. Lincoln Trail 19.6 16.3 18.5 32.6 13.0 .0 100.00
7. Louisville 10.9 24.5 22.4 29.9 11.6 .7 100.00
8. North Kentucky 18.5 15.7 23.1 28.7 12.0 2.0 100.00
9. Fort Harrod 4.7 21.2 20.0 22.4 30.6 1.1 100.00

10. Bluegrass 7.1 23.9 21.2 29.9 17.4 .5 100.00
11. Licking River 6.5 15.6 13.0 44.2 18.2 2.5 1 op. 00
12. Northeast Ky. 16.7 25.9 25.9 29.6 1.9 .0 100.00
13. Quicksand 18.8 18.8 12.5 37.5 12.4 .0 100.00
14. Wilderness Trail 17.9 3'5.9 28.2 12.8 5.2 . 0 100.00
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16.7%
20 Years

and above
tenure

13.2%
less than
2 years
tenure 20.2%

2-4 years
tenure

29.3% 19.8%
10-19 Year 5-9 Year
Tenure Tenure

Fig. 5.-- Percentage Distribution of Homemaker Club Members, by Tenure
(No response was received from 0.8 percent of the homemaker club members; this accounts for a total of
less than 100 percent in the above chart.)

Area Comparisons of Homemaker Club Members by Tenure

There was considerable variation among the areas in the tenure of members.
In four areas (Purchase, Pennyrile, Green River, and Fort Harrod) a quarter or more
of the members had belonged for 20 years or more, but in three areas (Lake
Cumberland, Wilderness Trail, and Northeast) no more than 5 percent had 20 years'
tenure. Three of the same areas (Lake Cumberland, Northeast, and Wilderness Trail)
had around half of their members with 4 years or less tenure, but six (Purchase,
Pennyrile, Mammoth Cave, Fort Harrod, Bluegrass, and Licking River) had only
about 20 to 30 percent of the members with tenure of four years or less.

In eleven of the fourteen areas over 40 percent of the homemaker membership
had more than 10 years' tenure, but in three areas (Lake Cumberland, Northeast, and
Wilderness Trail) more than 40 percent had been members less than five years.

Trends In Homemaker Clubs and Membership, 1954-68

According to annual extension records both homemaker clubs and membership
declined between July 1, 1954 and July 1, 1960 (Table 11). The number of home-
maker clubs in the state decreased from 1, 575 to 1, 552, a loss of 23 clubs. There
was a membership loss of over 3000 members, which reduced the state's total home-
maker club membership to 26, 285 in 1960.

Since 1960 there has been a small membership gain in all but one year. On
January 1, 1968 there were 61 more clubs and 1, 784 more members than in 1960, thus
restoring slightly more than one-half of the 1954-60 membership less and more than
replacing the lost clubs. However, the average membership per club is smaller than it
was in 1954.

A 1958 study by Dr. Viola Hansen of the homemaker club membership in
Kentucky found that the same percentage of homemakers lived in rural-farm areas
(35 percent) as lived in rural-nonfarm locations (35 percent), leaving a slightly smaller
percentage (31 percent) who were urban residents. Since that time the percentage of
homemakers who are rural-nonfarm has decreased to 21 percent and the urban
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Table 11. Trends in Members and Numbers of
Homemaker Clubs, 1954-1968*

Date Members Clubs

July 1, 1954 29, 751 1, 575
July 1, 1960 26, 285 1, 552
July 1, 1962 26, 873 1, 558
July 1, 1964 26, 905 1, 601
Dec. 1, 1965 27, 016 1, 634
Jan. 1, 1966 27, 354
Jan. 1, 1967 27, 350 1, 648
Jan. 1, 1968 28, 069 1, 613

*Taken from Annual State Homemaker Membership
Reports on file at the State Extension office.

percentage has increased to 45 percent, leaving the percentage of rural-farm residents
at 33 percent, almost unchanged.

There were about one-third more members in 1958 who were under 25 years of
age (6 percent) than there were in 1966 (4 percent). In 1958 the percentage of home-
makers who had been members 2 years or less was almost twice as high (24 percent)
as the percentage who had been members 2 years or less in 1966 (13 percent). In
1958, also, a higher percentage of homemakers had been members 2-4 years (23
percent) than was true for 1966 (20 percent); correspondingly, members with 5-9
years' tenure increased almost 50 percent in the same time period. There was no
change during this period in the percentage of homemakers who had 10-19 years of
tenure, but the percentage who had been members 20 years or longer increased more
than 50 percent.

Summary of Club Member Characteristics, and Implications

The homemaker club membership is the largest organized adult audience
reached with the extension home economics program. The survey disclosed that this
homemaker club membership of almost 30, 000 members is also extension home
economics's most effective extender of extension information to the club members
and to nonmember groups and other individuals. The members of this audience have
further extended that which they have been taught (knowledge, skills, leadership, and
attitudes) to members of their own organization and to other groups and individuals,
both youth and adult, including all income and social levels.

Characteristics of Typical Members

The typical homemaker club member is as likely to live in an urban community
as she is to live on a farm or in a rural area. She tends to be 45-64 , jars of age and
is somewhat less likely to be 25-44 years of age.

She has completed high school but is not usually a college graduate. She is
married and is not likely to be divorced or separated as the average Kentucky woman.
The most frequent occupation of the club member's husband is farming. She tends to
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have no dependent children or to have elementary grade level children and is more
likely to have high school children than preschool children. She is not highly likely to
be employed outside the home. If she is employed she is more likely to work half time
or occasionally than full time, and the most frequent occupation is clerical, with
professional or technical occupations being the second most frequent. She tends to
have been a member of the homemaker's club for ten or more years rather than four
years or fewer.

Membership in the homemakers organization has been gradually increasing
since 1960; however, the membership is becoming more urban and older both in the
age of the homemaker and in years of her membership or tenure as a homemaker club
member.

Some of the most significant characteristics disclosed were the following:

(1) Homemaker club membership has not increased significantly in the past 14
years.

(2) Two-thirds of the homemaker club members have been members five years
or more and almost half have been members 10 years or longer.

(3) Three-fifths of the members are 45 years or older and 4 percent are under
25 years of age. (In Kentucky 49 percent of all women are 45 years or
older and over 10 percent are 20-24 years of age.)

(4) Both the average age of the members and the length of their membership in
the Kentucky homemakers program has increased during the past ten years.

(5) Over half of the members have no small children at home. They have no
dependent children or their children are in college.

(6) Only 18 percent of the members have preschool children, while 31 percent
of the families of Kentucky have children under 6 years of age.
The rural-nonfarm population has increased almost 50 percent since 1920
and rural-nonfarm residents average about 6 years younger than the rural
farm or urban residents. They are more likely to be employed outside the
home and a smaller proportion of the rural-nonfarm than the urban or rural
farm women are homemaker club members.

(8) Fewer of the less educated and more of the better educated women belong
to the Kentucky homemaker clubs. Over 20 percent of Kentucky women had
sixth grade or less education but only 2 percent of the homemaker club
members were of this educational level. Over two-thirds (68 percent) of
the homemaker club members were high school graduates or more while
less than one third (30 percent) of all women in Kentucky had this level of
education.

(9) Most members (97 percent) were either married or widowed.
(10) Twenty-seven percent of the members are employed outside of the home but

only 12 percent worked full time. Among former members 38 percent are
employed and 23 percent worked full time. Employment was a major
reason given for dropping out of the club. The employed club members
were most often in white collar jobs.

(11) About a quarter of the members had husbands who were farmers. This was
the most frequent occupational category of the husbands, and supervisors

(7)
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and proprietors, craftsmen, and professional and technical were the cate-
gories next most frequent.

(12) The women least represented in the homemaker club membership were:
a. Rural-nonfarm women;
b. Young homemakers and mothers;
c. Women employed outside the home;
d. Women with less than a high school education, particularly those with

Gth grade or less education.

Implications and Future Directions
If the extension home economics program is to remain a productive and growing

educational organization it must be able to meet the changing needs of the families and
individuals in both the rural and urban areas of the state.

Greater emphasis should be placed upon reaching some of the audiences which
have been least reached in the past, especially older teenagers, young married
couples, young mothers, rural-nonfarm families, employed women, and the less
educated, who also tend to be the lower income families. Many of these audiences
may need to be reached by methods other than, or in addition to, group meetings.

Present extension organizations which develop leaders who teach and extend
extension education to others should be strengthened. A minimum of professional
extension time is required to prepare the leaders and members of these organizations
for conducting an educational program for the members of their own group as well as
for extending extension's educational services to many other existing groups and to
new audiences.

If the homemaker club is to remain in existence and become a dynamic organi-
zation it must attract new members.

The homemakers club should be an organization through which women and
families of all ages receive family living and home economics education to meet their
needs. The tenure and ages of club members indicate that the present homemakers
club program meets the needs of the older women better than those of the younger
women. Possibly the program has been unconsciously structured to meet the educa-
tional and social needs and the interests and time schedule of older women. This
implies a need for an evaluation in relationship to the needs and interests of all the
women of the community whom the club should be servicing. The wide range of char-
acteristics of the club members and the traditional procedure of planning a common
monthly meeting program for the total club membership creates difficulty in meeting
the needs and interests of all. Attention needs to be given to a different kind of
planning and programming in the future. (Refer to "Implications and Future Directions"
in the section which follows on "Methods Through Which Audiences Were Reached. ")

The large percentage of young marriages and the many problems which threaten
the stability of young families indicate that the influence of the homemakers club is
needed by the young homemakers. Divorced or separated women may need to be given
some special attention, in that they appear to be underrepresented in the club member-
ship and they obviously have some special needs.

The rapid increase in the percentage of senior citizens in our population and
the benefits which the survey suggests that older women are receiving from the home-
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makers club program suggest that extension home economics should enntinue to serve
the older homemakers. The older homemaker club member who has received training
over many years and does not have the responsibility of small children can be a very
valuable leader and educator in her family, club, community, state, and nation. (Refer
to the "Implication" statements in the leadership section of this report, which follows.)

Increasingly large numbers of agencies, businesses, and organizations compete
for the family member's time and money in exchange for information, goods, or
services. A small percentage of such agencies, businesses and organizations were
reported as having been reached by the extension home economics program. This
implies a need for improved cooperation between extension home economics and these
groups, especially with agencies whose objectives are similar" to those of extension
home economics and with business people to whom families turn for home economics
related information, guidance, and service -- such as home builders, supply dealers,
kitchen planning centers, and salesmen of clothing, home furnishings, household equip-
ment and food, including public food service and restaurant operators.

METHODS THROUGH WHICH PEOPLE WERE REACHED

The extension home economics program attempts to reach and influence both the
homemaker club member and other women through many different communication
channels. Naturally the club members have more opportunity for in-depth instruction
through group meetings and workshops, while nonmembers usually receive most of the
information that they get through personal contact with the extension agent or a club
member, or through mass media.

The data provided by the extension agents in the mail survey and the personal
interviews with a sample of club members and nonmembers provide two different
measures of the numbers and types of people reached by the various methods and the
effectiveness of the several channels.

The agents' re?orts (Table 12) that substantial numbers of persons are reached
by each method or channel used, were confirmed by interviews with club members,
former members, and nonmembers (Table 13). In the case of every method checked
on, half to three-quarters or more of the club members in the state said they had
received information in this way. Nearly as large proportions of the former members
also said they had received information through these methods, and substantial
numbers of the women who had never been members also reported contact through each
channel. The pattern of information receiving reported by former members was more
similar to that of the members than to that of the nonmembers. Thus it appears clear
that former members tend to remain in contact with the Cooperative Extension Service
and to receive information by methods other than through attending club meetings.

