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Views of Farm Informatior. Sources Held By
Missouri Farm Operators In Two
Farm Communities, Ozark
and Prairie

Herbert F. Linnbetger and Joe D. Francis

INTRODUCTION

This study is concerned with how farmers evaluate farm informaticn sources,
the vicws they hold of sources, and the relationship of views held to the use made
of them. The major reason for the stuldy stems from a desire ro investigate in
some depth the fact that farnices view sources differently with the ultimate objec-
tive cf determiining liow thse views influence use and use peeferences. Major em-
phasis here is on a careful documentation of what these evalvative views are and
hew they vary with sources and people.

More specifically, the study atrempts:

(1) To empirically determine characteristics ways of viewing or evaluating

farm information sources generally;

(2) To determine how views cf such sources vary in the "minds™ of farmers;

(3) Tc see whewher these views vary with the vantage point of ths informa-

tion secker, ¢.g. the old farmer versus <he young, the progressive versus
the traditional, thuse who serve as decision influences for others (legiti-
mators’ references) versus those who do net, those wha have a reputa-
tion fof innovativeness in farming versus those wio do not, etc.;

(4) To determine whether views of certain classes of sources vary in a system

atic order; and

(3) Finally, to sce how views of thote who used sciected souices vary from

views of those who do not use the source.

Finding answers to these questions involved two somewhat different research
preblms: (1) determining how farmers view farm information sources, and (2)
determining how views of farmess about sources 2.8 related to the variables con-
sidered in the study These two problems were handled separately in two differ-
ent phascs of the study.

(8]
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A sample of 24 faumers in and around Boone County, hand-picked to cpre-
sent max;mum diversity of views, provided the informztion needed to determine
the diversity of views held of fam information soucces. This is reported as Phase
I of the study. Farmers living in twc diverse Missouri farraing communties, 228
in Dzark (south Missouri) and 175 in Frairie (northwest Miss>uri) provided the
information needed for Phase H of the study.

Phase |
FINDING WAYS OF VIEWING FARM INFORMA1ION SOURCES

Onc way of assessing images held of farm information sources might be to
ask farmers directly what their views or reactions ate and note the way they ha-
bitually refer to vanous sources. In this manner, one migh, for example, be uble
to detect that farmers have more confidence in writeen messages than in the
spoken word, of that teievision is viewed mainly as 2 means of entertainment or
recreation rather than as a potential source of scientific farm information, as
secemed to be the case in the carly days of television.

A more emipiral and exhaustive approach to the question of meaning might
involve trying ¢o find alf of the possible ways that z?armcr could look at farm
information sources and then cmpitically determine how a sample of farmers with
diverse views actually view them. An «pproximation to this procedure was the
approach used in this study,

The semantic diffecential was chosen as the appropriate instrument for asses-
sing and measuning views in both phases of the study.' This is a device which
makes use of bi-pol - adjective scales »gainst which concepts (in this case farm
information sources) can be viewed and fated. It is an instrument which has been
tested for reliability and validity and has proved to be adequate for assessing di-
mensions of meaning or views held of a see of concepts, as well as assessing dif-
ferences in meaning between them in a given population. For exanple, one “vight
think of "other farmers” a5 a farm information source being somewhae between

good—bad, or between being wp 10 date of out of date. Any information source may

be viewed 2nd rated on the basis of many such scales.

The “first phase” problem was to define or determine the dimensions of ways
of viewing information soutes that farme.s actually use. With the semantic dif-
ferential chosen as the appropriate tool for measusing these views, the pext re-
quirement wis o insuie the appearance of 2 maximum diversity of specific views
from whi<h regularitics or constellations of view could be abstracted. Thus, max-
imizing the divirsity base was crucial.

Maximizing the Diversity Base

Feeling (1) that different Kinds of farmers may be expected to have different
views about diffccent sources of farm infotmation and (2) that any gicup of
farmers would surely have differsnt views about the s2me source, the conceptuai-
ization peodblem dictated that 1 near maximum divessity of views about a varicey
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of farm information sou-ces be obtained. Three things were done to insure this
diversizy:

(1) As many item scales were sought as would be reasonably ex<pected to relate
to views held abour farm information sources;
{2) A wide diversity of farmers was chosen to give their reactions to such sousces
in terms of the scales selected; and
(3} The farmers were asked to express their views about a representative range of
scurces from which they ordirarily obtain farm information.

1. Selection of Adjective Pairs. Having decided on an appropriate instrumeat
(the semantic differential), the initial problem was to accumulare as many adjec-
tive pairs as possible that scemed relevant to viewing sources of farm information.
A total of 43 relatively discrete paired items (actually 41 because ot two dupi-
cates) were obrained from (a) interviews with farmers, (b) studies conducted on
the meaning of other concepts, and (c) paired adjectives lists prepared in the De-
partment for other purposes. These 41 icems were selected to represent the gen- -
cral range of cognitive, affective, and utilitarian ways of viewing farm information
sources. (These are listed in Appendix A, Table 1)

2. Selection of Respondents. To obtain as much diversity of respondents as pos-
sible, practically speaking, 24 farme » in the mid-Missouri area were purposely
selected. These farmers represented young, middle, and old ages; low, middle, and
high incomes; and a diversity of farm enterprises; though most had 2 tow crop
operation of some kind. They wx e also of varying distances from urban centers.
Some were located on major highways, others were not. These fatrmers were pur-
posely selected, as ihe problem at this stage of the study was one of abstracting
T many different views, not generalizing to 1ny univesse of farmers.

3. Selection of Concepts (sonrces). With the idea of determining the gencral di-
mensions of meaning used in Jooking at a full range of information sources from
which farmets ordinarilly obt:ined farm information, sources were divided into
four types: mass media, business or commetcial, governmental agencies, ard local
persotial sources. Although the list was not exhaustive, it was felt that thes:
categorics constituzed the major types of sources used by farmers.

Newspapers and radio were selecred to sepresent the mass media; farm sup-
ply dealers, the business and commercial sources; and the county extension agent,
the various governmenral agencies. Though the latter may not be the most fre-
quently used of the vatious governmental agencies, the theotetiral impottance of
this agency to the dissemination of farm informatiot: dictated the <Ivoice. Lastly,
“other farmers™ were selected to represent the variety of personal soutces—niigh-
bors, wives, relatives, etc.

The Assessment Procedure

‘This procedure involved application of the 43 item-scales (actually 41 since
there were two duplicates) to the 24 picked farmets. Each expressed his views

J
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about five kinds of farm information soutces {county agent’s office, local news-
papers, zadio, cther farmers and dealers) by tesponding to the 43-item check lise,
preducing some 5,000 responses in all. Notes were also made of any comments
given ot questions asked by the respondent akout the item scales.

Witk the ratings thus obtained, the next questica was whethet there were
characeeristic ways in which farmers viewea the sources. The methodological prob-
lem was b.sically one of (1) examining how cach scale response was intercot re-
lated with zach of the others and (2) grouping responses into relatively highly
intercorrelated “clustets.” Such “clusters” would then represenr the different ways
of viewiny or evaluating such sources. Factor analysis (-he centroid method with
a verimax totation} provided the needed stacistical technique.? A six-factor solu-
tion provided four distinct views of farm information scurces plus two possible
nuclei of others. Ciusters of item scales that evolved weie desceibed as wtility,
affectivity, practicality, and accessibility. Tnes2 "clusters” are ceferred to statistically
as factors and :note gencrally as dimersions or components of meaning in this study.
The item rcales comprising these factors ard their factor loadings are liste in
Apbendix A, Table IL. )

Only 12 of the onginal 43 itenis were chosen to describe ihe factors which
are listed in the table. Only those that most clearly represented or described the
facters were chosen The number selected 15 describe each was in proportion 1o
the amcuant of the common vaiiance cach factor contributed —nence, four wete
chosen to represent factor 1, thiee to represent factor 11, and two cach 1o repre-
sent factors HI and 1V. A detailed discussion of the rationale and method used
for sclecting the item scales for inclusion in the standardized measures of mean-
irg componetts (Phase 1) is included in Appndin 11

Dimcnsions of Meaning

As a final step in the conceptualization phase, it was necessacy to look at
the nature of the components of meaning or factors. Interest herz is twofold: (1)
How important is cach dimension in the total semantic space (all the identifiable
ways of viewing these concepts) and (2) What notions comoose the dimensions?

1. Utility. The utility factor, being the steongest cluster, produced more
highly intercorzzlated scales than any of the othess. The four scales selected for
describing the utility view, all loading .70 or more on the factor, vere good-bud,
trustucrthy-untrast by, knowledgeable-noy dnowledgeable, and up 1o dateou, of date.

Stated in positnte termy. a source regarded as basing bigh utility bad 1o be trust-
worthy, knouledgeable, and vp 10 date, and a “good " source of farm information (Sce
Table 1).

iany of the other scaies in the cluster were highly correlated with the ones
chosen, inciuding the scientific-unscientific view. Although no: used as pat of
the factor description, the latter was retained neverthelsss because of its central
meanine ¢,1d concern to % institudionalized sysiems of developing and Jissemi:
nating s mitific farm information
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2. Practicality. "This factor, third in strength, showed a close affinity to the
utility view in chis study and uppeased with it as a single factor in a study by
Lee, also involving Missouri farmers.® [t was characterized by the undependable-
dependable, unwise-wisc scales, both loading .71 or over on this factor. The high
loading senseless-sensible scale also reflected this dimension of meaning but was
not included because it was very highly intercortelated with the unwise-wise
scale. Thus, the factor prescribed that a practical information source bad to be wise and
dependable. An additional scale rcpresenting this factor that could have been used
was safe risky.

3. Affectirity. The second factor in order of strength was referred to as affer-
fivity (fecling). Scales sclected as most appropriate for describing it were consid-
crate-inconsiderate, cool-warm, and approachable-unapproachable.

Stated in positive serms, an information source rating high on the affectivity com.
ponens view bad 1o be considerate, warm, and approachable.

The iten next in order for possible inclusion was the friendly-unfiiendly
scale. This was the one most characteristic of Lee’s friendliness factor.®

4. Accessibility. The foucth factor in order of strength was named arcesiibility.
The two scales used to describe this factor were the bandy-unbandy and the arail-
able-unayailable ones. Lee found a similar factor referced to as convenience. Al
though some of the adjetive bi-polar scales in Lee's study tended to shift to other
positions in his reassessment of factor content, the central unhandy-handy desig:
nation remained stable. This was also the central scale used in describing our ac-
cessibility factor. If 2n additional scale were ¢~ be chosen to dezcribe this factor,
the difficult-easy view would scem to be a fogical first choice by the standards
stated.* Although handy and accessible inhandy or inaccessible may represent
psychological points of view quite aside from the physical reality, they are Jikely
te be real in their consequences to responses thaw people make concerning infor-
mation source ..

S. Other Dimensions. Theee iteins in addition to those for kfining the factors
were included. The scientific-unscientific item scale was included, mairly bocaus:
of its special significance in meaning for the highly institutionalized systems for
developing farm information and disseminating it through special social systems.
Being scientific is a central concerp to both types of systems. "ver tiough this
scale was more closely 2ssociated with the utility view than any of the <thers, it
was not quite high enough to qualify as an item to be clasvified as a part uf the
factor.

Two more items standing somewhat alone in the factor analysis, althaugh
a little more civsely related 1o the feeling or affectivity view than to the others,
wtre also includad. These were close-distant and welcome-unwelcome scales. These
two item scales would seem to be particularly appropriate in situations where
other persons ate viewed as sources of fatm infarmation. Thus, in some cases the
user of 2n information source may sense that he is pleasing someone by asking
their advice ot readit.g one of Lis publications,

~
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This could be one reason for using a farm information source. Also, with
other persuns matters of social distance are always relevant. This refers 1o how
close a person is willing to allow another as an information source and zn avo-
ciatz. In rare cases, and not ameng Missouri farmers, communication roust b
don > through an intermediary only. At the other extreme, one person mav by
willing to tc!) another everything and may be perceived as ane who is willing 1
do so. These two items were accordingly included in the last community studied
as a further bavis for assessing the vier £ held of innovator and legitimator sef~r.
ents as sources of farm information.