Statewide Extension Methods

The principal methods which extension agents report using to reach families
with home economics information included group meetings and activities; individual
contacts through home and office visits; conferences, telephone, and letters; and the
following mass media: radio, television, newspapers, displays, exhibits, and publi-
cations distributed from pegboards and bulletin boards. Table 12 shows the number of
persons reached in 1965 by each of the above methods in 113 of Kentucky's 120 counties,
and Table 13 shows the percentage of club members, nonmembers, and former
members who say they were reached by mass media and individual methods.
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Group and Individual Contacts

The extension agents reported 43 target audiences which, in Table 1, were
grouped into 13 types of audiences. The agents report that during 1965 these included
15,734 clubs or groups which held 45, 717 meetings with a total audience of 1, 903,350
persons (Table 12). The agents reported 237, 870 personal contacts by such means as
home and office visits, conferences, and telephone conversations. These include
those reached by club members and other lay leaders as well as those reached by
professional extension personnel. The agents also reported mailing out 386, 173
letters. Of course the same person often attended several meetings, received several
letters, and had one or more personal contacts, so that there ara many duplications
in the above figures. The agents estimate that they reached 356,128 different people
during the year by group and individual contacts, not including mass media.

Personal Contacts:

Two-thirds (66 percent) of the homemaker club members interviewed, three-
sevenths (43 percent) of the former members, and an eighth (13 percent) of the
nonmembers said they had received home economics information directly from the
home economics extension agents through home visits, office calls, or conferences
(Table 13). Almost three-fourths (72 percent) of the members, about three-fifths (61
percent) of the former members, and two-fifths (42 percent) of the nonmembers
received extension home economics information through extension leaders, homemaker
club members, 4-H club leaders, or participants in workshops and special interest
groups.

Two-thirds (68 percent) of tne club members, half (49 percent) of the former
members, and a quarter (23 percent) of the nonmembers said they received home
economics information by telephone from an extension agent, leader, or participant.

Correspondence:

More than four-fifths (84 percent) of the members, one-fifth (20 percent) of the
nonmembers, and over half (53 percent) of the former members said they had received
extension home economics information by letter.

Radio:

A total of 8, 147 radio programs containing home economics information were
presented by area extension home economics agents and extension home economics
leaders in 1965. The agents estimated the total potential audience as 4, 009, 749 persons,
but there are many duplications in this number, since most areas are reached by more
than one station and the same people are counted in the audience of each station reaching
the area.

Persons who lived in other states within range of the various Kentucky radio
stations are also included.

The extension radio programs included 20 that were broadcast five or six days
per week; the majority of the others were weekly programs.

About three-fourtns (71 percent) of the members, half (53 percent) of the non-
members, and two-thirds (65 percent) of the former members said they received
extension home economics information by radio.
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Television:

There were 179 television programs reported by agents, with an estimated
audience of 967, 550. This was only one-fourth the claimed audience for the extension
home economics radio programs, yet almost as many women said they had received
information by television as said they had been reached by radio. Three-fifths of the
members, (61 percent) two-fifths (44.4 percent) of the nonmembers, and half (53
percent) of the former members said they were reached by television.

Newspapers:

The estimated audience for extension home economics information published in
newspapers was larger than for any other method of reaching people--almost twice as
large as the estimated radio audience. The 113 different counties reported a total of
10,294 articles published in weekly and daily newspapers, with an estimated reader-
ship of 7, 298, 445 which contains duplications since many people received more than
one newspaper and the same people were counted in the circulation of each newspaper
carrying extension news.

In general, more women reported getting extension information from the news-
papers than from any other source. Homemaker club members were a little more
likely to have gotten information from extension bulletins and other publications than
from newspapers, but for former members and nonmembers newspapers were by far
the most frequent source. About nine-tenths (88 percent) of the members, two-thirds
(68 percent) of the nonmembers, and eight-tenths (81 percent) of the former members
said they had received home economics information from newspapers. This of course
does not indicate how much information was received or how good it was, but only that
most women said they got extension home economics information from newspapers.

Displays, Exhibits, Peg Boards, and Publications

Extension agents reported 818 displays and exhibits which reached 178, 122
persons in 1965 with home economics information, while 130, 960 publications were
distributed to 64, 079 different people from peg boards and bulletin racks. Many of
these publications were directed to the working women, and peg boards were maintained
in public places frequented by women, such as laundramats, factories, and other places
employing women. Homemaker club members and extension leaders worked with the
extension agents to keep the peg boards supplied with timely information to meet the
needs of the audience to which the educational service was directed.

Extension publications and bulletins appeared to be an important source of timely
home economics information for the former homemaker club member. Once they had
learned of extension's program and its value to the homemaker, they tended to keep in
contact with this educational service. Many former members said they had to drop out
of the homemakers club because of employment outside the home or increased family
or community responsibility, but they were still interested in learning of improved
homemaking ideas and the most recent developments in consumer education, science,
and other knowledge affecting their families. About two-thirds (65 percent) of the
former members received extension home economics bulletins and publications,
compared to one-third (34 percent) of the nonmembers and 93 percent of the home-
maker club members.
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Other

During 1965, 2 total of 87, 864 persons were reported reached by methods other
than, or in addition to, those already discussed. These included special activities on
the county or state levels, such as camps and fairs.

Almost a tenth (9 percent) of the homemaker club members, 4 percent of the
nonmembers, and 7 percent of the former members were reached through methods
other than those discussed above.

Variations in Educational Methods, by Areas

Homemakers were reached in each area of the state by all of the extension ed-
ucational methods discussed above for the state as a whole. The ratio of nonmembers
and former members to homemaker club members reached by each method was about
the same in each area as on the statewide basis. Certain methods were more important
or were used more in some areas than in others. For example, a larger percentage of
persons were reached by television in the Louisville, Bluegrass and Green River areas
than in any of the other areas. Television was the only statewide educational method
which was not used by the extension personnel in all areas of the state. Extension
personnel in seven of the fourteen extension areas presented television programs in
1965, but women in all areas received extension home economics information by tele-
vision. The percentage of women receiving home economics information by television
tended to be smaller in areas where local extension agents did not present television
programs. These areas also were generally the most distant from the television
studios.

Summary of Methods Used, and Implications

With regard to every method used, whether mass media or group or personal
contacts, larger proportions of club members than of former members and of non-
members reported receiving information through that channel (Figure 6). It seems
clear that homemaker club membership influences women toward seeking, being
attentive to, and receiving extension information more oaten and in more different ways.

With regard to every method used and in practically all extension areas, former
club members more often said they received home economics information through that
channel than did women who had never been members. It seems clear that the influence
of membership continues after the affiliation is terminated.

As might be expected, the patterns of the three groups in receiving information
were much more similar with regard to the mass media than for personal and group
contacts. Former members and nonmembers were not very different from current
members with regard to the frequency of receiving information through the mass media,
but five times as many members as nonmembers said they got information by direct
contact with the extension agent.

The sources of information mentioned by the most members were extension
publications, newspapers, and letters. The smallest number mentioned television.

The sources mentioned most by the former members were newspapers, radio,
and extension publications, while personal contact with the extension agent (home or
office visit) was mentioned least often.
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The sources mentioned by the most nonmembers were all mass media- -
newspapers, radio, and television, while personal contact with the agent was
mentioned by the fewest.

Even though the nonmembers were chosen for the survey because they were
not homemaker club members, and had not been reached as regular participants in the
extension home economics program, the influence of Cooperative Extension was seen
upon these nonmembers in the following ways:

(1)

(2)

(3)
(4)

(5)
(6)

(7)

Over half of them had received extension home economics information by
radio.
Almost half had received such information by television.
Two-thirds had received this information by newspapers.
Over two-fifths had been reached with extension home economics information
by an individual other than the extension agent.
A third had received extension bulletins.
A fourth had participated in the 4-H club program.
About a sixth participated in county youth or adult extension events.

Responses relative to home economics and family living information received
by these women indicate that had it not been for the extension home economics program
more than two-thirds of the women interviewed would not have received home economics
or family living information, or training from educational sources.

Implications and Future Directions:

The home economics program of the Kentucky Cooperative Extension Service
has influenced both homemaker club members and nonmembers; however, the home-
maker club members have received the greater benefits due to their participation in
the educational experiences and programs provided through Cooperative Extension.
Awareness of available educational services appeared to influence both members and
nonmembers to keep in touch with Cooperative Extension through various methods.
Since awareness and participation appear to be related this implies that:

(1) Extension home economics needs to improve upon methods of making people
aware of their needs and the resources and educational opportunities available to them.
This emphasizes the need for an improved public information program to create aware-
ness and understanding and to inform people of the value of the extension home
economics program and the many educational opportunities which it offers to adults,
youth, and families.

(2) The large percentage of persons in this survey who received home eco-
nomics information by mass media methods implies a need for expanded and well-
planned mass media programs and services, which in turn means that the extension
worker and leader would give higher priority to teaching by mass media methods than
they have in the past.

Since many people who are not interested or are unable to meet in groups can be
reached through programs presented by mass media, attention should be given to
building learning experiences into mass media programs and activities. Methods and
techniques should be planned to reach audiences who do not meet in groups as well as
those who do meet in groups. The audience to be reached and the needs of that audience
should be identified before subject matter is taught by any method. Greater emphasis
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should be placed on planning and using educational methods which best meet the needs
of the audience to be served.

Radio and television programs (including educational television), newspaper
stories, and other mass media teaching methods as well as group teaching content
should be designed to meet the needs of the particular audience to which the information
is directed.

(3) Plans should be developed to use the most effective methods of promoting
the objectives of Cooperative Extension's relationships with other groups, agencies,
and organizations, including business people who pass information to families.

(5) Priority should be given to improving and expanding group instruction and
organization and leadership development methods and techniques. Both the older and
younger, and the most experienced and least experienced members of the group or
homemakers club, should receive educational help to meet their needs most effectively.

LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT, MEMBERSHIP, AND PARTICIPATION

There was a positive relationship between participation in the extension program
and leadership development. The homemaker club members who were closely associ-
ated with the extension home economics program displayed stronger participation and
leadership both in activities related to Cooperative Extension and in other activities not
so related, than either the nonmembers or the former homemaker club members. The
participation and leadership roles of the former members were much greater than those
of the nonmembers.

Comparison of Leadership, by Audiences

Statewide Leadership and Participation

Leadership in the various target audiences was related to the number of persons
reached in each audience. The survey of extension agents disclosed that a larger
number of leaders functioned with the homemaker club membership than with any other
audience, and these accounted for about two-thirds (62 percent) of all the leaders
functioning with audiences listed in Table 14.

The second largest audience was 4-H youth. This program accounted for over
a fifth (21 percent) of all target audience leadership.

The third largest percentage of leaders (5 percent) was with families and
individuals having special interests or problems, while the fourth largest percentage
(3 percent) assisted in reaching low income families and individuals with home eco-
nomics and family living information.

Fewer than a tenth of all the functioning leaders were found in all the other
target audiences. According to extension reports many of the leaders functioning with
these target audiences, especially in the case of the low income families, were home-
maker club members. Homemaker club members' survey responses show that over
four-fifths (77 percent) of the homemaker club members who served as leaders rated
their leadership experiences as being of "very much" value, while almost a fifth (19
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percent) rated their leadership experiences as of "some" value. Fewer than a twentieth
(4 percent) said their experiences were of "very little" value. Homemaker club
members did not limit their leadership roles to the homemaker club organization;
rather, the influence of their leadership was found in many other groups and organi-
zations.

Area Leadership and Participation

Comparison of Area Leadership by Audiences with State and Between Areas. --
The largest percentage of leadership in the areas tended to function in those audiences
containing the largest number of persons. In most areas the largest percentage of
leaders functioned with the homemaker clubs and the second largest percentage with
4-H participants. There were exceptions, however, including the following:

The largest percentage (41 percent) of functioning leaders in the North Kentucky
area was with the families and individuals with special interests and problems; the
second largest percentage (36 percent) was with the homemaker club membership; and
the third largest percentage (17 percent) was with 4-H participants (Table 14).

In Northeast Kentucky the largest percentage (59 percent) of leaders was with
the 4-H participatits and the second largest percentage (26 percent) was with the home-
maker club members. Low income families had the third largest percentage (5 percent)
of leaders.

The Wilderness Trail area had an equal percentage (34 percent) of leaders
functioning with the homemaker club membership and with the 4-H participants. The
next largest percentage (18 percent) was with low income families.

A comparison, in each area, of leadership participation by audiences other than
homemaker club members and 4-H participants, shows that the two audiences with the
largest percentages of leaders in each area include: families and individuals with
special interests in the Pennyrile, North Kentucky, Fort Harrod, and Wilderness Trail
areas; low income families in the Purchase, Green River, Mammoth Cave, Lake
Cumberland, Lincoln Trail, Louisville, Bluegrass, Licking River, Northeast Kentucky,
Quicksand, and Wilderness Trail areas; young adults, brides, and parents of young
children in the Pennyrile, Green River, Lincoln Trail, North Kentucky, Fort Harrod,
Bluegrass, and Licking River areas; and the members of community development
organizations in the Purchase, Mammoth Cave, Lake Cumberland, Louisville, North-
east Kentucky, and Quicksand areas.

The areas with largest percentage of leaders working with low income families
were the Wilderness Trail, Lincoln Trail, and Quicksand areas, while the areas having
the largest percentage of leaders working with young adults, brides, and parents of
young children were the Lincoln Trail, North Kentucky, Fort Harrod, and Bluegrass
areas. The areas with the largest percentage of community development leaders were
the Quicksand, Northeast Kentucky, Wilderness Trail, Mammoth Cave, and Licking
River areas.

Comparison of Participation in Extension Organizations and Groups

Statewide Comparison

A larger percentage of homemaker club members than of either nonmembers or
former members participated in extension organizations and groups, and a larger

40



percentage of former members than of nonmembers participated. When homemaker
club members, nonmembers, and former members were compared (Table 15) in
relation to eleven different extension groups and activities, not including homemaker
clubs, it was found that the percentage of homemaker club members who participated
ranged from one-and-a-half to thirty times that of the nonmembers, and from the
same percentage to more than three times that of the former members.

Homemaker club members were involved in many extension activities in addition
to their homemaker club participation. Four-fifths (81 percent) of them received
extension education and guidance which contributed to major improvements in their
home, their farm, or their family life. Almost three-fourths (74 percent) took part in
county events and activities such as annual meetings, fairs, field days, and achieve-
ment days, and almost half (46 percent) took part in district or area and state activities,
such as annual meetings, camps, and other events. Almost half (44 percent) participated
in home economics meetings such as workshops; two-fifths (40 percent) participated in
the 4-H club program. More than a third (35 percent) were involved in community or
county program planning meetings, and more than a fourth of the club members were
former members of 4-H clubs, county extension councils, or 4-H councils, or had been
adult 4-H leaders or participants in agricultural meetings or activities. Half (53
percent) of the former homemaker club members had received extension education or
guidance which contributed to major improvements in the home, on the farm, or in
family life. Almost half (49 percent) had participated in county events, annual days,
fairs, etc. ; over a fourth (26 percent) had been 4-11. club members; and two-fifths
(40 percent) participated in the 4-H club program. More than a fourth (26 percent) of
the former members had participated in extension home economics meetings such as
workshops, and almost a fourth (24 percent) had participated in district and state events,
or agricultural meetings and activities. Fewer nonmembers than either club members
or former members participated in each extension activity, but a fourth (24 percent of
the nonmembers had participated in 4-H clubs, and over a sixth (17 percent) had been
4-H club members. Almost the same number (16 percent) had participated in county
extension events' and activities. More than a tenth (13 percent) had received extension
guidance contributing to major improvements in their home, their farm, or their family
life. Almost a tenth (9 percent) participated in home economics meetings such as
workshops or special interest meetings. Fewer than a tenth participated in all other
extension activities combined.

The homemaker club members, nonmembers, and foimer members were more
alike in 4-H club membership and participation, adult leadership, and agricultural
meetings and activities than in their participation in any of the other activities. How-
ever the participation of the former member was more like that of the homemaker club
members than of the nonmembers in each of the activities.

Area Participation

The areas, like the state, had a large percentage of homemaker club members
participating in extension activities and events than either nonmember or former
members. A larger percentage of former members participated than of nonmembers
(Table 15).

The area percentage of participation and activities of homemaker club members,
and former members received extension education or guidance contributing to major
improvements in home, on the farm, and in family living than in any other area of
participation. The second largest percentage of homemaker club members and former
members participated in county events and the third largest percentage of club members
participated in district and state events, while the third largest I, Jrcentage of former
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members participated in the 4-H program. The largest percentage of nonmembers in
most areas participated in the 4-H program, the second largest percentage in county
events, and the third in extension education contributing to major improvements in
home, farm, and family life.

Homemaker Club Members:--The Area where participation of homemaker club
members differed from that of the state was the Wilderness Trail area. The largest
percentage of homemaker club members there participated in county events, the second
largest percentage in extension education contributing to major chai,ges in the home,
farm, or family life, and the third largest percentage participated in the 4-H program.

Former Members:--The largest percentage of the former Homemaker Club
members of the areas participated in Extension education or guidance contributing to
major improvements of home, farm or family living, which was like that of the state.
However, area differences are found in Table 15 as follows:

The largest percentage of former members in the Green River and Wilderness
Trail areas participated in the 4-H program, while the largest percentage of former
members in the Lake Cumberland area participated in county events and an equal per-
centage received extension education and guidance which led to major improvements.
An equal percentage of former members in the Fort Harrod area participated in
education and guidance contributing to major improvements, and in county events.

The second largest percentage of former members of the areas participated in
county events, as was also true for the state. However, some areas were different.
The Purchase area participation in County events tied for second place with their 4-H
participation. The second largest percentage of former members in the Lincoln Trail
area participated in county events while Lake Cumberland's second largest percentage
of participation was in the 4-H program, and Fort Harrod's second largest percentage
of former members had participated in the 4-H. club program.

Nonmembers:--The largest percentage of nonmembers of homemaker clubs in
most of the areas participated in the 4-H club program or had been 4-H Club members.
However, in the Bluegrass area the largest percentage participated in coy. ty events;
in the Quicksand area in extension education and guidance contributing to major improve-
ments of home, farm or family living; in the Northeast area in home economics
meetings other than homemaker club meetings; and in the Licking River area an equal
largest percentage of nonmembers participated in county events and in the 4-H club
program.

The second largest percentages of nonmember participation were similar to the
state percentages, where the second largest participation was in county events.
Differences were in the Purchase, and the Lincoln Trail areas, where the second
largest percentages of participation were in extension education and guidance contrib-
uting to major improvement in home, farm and family life; in the Fort Harrod area
where district and state participation equalled that of participation in county events; in
the Northeast area where 4-H participation and agricultural activities equalled county
activities and events; and in the Bluegrass area where the second largest percentage
of participation was in the 4-H program.

Participation in Non-Extension Programs and Activities

Statewide Participation

A larger percentage of homemaker club members than of either nonmembers or
former members received home economics or family living information or training
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from non - extension educational sources. A larger percentage of homemaker club
members than of either former members or nonmembers participated in or received
information from each source listed, in Table 16. The second largest percentage of
participation was by the former members. However, a much larger percentage of
nonmembers, (about two thirds more) participated in these non-extension classes and
activities than in extension activities, while about a quarter more former members
and about the same percentage of homemaker club members participated in the non-
extensi(.n activities listed in Table 16 as in the eleven extension activities listed in
Table 15.

The experiences in which the largest percentage of homemaker club members
participated were also those in which the highest percentage of former and nonmembers
participated. Likewise the experiences in which the smallest percentage of homemaker
club members participated were those in which the smallest percentage of former and
nonmembers participated.

The non-extension sources from which the highest percentage of homemaker
club members (66 percent), former members (55 percent) and nonmembers (50 percent)
received information were store managers, clerks, salesmen, or other business repi. e-
sentatives. The second largest percentage, more than half (55 percent) of the homemaker
club members, about two-fifths (39 perce,ii) of the former members, and a fourth (24
percent) of the nonmembers, participated in meetings or demonstrations held by
commercial home economists.

The third largest percentage of homemaker club members (37 percent), former
members (3(1 percent), and nonmembers (15 percent) participated in meetings or special
classes held by the Health Department or other agencies.

Adult home economics classes in school or vocational home economics adult
education involved a fourth (24 percent) of the homemaker club membei.s, a fifth (20
percent) of the former members, and a seventh (14 percent) of the nonmembers.
Between a sixth and a tenth of the homemaker club members (17 percent), former
members (15 percent), and nonmembers (10 percent) participated in other adult classes
or special courses taught in school, and about 5 percent of each participated in other
activities or received home economics information from other non-extension sources.

Area Participation

The sources of non-extension information from which the largest percentage of
area homemaker club members, former members, and nonmembers received home
economics and family related information were store managers, clerks, salesmen or
other business representatives, which was very similar to the percentages for the state.
However, Table 16 shows the following exceptions :

In the Bluegrass, Northeast Kentucky, Quicksand, and Wilderness Trail Areas
the largest percentage of homemaker club members received information from meetings
and demonstrations by commercial home economists. In the Louisville area meetings
and classes by the Health Department and other non-extension agencies were sources of
information for the largest percentage of former homemakers while in the Purchase and
Quicksand areas talking with store managers or other business representatives and
meetings or demonstrations by commercial home economists were equally important
sources of information for the largest percentage of former members.

44



T
ab

le
 1

6.
- 

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 o

f 
H

om
em

ak
er

 C
lu

b 
M

em
be

rs
. N

on
m

em
be

rs
 a

nd
 F

or
m

er
 M

em
be

rs
Pa

rt
ic

ip
at

in
g 

in
 N

on
-F

.x
. t

en
si

on
 P

ro
gr

am
s 

an
d 

A
ct

iv
iti

es

St
at

e 
an

d 
A

re
as

PA
R

T
IC

IP
A

T
IO

N
 E

X
PE

R
IE

N
C

E
S

M
ee

tin
gs

 a
nd

cl
as

se
s 

co
nd

uc
te

d 
by

H
ea

lth
 D

ep
ar

tm
en

t
or

 o
th

er
 a

ge
nc

ie
s

M
ee

tin
gs

 o
r

D
em

on
st

ra
tio

ns
 o

f
C

om
m

er
ci

al
 H

om
e

E
co

no
m

is
ts

A
du

lt 
H

om
e

E
co

no
m

ic
s 

cl
as

se
s

in
 S

ch
oo

l o
r 

ot
he

r 
H

om
e

E
co

no
m

ic
s 

E
du

ca
tio

n

O
th

er
 a

du
lt 

cl
as

se
s

or
 s

pe
ci

al
 c

ou
rs

es
ta

ug
ht

 in
 s

ch
oo

l

T
al

ki
ng

 w
ith

 s
to

re
m

em
be

rs
, c

le
rk

s
sa

le
sm

en
 o

r 
ot

he
r

bu
si

ne
ss

 r
ep

.
O

th
er

H
m

N
on

Fo
rm

er
H

m
N

on
Fo

rm
er

H
m

N
on

Fo
rm

er
H

m
N

on
Fo

rm
er

H
m

N
on

Fo
rm

er
H

m
N

on
Fo

rm
er

K
en

tu
ck

y
54

.7
23

.8
39

.4
24

.4
13

.5
20

.3
17

.0
10

.4
14

.6
-

37
.2

15
.2

29
.8

65
.8

49
 -

6
55

.2
7.