The Question of Adequacy of Cr ceptualized Views

This section is for readers who wish to pursue questions of methodolrgical
and theoretical adequacy used is, arriving 2t the conceptualized views held of in-
formation sources. Those who « interested primarily in substantive fndings
should turn directly to page 12.

Adequacy of conceptualized views is discussed under secitons entitled Th
diversity Baje and Use of Factor Analysis as a Conaeptualizing Teol. Reference ins al-
ready been made to prior research which attests to the general validity and i2li-
ability of the semantic diffeesntial as an instrument for assessing views teld of
concepts.” The point was also made that adequate conceptealization of the narure
of views held of farm information sources required 2 broad base of views held.
This poses quastions of sample adeqiscy for which further consideration is in
order iese. Consideration must be given to three types of samples (farmers, scurces,
and views of sources) for the zaswer.

1. The Disrsity Jase. Fiest, in regard to the sample of farmers, two fears may
be expressed: (2) the number of respondents (24) is small; and (L) they were
not selected according to some stratified random design which would insure sta-
tistical independence and #qual probability of being selected within each strarun.
The basic premise of defense, it any is niceded, is that determining relevane theo
retical categories of views held of farns information sowrces is more ceucial than
t=ducing errors of estimate of paramete. values (views held) in some universe of
farmers. This being the case it was t. ote imporant t include all theorenically
relevant groups than to get a sizeable representative san,ple of them; thus, the
attempt was made to include 2 diversity of farmers who were expected to express
2 varicty of views held about a varicty of sourcss.

As Phase 1 wus aimed moze at conceptualizing dimensions of meanizg in-
volved in the cotal semantic space surrounding f2rm infotmation sou xes, mote
emphasis was placed on the design for selecting adjectives which describe the
concepts, and on the design for selecting concepts than on selecting; farmers. It
was felt that major concern shouid be directed to tie adequacy of these designs,
for without some sort of balanced design for concepts and randomization of the
order of statements within subject blocks, relevant dimensions could not he ab-
stracted no mattee how many respondenis were interviewed. The aathors are in

9.
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accord with Stephenson whe holds that large samples are not important for ex-
ploratory work as for testing hypotheses.®

That the sampling "sign for selection of subjects is weak for the purpose of
inferring to a population of farmers is not squarely relevanc to the purpose of the
study. However, at leasr one replication was obtained from all cheoretically rele-
vant categories of farmers who constitute the populatian of farmers designared
for investigatior. in Phase 2. Only future work will cell if 21l relevane categories
of farmets who constitute the populacion of farmers designated for investigation
in Phasc 2 were included. Only future wotk will cell if all relevant categories of
respondents were included, or whether these are significant interaction effects be-
tween respendents and iten:s and concepts which the present analysis failed to

discover.
2. Use of Factor Analysis s a Conceptualizing tool, There are perhaps two ba-

sic questions which need to be ar.wered in a discussion of the manner in which
factor analysis solutions were used as conceptualizing tools. These questions in-
volve: (1) the invariance of the factors obuined, i.c., how well they represent the
universe of factors in the conient are2 of concern, or, to say it differenty, how
"good” the inferences are about the factors in the domain of content; and (2)
how well the solution fits with the theorei’zal expectations.

Thurstone’s centroid factor mechod, which is an approximation procedure to
the preferred principle axis method for exploratory wotk, was 2pj sied to the mat-
rix of correlated responses obtaiiied freen the application of the semarntic differen
tial to the 24 purposively sclected respendznts.® Six factors were extracted and
rotated into simple structurs. Varimax proceduce, which is one analytic method
for transformaing ar initial multiple factor solution to an orthogonal simple struc-
ture, was used in accord with Kaiser’s varimax criterion. This procedure tends to
lead co factorizlly invariant solutions approximately as "good” as the principle-
axis method.'® For questions of appropristeness of this procedure for analysis of
semantic differential maceria), the eadet is referred to Osgood. (Sce footnote 1).

In attempting to detennine the number of factors to solve for. there sxem to
be three informal critevia one <an eraploy as guideline<.!* These are:

(1) Each factor must add at lease 2% to the explained vanance.

(2) Fach faccor must include at least one scale with a factor lmading of .30 or
tnore.

(3) The Kiel-Wrigkey critgrion that one should continue rotating, as leng as e.ch
factor contains at least three scales wiose highese loadings are on tha fac-
tor, with no stipulation made as to any requited increase in explained vari.
ance.

The teader will note thac in the six factor solutions all factors mect the firse
criterion, bu: only the first four meet all chree critetia. (See Appendix A, Table
1.) Because a conservative solution was desired, which also met theecretical ex.
pectations, the decision was made ru accept only the first four faceors, realizing
that in s0 doing the petcent of the total variance explained is reduced from ap-

12
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proximately €O percent to 54 yercent. The important question in the evaluation
of the adequacy or validity of the factor solution, however, is the goodness ot fie
to the theory. Therefore, this will be discussed in more deiail.

As stated, the authors originally posited the following four dimensions would
be involved in the semantic space surrounding farm information sources: aa in-
strumental dimension, an evaluative dimension, an expert-trustworthy dimunsion,
«2d 2 social distance diinension. In looking at the profile of items which best
tepresented each of the respective factors (those items that load .50 or above on
the factor) it was felt that these were in fact the types of dimensions of meaning
which the responding tarmers keld in regard to the information sources they
judged (See Table 1).

Because the obtained solution met theoretical expectations, because the solu-
tion explained apjroximately 60 percent of the total variance and the residua)
variance appeared to be comprised of uniqus factors or respense error, and be-
cause the procedure vcad displayed a high degree of invariance in the obained
factors, it was felt that the results of the conceptualization phase were valid and
reliable. Therefore we felt they could be utilized for assessing the meaning of
various farm information sources in a targer sample or second phase of the study.

Aside from adhering < rigid canons of empirical research for the use of fac-
tor analysis methods which the concepiualizing phase of this study scems to have
met very well, there are ines:apable subjective matters of adequacy that must be
considered perhaps even at the expense of some o the canons of empirical ade-
quacy. The researcher must use considerable subjectivity in choosing items to ia-
clude in the factor snalysis in the first place and surely is much on his own in
arriving at what these factors mean, what the constituent items add up to, and
what he will name them in the final analysis. Thus, rigid statistical standards
may need to defer slightly to subjective considerations and the insights of the in-
vestigator.

Thus, in this study a four, 2 five, or even a seven factor solution may have
met the above criteria and were actually tried as a basis for conceptualizing mean-
ingful views feld of information sources. Yet all three produced what appeared
to be internally inconsistent components of meaning, essentially uscless in pro-
viding needed iasights into the problem at hand. It was the six factor solution
which pravided the most useful insights to the researchers. The iirst four factots
appeared to provide what the investigaters regarded as clearcut components of
racaning, Even the two weakes ones (which by strictly empirical standards and
in the judgment of the researchers were of insuff.siert magnitude to consider as
factors) provided clues to views which might be purcued in sulsequent studies
and items which were included also in this study as potentially useful in con:
sidering information sources of a personal naur:.

One caannot but woider whether Merton in *s Ro. .re study of the commu-
nicative behavior of influentials might have from the beginning discovered wuis
classic Jocal and cosmopolitan types by 2 two-facor solution using most of all of
the characteristics he had collected about his in®uential persons.!” One can fur-

11
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ther wonder whether suggested requirements for explaining residual requizements
tnight not have required a three or even four-facror solution resulting in much
less clezrcut distinctions of the classic localite and cosmopolitan classification.
Thus, the plea is for some liberty for insightful researchers to exzrcise discretion
somewhat outside of the canons of amount of variance that must be explained.

Phase 11

VIEWS HELD OF iNFORMATION SOURCES BY
FARMERS IN QZARK AND PRAIRIE

With the conceprualizing phase of the study completed and an instrument
for measuring views (dimensions) developed, the second problem was to deter-
min¢ how views of farm informarion sources varied by source and type of facraers
in anothe: sample. The specific quastions of concerr are enumerated i1 the ingo-
ductory secticn of this bulletin. The order of presentation in this section is to
first deal with mrirees of method znd then to present findings growing nut of
the s2cond phase of the study.

Metheds

1. The sreaswremont scales and their we. From the frst (conceptualization)
phase of the study 14 bipolar adjeciive scales (items) were selected to constitute
the instrum nt for messuring the views held of information soucces by additonal
samples of farmers (11 to represent the four major factors and three for reasons
previously described). These were:

Uriury PrACTICAUTY
Bad-good Undependable-depenczble
Untruseworthe-trustworthy Unwise-wise
Not krowledgrable-knowiedgeable
Out of date-up to date Accessipury
{Unscientifx-scientisic) U.bhandy-handy
AFFECTIVITY Unaviilable-available
Irconsiderate-considerate Omhzr (Relational)
Qool-warm Unwelcome-welcome
Unapproack ble-approachable Distant-close

Althougle time limits."...: dictated that the instrument be used to obtain the
views of no more than five conce ts (fatm information sources) from any farmer,
views on cight were consistently and alestnately obiained in one community—
county extension agents, invovator and ligitimator refesents, agricaitural chemi.
cal ocalers, feed dealers, farm magazines, radio and television. Only 4ve were con.
sidered in the other community.

o

- €.
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The general procedure was to havs samples of farmers rate five of the cigit
designated farm informaiion sources in terms of the 14 celected item scales, each
with seven intervals between the two polar extremes. Thus, wi.h reference to the
good-bad scale a farmer was asked to check where he ratd a parricular farm in-
formation souicz on the seven scale range between good and bad as follows:

Good _:: : : : _: Bad
Ratings w.re accordingly assigned on cach of the scales for each specified farm
information source. These r2:ings and their composite averages for factors com-
prisc the data from which further analysis was undeicaken.

2. The communities studied. Interviews with 228 farm operators in Ozark and
175 in Prairic provided the data used in Phase Il of the study. Ozark is located
in the Ozark region of south Missouri referred <0 as Social Area D by C. L.
Gregory'® {See Figure 1). The community sc.ected was regarded s roughly rep-
resentative of the area which has beer and is characterized by a shift fron®general
of low level commercial farming to an emphasis on dairy enterprises and therice
often to or simultancously with part-time farming. Some carlier tesidents had
switched from lumbcr and logging enterprises to subsistence farming. In many
cases farmess had moved from the area or had shifted almost completely to off.
farm employment. The s0il and gen2ral topography of thie area are much less

AB2 AB3

Prairie = -

AB,;

/
Ozark Dy Dy

Figuee 1. Location of Ozark and Dlaitic with reference to rueal iocial ateas in
Missowti.
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favorable for commescial farming than the state average. In fact, the county in
which Ozask is located is among the economically d'sadvantaged of the state.
The older farmers in the area tend 1o be those who have demonstrated a capacity
for accepting changes forced by economic necessity and adjusting to them.

Prairic is located in a contrasting area where conditions for commercial farm-
ing are generzlly well above the state average, referred to as rural Social Area
AB1 by C. L. Gregory. Survival and economic well being as 2 faimer requires
little more than doing better v-hat farmers have been doing for a long time; name-
ly, growing cotn and soybazns and feeding cattle and hogs for local markets. Few
farmers or their family members were engaged in off-farm work for pay.

In cac™ case community boundaries were determined by asking knowledge-
able persons to irdicate where farmers along the likely perinhery of the commu-
nity went most frequently for the goods and services they needed. Those who
were designated as coming most frequently to the town which served as the ser-
vice center of the study community were regarded as inside; those who went
elsewhiere most frequently were rigarded as outside. Little diffioulty was encoun-
tered in these delineations. Furthermore, subscquent reference to farmers’ own
views of where they wens most frequently for needed goods and seevices showed
1 high degrec ot agreement in the original delineation.

All farm operator heads of houscholds were interviewed. The operational de-
finition of a farmer was roughly gross sales of farm products of $1,000 or more
during the year prior to the interview; this quite aside from any off-farm work of
cither the fairn operator or members of his family, Thus, many part-time farmers
were included and indeed many with 2 very low committiment te commercial
Qarming, particularly in Ozark.

3. Cotvrage. Since one important central concern was to compare views held
of persuns regaided as usually first to adopt new farm practices (ir aovator refer-
ents) and those who were regarded as most influential in helping others to de-
cide to adopt new farm practices (Yegitimaior referenss), farmees in both commu.
nities were asked o rate cach of these referent types as sources of farm informa-
tion.** In addition, all farmers in Ozark were asked to rate the county agent's of-
fice, the most direct 2gency sonsce commonly used, and two mass mediz sources,
farm magazines and television.

Prairie wus more ot Jess athitearily selected as the community in which farm-
e's would be questioned about commercial sources of farm information. Several
considerations made it a logical choice: {13 Preliminary observation revealad a
cor.siderable inclinition of farm operators in Prainie oy rely on dealers as sarces
of fsrm information, (2) it was the commanity in which the highest degree of
commercialization in farming prevailed ana thus probabi;- more nearly represent.
ed what farming is becoming than Ouzark; 2nd (3) if these is an emerging incli-
nation, as some have stggested. to downgrade loczl public agency sources of farm
infotmaticn for the more direct public and commercial ones, it would likely be
more manifst in Prairie than in Ozark.

14
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Since many lines of commercial commur.ication operate in any community,
views are likely to vary from one line or channel to another. This was further
comglicated in Trairie by the fact that the agricultural chemical dealers included
(1) 2 highly esteemed ex-county extension agent who had been the agent in the
area for many years and (2) a preseat vocational agriculture teacher who is 2
long standing citizen of the community. Both surcly were able (o benefit sub-
stantially by 4 firm increment of esteem as farm information sources by virtue of
their official posicions and the vocationa) agriculture teacher also asan established
member of the community.

On the other hand, the situ; o for feed d=alers in the immediate cctomu-
nity was quite different. None had a ba kground of such professiona! experience.
Thee distinctions provided a convenient and necessary differsnce to be recog:
nized. Thus, farmers were asked to apply the bi-polar adjective scales to both
chemica! and feed dealers. With the need for allocation of giestioning about in-
formation sources, half of the farmers in Prairie were asked to rate te'evision,
~gricultural chemical dealers, and “feed dealers in g2neral” and the other half
farm magazines, radio, and the county extension office. All, as indicated previ-
ously, weze asked to rate innovators and legitimatons as sources of farm informa-
tion.

Findings
Four centra! questions arc posed in the analysis of datt for this, the second
phase of the study.
1. Do farm operators sce farm information sources as being diffetent in qual-
ity?
2 If so, do they siew them differently in terms of fuctored components of
meaning {utility, practicality, affectivity, and accesnability).

3. To what vxtent can differences in views held of the sources be attributed
to one or severa! of these dimensions of meaning (factors}).

4. To what extent views held are a function of various personal chaiacteris-
tics of the viewer,

s. To what extent views held are a function of (telated to) patterns of source
usage.
Tese questions are treated in otder jooking first at each community separately,
then at community diffecences and similarities. Questions 1 and 2 are treated un-
der the heading Grneral tiew of sourves; question 3 under Dimensional views; ques-
vion 4 urder Variation by characteristics of the tiewers; and $ under Use as a func:
tion of vieus held,

1. The general view of sowrces. This section is concerned with the first two
questions posed above; ie., (1) whether of not farmers in Ozark and Prairie con-
- sidered farm information sources as being diffetent in overall quality and (2)

I: ‘l‘C whether they recognized them as being different on the specific qualities of util-
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ity, practiczlity, affectivity, nd zccessibility. In accord with the general pattern of
analysis, data are first presented for each cemmunity; secondly, community differ-
ences are noted. \

Tables 2 and 3 present the basic data for Ozark and Praitie communities, re-
spectively. The dimensions of meaning extracted from Phase I of th study and
(E: component scales selected to represent these dimensions a.e listed down che
lefe margin of che table. The information sources being rated appear across the
top. Each table contains (1) the average score for each source on each scale as
well a5 (2) the dimension averages and (3} the overall computed evaluation—
ceferred 10 as che general aceeprability score.

a. In Ozark. Looking at the general acceprability score in Table 2, one can
quickly see that in Ozark the respondents value television as a scarce: of farm in-
formaticn the lowest of all, farm magazines next, and then county extension
agents, innovator refezents. Persons named as most infiuential in own farm prac.
tice adoption decisions (legitimator referents) were rated the highest. Since these
difierences ware all statistically significant at the .05 level, it can be concluded
that eich source was viewed by Ozark respondents as having different overall
qualities frem all others'® (See Table 3).

Looking next at the dimension averages in Table 2, the readet will note
more specifically 2 rank order progression of increasing value on the utility, prac-
ticality, and affectivity dimensions as one moves from evaluations given of tele-
vision z¢ the low end of the continuum to evaluations of legitimator referents at
uite kigh end. However, the fourth dimension, accessibili'y, did no: follow this
pattern. Legitimator tefesonts were seen as most 2ccessible, farm Magazinds next,
then innovatos referents, couti’y extension agents, and finally television as least.
This seems 1o be in accord with the reality of the situation. A visit cr even a tele-
phone call to the county agent’s office involves evere effort; not mere passive ex-
posure. In addition, both county extension agents who are outsiders and in va-
tors who bv definicion are deviants may be separated from would-be information
seckers by social distance. Althougk: conveniently located, television may actually
5¢ quite inz2ccussibie dor securing farm information; viewing requires concontra-
tion of awention thar may be qrite incompatible with doing other things at the
same time. Perhabs even more important, farm information programs are not
likely to be availabie vhen farmers ordinarily bave time to view them.

b. In Prairie. Table 4 depicts the partern of evaluation of information sources
in Praitic. Judsing from the gencral acceptability scote farmers in Prairic had the
keast positive feeling toward television. A neur neutral (or at Jeast not positive)
evaluation is irdicated by the rumber 4 score. Farm magazines, radio, agriculrural
chemical dealers, feed dealers, cot aty excension agents, innovator referents, 2nd
legimatot referents followed in ascending order.

Tests of significant differences for Prairie were complex since two sets of
respondents’ evaluations weee involved. As noted earlier one randomly selecred
st of respondents evzluated television, agricultural chemical deaders, and fead

16
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TABLE 2
FARM OPERATORS IN OZARK CIASSIFIED BY AVERAGE EVALUATIVE SCALE SCORES ON
JIEMS AND FACTORS ASSIGNED DESIGNA1ID SOURCES OF FARM INFORMATION

Information Sources
Farr  County ; .
Tele- Mags- Extension Jnoovetor Llepitimator

vision eines Agent Referents Referents

Views (Factors)

Items (Score)(Score) (Scoze)  {Scvve) (Score)
(N=223) (N216) (2=219)  (N=174) (e12)

UTILITY 5.17 5.1% ) 6.11 6.15 1
Bad - good 4.94 6.00 6.06 6.32 6.51 )
Untrustworthy - trustworthy 5.1 5.61 5.92 6.19 6.64
Not knowledgesdble - kncwledgesdle 5.00 §5.54 5.99 6.24 6.31
Out i late - up Lo date 5.63  5.52 5.98 5.93 S.5i
{Ueaciectific - scientiffc)* {5.41) (5.77) (6.09) . (5.89) (5.70)

PRACTICALITY 5.24  5.51 5.88 6.01 6.28
Undependable - dependable $.26  5.30 5.95 6.12 6.39
Unwise - wise 5.24 5.42 5.81 5.91

AFFECTIVITY 4% s16 364 5.89 6.18
Inconsideraza - corsiderate 5.06 $.37 5.724 6.04 6.36
Cool - warm 685 4.97 5.47 5.80 §.07
Unapproachable - approachadble 4.90 S.14 5.1 5.85 6.12

ACCESS1BILITY 5.43 6.8 5.82 5.98 6.28
Unhandy - handy 5.22 6.04 5.58 5.90 6.26
Unavaflable - availcbile 5.63 ¢.12 6.05 6.0?7 6.29

GENERAL ACCEPTASILITY 5.20 s5.62 5.83 6.00 6.22

*Not fncinded in computing the utility score

TABLE 3
TEST FOR DIFFERENCE Of VIEWS OF INFORMATION SOURCES AMONG OZARK FARMERS
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCF

Source of Sum of Squated Degreea of Meon
Vetlation Deviati n Freedom S3uste .
Informetion Source 61,46 5.0 14.36 4
Farmer 876.00 220.0 3.57
Ertot 586.0C 781.0 0.75 .
Total 1521.51 1205.90 LX) R

F Ratlo = 20.48; Statistlically significont at the .01 level

MULTIPLE RANGE MEAN SEPARATION

Information Source Mean Value
Telesdston 5.20
Fara Mepriines 5.62
County Extenslou $.83
Innovetor Referents 6.00

Q Leaitimator Referents $.22

EK STGNIFICANTLY DISTINCT CLUSTERS AT .05 LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE

Television Fatm County Innovator Legitimator

JAru
Megerlnes Extension Refetents Referents

.
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dealers. A sccond set evaluated farm magazines, radio and county agents. In
novator and legitimator referents were rated by both sets.'® Commercial sources
(not considered in Ozark) were added because of the increasing importance of
agriculturally related industries as sources of farm inforination in 2 hiynly com-
aercialized agriculture situation as in Prairie. A distinction was made between
agricultural chemical, and feed dealers because of the highly profession alized char
acter of the former in the community by comparison to the latter. One of the
agricultural chemical dealers was local vocationa) agri »ttural teacher and another
was a2 county extension agent, both of long residence and of high respect in the
cominunity. Feed dealers in the immediize trade area community genezally lacked
this professional quality. ifowever, there was some inclination to use highly pro-
fessionalized feed services and consuluation in 2 nearby feed peileting operation,

Although the procedure of dividing respondents in Prairic allowed a broader
coverane of views held of farm infarmation sources, this digression necessitated 2
more complex procedure for analysis. Table 4 presents the evaluations assigned
by the two scts of respondents. Tables 3 and 6 contain the results of the tests of
statistical significance of differences in evaluations assigned by each set of respon-
Jents. Locking at Tables 3 and 6, one sces that the F value for series one is 53.88
and for serics tvo, 30.50. Both are staristically significant beyond the .01 confi-
dence level, indicating that overal, the sources evaluated in the serics were viewed
as having significantly different meanings for the respective respondents.”’ More
specifically, series one farmers in Prairie view:ed television diflerently from all
other sources (See Tabie 3). Likewise, they viewed legitimators as being different
from the other four. However, agricultura) chemical dealers, feed dealers, and in-
fnovators were viewed as being similar, For farmers in series two, iarm magazines
and radio were viewed as similar, bue distinct from the other three. County ex-
tension agents and innovator referents were seen as similar to each other but dis-
tinct frow the otk three. Lastly, like "scries one™ farmers, legitimator refcrents
were seen as distin rom, the othe. three and were given the highest evalua-
tion'* (Sue Table 6).

These tests were appropriate to iudicate the difierences in views of the infor-
mation sources within each seriec, but not across the two. Thus some approfriate
means for making tlese comparisons were necessary. This was done by applying
ttests to differences in mean evaluations assigned to the information sources by
farmees in one sciies to the mean evaluations assigned by farmers in the other.
The results ace reported in Tabl. 7. Thus it will be seen that the farmers in the
two series viewed (1) farm magazines as being different in quality from televi-
sion, agricultutal chemical deal+is, and feed dealers; (2) radio as different from
television, agricultursl chemica. uealers, and feed dealess: and (3) covnty exten-
sicn agents 1s different from television, but not significantly different from agri-
cultura] chemical dealers and feed dealers.'