1
4.

6
4.

4
1.

Pu
rc

ha
se

50
.0

19
.5

51
.3

21
.4

14
.3

20
.5

11
.1

7.
 8

17
.9

42
. I

14
.3

41
.0

66
.7

49
_ 

5
51

.3
6.

3
2.

6
0

2.
Pe

nn
yr

ile
57

.1
15

.5
31

.a
27

.5
17

.2
18

.2
22

.0
10

.3
13

.6
42

.9
15

.5
36

.4
58

.2
43

.1
59

.1
2.

2
3.

4
0

3.
 G

re
en

 R
iv

er
57

.I
17

.6
44

.4
33

.9
15

.3
37

.0
26

.8
10

.6
18

.5
45

.5
15

.3
29

.6
75

.0
47

.1
74

.1
5 

. 4
2.

44
7.

4
4.

 M
am

m
ot

h 
C

av
e

50
.5

18
.3

27
.3

28
.8

11
.0

2
2
.
7

19
.8

7.
3

0
3
7
.
8

3
.
7

3
6
.
0

69
.4

5
3
.
7

5
4
.
5

4.
5

5.
L

ak
e 

C
um

be
rl

an
d

50
.0

17
.0

28
.6

22
.1

1.
9

14
.3

16
.2

7.
5

7.
1

36
.8

5.
7

21
.4

54
.4

28
.3

64
.3

0
3.

A
0

6.
L

in
co

ln
 T

ra
il

63
.0

19
.1

41
.7

27
.2

7.
4

8.
3

12
.0

5.
9

16
.7

45
.7

16
.2

37
.5

77
.2

61
.8

75
.0

10
.9

0
12

.5
7.

L
ou

is
vi

lle
42

.2
27

.6
29

.6
24

.5
21

.6
18

.5
17

.7
10

.3
29

.6
31

.3
20

.7
33

.3
68

.7
51

.7
25

.9
7.

5
7.

8
0

8.
N

or
th

 K
en

tu
ck

y
63

.0
19

.8
27

.3
19

.4
11

.6
18

.2
14

.8
10

.5
18

.2
38

.9
22

.1
27

.3
64

.8
51

.2
50

.0
.9

2.
3

0
9.

Fo
rt

 H
ar

ro
d

42
.4

18
.6

41
.7

14
.1

8.
5

20
.8

15
.3

15
.3

12
.5

29
.4

15
.3

20
.8

63
.5

32
.2

54
.2

3.
5

0
0

10
.

B
lu

eg
ra

ss
65

.8
33

.3
45

.7
24

.5
15

.6
21

.7
17

.9
14

.1
13

.0
33

.7
14

.8
28

.3
16

.3
54

.1
52

.2
16

.3
11

.1
S.

 7
11

.
L

ic
ki

ng
 R

iv
er

51
.9

27
.5

42
.3

22
.1

9.
8

15
.4

13
.0

9.
8

7.
7

44
.2

15
.7

23
.1

62
.3

60
.8

57
.7

9 
-1

9.
8

11
.5

12
.

N
or

th
ea

st
 K

y.
66

.7
36

.6
50

.0
25

.9
14

.6
16

.7
11

.1
14

.6
16

.7
31

.5
24

.4
25

.0
59

.3
53

.7
58

.3
7.

4
4.

9
0

13
.

Q
ui

ck
sa

nd
68

.8
42

.9
50

.0
18

.8
14

.3
0

18
.8

7.
1

0
0

7.
1

0
56

.3
42

.9
50

.0
12

.5
0

50
.0

14
.

W
ild

er
ne

ss
 T

ra
il

41
.0

41
.7

33
.3

25
.6

20
.8

33
.3

20
.5

12
.5

16
.7

23
.1

12
.5

0
35

.9
50

.0
50

.0
2.

6
4.

2
0



In the Quicksand area an equal percentage of nonmembers received home eco-
nomics and family living information from talking with store managers and other
business representatives and through meetings or demonstrations by commercial home
economists.

Satisfaction Rating of Extension Experiences

Statewide Satisfaction Rating

The value of certain experiences received through a variety of extension
activities and events was rated by homemaker club members, former members, and
nonmembers. The ratings describe the value which they considered these satisfactions
to have been to themselves, their families, and others. Value ratings of "very much"
(great value); "some" (some value) and "very little" (very little or no value) were
given to each program or activity in which they had participated, as recorded in
Table 17.

Table 17.- Percentage Distribution of Kentucky Homemaker Club Members, Nonmembers, and
Former Members According to How Satisfied They Were With Various Extension
Experiences*

EXTENSION EXPERIENCES

State
Satisfaction Rating of
Extension Experiences

Non Club
Members

Former
Members

Homemaker
Club Members

Very
Much Some Very

Little
Very
Much Some Very

Little
Very
Much Some Very

Little

Members of Homemaker Club 88. 9 10.3 .7 0 0 0 71.3 24.7 5.2
Leader in Homemaker Organization 77.1 19.4 3.5 0 0 0 57.0 35.2 7. 8
Member of 4-H Club 63. 0 29. 8 7.2 54. 1 36.7 8. 9 71.1 21.7 7.2
Adult 4-H Leader 70. 8 23.2 5.0 68.9 27.0 4. 1 72.2 23.6 4.2
Member County Extension Council

or 4-H Council 63. 8 28. 7 7. 5 50. 0 40.9 9.0 63. 6 27.3 9. 1
Received Extension Education

and Guidance which contributed
to Major Improvement 64.4 30.9 4. 7 47.2 40.0 12.8 60.8 33.7 5.4

County Events and Meetings 63.9 29.4 6. 8 59.1 30.9 10. 1 60. 8 30. 7 8. 5
District and State Activities,

Events and Meetings 62.6 27. 6 9. 8 68. 3 25. 0 6. 7 57. 1 36.4 6.5
* Percentages are based on the number of poisons who had described each Extension experience.

The experience rated as being of "very much" value by the highest percentage
of homemaker club members and the second highest percentage of former members
was that of being a member of the homemakers club. Almost nine-tenths (89 percent)
of the homemaker club members and almost three-fourths (71 percent) of the former
members rated the experience as of "very much" value while a tenth (10 percent) of
the homemaker club members and a fourth (25 percent) of the former members rated
the experience as being of "some" value and fewer than 1 percent of the homemaker
club members and 5 percent of the former members rated being a homemaker club
member as of "very little" value.

Among homemaker club members who had various extension experiences, the
second highest percentage (77 percent) rated leadership in the homemaker's organi-
zation as being of "very much" value, while almost three-fourths (71 percent) said
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they received "very much" value from being a 4-H leader, and two-thirds (65 percent)
said that receiving extension education or guidance which contributed to major
improvements in the home, on the farm, or in family life was of "very much" value.
Taking part in county events and activities and taking part in district and state meetings
and events were rated of "very much" value by two-thirds of the club members (64
percent and 63 percent respectively). Almost two-thirds rated being a 4-H club
member (63 percent) and being a member of the county extension council or 4-H council
(64 percent) as being of "very little" value.

The highest percentage (72 percent) of former members said that being an adult
4-H club leader was of "very much" value, while a fourth (24 percent) said it was
"some" value. Almost three-fourths (71 percent) rated previous 4-H club membership
as "very much" value while about a fourth (22 percent) rated it as "some" value.
Approximately two-thirds (64 percent) said county extension council or 4-H council
membership was of "very much" value. Receiving extension education and guidance
contributing to major improvements in home, farm, or family life was considered of
"very much" value to three-fifths (61 percent) of the former members. Three-fifths
also rated participation in county activities, taking part in district and state activities,
events, and meetings, and being a leader in a homemaker organization as "very much"
value.

The largest percentage of nonmembers (69 percent) said that the experience of
being an adult 4-H leader was of "very much" value, while more than a fourth (27
percent) said it was of "some" value. More than two-thirds (68 percent) rated taking
part in district and state activities, events, and meetings as of "very much" value and
more than half (59 percent) said they received "very much" value from participating in
county activities, events, and meetirgs. More than half (54 percent) of the nonmembers
said that having been a 4-H club member was of very much value to them, and member-
ship in the county extension council or 4-H council was said to be of very much value
by half of the nonmembers. Almost half (47 percent) of the nonmembers said that
extension education and guidance for major improvements in home, farm, or family.
life was of very much value to them.

Satisfaction with Extension Experiences by Areas

Satisfactions which area homemaker club members, former merahers, and non-
members received by participating in certain extension organizations activities and
events are listed in Tables 18, 19, and 20. Value ratings were given to each program
or activity as has been described in explaining the statewide satisfaction rating in
Table 17.

Homemaker Club Members.--No other extension experience recorded in Table
18 was rated as being of "very much" value by as many club members as the experience
of being a homemaker club member. A high percentage (82-93 percent), more than 8
out of 10 homemaker club members in every area rated this experience as of "very
much" value while fewer than 2 out of 10 rated it as being of "some" value and fewer
than 1 out of 10 rated it as of "very little" value. In seven of the 14 areas (Green River,
Mammoth Cave, Lake Cumberland, North Kentucky, Bluegrass, Northeast Kentucky,
and Wilderness Trail) no homemakers rated homemaker club membership as being of
"very little" value and only one area (Quicksand) had as many as 1 homemaker in 16
who said that homemaker club membership was of "very little" value.

The experience of being a leader in the homemakers organization was rated of
"very much" value by the second largest percentage of club members, with more than
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Table LS.- Percentage 1)istr ibutim or Homemaker Club Alembers According to How Satisfied They Were With Various Extension
Expel' lences

State 33111,1 Areas

EX PE1131 ENC ES AND SA TISEACTION RATING

Very
Little

member of
County Es iellSiOn
Council or
1-11 Council

Very Very
Much Some Little

Members of
1 i0111e111:1 lit`r

Chili
Very
Much

I .caller in
I 10111C111:1 NCI'S

OrganiZation
Very

Some Little

l'Or Me l' Member
of -1-11 Club

Very Very
Much Some Little

Very
Much

Adult
4-11 1.vailcr

Some
Very
Much Some

Very
Little

Kentucky 44.9 10.0 .7 77.1 111.1 :3.3 13:3,0 2331.5 7.2 70.5 9:3,2 5.0 13:1.5 28.7 7.5

1. Purchase 59, 7 7. 9 2.4 88.(3 III, 0 1.1) 130.8 27.8 12.8 73.6 25.:1 2_.13 72.2 20, 6 6. 9
2. Peeinyri le 92. 3 5. 5 2.2 81.7 17, 2 0 78.5 14.9 7. 2 73.9 17. 6 7. 0 r3. 8 22.4 3. 7
0, Green River 02.0 5 . 0 0 5 1 . 4 13,!1 6. 5 46. 9 51.2 2. 7 72,3 25, 8 2. 7 78. 0 15.8 13.3
4, Mammoth Cave 91.9 7. 2 0 (38.2 29, 2 4.3 70, I 18, 5 11. 1 75, 2 20..55 3.4 59.9 40.9 0
5 Lake Cumberland 92.6 7.4 0 73.0 20. 5 7, 2 64. 9 29.9 3. 1 72.9 19. 5 6. 8 .15. 1 2(1.5 19. 0
6, Lincoln Trail 85, 9 1:3.0 1. I 82.2 4. 1 2,13 59.2 :14.9 7. 0 66. 1 25.0 5.4 (3(3.3 27. 0 6.7
7. Louisville 82.0 17.0 . 7 78.4 26.9 4, 8 (34.8 30. 0 5. 5 51.2 5. 0 :3. 1 (3:3.5 :3(3,:3 11. 2
8. North Kentucky 911.7 9.3 0 72.5 2.1.2 : 3 . 8 60, 0 :1(3.0 : i . 9 79. 1 ) 1 6 . 8 I 1 .1 (32.0 29.5 8. 5
9, Fort. I fa rrod 88.0 10.8 1.2 7.1.0 25.0 I . 0 75.0 15.0 10.0 77.5 15.5 4,0 56.11 :3:3.5 !1.8