Combining the tesults of the "within scrics™ analyses (Ser Tables 3 and 6)
with the "cross scries™ t-tests it can be tentatively concluded that television wes

12
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TABLE §

TEST YOR DIFFERENCE OF VIEWS OF iNFCRMATION SOURCES
AMONG PRAIRIE FARMERS, SERIES 1

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Scurce of Sum of Squared Degrees of Mean

Varistion Deviation Freedom Square
Information Source 122.40 4.0 30.60

Farmer 131.71 B8.0 1.50

Error 19¢.36 344.0 0.57

Total 449.48 436.0 -

F Ratlo = 53. 88; Statisticall, significant at the .01 level
MULTIPLE RANGE MEAR SEPARATION

Information Source _ Mean Value

Television 4.84

Agricultural Chemlical Dealers 5,96

Feed Dealers 6.03

Innovater Referents 6.06

Legiiimitor Referents 6.41

SIGNIFICANTLY DISTINCT CLUSTERS AT .05 LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE
Television Agricultural Chemical Dealers Legitimator
Feed Dealers Referents

Innovator Referents

TABLE 6

TEST FOR DIFFERENCE OF VIEWS OF INFOIMATION SOURCES
AMONG PRAIRIE FARMERS, SERIES 2

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Source of Sum of Squared Degrees of Mean
Variation Devlation Freedom Square
Information Source 52.10 4.0 13,02
Farn.or 212.1¢ 84.0 2.53
Error 141,32 331.0 0.43
Total 405,61 419.0 .s

F Ratio = 30.50; Statistically significant at the .01 level

MULTIPLE RANGE MEAN SEPARATION RESULTS

Informelion Scurce Mean Value
Farn. Magazines 5.38
Radio 5.43
County Ext2.:sion Agent 6.04
Innovalor Referents 6,06
Legitimator Referents 6.41

SIGNIFICANTLY DISTINCT CLUSTERS AT .08 LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE

Farm Magatines County Extension Agent Legitina'or
Radio Innovator Referents Referents
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TABLE 7

TESTS OF DIFFERENCES OF EVALUATIONS GIVEN TO SERIES ONE
INFORMATION SOURCES IN COMPARISON TG
SERIES TWO INFORMATION SOURCES

Degrees

of

Scries One Sources Series Two Sources T-Test Freedon._
Farm Magazines Telavision 3.75 172
Agricultural Chemical Dealers -4.14 172
Feed Dealers -£{.65 172
Radio Television 4,07 172
Agricultural Chemlcal Dealers -3.53 172
Feed Dealers -3.99 172
County Agents Television 7.93 172
Agricultural Chemlical Dealexrs 0.60* 172
Feod Dezlers 0.27* 172

*Not statistically significant

viewed in Prairic as distinct from the other seven information sources; that legi-
timators were viewed as distincely differert; that radio and farm magaziner as a
“cluster” were viewed distinct from the otixrs; but that fead dealers, agriculrural
chemical dealers, county agents, and innovators were seen as being simile.

<. Comparison of views beld. In regard to community comparisons, legitima-
tors {persons named as most influential in own farm practice adoption decisions)
were rated highest in esteem (general acceptabilicy) in both communities, al-
though somewhat higher in Prairic than in Ozark, Also, mass media in both
com.nunitics wete rated Jow, with television being lowest in both cases. Inno-
vators were rated s~cond highest in Ozark, but in Paitie 2 combination of per-
sonal sources, including innovators, commercial dealers, and eounty extension
agents, seen as similar in acceptabilicy, was rated second highest in order. I, Ozark,
the county extension agent was seen as different. The tendency of farmers in
Prairic to place the county extension agent, feed dealers, and agricultural chemi-
ca) dealers in the same gentral accepuability range as innovators, and as collec-
tively lower than legitimators, would app:ar to be a significant finding.*® This
is in contrast to far~vers in Ozark who made a major distinction between peers
(other farmer referents; and professional sources (county extension sgent).

In compatison te personal sources generally, mass medit were downgraded
somewhat more in Praitie than in Ozark. The larg=st bsolute wceptability rating
difierence for any source between the communities was for television (3.20 in
Quark and 4.84 in Prairie). A major part of this difference in view was that
facrnees in Ozark vwre not so much bothered abouat the accessibility dimension of
television as those ‘n Prairie. This could be a reflection of the less stringent time
demands of a pasture-livestock economy compared with row-crops; also, th ihe
concentration of heavy work loads in dairying (comn:on in Ozatk) at times of
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the day when farm iyformation programs are not telecasted in contrast to Prairie
where daily peak work-loads were more likely to interfere with eclevision vicw-
ing. There probably was 2 stronger tradition of television farm programming by
well-known and locally esteemed farm radio personalities who had gzined public
acceptance prior to the advent of television in the Ozark viewing area than in
Peairie. This cculd rartly account for the differences in evaluations.

The tenden.y for farmers .2 Prairic to assign a greater range ¢” ratings than
those in Ozark was also significant. This indicated a tendency toward sharper dis-
crimination of views held of farm information snurces and more differentiation in
qualities art:’buted to them by the Prairic farmers than those in Ozark. This may
be seen by comparing the general acceptability scores in Tables 2 and 4. For ex-
ample the rating range used on the general acceptability was 1.02 in Ozark com-
pared to 1.57 in Prairic. An even larger range occurred for the utility and acces-
sibility views with substantial diffesences in the same direction for affectivity and
practicality views.

2. Dimensional viets. The second rescarch question posed in the Phase 11
analysis was wheiher the respondents employed different dimensior.s of meaning
in evaluating sources. Even though four dimensions of meaning (factors) were
decived from the first phase of the study and used in the second phase, it is pos-
sible that al! farmers in all places do not differentiate sources in terms of them,
or if they do, they may not emphasize all factors equally. It is to this kind of
general question that this section is devoted. Two kinds of evidence were sought:
(1) possible general tendency to rate information sources differently on the same
dimensions of meaning (factors) and (2) tendencies to emphasize one dimension
more than another in fating different sources. Evidence concersning each is pre-
sented in the indicated order. In regard to the first it was reasoned that respon-
dents s ould tend to evaluate all sources cons'stently high or low on all 12 scales,
if the different dimcnsions casried no special m#aning. but would tend to assign
different catings if they did carey special meaning,

a. Of Prairie repondenis. Looking first at across-source averages on facors (di-
mensions of meaning) entered in Table 8 for Frairie the teadcr will <o that there
were differences in avesage ratings assigned to the components in rating the cight
information sources: accessibility (5.90), utility (3.83), practicality (5.71), affec-
tivity (3.63).

‘The next question was whether these relatively small differences were large
enough to be statistically significant. Two tests were ¢nducted. First the dana
were submitted to an analysis of variance tes' to scc if thete were overall signifi-
cant diffcrences among the set of mean cvalvations on the four factors. (Dimen-
sions of meaning extracted in Phase T were considered a< “treatments™ for the
analys’s.)

Table 8 shows an F value of 1672, which i« significant beyond the 01 level
of probability of occutrence by chance alone. This means that the tespondents
did rate the sources differently on the various dimensions, and that they rated
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TABLE 8§

TEST FOR DIFFERENCE OF DIMENSION OF MEANING
USED TO EVALUATE VARIOUS INFORMATION SOURCES BY PRAIRI” FARMERS

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Source of Sum of Squared Degrees of Mean
Variation Deviation Freedom Square
Dimenslon of Meaning 7.79 3.0 2.60
Farmer 396.86 173.0 2,29
Error 80.60 519,90 0,16
Total 485,25 695.0 --

F Ralio = 16, 72; Statisticel'y sigaificant at the , 0l level

- MULTIPLE RANGE MEAN SEPARATION

Informadon Source Meun Value _—
Affectivity 5,63
Practicality 5.71
Vtility 5.83
Accessibility 5,90
SIGN'FICANTLY DISTINCT CLUSTERS AT .05 LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE
Affectivity Utility
_ Practicality Accessibllity

thet . significantly higher on some of the criteria {dimensions) than on others.
The next guestion was on which specific dimensions were significantly different
evaluations assigned. To test this, the dae- were submitted to 2 muliiple ™t”
test.?' This revealed that no significant distinction was made between accessibil-
ity and utility, with average scores of 5.90 and 3.83, tespectively. Likewise, the
factor average for practicality (3.71) was not significantly diffezent from affectiv-
ity (5.63). (Scc Tble 8)) This indicates thar farmees in Prairie tended to evaluate
f2rm information swurces equaily high on affectivity and practicality, but not as
high s on accessibulity and utility.

Thus, in tcrms of the magnitude of ratings on the factors, farmers in Prairie
were most satishied with the accessibility of sources, second with their instrumen-
ta) qualities (perceived unlity and pra.ticality) and finally with their feelings of
watmth and nsiderateness of the sources (affectivity). Yet the reader must rec-
agzc that despite ssatistical significance of differences in ratings on components
of meaning. they were generally small. An important consideration is that most
of the ratings assigned were indeed quite high; roughly in e rangs of 3.3 to 63
on a seven point xale,

b. Qf Ozark repondents. The aggregate raiings on meaning qualitics assigned
by Orack respondents fullowed the same patteen as in Frairic; i.c., accesibility
(5.92). utility (3.83), practicality (5.76), and afectivity (3.33). (S&e T.bie 9)
Again by analysis of variance procedure, it is demonstrated that these dimensions
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TABLE ¢

TEST FOR DIFFERENCE OF DIMENSIONS OF MEANING USED TO EVALUATE
VARIOUS INFORMATION SOURCES BY OZARK FARMERS

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

Source of Sum of Squared Degrees of Mean
Variation Deviation Freedom Square
Dim. asion of Meaning 14.00 3.0 4.67
Farmer 1592, 24 222.0 7.1
Error 115.43 654.0 0.18
T-tal 1721.67 879.0 -

F Ratio = 26.45; Statistically significant at the .01 level

MULTIPLE RANGE MEAN SEPARATION

Information Source Mean Value
Affectivity 5.53
Practicality 5.76
Utility 5.83
Accessibility 5.92
SIGNIFICANTLY DISTINCT CLUSTERS AT .05 LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE
Affectivity Practicality Accessibility
Utility

of meaning provided separate criteeia for making judgments abour the faem in-
formation sources considered. This was indicated by a staristically significant ¥
valuc of 26.45. Thus the dimensions of meaning extracted from Phase ! nade a
significant difference in the way the information source was evaluated,

A multiple “t" test further evealed no significant differences between the
practicality and utility ratings. However, differences did occur between affectivity
and accessibility ratings. These two in turn were different from the other two.
Thus the empirically desived hierarchy from high to low berame (1) acasibiiin,
(2) wtility and pracicality (a< Vind of an instrumental dimension) and (3) affectir-
ity.

<. Comparion of differentiated 1iews. As in Prairic, the Ozark respondents eval-
vatid information sources diffecentially on the dimensions specificd in Phase 1 of
this study. This indicated that they recognized separate dimensions for viewing
farm infxrmation souices; also that these dimensions provided diffcrent and dis-
tinct critteia b; which they judged the sources. In both communities farmcrs
tended to rate them highest on the accessibdity dimension. second highest on in-
strumental quitities (utility and practicality), and third on aflectivity.

This suggests that fatmers weee mast favonably disposed to the adequacy of
the accessibility quality of the farm infotmation sources considited. and least to
affectivity. This may be something of a latent vote for higher utility and practi-
cality standatds of farm informuion_so:‘mcs.

L]
2




(&)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

RESEARCH BULLETIN 948 253

d. Interaciion of dimension of meaning and information source evaluated. This
anaiysis was directed to che question of whether there was any inclination for
predominant criteria to shift with the infoimation sources being rated. I the first
section, we note-d that there was 2w overall progeessively higher evaluation as one
moved fror the mass media soutces to the personal information sources. We
noted that this was true in both communities. In the second analysis, we also
noted the ter Jency for theee to be zn increasingly higher evaluaon given as one
moves fr.m the affectiv ov dimension to the accessibility dimension. Tables 2 and
4, however, also reveal snifts in evaluadion. Thus, mass media received the high-
est evaluations on the accessibility dimension, whereas personal influences and
county agents to some extent received their highest evaluations on the utility di-
mersion. Thus, some shift in the dominant cr'teria with the different information
sources being rated was evident. With the desire to know more about this, the
prollum here was to determine more specifically what these shifts were and in
regard to what sources. Thus, an empirical test was needed to determine whether
differences in views hzld of the sources could be attribured to sne dimension of
teaning; i.c., the utility, the practicality, ¢he affectivity, or the accessibility as-
peci, or whether it took several dimensions to uccount for the differraces; also
schether this varied by sources. An appropriate technique for this anzly s is what
the statistician calls 2 test for interaction cfleces.®?