10. Bluegrass 89.7 10.0 0 52.0 16, 0 2.0 (34.5 25.3 7.2 71.5 213.4 2. 1 07.6 27.13 5. 1
11. Licking River 84.4 14.3 l.3 8)1.0 16,, 0 4.11 50.7 4 '.9 7. 8 87.8 9. 8 :3. 3 12.5 33.5 18. 0
12. Northeast Ky. 88, 9 11.1 0 83.0 15. 0 0 92, 8 0 7.2 GO. 0 20, 0 20, 0 66. 6 33.13 0
13. Quicksand 57.5 6.0 13.:3 811.0 10.1 10.1 66. :1 33, 4 o 66, 5 :3:3.4 0 SO, 0 90, 0 0
14. Wilderness Trail 87.2 .'.8 (1 137.5 25.1 9,2 66.6 :33,:3 0 75.5 23. 0 0 136,!1 :1:3. 1 0

Table 18. Continued

State and Areas

Received Extension
Education and
Guidance which County Activ it les District and State
ContH Induct to Events. and ALtiv 'lies and
Maj, Improvements Meet ings Meet ings
Very Very Very Very Very Very
Much Some Little Much Some Little Much Some Little

Kentucky 04.4 30.9 4.7 63.9 29.4 13.8 62.6 27.6 9.8

1. Purchase 71.4 25.6 2.8 68.5 2(3.0 :3.4 62.9 27.9 7.0
2. Pcnnyrile 76, 9 21.6 1. 5 78.5 20.0 2. 9 SI. S 18.5 0
3. Green River 0,8.5 29. 5 2.3 73.0 2 :1.0 4. 0 73, 8 20.0 4.5
4. Mammoth Cave 60.6 :32.4 4.3 62. 0 :12.8 8. 2 134.0 30.0 6. 0
5. Lake Cumberland 05.0 29.0 5. 0 52.0 46, 0 2. 1 58.0 28.0 1:1. 6
6. Lincoln Trail 65.7 :30.0 4.0 67.8 28, 7 4.0 67.4 27.0 5. 1
7. Louisville 53.2 :34.5 12.9 5:1.3 :37.0 9.7 35.7 :39.5 2'1.8
8. North Kentucky 62.5 36. I 4.8 55.5 :34.7 9.8 57.5 29.9 12.9
9. Earl Harrod 62.0 313.0 . 1 1 72, 0 22.0 6 . 0 136.2 22. 0 I 1 . 8

10. Bluegrass 56.0 24.5 19.5 134.0 29.7 6.9 013.5 25.4 5.1
11. Licking River 65.0 28.0 7. 0 54.0 33. 0 1'3.0 55.3 27.4 17. 3
12. INI(.. Aheast Ky. 60.4 27. 4 6. 2 68.5 21.9 9.6 87.0 13.0 0
13. Quicksand 133.7 27.2 9. 1 7:3.0 9.0 18.0 86.5 13.5 0
14. Wilderness Trail 50.0 38.4 I !. 6 4 7. 2 0 5:1.1 (32.0 33.0 5. 0

6 out of 10 in every area and 8 in 10 in half the areas rating it of "very much" value and
more than 1 out of 10 rating it of "some" value, while fewer than 1 in 10 in each area
except Quicksand said homemaker club leadership was of "very little" value.

Adult 4-H leadership was considered to be of "very much" value by the third
largest percentage of homemaker club members. More than half of the club members
in each area who had been adult 4-H leaders, rated their 4-H leadership experience of
"very much" value. The range between areas was great, however, ranging from a low
of 51 percent in the Louisville area to a high of 88 percent in the Licking River area,
with more than 7 out of 10 homemaker club members in eleven of the fourteen areas
rating adult 4-H leadership as "very much" value.

The 'percentage of club members giving the "some" value rating to adult 4-H
leadership ranged from 10 percent in the Licking River area to 45 percent in the
Louisville area and those rating it of "very little" value ranged from 0 percent in the
Wilderness Trail and Quicksand areas to 20 percent in the Northeast area.
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A similar percentage of homemaker club members by areas gave "very much"
value ratings to the experiences which they received through participation in the
remaining five organizations and activities listed in Table 18. Their "some" and "very
little" ratings were also similar in that the "some" ratings for each of the five organi-
zations and activities ranged between 20 and 40 percent in most areas, and the "very
little" ratings were under 10 percent in most areas.

More than 6 out of 10 club members in eleven of the fourteen areas said that
they received "very much" value from receiving extension education and guidance
which contributed to major improvements in their home, farm, and family life and
from the experience of having formerly been a 4-H club member, while 6 out of 10
members in 10 of the areas said they received "very much" value from the experience
of being a member of the extension council or the 4-H council and from participating
in District and state activities and events. Also 6 out of 10 club members in 9 of the
14 areas said they had received "very much" value from participation in county
activities, events, and meetings. It is interesting to note that a higher percentage of
club members in 10 of the areas rated participation in district and state activities
higher than participation in county activities.

Former Members.--Extension experiences received through three of the
organizations and activities listed in Table 19 appear to have been of almost equal value
to former homemaker club members. More than 6 out of 10 former members in eleven
of the fourteen extension areas said that membership in the homemaker club had been
of "very much" value to them, their families and others, while more than 6 out of 10
former members in nine of the areas said that being an adult 4-H club leader had been
of "very much" value to them and about the same percentage said that being a former
4-H club member had been of "very much" value.

The experiences of participation in county activities, events, and meetings, of
being a member of the county extension council or 4-H council, and that of receiving
extension education and guidance which contributed to major improvement were rated
as being of very much value by more than 6 out of 10 former members in seven areas,
while 6 out of 10 in five areas ranked district and state activities and events, and also
the experience of being a leader in the homemakers' organization, as of very much value.

The lack of response to some items by former members in the Northeast,
Quicksand, and Wilderness Trail areas affected the percentages for certain of the
activities in Table 19.

A larger percentage of former members than of club members tended to rate
4-H membership and leadership as of "very much" value, while a larger percentage of
homemaker club members than of former members gave "very much" value ratings to
homemaker club membership, homemaker leadership, county extension and 4-H council
membership, guidance which contributed to major improvements,' and participation in
county, district, and state events.

Nonmembers.--The experiences rated to be of "very much" value by the largest
percentage of nonmembers was being an adult 4-H leader and participation in district
and state activities, events,and meetings. More than 6 out of 10 nonmembers in 10 of
the fourteen extension areas said these experiences were of "very much" value to
themselves, their families and to others (Table 20).

The second highest percentage, more than 5 out of 10 nonmembers in 11 of the
14 Extension areas, said that county activities, events and meetings were of "very
much" value.
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Table. 19, - Percentage Distribution of Former Club Members According to How Satisfied They Were With Various Extension
Experiences

Stale 11111. A ryas

ENTEN8IoN ExpEittENcEs

Member of
Members of Lender in County Extension
Ito me maker Homemakers Cornier Member Adult Council or
Club Organizat ion of 4-11 Club 4-11 Leader 4-11 Council

Very Very Very Very Very Very Very Very Very Very
Much Some Little Much Some Little Much Some Little Much Some Little Much Some Little

Kentucky 71.3 24.7 5. 2 57.0 33.2 7. 8 71. 1 21.7 7.2 72.2 23.6 4.2 03,11 27.3 9, I
1. Purchase 76.7 23.3 0 76. 8 23. 1 .0 09. 8 19.9 10, I 72.5 I8.4 9, 1 l00 0 U

2. Pennyrile 70.0 20.0 10. 0 (31.0 19, 5 19, 5 77. 5 22.5 U 100 0 0 0 100 0
3 , Green River 61.0 35,0 4.0 73,5 27,5 0 115.0 22.2 1 1 , 1 80.0 2(1.0 0 60. 6 31. 3 0
4. Mammoth Cave 80. 0 20.0 0 .55.5 33.5 11.0 50.0 50.0 0 100 U 0 100 0 0
5. Lake Cumberland 65. 0 2(3.8 S. 2 113.5 19. 9 16, 6 23. 0 77, 0 0 5(1. 0 50. 0 0 0 100 0
6. Lincoln Trail 75.0 25.1) 0 50,0 50.0 U 87.5 0 12.5 56.9 28.6 14.5 66,4 0 :33.6
7. Louisville 71.0 29.0 1) 42, 0 58.0 0 100 0 0 66, 6 33, 4 0 50.0 50.0 0
S. North Kentucky 5:3.5 41,6 5. 5 55, 0 33.5 I I. 5 84.0 0 16. 7 75. 5 24.5 0 33.1 :13.3 33. 3
9. Fort I la rrod 56.8 20.0 17.2 55, 0 15.0 0 83, 2 0 16. 8 57.1 42.9 0 11)0 0 0

10. Bluegrass 79.1) 17.2 2.9 64.5 29.7 5.9 55, 6 33.2 11.2 80.2 19.8 0 50.1 33, 1 16, 9
11. Licking River 05. () 22. 0 13. 0 46, 0 27. 0 27.11 71. 5 28.5 0 69.9 20. 2 9, 9 100 0 0
12. Northeast Ky. 90.0 10.0 0 60, (1 20.0 20.11 50. () 50, 0 0 100 0 0 67, 0 :13, 0 0
I:i. Quicksand 50. 0 0 50, 0 0 0 0 0 10, 0 0 0 ) 0 0 0 0
14. Wilderness Trail 100 0 0 50.0 50,11 0 11)11 0 0 0 1 IU 0 0 0 0

Table 19. -- Continued

State and Areas

Received Extension
Education and
Guidance which County Activities District and Slate
Contributed to Events. and Activities and
Major Improvements Meetings Meetings
Very Very Very Very Very Very
Much Some I Attic Much Sonic Little Much Some Little

Kentucky 60, 5 :13.7 5.4 00. 8 30.7 8. 5 57. I 36.4 6.5
1 . Purchase 7.4.7 1 7 . 6 8.7 09. 8 23. 3 4.9 55.5 :3:1,:3 II . 2
2. Pennyrile 40.11 54. 0 II 115.5 25,.5 8.I 55.0 22.3 22,8
3 . Green River 55.0 45.0 0 50. :3 39. 8 9, 9 75.0 25, 0 0
4. Mammoth Cave 74.5 2.5,5 0 88.5 11.5 0 100 0 0
5. Lake Cumberland 30.5 37.5 12. 0 50.5 37. 5 12.11 16.9 83. 1 0
6. Lincoln Trail 71.8 21.8 7.4 MI, 7 20.0 1:1.:3 85. 7 11.3 0
7. Louisville :38.0 46.5 15.5 67.0 25, 0 8. 0 25. 0 (32.5 12. 5
8. North Kentucky 40.0 40.0 20.0 43.5 34.5 22.11 511.9 5(1.11 0
9, Fort Harrod 60.0 40. 0 0 70. 1 19.9 10, 0 :3:3.2 30. 0 16. 8

10. Bluegrass 07. 6 28.4 4. 0 4:3. I 52. 6 4.:3 7S. 5 21. 5 0
1t. Licking River 50.5 50.5 0 5s.:3 35.9 5.8 50.5 50.5 0
12. Northeast Ky. 75.0 25.0 0 71. 6 28..! 0 100 0 0
13. Quicksand 0 0 0 11 0 (1 0 0 0
14. Wilderness Trail 100 0 0 :1:3.4 3:3.4 33.4 541.0 50, 0 If

The third highest percentage of nonmembers (over half) in nine of the extension
areas rated their experience of former 4-H club membership as of "very much" value.