Tatle 2 prescnts the basic data for Ozark. The columns for television and
farm magaziaes show these were raced highest on the accessibility dimension and
lo~vest on affectivity. County agsnts and innovators were rateC highest oq the
utility dimension and lowest on affectivity. Legitimator referents were rated equal-
Iy high on accessibility and practicality; fowest on utility. The question is to what
extent the dimensions upon which the highest evaluations were given shifted
significantly with the information source being rated; i.e.,, was there an interac-
tion between the type of evaluation given and the information source te v uich it
was given?

Table 7, Appendix A, presents the results of the analysis for intecaction ¢f.
fects for Ozark.™ One can see that the sum of square. for interaction was large,
as was the mean square, indicating that there were definite *endencies far Ozark
respondents to use certain criter’a *nd not others jii viewing *he sources. Thus,
there was an inclination to give mass media highest evaluations on the accessibil-
ity aspects; also a tendency to give county agenes and innovator referents highest
evaluations on utility dimensions. However, the " F* value for interaction etfects
was not significant. This is not o say that with 1 better procedure the dominant
tendemy to rate mass media sources highet on the accessibility aspect and to rate
innovator referents and county agents on the utility critcria would not be signifi-
casit. Theoeetically, one feels che stated interaction is significant. This set of data
simply does not substantiate it.

In Table 4, practicality of tele sisicn receives the highese evaluation in Prai:
rie; accessibiliey zpeces are given the lowest evaluation (surprisingly this is che
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opposite of what was found in Ozark). Fecd dealers and agricultaral ~hemical
dealers were rated highest on accessibility and lowest on practicality. J ~gicimator
and innovator referents, the more personal referents, were rated highest on util-
ity. One can sce in Appendix A, Tables 8 and 9, that though the sums of squares
and means squared for interaction weee substantial, indicating a definite tendency
to evaluate cerain of the information sources highet on one set of criteria than
on others, the F rztio was not large enough to be significant in cither case.

Even thougn none of the covariation of ratings with informztion sources
proved to be significant, perhaps a few community differences should be pointed
out. In both communities the main basis for evaluating personal information
functionaries—county extension agents, legitimator referents and innovator re-
ferents—was their perceived utility. The only exceprion was an inclination of
Ozark farmers 1o rate cheir legitimator referents slightly higher on the practical-
ity and accessibility dimensions than on the utility dimension. Sccondly, dealers
in Prziric and mass media in both communities--radio, farm magazines—wetc
rated highest on accessibility and lowest on affectivity.

In genercl, however, the conclusions reached in sections b and ¢ above must
semain without further qualifications as none of the attempts to show a shift in
predominant criteria with the information source being rated proved to be signif-
icant. Thus, it must be concluded that in the rating of the various information
sources, all criteria have to be taken into account. Further, although there was a
definite tendency for higher evaluations to be given on certain dimensions to cer-
tain information sources and not others, this tendency was not significant.

3. Variation by Characteristics of the Viewvers. The question posed in this
section was how do views of farm information sour:es vary with sclected charac
teristics of the vicwers; namely, age of the farm operator, his modernism-wradi-
tionalism orientation, his farm practice adoption lesel, his integration into the
influerce structure of the community and his innovative tzndencies. Age was in-
cluded because it was reasoned that any tendency to view farm information sources
diffecently from the past ought to appear first and most in che thinking of the
young farmers. The modernism-traditionatism characteristic was expected o par-
allel changes in agricultuzal developrnent, and views associated therewith. Farm
practice adoption level is relevant in the sense that it is 2 measure of the compe-
tence of 2 farmer ir his chosen occupational role. Integration into the infuence
structure (mentions as being most influeatial in the adoption decisions of others)
and innovative tendencies (mentions as being usually first to adopt new farm prace
tices) »ze characteristics directly relevant o the communication of ‘(Itntlf)( fana
information and exercise of influence among farmers.

Comparisons on each of these variables were made between the approximate
upper and lower 16 percent on each vatisble or mote specifically those respon-
Jents leling beyond one standard deviation from the mean in cither direction.
Thus in Ozark 60 farmers were rated as old and 40 as young, omitting those in
between from the comparison.
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These compaisons for O7ark are presented in Table 10. Thus, is can be seen
that old fartners consistently rated farm information sources higher thin young
ones both in the aggregate and in terms of the factored dimensions of meaning.
The only exception was that old farmers regarded their legitimator referents as
having less utility than the young.r ones. This gencral downgrading of informa-
tion sources by young farmers may be reflection of their more critical inclirz tions.
The terdency for young farmers to upgrade legitimator referents as sources may
be ateributed to a greater need for competent advice growing out of tixeir eco-
nomically less secure oosition. On the other hand, the older farmers may use
legitimator referents mote for status considerations or reinforcement of decisions
already made than for actually getting advice.

Table 11 contains the mean evaluations given to varic 3 farm information
sources by farmers who were classified as high and low in terms of the number
of applicable farm practices they had adopted. Two major results were clearly evi-
dent. The first was that high level adopters tended to rate mass media scurces
Jower than low level adopters did. This was especially noticeable for farm mag:
azines and television, both in the geneszl view and in the ratings for components
of meaning. Differences in ratings accorded county extension agents by low and
high level adopt.ts were not significant. High adopters rated their legitimator ref-
erents higher than low level adopters, a tendency als.; evident in cach of the di-
mensional averages except practicality, where the reverse occuired. Strangely, high
adopters rated innovators lower as facm information sources than did low adopters.
Possibly kigh adopters were more critical of the competence of innovator refer-
ente -1n low level ones and thus viewed them with more skepticism as sources of
fa.m (ntarmation. This inclination was in fact demonstrated in an earlier Missouri
study.® On the othzr hand, low adopters may view innovators as persons they
would like to emulate and accordingly may also value them mo.c as potential
sources of fazm information.

Farmers named Ly others as usually first to adopt new farm practices (inno-
vators) may be expected to favor direct and high expestise sources of farm infor-
mation over the mass media and other soutces designed primarily for the liypo-
thetical “average" farmer. Congruent with this expectation, they terded to down-
grade the mass media both gencrally and on factored views (Ser Table 12). This
was particularly true for television.

The county extension agent, the College of Agriculture reptesentative in the
local community who tends to cater to major <rop and livestock interests, was
neither down ot upgraded by innovator referents in Ozark. However, they did
upgtade persons of their own kind as farm information sources, indicating an af-
finity to innovatively inclined farmees. This tends to support the thesis that inno-
vators are rot social isolares but instead have their own reference groups; perhaps
this explains why these referents are also perceived as beirg less accessible (as
indicated by the tendency of high mention inncvatots to downrare those of their
own kind on the 2ccessibility factor).?* Such persons by definition and by the
reality of the situation are few in number and necessarily quite scattered in terms
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of locality. On the other hand, high mention innovators showed some inclination
to independent decision by rating their own personal decisiona) referents (legiti-
mator referents) somewhat lower than persons having a reputation of beini
slower to adopt new farm practices.

High ment'~n legitimacors seemed to be £amewhat more like the rank and
file farmers than the low mention ones. Both rated farm magazines abour the
same, but the former downgraded television (See Table 13). Likewise, the forner
rated the county extension agent higher than the latter. Although they accorded
no appreciable deference to fazmers of their own kind (ic., other high mention
influence referents), they tended to favor innovators over the more tradition-
bound farmers.

Farmers of Ozark who rated high in modecnism in farming (as measured by
favorable disposition to the use of credit, farm management, scientific farm infor-
mation, and other requirements of modern commetcial farming) were more favor-
able than others to impersonal farm information sources (farm magazines, T.V.,
county agent), both on factors and in general acceptabilicy.*® Farmers with high
scotes tended to upgrade both factors and general acceptability, particularly se.
garding the county extension agent (Table i4). On the other hand, farmers with
high modetnism scores tended to be more critical of theit innovator and legiti-
mator referents in terms of general acceptability and specific factors. The only ex-
ception was a slightly higher evzluation given to legitimator referents as a util
itous source by high modernism farmers. This t:ndency to downgrade both refer-
ent types strongly suggests a tendency of high modernism farmers to be less in-
dined than the low ones to use other farmers as sources of farm information and
more inciined to use the direct professional sources, particularly the county ex-
tension agent. However, the reader will note that this variation by modemnism
score oveur within the context of a generally high rating placed on own kegiti-
mator refercnts as soarces of information by both high and lov modernism
farmers.

In Peaicie as in Orark, young farmers tended to rate farm information soutces
somewhat Jowet than did older farmers, again suggesting a more critical view
(Sce Table 13), The few reversals on factors wete not statistically significant. Un-
like Quark, high farm practice adopters in Prairic did not devaluate the mass
media sources genceal'y (Table 16). Only farm migazines weee given a lowet over-
ail evaluation by high than by low level adopters. Unlike in Ozatk where high
and Jow adopters tended to tate the county extension agent about the same, high
adopters in Praitie rated this source distinctly lower than low adopters did in
both general acreptability and companent factors; this despite the tradition of
quality exiension woek in the county for many years. On the other hand, dealets
both agricultural chemical and feed) were viewed much mote positively by high
than by low adopters This may anticipate an increasing inclination of progressive
farmers to rely on quality commerciaf agencies for specialized kinds of farm in-
formation. Although innovators were accorded much the same aggregate fatings
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36 MisSOURI A=viCULTURAL FXPERIMENT STATION

by high and low l=vel adopters, marked differences occurred on some of the fac-
tors. High adopters accorded innovators 2 much higher utility rating than farmers
with low adoption wores. On the other hand, those with low scores tended to ==
sign higher practicality and accesribility ratings. Thus the former upgraded inno-
vators on being knowledgeable, up-to-date, and scientific while the latter were
more inclined io see them as wise and dependable.

Unlike high adopters in Ozark, those in Prairie assigned a lower evaluation
on influence referents than did the low adopters. The more sophisticated a farmer
becomes, the less he may be expecied to value the advice of peers in making his
decisions and the more he may be expected to apply abstract knowledge from
direct sources. This tendency may have developed further in Prairie than in Ozark
among the bese farmers with 2 pussible attendant downgrading of peers as de-
cisional influenc. referents.’

As in Ozark, high mention innovazors in Prairic were positively oriented to
change-prone and quality personal referents, innovators. and agricultural chemi-
cal dealers as farm information sources {Table 7). Feed dealers, with less pro-
fessionatized qualities than agricultural cheraical dealers, and the mass media
sources which are geared to no mote than “high average” farmers, were generally
rated either equal or Jess highly on general acceptability by kigh mention innova-
tors compared to low mentios innovaiors. This tendency was most marked in
the critical view of iclevision a5 2 sonrce. The same direcional differences teod~d
to occur for radio and feed dealers on the factored compenents of meaning.

As in the case of the high adoptess, high miention innovators also assigned
a less positive evaluation to the county extension agent and to their oxn dexi-
sional influence referents than those mentioned only a few times or not at all.
This was true for both the overall and diraensional averages. "The only exception
wis 2 slight reveisai on the accessibility dimension for the legitimator referents.

On the other hand, the more professional chesnical dealers (in comparison to
feed dealers) and innovator eeferents were rated higher by the high than the low
mention innovators. This is in accord with their general inclination to the more
direct 2nd expentise sources of farm information. Although high mention innova-
tors did not downgrade the county extension agent as did the high level adop-
ters, high evaluation can be conceivably based upon a different type of use by
low and high mention innovators. Thus, instead of obtaining farm information
from this source dirsctly, iighly change-prone individuals may depend on the
county extension agent as a channel to more direct sources of information; ie,,
they may depend on him to find out” for them racher thzn supply the informa-
tion directly.

Next consideration is the people who ate convinuats of others in decisions
synonymously tcfeered to 3s influentials of legitimatees). Thew were compared to
persons who reccived no of few mentions as a most iniuential "other.” Differ
trxes in views of information sources held by sespondents clacsified on this basis
were not 2s sharp as those for variadons which occurred for tespondents classified
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38 M1sSOURT AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION

on the basis of number of innovator mentions or on farm practice 2doption levr)
(Sec Tzble t8). Thus for farm magazines, feed dealers, and innovator referents
as farm information sources, the overall evaluations between the two groups of
legitimators was not significantly different.