The other two experiences in Table 20, that of receiving Extension education and
guidance which contributed to major improvements and that of participating in county
Extension council or 4-H council were rated as of "very much" value by 6 out of 10
nonmembers in five of the extension areas, and more than half of the nonmembers in
eleven of the areas rated participation in county events as of "very much" value.

The homemaker club members tended to rate more of their extension experi-
ences as of "very much" value, while the nonmembers tended to give "some" and "very
little" value ratings to their extension experiences more than did either the members or
former members.
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Participation In The Homemakers Club

Homemaker club members discussed advantages of belonging to the homemaker's
club and former members gave their reasons for dropping out of the organization.
Homemaker club members, former members, and nonmembers had personal friends
who were once homemaker club members but who no longer participated, and they also
had friends who they felt would benefit from belonging to the homemaker's club but who
had never been members. They discussed reasons for certain friends dropping out of
the club and for others not becoming members.

Advantages it Belonging to the Homemakers Club:

Statewide Comparisons.--Homemaker club members looked upon homemaker
clubs in Kentucky as a way for thousands of families to receive helpful information in
homemaking and family living. They also recognized the social leadership and personal
development brought about through the club program and related extension activities.

Table 21 gives a total of the first and second most important reasons or
advantages which homemaker club members gave for belonging to the homemaker's
club. The most important reasons given by four- fifths {79 percent) of the members
pertained to gaining knowledge or skills in home economics. However, almost a fifth
(19.4 percent) gave social, leadership, and personal reasons as the most important
advantages.

Among the reasons given as most important, that of "gaining new knowledge"
was given by more members than any other--nearly half (47 percent). Other advantages
pertaining to knowledge and skills included improving self, learning new skills or
improving present skills in home economics, learning to save time and energy, and
learning how to buy and manage wisely. Ranking second (36 percent) among the reasons
was "gaining friendships and developing socially. " Only a very few listed any other
social or personal reasons as most important.

If we combine the first and second most important reasons given (Table 22) it is
clear that about twice as many gave reasons relating to knowledge and skills as gave
reasons relating to social and other matters. "Gaining knowledge" was the specific
reason mentioned by the most women (62 percent) but "gaining friendship and developing
socially" was second, with over half (53 percent) mentioning it. Reasons mentioned by
about a quarter of the women were "improve self" and "improve skills. "

Area Comparisons. --The advantages given by area homemaker club members
for belonging to the homemaker club were the same as for the state as a whole (Table
22). The largest percentage of the homemakers in each area said that the most
important reason for belonging was to gain knowledge and skills, and the second most
important reason was to improve friendships and social development. A total of all
responses pertaining to knowledge and skill shows that gaining knowledge and skill
relative to home economics and family living is considered to be the most important
advantage. Likewise a tot.-1 of the responses relative to leadership and to personal and
social development shows tnat the homemaker considers these factors to be of second
importance in the development of the homemaker club member.

Reasons for Dropping Out of the Homemakers Club:

Statewide Comparisons. --Three hundred fifteen of the women interviewed in this
survey had once been homemaker club members but had dropped out. Two-thirds (66
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Table 21,- Percentage Distribution of Homemaker Club Members by First and Second Most Important Reasons
They Would Give a Friend for Belonging to the Homemakers Club

Stale and Areas

TO GAIN KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS
Gain
New

Knowledge

Improve
Self

(Keep Informed)

Improve or
Learn New

Skills
Save
and Energy

Time I n to Buy
and Manage

Rating

Total
for Knowledge

aml Skills
Rating Rating Rating Rating Rating

1st 2nd 1st 2nd 1st 2nd I st 2nd 1st 2nd 1st 2nd

Kentucky 46,8 14.7 14.0 9.4 14.0 11.5 I . 8 1 1. 9 1. 2.7 78.5 40.2

1 . Purchase -18.4 13,5 1 8 . 5 4. 8 12. 7 II. 5 .8 IA 1.6 2.4 81,5 93.4
2. Pennyri le 41.s 14.3 1(3.5 9.9 13.2 16.5 3.3 0 0 (I 7.1, s 1((.7
3 . Green River (31.6 9.8 7.1 9.8 11.0 1(1.7 :1.6 3.6 .9 2.7 54. 8 :6.0
4. Mammoth Cave 17.7 15.3 17.1 8. I 12. 6 7.1 0 0 . 9 . 9 78.:3 31. 5
5, Lake Cumberland 48.5 I I. 8 10.3 7.4 17. 6 13.2 I . 5 5. 8 1.5 0 79.4 41.2
6. Lincoln Trail 34.8 18, 5 15.2 9. 8 22.8 13.0 2.2 0 2. 0 I. 1 77.2 42.4
7. Louisville :33.3 12.9 21.8 12.2 19.7 10.9 .7 .7 :1.4 8.8 78,9 45.5
8. North Kentucky 60.2 10.2 12.0 13.9 5.3 13. 9 . 9 'I 2. 8 2. 8 54.2 42. I
9. Fort Ilarrod 42.4 18.8 16.5 7.1 14.1 I1.8 0 :1. 5 2.4 2.4 75.4 -33.6

10. Bluegrass 48,4 21.2 8.2 10.3 10.3 9. 8 2.2 2. 7 2.2 2. 2 71.3 46. 2
1 1 . Licking River 45.5 14.3 16.9 3.9 13.1) 10.4 3.9 1 . 3 2. 6 2. 6 81.9 :12.5
12. Northeast Ky. 50.0 1:3.0 1:3.0 14.8 11.1 13. 0 5.6 0 0 I . 9 79.7 42.7
1:3. Quicksand :37.5 12.5 (1 6.3 18.8 18.8 6.3 0 (3.3 6.3 68.9 43.9
14. Wilderness Trail 51.3 12.8 10.3 10.3 20, 5 10.3 I) 2. 6 2. 6 2.6 84.7 38. 6

'Cable 21. - Continued

State and Areas

SOCIAL (LEADERSHIP, PERSONAL REASONS) OTHER
Improve

Friendships
and Social

Development
Be a Better

Leader
I lelp

Others

Identify with
the University
of Kentucky

Total for
Social and
Leadership Other

Do not Know
or no

Information Total
Rating Rating Rat ing Rating Rating Rating Rating Rating

1st 2nd 1st 2nd 1st 2nd 1st 2nd 1st 2nd 1st 2nd 1st 2nd 1st 2nd

Kentucky 16.9 3(3.0 . 7 1.2 1. 0 I . 8 . 8 . 7 19.4 :39.7 1. 2 2. 0 . 7 15. 2 100 101.

I . Purchase 11.9 41.3 1.6 .8 2.4 4.0 .8 .8 10.7 46. 9 . 8 .8 I) 19.0 100 100

2, Pennyrile 18.7 :3:3.0 t. 1 0 1 . 1 1 . 1 3.3 .. 1 24. 2 35. 2 1. 1 1. 1 0 22.0 100 100

3. Green River 10.7 30.4 0 0 1.8 1.8 0 (1 12.5 32.2 0 0 2. 7 31.3 100 100

4, Mammoth Cave 19.8 42.3 (1 0 .9 1.8 .9 .9 21.6 46.8 0 0 0 21.6 100 100

5. Lake Cumberland 14.8 :10.8 0 2.9 2.9 1 . 5 2.9 0 20.6 -41.2 0 5.9 0 11.8 100 100

6. Lincoln Trail 19.6 42.4 1. 1 2.2 0 1. 1 2. 2 4.3 22.9 50. (1 0 0 0 7. 6 100 I00
7, Louisville, 15.0 :3 :3.3 2.7 2.7 .7 0 .7 .7 19.1 :36.7 14 4.8 .7 12.9 100 100

8. North Kentucky 11.1 36.1 0 1.9 0 .9 0 9 11. I 39. 8 1.9 2.8 2.8 14.9 100 100

9, Fort Ilarrod 20,0 27.1 0 1.2 0 2.4 1.2 0 21.2 :30.7 1.2 1.2 2.4 24.7 100 100

10. Bluegrass 24.5 :35.3 .5 .5 .5 .5 . 5 0 26.0 36.3 2.7 2, 7 0 14.1 100 100

11. Licking River 15,6 :19.0 0 1,3 0 2.6 0 (1 15.6 42,9 2.6 2,6 0 22.1 100 100

12. Northeast Ky. 16. 7 :15. 2 0 0 1. 9 5. 6 0 0 1; . 6 -10.8 0 0 1. 9 16.7 100 100

13. Quicksand 31. :3 37.5 0 0 0 6, :3 0 0 31.3 43.8 0 6.3 0 (3.3 100 100

14. Wilderness Trail 12.8 :33. 3 0 (1 2. 6 2. 6 0 0 1'). 4 35.9 0 2.6 0 23.1 100 1011

percent) of the homemaker club members, two-fifths (41. percent) of the former
members, and almost a fifth (18 percent) of the nonmembers had friends who had
dropped out of the homemaker's club (Table 23).

Each former homemaker club member was asked to give the most important
reason why she and her friend dropped out of the club. The reasons given by former
members are summarized in Table 24. The reasons which former members gave for
their friends dropping out were the same as those given for themselves.

A fourth (25 percent) of the former members said they dropped out because of
employment or other responsibilities outside of the home. A fifth dropped out because
of home responsibilities or children. About one-seventh (14 percent) of the former
members had to stop attending homemaker club meetings because of poor health of self
or others, while about an equal percentage (13 percent) dropped out because they
moved or the club disbanded. Seven percent dropped out because they did not get the
help they needed and wanted through the club.
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Table 22. - Percentage of Homemaker Club Members Who listed Each Reason as (Inc of the Two Most Important Reasons They
Would Given Friend for Belonging to the Club

State and Areas
TO GAIN KNOWLEDGE and SKILLS

Save Time
and Energy

SOCIAL

Learn 't'o Buy
and Manage

(Leadership.