On the other hand, radio and television were given higher evaluations by
those receiving a large number of mentions as legitimators than those who re-
cuived few mentions. Agricultusal chemical dealers (the most professional of the
dealers considered), county extension agents, «nd influentials (legitimator refer-
ents) were accorded higher evaluations by high than by low mention legitimators.
Thus farmers highly integrated into the infuence structure of the community,
somewhat in contrast 10 high level adopters per se, wer: positively oriented tc the
county extension agent as a farm information source; likewise, to other influen-
tial farmers.

Lastly, compating farmers rating high and low- on the modernism score, there
was a general tendency for those rating high to upgrade all sources except feed
deakers and television on general acceptability. On the other hand, tekevision was
the only onc materially downgraded by high modernism farmers. As in Ozark,
county extension agents, comparatively speaking, were the most upgraded of all
sources by high modernism farmers. This tended to occur about :qually onall
factors. Radio and farm magazines were upgraded on utility and affecsivity; radio,
also on accessibility. but neither on practicality. (Sec Table 19.)

Television, geneaally speaking, was most downgraded in the accessibility and
practicality sectors, Thus, television was scen as Jeust accessible of all sources by
high modernism farmers and by a substantia! margin

Legitimators and innovator referents generally rated high by both groups,
were upgraded by the high modernism farmers on all factors. Thus, as in Ozark,
high modernism farnicrs in Prairic wzee heavily oriented to direc professional
sources and communication cha' nels leading to these sources.

4. Use as a Function of § jews Held. The question of how use is telated
to evaluation {views) assigned to sources is posed and examined in this section.
Attention s fiest directed to users 1nd non-users of specific sources and second
10 the comparative views of sources held by different types of source users. User
types were defined on the basis of number and petceived authenticity of the sources
used. Use wus Aefined as alleged acquisition of farm information from specifically
ramed soutces (25 in number) during the year prior to interview. Bocause the por-
ticas using "other farmers™ as soutces of information were so high, too few non-
uscrs were avaitable for this source for comparative purposes. Cotaparison of
users and non-users of county extension agents, radio, and television as farm in-
formation sources was possible, It is significant to note that the most universal:
ly used sources within the per<onal and mass media categosics ~cher farmers and
farm magarines) were among the most highly valuad within each citegory.

2. Of swsers and nem-wsers. Views of users and non-usc.¢ in Table 20 permit
comparison of usage 2nd source evaluations for Orark. Notice that in all cases
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except for farr: magaz'nes in Ozark, users evaluated sources significantly highet
than non-user respondents. (This exception can be attributed to the very small
number of nan-users and likely chance variarion.) This tendency for users to up-
grade their views of sources in omparison to non-users was true not only for the
general acceptability score and dimension average but also for each scale average.
The same general pattern was tevealed in Prairic (See Table 21).

Regarding com:nunity differences, it can be seen that users of mass media in
Ozark tended 1o evaluate those souvrces higher (many of the differences being
significant) than the users . f these media in Prairie. On the other hand, users
of the county extension agent in Ozark tended to rate them lower on every scale
than users in Prairic; many of these differences were significant. These differences
were in 2ccord with the gencral orientation of farmers in Prairie but not to the
mor¢ direct scurces of farm informavion and the somewhat greater favorability
of farmers in Ozark to farns magazines and television, the only two mass media
sources for which direct comparison was possible.

b. Of typer of wsers. The second general question was: Do different types «f
source usees 7iew various sources differently? This, of course, raiscs 2 numbet of
prior questions: (1) Why cypes at all? (2) What types? anu (3) Who belongs
to what types? Typologics are important in the extension education context be-
cause people to whom change efforts are directed may have differene source use
and cespor se patierns; ¢.g., some may refrain from reading newspapers or watch-
ing televicion at all or at least tefrain for purposes of getting farm information.
Some may chara teristicaily seek out and use the most direct, authentic sources,
while others may be essentially peer oriented. Many classifications of users are
possible, ranging from simple user-nonuser categories, as was done in 2 Missouri
study,’ to those based on the way persons internalize the messages received. ™
Other classification criteria might include volume of use. diversity of sources used,
expertise of the sources used or directness-remoteness of the sources to the origin
of the information communicated.

A combination of three criteria was used in this study: (1) number of sources
used, (2) vasicty of sources used, and (3) the expertise (dizectness of source to in-
formation originated) used. The first two criteria provided the primary and the
last a secondary basis for classifying users. Genenally speaking, the expertise di-
mension, open to possible disagreement, closely approximatcs a less debatable
"directoess of access to the originating source.” This assumes that a major pot-
tion of the information that 1s communicated originated in agricultural experi-
ment stations or industry. The expxrimenting scientist would then represent the
most direct source consid-ced snd likely also the most competent. On the other
hand, other farmers would almost certainly represent the most indirect and surcly
the most varianr in quality. Farm tali is 2 folkway of farm people, no mattee
what ey know. County extension agents, mass media, and dealers would seem
£y genenally oceupy ir ‘ermediate positions.
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<. Use patierns and sieus in Ozark. In Ozatk three patterns of use were delin-
cated. Type I was characterized mostly by low usage in both number and variety
of sources. Typz 1 individuals used cither no farm information source or used
only mass media and other farmers, out of about 23 possible sources about which
they were questioned. (See figure 2)

Type 1 was characterized by the use of several information sources (usually
two of three) in addition to mass media and other farmers. These additional
sources included college bulletins and county extension agents, both rating higher
on the directness-expertise dimension than either farmers of the mass media gen-
erally.> In short, this general pattern evidenced low volume of source use but
some selectivity in terms of the expertise-ditectness dimension.

Type Il was generally characterized by both volume and selectivity of choice.”
Farmers in this group tended to be near “all channel” usets in addition ¢o using
the more direct, high expertise sources. The major difference from the other two
types was the greater number and ctter quality of the sources used.

With all the farmers in Qzark classified into these three use types (46 in
Type 1,82 in Type b1, and %. in Typc 111) it was possible to sce how cach viewed
the five information sources they werc asked to scale. T'able 22 contains the aver-
age evaluations of these sources on each scale and dimension considered.

As the rcader can sce from Table 22 the average evaluation of innovator and
legitimator referents and county extension agents increased progressively from
types 1 through 11I. This was also true for factor averages except for the accessi-
bility rating assigned to the county agent as a source. In this case, the difference
was between Type I users who rated the county extension agents relatively low
and the other two types that tended to rate them considerably higher. In all
other aspects, Type 11 respondents rated this source lower than Type 11T which
could be a factor in their lower use made of the source. Thus, even though the
second type of user perceived them as accessible as the chird type, they felt they
wete 1.0t as utilitarian, practical, ot beneficial and therefore may b less inclined
to seck them as a source of information or advice.

Type 11 users were characterized by a clear and consistent tendency to rate
mass media (:clevision and farm niagazines) higher than the other types on all
factors and * iews. This indeed suggests a strong ofientation to the mass media.

d. Use patterns and vieus in Prairie. In Prairic, fout use types were delincated.
Just as in Ozark, Type I was characterized by little of no use of the 25 farm in-
formation sources enumetated, other than mass media and other facmers.

Type 11 was characterized by use of three or four sources but generally con-
fined 1o deakes, mass media, family members, and various governmental agencics
othet than the Cooperative Extension Scrvice.

Type T was chatacterized by farmers who used six or seven information
sovrces with 2 heavy orientation to the county extension agent and fo commer-
cial sources, parricularly the Jast. This type did not emerge as a distinct one in
Oiark: it was perthaps most characterized by its otientation to commetcial sources,
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Type 1
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other farmers and the mass media.

Some uae of college bulletins and
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All channel users.
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ety.
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Figute 2. Descriptive Profile ui Information Sonrce User Tyjes in Ozark and

Praitie.
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an expected «ondition in 2 highly cominercialized agricultural area.

Type IV, just as Type 111 i1 Czark, was characterized by nigh selectivity on
the expertise-distance dimension and by the variety of quality information sources
used. These included college bulletins, county agents, and direct use of the Uni-
versity faculty in addition to the other farm information sources used by the
other three types.

Fifteen respondents or approximately 9 percent of the farmers were classified
as Type 1; 53 or 30 percent as 'Lype 1I; 52 or 29% as Type 11I; and 53 or 30%
into the fourth type. Sufficient information was not avaitable to classify two of
the farmers interviewed.

Due te: complications resulting from difierences in farmers who were asked
to rate the cight sources (one group evaluated county agents, farm magzazines,
and radio and another group, agricultural chemical dealers, feed dealers, and tele-
vision, both groups evaluated innovator and legitimator referents) no attempt
was made to assess signiScant differences in the ratings assigned; instead only di-
rections of evaluational differences are reported.

Tables 23 to 26 contain the basic data. Comparison of ratings that different
types of users assigned to sources reveals a sirong tendency to upgrade county
extension agents, innovators, and Jegitimztors on all evaluative components from
Type | through 1V. Although, generally speaking, mass media were not among
the highest rated sources by any user type, thece was 2 sharp upgrading from
Type I through 1V on the affectivity dimension. Perhaps this 15 because of con-
tent more aligned with the interests of the Type I11 and 1V farmers than with 27
increased fecling of warmth or closeness to the mass media sources as such. This
same trend was also evident for accessibility except Type 1V users strongly down-
graded television on this count. '

Along with this progressive rating assigned to some sourccs, there was an
accompanying tendency to downgrade dealers as sources, particularly on the prac-
ticality view across types. Type IV farmers also downgraded them on utility.
Other differences among types tended to be more peculiar to the particular uscr

Thus, when compazed (0 other types. Type 1 users were highly favorable ro
the utility of dealers as sources of farm information; qaite to the exclusion of the
more direct information sources, particularly the county extension agent. Al
though they were slightly favorable toward the practicality dimension alsa, they
did not sce deakrs as quits so distinctly supcrior in this regard.

In teems of within own group variation in views held of sources, Type T users
strangely saw feed and agricultural chemical dealers as having highest utility of
all souzces. Ttem scales defining the utility view followed much the same pattern
as the composite score except farm magazines were strangely regarded as being
most scientific, followed by television, agticultutal chemical dealers, and the
county extension agent, all rated about equally. Even though they rated no source
as being very practical, agricultural chemical dealers were rated highestin this re-
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gard and influentials least. Feed dealers in particular, and to a lesser degree agri-
cultural chemical dealess, were rated as distincely high on affectivity, The former
were rated distinctly highest on accessibility. Thus, the Type 1 group appeared
10 carry an especially favorable view of dealers, particularly in regard to utilicy.
They diverged from expected standards of what would seem to constitute a scien-
tific source by rating farm magazines as the most scientific source.

Type 11 farmers were very much like those in Type I in utility views held of
dealers but greatly upgraded the coanty extension agent and influentials. All three
were considered to be up to date, knowledgeable, and trustworthy. No source
was viewed as outstandingly more scientific than any other, 2lthough television
was distinctly lowest. The same four sources (enumerated above) were rated by
this type s about equally high on practicality and accessibility with farm maga-
zines also rated as highly accessible. Perhaps, the nwost distinctive characteristic of
this group was their inclination to admit a wide variety of personal sources into
their estimation of high esteem.

If Type Ti farmers had any distinctive within-group characteristics in views
held of farm information sources it was in their relatively high regard for influen.
tials on the utility and practicality dimensions, even though agriculrural chemi-
cal dealers were seer: as more scientific and up to date; also, they tended to be
distinctive for the high accessibility they 2ssigned both types of dealers and the
high affecrivity rating they accotded feed dealers. Even so, it can hardly be said
that this distinguished them from any but Type L. Their within-group differences
of views regarding sources was perhaps their most distinguishing characteristic.
This suggests a tendency to choesiness among sources bue low unanimity of views
held. :

Type 1V most emphasized the utility of quality sources in terms of the direct-
ness-expeitise characteristic. Peopl: in this group were most discriminating in
evaluations assigned to sources. In terms of specifics, they tended to perceive the
county extension agent, the two referent types (innovator and influential), and
agricultural chemical dealer< as having higher utility and practicatity and being
more accessible and more benchicial (affectivity). The one exception was for
Type IV respondents to downgrade radio on the affective, practical, and accessi-
ble dimensions.