Improve Friend-
ship and Social

Development

Personal Rt.
Be a Better

Leader

asonsl

help
Others

Gain
Knowledge

Improve
Self

(Keep Informed)

Improve
Skills

Kentucky

1. Purchase
2. Pennyrile
3. Green River
4. Mammoth Cave
5. Lake Cumberland
6. Lincoln Trail
7. Louisville
8. North Kentucky
9. Fort Harrod

10. Bluegrass
11. Licking River
12. Northeast Ky.
13. Quicksand
14. Wilderness Trail

61.5 23.4 25.5 3.7 4,6 52.9 1.9 2. 8

61.9 23.1 23.8 2.4 4.0 53.2 2.4 6.4
56.1 26.4 29.7 3.3 0 51.7 1.1 2.2
71.7 16.9 22.3 7.2 3,6 41.1 0 3.6
63.0 25.2 19.8 0 1.8 02.1 0 2 7
60.3 17.7 30.8 10.3 1.5 51.6 2.9 4.4
53.3 . 5.0 35.8 2.2 3.3 02.0 3.3 1.1
46.2 30.6 1.4 12,2 48.3 5.4 .7
70.4 2.,. 9 22.2 2.8 5.6 47.2 1.9 .9
61.2 23.6 25.9 3.5 4.8 47.1 1.2 2.4
69.6 18.5 20.1 4.9 4.4 59.8 1.0 1.0
59.8 20.8 23.4 5.2 5.2 54.6 1.3 2.6
63.0 27.8 24.1 5.6 1,9 51.9 0 7.5
50.0 6.3 37.6 6.3 12.6 68.8 0 6.3
64.1 20.6 30.8 2.6 5.2 46.1 0 0.2

Table 23.- Percentage of Homemaker Club Members, Nonmembers, and Former
Members Saying They Ilad Friends Who Dropped Out of a Homemaker
Club

State and Areas
Have Friends Who Dropped Out of
Homemakers' Club

Homemaker Member Nonmember Former Member

KENTUCKY

1, Purchase
.2. Pennyrile
3. Green River
4. Mammoth Cave
5. Lake Cumberland
6. Lincoln Trail
7. Louisville
8. North Kentucky
9. Fort Harrod

10. Bluegrass
11. Licking River
12. Northeast Ky.
13. Quicksand
14. Wilderness Trail

65.9 17.8 41.0

70.6 14.3 48.7
71.4 15.5 27.3
62.5 24.7 44.4
70.3 12.2 45.5
61.8 11.3 35.7
62.0 19.1 41.7
65.3 19,8 40.1
69.4 14.0 50.0
68.2 16.9 41.7
70.7 23.0 32.0
68.8 0 42.3
53.7 19.5 41.7
37.5 14.3 0
38.5 0 50.0

The largest percentage of both homemaker club members and nonmembers
gave the same first three reasons in the same order of importance as were given by
the former members. Reasons why friends of homemaker club members dropped out
of the homemakers club are summarized in Table 25. Almost a fifth (19 percent) of
the homemaker club members said their friends dropped out because of work or other
responsibilities outside the home. The second largest percentage (11 percent) said
drop out was caused by responsibilities of home and children. Poor health of the
member or of other family members was given as the drop out reason by the third
largest number (10 percent). A higher percentage (10 percent) of the homemaker club
members than of former members said a lack of help or of information given by the
club to the member caused drop out, while more former members than members said
drop out was caused by homemaker club members moving and clubs disbanding.
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Area Comparisons. --Table 23 shows that a large percentage of area homemaker
club members, former members and nonmembers had friends who had dropped out of
the homemaker's club. The most important reasons given by for mer members for
dropping out and reasons they gave for their friends dropping out are similar to the
reasons given in the statewide comparison (employment or other responsibilities
outside of the home). However, there were exceptions in the following areas, as
recorded in Table 24.

The largest percentage of the former members of Lincoln Trail, Fort Harrod
and Quicksand areas said that they dropped out because of poor health of self or
others (Table 24).

Responsibilities of home or children were the drop out reasons given by the
largest percentage of the former members of Louisville, Pennyrile, North Kentucky,
and Licking River areas while an equal percentage of the former members in the
Northeast Kentucky area gave the drop-out reasons of employment or other responsi-
bilities outside the home and the responsibilities of home and children.

The largest percentage of former members of the Lincoln Trail area said that
their friends dropped out because they moved or the club was discontinued.

Lack of help or information which the member expected to receive from the
club was given by the largest percentage of former members of the Louisville and
North Kentucky areas as reasons for their friends dropping out.

An equal percentage of former members of the Fort Harrod area said that their
friends dropped out for the following reasons: employment or other responsibilities
outside of the home, poor health of self or others, responsibilities of home and child-
ren, and lack of expected help or information from the homemakers club.

The percentage of former members in the Licking River, Northeast Kentucky,
and Lake Cumberland areas who said that their friends dropped out because of employ-
ment or other responsibilities outside of the home was the same as of those who said
their friends dropped out because of responsibilities of home or children.

Of the members of homemaker clubs, the largest percentage gave employment
or other responsibilities outside of the home as the most important reason for thei
friends dropping out of the homemakers club (Table 25). This was also the reason
given statewide and by the largest percentage of former members. licwir, r, there
were some area differences in the responses of the homemaker club members, as
follow.

The responsibilities of home or children were given by the largest percentage
of the Louisville homemakers as the reason for their friends dropping out.

The percentage of Fort Harrod homemaker club members who gave reasons
of employment or other responsibilities outside of the home was the same as the
percentage who gave lack of help or information expected from the homemakers club.

The largest percentage of the Quicksand Homemaker Club members said that
responsibilities of home and children caused their friends to drop out of the home-
makers club. In the Wilderness Trail area the largest percentage said their friends
dropped out because they did not get the help or information they expected.
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Table 24. - Percentage Distribution of Vormer Homemaker Club ;Members According to Reasons Why They Dropped Out 1.1i. the
Homemakers' Club

Personal Reasons - Work, Mimi] v and Time Satisfactions - Interests
State Employment or !Ionic or Did Not Get Not !loopy Did Not Want
and Other Responsi- Poor health Prefer (living Children Expected tel W Rh Other Responsibility
Areas bit ity Outside of Self or Time to Other Respon- or Information Homemaker or Did Not tinder-

the Home of Another Organintions mild] it les from Club Club Members stand Value

Kentucky 25.1 13.7 3.8 21.3 Ii, 9 .0 6

1 . Purchase 2:1.1 1 5 . 1 7 . 7 111.:3 2.13 2 . 6 2.6
2. Pennyrile 31.8 9. 1 4 . 3 40. 9 4.3 .0 0
3. Green River 22.:3 7. 1 3.7 14.8 II. 1 3 . 7 :3.7
4. Mn mmoth Cave 36.4 18, 2 0 9. 1. 4.3 I) 4. 3
3. hake Cumberland 33.7 14.3 0 14.3 0 0 7. 1
6. Lincoln Trail 1(3.7 :33 . 3 4. 2 25.0 4.2 0 0
7. Louisville 1:'. -3 I 1 . 1 3.7 25.9 11. 1 0 0
8. North Kentucky 4.5 0 31.8 22.7 (3 0
9. Fort Harrod 20.8 23.0 4.2 20.9 8.3 0 8.3

10. Bluegrass 37. 0 IRS 2.2 21.7 8. 7 0 0
II. Licking River 23.1 13.4 :3.8 26.9 0 0 :3.8
12. Northeast Ky. 25.0 8,3 8,3 25.0 8.3 0 U

13. Quicksand 0 50.0 0 0 0 0 0
11. Wilderness Trail 30. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Table 24. -- Continued

Accessibilityto Club Other
State homemaker homemaker Other Reasons
and Moved or the Lacked No Infer mat ion
Areas Club Dis- Transportation and Do Not Total

continued to Meet ings Know Responses Percent

Kentucky 1 :3.3 :3.8 9.6 1.00

1. Purchase 12.8 7.7 12.8 100
2. Penny rile 0 9.l 0 100
3. Green River 11. I :3. 7 1 8. 3 100
4. Mammoth Cave 22. 7 4. 3 0 100
5. Lake Cumberland 14.3 7. 1 7. I 100
6. Lincoln Trail 8.3 0 8.3 100
7. Louisville 14.8 0 1 -4.8 100
8. North Kentucky 13.0 0 22.7 100
9. Fort I iarrod 8. 3 0 4. 2 100

10. Bluegrass 13.0 2.2 8.13 100
11. Licking River I I.. 5 7.7 7.0 IN
12. Northeast Ky. 23.0 0 0 100
13. Quicksand 0 0 50.0 I00
11. Wilderness Trail 33. :3 10. 7 0 100

Reasons for Nonmembers not Becoming Members of the Homemakers Club.

Statewide Comparisons. --Four-fifths (81 percent) of the homemaker club
members, more than a half (53 percent) of the former members, and almost two-fifths
(38 percent) of the nonmembers had friends who had never been homemaker club
members but whom they felt would benefit from becoming members (Table 26). The
same reason was listed as most important by members, nonmembers, and former
members as to why friends had not become members of homemakers clubs (Table 27).
The largest percentage of club members (24 percent) said that the responsibility of
home and children was the most important reason. The second largest percentage
(15 percent) said that employment and other responsibilities outside of the home
prevented their friends from becoming members, while about a tenth said their friends
did not understand the benefits of the homemaker club program, and slightly more than
a twentieth said their friends did aot know how to get into a homemaker club.

Personal and family reasons were given by almost half (48 percent) of the
members and were judged to be the major reasons preventing women from becoming
members of the homemakers club. Interests, satisfactions, and fulfillment of needs
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Table 25. - Percentage Distribution of Homemaker Club Members According to Reasons Why Their Friends Dropped Out of the Club

Personal Reasons-Work. Family and Time
State Employment or llome or
and Other Responsl- Poor Ilea 1th Prefer Giving Children
Arens bility Outside of Self or Time to Other Respon-

the Home of Another Orga niv.r. lions s ibil [ties

Satisfaction - Interests
Did Not Get Not Happy Did Not Want
Expected Help With Other Responsibility
or Information Homemaker or Did Not Under -
from Club Club Memi:, rs stand Value

Kentucky 18.8 9.9 4.5 10.5 9.7 1.1 1,9

1, Purchase 22.2 15.1 3.2 7.9 10.3 0,8 0,8
2. Pennyrile 20,9 14.3 5.5 14.3 5.5 1.1 3,3
:1. Green River 20.5 7. 1 3,6 5.4 9.8 0 0.9
1. Mammoth Cave 23.4 9.9 4, 5 9, 0 9.9 . 9 2.7

5. Lake C,' ',Iberian(' 13.2 11.8 0 7.4 10.3 0 2.9
6. Lincoln Trail 18.5 6. 5 4.3 7.6 10.9 4.4 1. 1
7. Louisville 15.2 10.9 5.4 17.0 8.6 0,7 2,0
8. North Kentucky 20.4 10.2 5.6 13.9 10.2 .9 ,9
9. Fort (tarred 15.3 8.2 3.5 7,1 15.3 2,4 1.2

10. Bluegrass 21.7 8.2 7.l 10,3 8.2 1.6 2.7
11. Licking River 22.1 7. 8 6.5 10,4 11.7 0 3.9
12. Northeast Ky. 14.8 11. 1 1.9 13.0 5.6 1.9 1.9
13, Quicksand 0 12.5 0 18.8 (1.3 0 0

14. Wilderness Trail 7. 7 5. 1 2.6 7. 7 10.3 2.6 0

Table 25. -- Continued

Responsibility To Club Other
State i lomemaker Homemaker Other Reasons
and Moved or the Lacked No Information
Areas Club Ms- Transportation and Do Not Total

continued to Meetinjs Know Responses Percent

Kentucky 3.9 2.1 37.4 100

1. Purchase 4.0 2.4 33.3 100
2. Pennyrile 4.4 2.2 28.5 100
3. Green River 7.1 3.6 42.0 100
4. Mammoth Cave 3, 6 4 . 5 30.7 100
5. Lake Cumberland 7.4 1.5 45.5 100
6. Lincoln Trail 6, 5 I, 1 39.1 100
7, Louisville 2.7 .7 36.8 100
8. North Kentucky 4.6 1.9 31.4 100
9. Fo-t Harrod 3.5 4. 7 38.8 100

10. Bluegrass :1.3 1.1 35.8 LOO

11. Licking River 0 2.6 35.0 100
12, Northeast Ky. 0 0 49.8 100
13. Quicksand 0 0 62.4 100
14. Wilderness Trail 2.6 0 61.4 100

ranked second (reasons given by 15 percent of the members) and accessibility of the
club in relationship to mileage transportation and how to get into the club ranked third
in importance (reasons given by 11 percent of the members).