In te-ms of within-group views, like among group views, this group tended
1o place a high utility on the legitimator and innovator refetents 2nd the county
axtension agent. The extension agent was rated as most cientific of all informa-
tic 1 sources but innovators were fated as heing most up w-date. Both the county
agent and influence referents were regarded as highly knowledgeable and crust-
worthy with innovators bxing a close sccond. Agricultural chemical deakers who
were tegarded highly on being up-to-date, were downgraded some on the know!-
edgeability and tustworthiness ales. Television, which rated lowest of all of
the sources, was distinctly lowest on the trustworthiness scale.
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: Type 1V individuals saw referents and county agents as being mast practical,
} with innovators also high in this regard. A high dependability view was the
scale most contributory to the practicality dimension. The affectivity view fol-
lowed the same patcern bue with feed dealers rating high also and chemical dealers
not rating high. County agents ard influence teferents were regarded s most ac-
cessible and television as Jeast.

SUMMARY, INTERPRETATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

This stucy was concerned with how farmers view farm information sources,
how their views vary with use of the soutces, and the characteristics of farmers
] who use different sources.

About Conceptuatized Views

Phase 1 of the study, based on a diversity of information sources and farmers’
views of them, was concerned with determining basic ways of viewing soutces
and methods of measuring them. Use of the semantic differential and factor anal-
ysis disclosed ut.lity, practicality, affectivity, and accessibility views. Utility, the
predominant view, was described by good-bad, tru «-worthy-untrustworthy, knowl-
edgeable-not knowledgeable, up-to-dite or out-of-date scales. A source rating high
i in utility would then be tegarded as good, trustworthy, knowledgeable, up-to-

date, and to a lesser degree scientific also. A scientific-unscientific item was in-
cluded because of its special significance to farm information development and
disseminating systems in a highly developed agriculture.

Practicality was defined by the undeperdable-dependable. wise-unwise saales;
affecdivity by inconsiderate-considerate, cool-warm, approachable-unapproachable;
and acariibility by the handy-unhardy ind available-unavailable scales. A goneral
ceceptability nting was assigned on the basis of the composite ratings »n all of
the scales.

In Phase 2 of 1he study, the eleven scales so selected were variously applied
1 to radjo, television, county extension agents, farm magazines, agricultural chemi-
cal dealers, feed dealers, innovator, and legitimator referents by farmees in two
l Missouri coramunities. One was located in afftuent northwese Missouri. referred

to as Prairie and one in the economically disadvantaged farming arcas of the
Ozasks in south Missouri.

About Virws of Sources

Farmers in Ozark discinguished between cach of the sources considered as

being significantly different in terms of the aggregate measutes of views held

This indwated that they regarded cach of the source as having diffcrent qualitics.

n terms of the general acceprability racing. television was zated lowese in both

communitics. In Ozark the hietaccky from high to low was tegitimator rcfer-

ents (persons named as most influential in own farm prectice 2doption decisions),

Q innovators (persons named as usually fiese © try new farm peactices in che local-
I
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ity), county extension agents, farm magazines, and finally television. Differences
between cach of these sources were significant at the .05 confidence level. Except
for slight deviations in the accessibility dimension, the sources were ordered
much the sarye on the factored compoenents of meaning. County agents and tele-
vision were seen as least accessible while legitimator referents were regarded as
most accessidle.

In Prairic, distinctions tended to be more among classes of sources than
among specific ones with the ratings from high to low being (1) legitimators,
followed by (2) feed dealers, agricultural chemical dealers, innovators, and the
county extension agent as a group; then (3) radio and farm magazines 1s a group,
and (4) television last in ti-¢ hierarchy. In addition to meaningful categoties of
groups the range of cvaluations on the factors was much greater in Prairic than
in Ozark. It is significant that dealers (an emesging source of quality farm infor-
mation), county extension agents, and innovator referents were rated together as
information sources, yct not as high as one’s own decisional referents (legitima-
tors). In this complex of differences, there were also sizable distinctions becween
personal soutces as a group and the mass media. The mass media were 1ated lower
in Prairie than in Ozark. The greatest difference was for television in the two
communities.

In terms of dimensions of meaning, sources tended to be rated about equally
high or low on practicality and affectivity views on the one hand, and accessi-
bility and utility on the other in Prairic, with the first two being rated higher than
the last two. In terms of magnitude of ratings on components in Ozatk, accessibil-
ity ranked highest, utility 2nd practicality second, and affectivity lowest. The differ-
ence between the utitiey and practicality views was not statistically significant al-
though the former was somewhat the higher. Much the same tank order and
magnitude of factoted views then occurred in both communitics when farm in.
formation sources were viewed in the aggregate.

Howevet, the rank order importance assigned various factors tended to vary
by farm information sources; i.c., some factors appeared to be more important
than others in rating each of the sources. In Prairic practicality was highest for
television and accessibility lowest. The telatively high rating on practicality is
difficult to explain but the low rating on accessibility perhaps can be explained
in teems of the availability of quality farm informational programs at a time
when farmers could view them.

Feed and agricultural chemical dealers were rated highest on accessibility and
lowest on practicality, The high accessibility rating is quite understandable in
terms of the active sales effort of dealers in the arca. Legitimator and innovator
referents were rated highest on the utility and the former fowest on acuessibility.
The latter was rated lowest on affectivity.

Predominant factoes fot rating information sources in Oza:k diffceed in many
respects (within the context of relatively small differences assigned to various in
formation soutces on each of the factors). Thus in contrast o Praitic. television
and farm magazines were accorded the highest factor ratings on the accessibility

e
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dimension and the lowest on affectivity. Tt seems very likely that the work in the
locally prevalent dairy enterprises would leave Ozark farmers relatively free to
view farm information programs during the noon hour when they were generally
telecast. County agents and innovator referents were rated highest on the utiliry
dimension and lowest on affectivity. Legitimators, like farm magazines and tele-
vision, were 1ated highest on the accessibility and practicality dimensions, which
would appear o be quite understandable, but lowest on the utilitarian view,
which does not seem logical since they were the persons named as mo:t influen-
tial in farm practice adoption decisions. However, this does not mean chat legiti-
mators were not also rated high on utility; it docs mean that in terms of the
vatious ways that legitimators could be viewed they were scen as rating highest
on accessibility and practicality.

About Variation in Views Related to Characteristics of the Viewer

Young farmers in both communities tended to be less positively oriented to
farm information sources than the older ones. One exception in Ozark was that
young farmers placed slightly higher utility evaluation than older ones on farmers
they tegarded as most influential in adoption decisions, In Prairie the only major
reversal occurred for television, Somehow young farmers saw television as more
practical than old ones even though both saw it as the least practical of all sources
considered.

High adopters, who are probably the "best” farmers in 2 given community
and thus pace-setters for others, had different views about farm information
soutces in Ozark and Prairie. In Ozark high adopters rated their own deisional
referents a little higher than low adopters, thus suggesting a deference to own
trusted local peers. In Prairie the reverse occurred. Also, whereas high adoprers
downgraded the county extension agent in Prairie, dificrences between the two
adopter groups in Ozark were nil. The face that farmers in Praitie were favorably
disposed to agricultural chemical dealers may suggest something of a shilt in
orientation to quality commercial sources.

Another contrast was that high 2dopters in Ozark downgraded the mass me-
dia gencrally while in Prairie only farm magazines wete somewhat downgraded.
Al of these community differences present somcthing of a paradox; but since
*hey occur in the thinking of the “best™ farmer they cannot be dismissed lightly.

T'wo theoretical explanations are posed. One relates to the dictates of eco-
nomic necessity and the other to the likely consequences of a developing com-
mercialized agriculture for farm informational systems and for views held of farm
information sources.

First. where the pecssurcs of economic neccssity bave demanded marked
changes in farm practices and entetprises mercly for sorvival, those who adjust
satisfactorily (and attrition rates were veey high) are exemplars for othees sell
srriving to adjust. They are likely to be vety good sources of information for
both strivers and for information exchange among those already at the “top.”
This inclinathon seems to be reflected in the favorable orientation of young farmers
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in Ozark to their own decisional influence refetents (legitimators). Pechaps young
fasmers on Prairie, many of whom are heavily subsidized by fachers or fathers.
in-law, can afford o take more risks and thus be less sensitive o what successful
farmers are doing than the Ozask farmess. The (armers in Oaark prize ' gitima-
tors higher than low adopters do as farm information sources but at the same
time they arc just a Jictle more skeptical of innovatoss than of their own trusted
informational referents.

A sccond cheoretical explanation is that differentiation in views held of farm
information sousce and use made of the sources may be expected with agricul-
tural development both within nations and within local communities. In the pro-
cess of shifting from a traditional, essentially subsistence agriculeure to 2 modem
speciatized commercial agriculture, differentiation in views held of sources may
be expeceed. First manifestation of chis is likely to be in the quality of peers
chosen as sources; then among types of sousces (agency, commercial and mass
media) as they become available. A distinction between the more and less expert
sources would be expected with increased deference to the former and concurrent
downgrading of the latter. A greater range in differentiated views would be ex-
pected; also an increasing inclination to use abstract knowledge for decisional
purposes. Finally, publicly supported research agencies with a high reputation
for developing quaiity information competence emerge, such as the agricultural
experiment seations in the United States. These in turn may eventuzlly have to
share their esteemad position with quality commercial sources which scem zlmost
certain o develop as part of a nighly sophisticated and commerciatized agricul-
ture where commercial agencics are competing for the farm consumer dollar.

These theorics woul scem (o explain:

1. The greater range in differentiation of views held of farm information sources
in Prairie ¢han in Ozark.

2. The greater diffecentiation in source use types of persons in Praisie *han in
Ouark.

3. The inclination of successful farmers in Ozark to defer 1o other highly suc.
cessful farmers. bue not just anybody. as valued soutces of farm information
somewhat in preference to innovators regarded as being usually first to try

new peactices.

4. And, finally, an inclination to *shift from csteemed county extension agenits
(the public agency source of most scpute) to commercial sources, parricularly
the ancs that are in 2 position to exemplify the highest eapertise, but pot to
the exclition of the former.

Although inncrators may not be the most influential farmers in the commu-
nity or the best communicators of information, they certainiy play an important
role in the agriculrural change acceptance peocesses: thus the view that chey have
of sourues is likely of considerable consequence.

ob
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Quite in accord with what may be expected of the innovatively inclined,
they march to the beat of their own drummers.®® They are likely to view their
own kind with disproportionate favor (among peers) as sources of farm informa-
mation. They would accordingly be less oriented to their own decisional referents
as sources, which is what this study showed.

Also in accord with the same general theory, it would seem that high men-
tion innovators (like high mention legitimators) ought to downgrade the county
extension agewt as farm information source. Yet this was not the case. However,
innovators in Prairic did upgrade the high expertise of agricultural chemical dealers.
The possibility that the county extensior: agent is valued equally high by high
and low mention innovators for different reasons should nnt be ruled out. For ex-
ample, it may be that innovator farmers find the county extension agent 2 useful
or convenient channel for obtaining information from the more direce research
sources and value him for this reason while low mention farmers value him for
the advice he gives. An expected inclination for innovative farmers to downgrade
the mass media was evident in both communitiss, but was most marked in
Ozark. This was in accord with the general inclination to the use of more direct
and expertise sources of farm information by the more innovative farmers.
eral inclination to the use of more ditect and expertise sources of farm informa-
tion by the more innovative farmers.

About Source Use in Relation to Views Held

In regard to vicws in relation to usc of sources, two questions were posed:

1. Do users of farm information sources view them differently than non.

users and

2. Do farmrts charactesized by different patterns of source use hold different

views of information soutces?
The last question, of co. rse, posed 2 priot one of what kind of patterns and who
could be characterized as falling in each.