Area Comparisons.--A large percentage of the area homemaker club members.
former members, and nonmembers had friends who had never been homemaker club
members but who they felt would benefit from being members (Table 26).

The largest percentage of the homemaker club members gave personal and
family problems as reasons why their friends had not become homemaker club members;
however, there were exceptions as shown in Table 27.

The largest percentage of homemaker club members of the Quicksand area and
the largest percentage of former members in the Purchase area gave lack of interest,
satisfaction, and fulfillment of needs as reasons why their friends had not become
homemaker club members. In the Wilderness Trail area the nonmembers and former
members gave personal and family reasons and a lack of interest, satisfaction and
needs as the most important reasons for their friends not belooging to the homemaker
club. They also said that their friends did not know how to get in the homemakers club
and that they lacked transportation to the club meetings. In the North Kentucky area
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Table 27.- Percentage Distribution of Homemaker Club Members According to Reasons Why Their Friends hind Not Become
Homemaker Club Members

State and Areas

Personal and Family Reasons

Employer',
or Other
Responsi- Poor Prefer Giv- Home or
Willy Out- Health of ing Time to Children
side the Self or Other Or- Responsi-
Home Another ganizations bilities

Accessibility to Homemaker
Other
Reasons,

Total Does Not Does Not No Infor-
Personal
and Family

Know How
To Get

Have Trans-
portatlon to

=Hon,
Do Not

Reasons Into Club Meetings Know

Kentucky 15.3 .4 8.5 23.9 48.1 6.0 5.0 26.8

1. Purchase 16.7 .8 8.7 14.3 40.5 :1.2 3.0 29.4
2. Pennyrile 10.5 li 8.8 27.5 52, 6 5.5 2.2 23.1
3. Green River 18.8 .8 11.6 20,6 51.8 5.4 4.5 2:3,3
4. Mammoth Cave 18.0 0 9.0 21.6 48.6 8.1 4.5 20.7
5. Lake Cumberland 2:1.5 0 4.4 22,1 50.0 10.3 7.4 23.5
6. Lincoln Trail 8.7 1.1 10.9 21.8 42.5 8.7 5.5 18.4
7. Louisville 10.2 0 4.1 34.0 48.3 4.1 6.1 3U.6
8. North Kentucky 5.6 .9 8.3 29.6 44.4 4.6 2.6 35.2
9. Fort liar rod 16.5 0 4.7 23.5 44.7 8.2 2.4 :11.8

10. Bluegrass 13.6 0 9.2 28.8 51.6 6.0 2.2 29.9
11. Licking River 18,2 0 15.6 23.4 57.2 1.3 3.9 24.2
12. Northeast Ky. 27.8 0 1.9 18.5 48.2 4.8 3.7 19.6
13. Quicksand 0 6.3 18.8 0 25.1 0 12.6 31.0
14. Wilderness Trail 25.6 0 12.8 12.8 51.2 7.7 2.6 28.2

Table 27. -- Continued

State and Areas

Interests. Satisfactions and Nerds
Grand To-

Would Not Club Pro- tal Percent
Be Cora- gram Would Does Not Does Not Total Inter- of All Res-
fortable Not Meet Want Extra Understand ests, Setts- ponses
with Other Friend's Responsi- Benefits To factions,
Members Needs bility Be Received and Needs

Kentucky 1.7 0.9 3.3 9.2 15.1 100

1. Purchase 1.6 2.4 3.2 16.7 23.9 100
2. Pmyrile 2.2 0 7.7 6.6 16.5 100
3. Green River 0 1.8 5.4 8.0 15.2 100
4. Mammoth Cave .9 .9 3.6 12.6 18.0 100
5. Lake Cumberland 1.5 0 1.5 5.9 8.9 100
6. Lincoln Trail 5.4 1.1 4.3 14.1 24.9 100
7. Louisville .7 1.4 6.8 2.0 10.9 100
8. North Kentucky . 9 0 1.9 10.2 13.0 100
9. Fort Harrod 2.4 0 1.2 9.4 13.0 tO0

10. Bluegrass 1.1 .5 I . 1 8.2 10.9 100
11. Licking River 0 1.3 1.3 10.4 13.0 100
12. Northeast Ky. :3.7 1.9 0 7.4 13.0 100
13. Quicksand 18.8 0 0 12.5 31.3 100
14. Wilderness Trail 0 0 2.6 7.7 10.3 100

homemaker club membership. Homemaker leaders served leadership roles in many
different organizations and groups in addition to the homemaker club.

There was a positive relationship between participation in the extension program
and participation in the non-extension groups and activities. A much larger percentage
of homemaker club members than of either former members or nonmembers.partici-
pated in both non-extension and extension groups. Four-and-a-half times as many
homemaker club members as nonmembers, and almost twice as many homemaker
club members as former members participated in extension activities other than those
of the homemaker clubs. Almost the same percentage of homemaker club members
participated in non-extension activities as participated in extension activities; how-
ever, almost three times as many nonmembers and half again as many former members
participated in non-extension activities as participated in extension activities. The
participation and leadership of the former homemaker club members were more like
those of the members than of the nonmembers. A larger percentage of members
participated and served as leaders in both extension and non-extension activities than
did the nonmembers.
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A larger percentage of homemaker club members than of either former or non-
members received home economics or family living information from both extension
and non-extension sources, and a higher percentage of former members than of non-
members received such information.

Extension education and guidance leading to major improvements of home, farm,
and family life were rated as of "very much" value by homemaker club members,
former members, and nonmembers. Participation in county, district and state events,
and 4-H participation were rated of "very much" value by the second largest percentage.

Important sources of non-extension home economics and family related
information, in order of their importance, were store managers and bushiess repre-
sentatives, meetings and demonstrations by commercial home economists, and special
classes by health departments and other agencies.

The most important advantages given by homemaker club members and former
members for belonging to the homemaker club was to gain new knowledge and skill,
and secondly to improve leadership and personal and social development.

Employment or other responsibilities outside the home and responsibilities of
home and children were the two most important causes of women dropping out of the
homemaker club and for women not becoming members of the homemaker club. Poor
health of the homemaker or of another person also rated high as a third reascn. A
small percentage dropped out because the homemaker club did not give them the guidance
and information they desired or expected to receive. Many who had not become members
did not understand the benefits of belonging to the homemaker club.

A large percentage (over half) of the women interviewed had friends who had
dropped out of the homemaker club, and a larger percentage (about two-thirds) had
friends who had never been homemaker club members but who they felt would benefit
from belonging.

Implications and Future Directions

Increased emphasis should be given to planned leadership development as a part
of the extension home economics program. Such emphasis should include the following:

(1) Encourage increased membership and leader participation in both extension
and non-extension educational programs on community, county, area, state, and
national levels, extending to larger numbers of persons the opportunities which past
participants in the cooperative Extension program have found to be of most value.

(2) Further strengthen or adjust present extension organizations through which
leadership is developed to best meet the current needs of people to be served.

(3) Develop literature and leadership training helps, possibly in cooperation
with other extension programs or with other agencies, disciplines or groups, to include
training of organizational officers and chairmen as well as of community and subject
matter leaders.

(4) Improve communications and cooperative educational relationships with
business people to whom families turn for home economics and family living infor-
mation. These people include store managers; buyer's and salesmen of clothing;
household equipment, home furnishings and food including restaurant operators;
builders and suppliers of building and housing materials and services.
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(5) Further train p ^esent extension leaders and recruit additional leaders
especially in audiences with underdeveloped leadership. (Both extension leaders and
new audiences need to understand the importance of new audiences developing their
own leadership to service their educational needs.)

(6) Develop methods to help those who are not members of homemaker clubs
and who have not been involved in extension activities to participate in the extension
home economics program.

(7) Provide educational opportunities for the employed women and mothers
who cannot attend group meetings due to family responsibilities and small children.
(Mass media education, including "Teach by Mail" instruction,may be considered.)

(8) Launch a promptional or informational program to create awareness and
inform both extension and non-extension clientele of the opportunities and values of
the extension home economics program and to help interest women and create under-
standing of the advantages of participating in the program.

(9) Develop a better understanding of the valuable contributions which home-
maker club leaders make to families and communities through their leadership roles
in both extension and non-extension groups and organizations, including their role in
extending home economics and family living information to those who most need to be
reached and helping new audiences to develop their own leadership to service their
groups.

(10) Homemaker club leaders and members to analyze their Homemakers Club
program and membership in relationship to the service to families--take action to
make any needed improvements, including membership, program content, and service
to families.

(11) The Extension Home Economics program to continue to provide educational
opportunities to help larger numbers of homemakers and mothers as well as youth
to gain new knowledge and skills as needed, and to improve leadership and personal
and social development, so that each may be prepared to make maximum contributions
to family and community.

OVERALL SUMMARY OF IMPLICATIONS AND FUTURE EXTENSION
HOME ECONOMICS DIRECTIONS

The continued growth and productivity of extension home economics as an
expanding educational "service" depends upon its ability to meet the changing needs
of all the peoplethe rural and the urban, young and old, the low socio-economic and
the upper socio-economic classes, the less well educated and the higher educated
individuals and families of the state. The findings of this study support the following
for the future of extension home economics.

1. Attention needs to be given to reaching certain audiences which have been
least reached in the pastthe older teenagers, young married couples, young mothers,
rural nonfarm families, employed women, and the less educated, who tend also to
include the lower socio-economic families.

2. Present extension organizations such as the homemaker clubs and the 4-H
clubs need to be strengthened and expanded, for it is through these organizations that
leaders are developed and prepared with a minimum of professional extension time
and effort, to extend programs of educational service to their own organizations and
other groups and audiences.
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3. The homemaker's club and home economics programs need to be structured
so as to meet the educational and social needs and interests of both younger and older
women, of the divorced and separated as well as the married homemakers, and of the
homemakers who are inexperienced in homemaking as well as the more experienced.

4. Awareness of educational opportunities which the extension home economics
program provides appears to enable both the homemaker club members and former
members to profit from broader educational experiences, greater participation,
learning, and leadership development than is true of the nonmember::. This implies a
need for:

(a) An improved public relations program to create awareness of extension's
educational resources and opportunities for families and individuals, both youth
and adults.

(b) Programming to reach audiences with needed information by effective
methods in addition to group meetings.

(c) Expansion and better planning of mass media programs and services as
methods of reaching certain audiences with needed information.

(d) Improved cooperation between extension and other educational disciplines,
agencies, organizations and groups with similar objectives.

(e) Increased interest, better communication, and better working relation-
ships between extension home economics and business people to whom families
turn for certain kinds of educational information and guidance related to home
economics, such as supply dealers and home builders, kitchen planners, buyers
and salesmen of home furnishings and clothing.

5. Once leadership is developed, the leaders do not confine themselves to the
extension home economics program but extend into agricultural, youth, development,
and other related programs and to community, civic, and church organizations and
groups. Increased group participation results in increased leadership. Improvement
of leadership and personal and social adjustment are recognized by homemaker club
members as an important value of homemaker club membership. This implies a need
for:

(a) Increased emphasis and training in leadership and social development,
decision making, and group dynamics.

(b) Greater opportunity for participation and educational growth and develop-
ment among those who are not members of clubs .or other organized groups.

(c) Creating greater awareness of the valuable contributions which are made
to families and to the local community, state, and nation by extension home
economics leaders, such as those developed through the extension homemaker
clubs.

For further explanation of the above points refer to the summary and implication
statements at the end of each section of this report concerning "Audiences to be Reached, "
"Methods Through Which People were Reached, " and
Membership, and Participation. "
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