As expected, farmers who said they had obuined farm information from
sources rated during the year priot to interview generally rated them higher than
those who did not; the same tended to hold for each of the dimensions in Ozark
but with some inconsistency in Prairie. In general, users of mass media in Ozark
rated these sources higher than users in Peairie. This is an indication of the gen-
ctally higher value placed on mass media as sources of farm intotmation in Qzatk
than in Prairic. Yet the converse was true for users of the councy extention agent as
a snurce; Le, users in Praitic rate! him higher thas usss in Qzark. This Ihewise
was an indicasion of the appatent higher rating of the county extension agent as
a soutce by Prairie farmess than by those in Ozark.

A bl
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In order to determine whethet differenc kinds or types of farm information
source users saw information sources differently, a typology of source use was
uscd. This was achieved by a series of experimental cross tabulations of users of
farm information sources into categories in terms of variety and number of soutces
used and the directness of the source used to the originating agencies of farm in-
formation. Extension sources were regarded as most direct and expert, other
farmers as least, and the mass media and dealers as occupying in-beuween posi-
tiuns. Four recagrizable types of wsers were defined in Praitie and three in Ozark.
In general, Type T users in both communities tended 13 use very few sources 2nd
to confine use cither 0 other farmets of mass media while Type HI in Ozark
used maay information sources, including the direct ones. They also tended to
display seleutivity in terms of quality and dircctness sources. The same differen.
tiation in user types was noted in Ozark as in Prairie except Type HI in Prairie
was also characterized by a high orientation to commercial sources in addition to
the county extension agent, and the large number of additional soutces used by
them. In a sense, the types sepresent a continuum of source users atrayed on a
riumber and quality basis,

In Ozark average evaluations on innovator and legitimater referents and coun-
ty extension agents increased progressively rom Type I through Type 1. This
was 2lso true for ail factored views except for the accessibility 12ting assigned to
the county extension agent. Here the distinction was between Type I on the one
hand, and Types [T and [l on the other. All of these visws scem to be quite
consistent with relative uses made of information soutces by the chree groups. In
gencral, there was a strong tendency to upgrade county extersion agents, innova.
tors, and legitimator referents from a low position among Type 1 users through
Type IV (Type 1il in Ovzark) on all of the evaluative components. A similar type
of upgtading was cvident for the mass media on the afectivity dimension, In
other words there was a certain increasing degree of "oneness™ felt about these
sources from Type T through Type IV, The same tended to be true with some-
what less consisiency on the czcessibility dimencion.

Along with the progressive ratings assigned to the sources mentioned above,
there was an accompanying tendency to downgrade dealers as sources, particularly
on the practicality view across Types | through IV, Typ: 1V farmers tended 1o
downgrade dealers on the utility dimension. Other differcnces among ty pes tended
to be more peculiar to the partticular user type; thus, Type I users were highly
favorable to the wiility view of dealers as sources of farm information to the ex-
¢lusion of more direct sources, pariicularly the county agent. They also rated agri-
cultural chemical deaicrs highest on the practicality view and, steangely. rated in-
fucntials Jcast so. There was al< an indlination to rate agricultural chemical
dealers high on alfectivity and aceessibility, Type I1 farmees also were favorable
to dealcrs but aleo indduded county extension agents and influentials as high in
utibity.

s
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Type IV users tended to be distinguished by the high utility assigned to the
direct-expertise types of sources and b, their discrimination among sources gen-
erally on the directness-expettise continuum. Thus, high ratings tended to be as-
signed to county extension agents and to both innovator and influence teferents
along with agricultural chemical fealers, several of whom were agricultural pro-
fessionals in their own right.

In the final analysis it can be said that farmers viewed farm information
sources as having different qualities both in terras of overall ratings and in terms
of components of meaning and that these views were related to the use that they
made of the sources. The utilitarian, practicality, affectivity, and accessibility
views provided more definite ways of viewing sources and thus for promoting
image changes that could enhance their use, Research into the manner in which
farmets come to possess these views could provide the means of further enhanc-
ing this effort.

General Conclusions

Some gencral conclusions growing out of the study wer-:
1. Farmers have characteristic ways of viewing farm information souzces.
2. Uility, practicality, aflectivity, and accessibility views can be distinguished.
3. Farmers in cach of he two communiries studied distinguished between classes
of sources (government agenries, mass media and personal referents) in terms
of these qualities and in some cases among sources within classes.
4. Some factors weee mote in.portant than others in.rating farm information

soutces, depending on the source considered and the community studicd.
$. There is an inclination to greater diffetentiation in views held of (azm infor-
mation souces and more discrimination in terms of qualities instrumental
to giving quatity advice, with these manifestations greater—
—in Prairic than in Ozark,
—among young than among old farmers,
—among modemn oriented versus more rraditional oriented farmars,
Farmers <an be typed according to the number, kind, and quality of farm in-
faimation soutces used and views held of them vary significantly in terms of
user types,

6.
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FOOTNOTES

. For an original source concerning the use of this technique, see Chatles Os-

good, George J. Suzi and Percy H. Tannenbaum, The Measurement of Mean-
ing. Urtbana, IN.: Univensity of llinois Piess, 1957. For a more succinct state-
ment concerning same, sce Fred N. Kerlinger, Foundations of Behatioral Re-
search, Chicago: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1967, pp. 464-580.

. For a general treatment of methodnlogical considerations regarding factor

analysis, see L. L. Thurstone, Multiple Facter Analysis, Chicago: Chicaga Uni-

_versity Press, 1947, also Fred N. Kerdlinger, op. al., pp. 650-67.
. Sce Richard Leslie Lee, The Flow of formation to Ditadvantaged Farmers (1 -

published Ph.D. disseetation), lowa City: University of lowa, August, 1967,
pp. 76-80.

Although the practicality and utiliy views appeared as separate factors in
this study, a study of vicws held of farrn information soutces by low income
farmees by Lee showed no such distinction even though the items included
in the Lee sample and referred to as practicality also included a component
that we have referred to here as utility. Sce Lee. op. it pp. 7780,

- Thus. in addition to the expertise component of credibitity alleged by Hov-

land, Janis and Kclly, farmers scemed to distinguish a quality scemingly de-
tiving more from practical expesience than from scientific knowledge (Carl
1. Hovland, Irving P. Janis and Harold H. Kelly, Communication and Persua-
sion. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1933, pp. 21-25.

. Lev, Bid.
6.

Choice of this item would also be in accord with the convenience factor found
by Lee, practically synonymous with the accessibility view. Sce Lee, op. at.,
pp. 76-S0.

. Osgood, Suzi, and Tannenbaum, gp. ¢t Ch. 4.
. William Stephenson, The Play Fhvory of Maw Communicaion Chicago: The

University of Chicago Press, 1907, PP 17:220 also Barney G, Glaser, Th
Discotery of Greunded Theory, Chicago: Aldine Publishing Ca., 1967, Ch. 3.
ospectally pp. 49, 63

. For an otiginal statement concening this subjet, see Thurstone, gp. o,
. Harey H. Harman, Madern Factor Analydc, Chicago: The University of Chi.

cago Press, 190, pp. 301-308.

The st ritesion is rather arbitrary but often used. Berla, Lemsert, and Mertz
in an unpublished paper entitled. " Dimensions for Evaluating the Avai'-
ability of Messzie Soutces™ used it. Although S% might have been a better
ctiterion, the rationale still would have been arbiteary.

The second uiterion reaalts from a concidetation ¢f whether of not an iem
has loaded significantly to 2 factor: i e whether the factor scote which s
computed a5t is above some generally specdified value, With one chance

11t
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in 2 hundred of being incorsect as the accepted probability level, the value
3 x 1 was used (where N is the number of statements, and 3 is the number
AN
of standard deviarion units from the mean). Actual computation put this
value at 47 but .30 was used as an appropriate general criterion.
Donaid F. Kiel and Charles F. Wrigley present the rativnale for the thied
ctiterion in their "Effect upon the Factorial Soluticn of Rotating Varying
Numbers of Factors,” an unpublished paper presented at the Psychometric
Society meetings, September 6, 1960.
For a discussion of the serendipitous manner in which these influential types
were discovered, see Robert K. Mezton, "Pateesns of Influcnce: A Study of
Interpersonal Influence and of Communications Behavior in a Local Commu-
nity,” in Paul Lazarsfeld and Frank Stanton (cds.) Communications Research,
New York: Harper & Brothers, 1948-19, pp. 180-219.

For a description of the social arcas from which the two communitics were
selected, see Cecil L. Gregory, Rural Social Areas in Missourt: An Analysis of
the Social Structures Columbia: Missouri Agricultural Experiment Station Re-
search Builetin 465, April, 1958.

For a distinction between thess two referent types sce Everett M. Rogers,
Diffusion of Innotations, New Yotk: The Free Press of Glencoz, 1962, pp. 193-
253. Also for a somewhat different method of defining innovator teferents see
Herbert F. Lionberger and M. €. Chang, Compararive Characteristics of Special
Functionaries in Tue Missours Communities, Columbia: Missouri Agricultural
Experiment Station Research Bulletin 885, April, 1965,

In order to determine whethier these overall differences in evaluation were
significant or not, two statistical tests we'e conducted. An analysis of vari-
ance derermines whether there are ovetall significant differences in the sct of
genera! evaluations. The second test, 2 multiple range t-test determines #hich
specific sources #te viewed distinctly fromy the others.

As cach respondent cvaluated all sources, randomized block analysis of vari
ance was the proceduce employed. Interpretation of the results is renuous,
however, as an order ffevt is present, due to non-tandom presentation of the
otder of the sources to be evaluated.

The analysis of variance for the Ozark data yicld an F value of 20.43 which
is significant beyond the .01 level of confidence. (See table 3.) Thus it ap-
pears that, overal), the Ozark respondents peiceive the five information soutces
differently—i ¢, they have diffcrent meaning. Knowing ihis, the data were
then sabmitted to Duncan’s multiple etest procedure. For a description of
the statistical tests used see Clyde Young Kramer, "Extension of Muldiple
Range Tests to Group Means with Unequal Nunibers of Replications,” Bio-
metrics, (Sptembee, 1936), pp. 307-210.

L4
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B .csuse of this complication it was necessary to conduct the analysis of vari-
ance and the multiple t-tests o7 each set of Prairic sespondents. (See tables 3
and 6.) Tn addition to thess analyses it was necessary to conduct t-tests be-
tween sets of respondents on the first three concepts in order to complerely
determine distinctiveness of meaning between these six information soutces.
Interpretation of these results are «enuous, however, as the sources were not
presented in random order. As the reader may know, proper use of the em-
ployed analysis of variance procedutes requires that the stimulus—information
sources—be presented to respondents in a random order; but for expedient
rcasons this was not done in the study.

To complete the analysis of the general differences in view of information
sources in Prairie, it was necessaty to conduct t-tests between cach of the
first three information sources evaluated by series one respondents —televi-
sion. agricultural chemical dealers, feed dealers—and each of the first three
infurmation sources evaluated by series two respondents—farm magazines,
radio, county agents. (Sce table 7.)

. A confounding influence on interpretation of these results is that the differ-

20.

2.

22.

23.
24.

25,
26,

27

ences may be Jue to the different way the respondents in seeies one judge in-
formation sources from the way respondents in series two judge them, racher
than rcal diffesences.

This would apbear to be the result of upgrading quality dealess as sources of
farm information rather than downgrading county exrension agents and in-:
novator refceents.

Kramer, ¢p. ait., pp. 307-310.

B. J. Winer, Statistical Principles in Experimental Design, New York: McGraw-
Hill Book Company, Inc, i962, pp. 143-159.

Wincr, 14 :

Hetert F. Lionberger and €. Milton Coughenour, "Socia! Structure and Dif-
fusion of Farm Information.” Columbia: Missouri Sgricultural Experime -
Station Rescarch Bulletin 631, April, 1937, Pp- 38-74.

Rogers, g8, agt., pp. 202-204.

Sec Appendix 118 fot 2 desceiptian of thie modecnism measure and its appli-
<ation.

It was reviously found that farmers in Ozark were somewhat more indined
to choose decisional referents (legitimators) in terms f likely technological
competence than in Yrairie, (Sce H- “ert F. Lionberger and H. €. Chang,
Rescarch Bulletin 885, op. v/t pp. 30-31.) On the other hand, farmers in
Prairic scemed to rely somewhat more on direct sousces of farm information
for Jegitimation purposes than farmers in Ozark. (Sce Herbert F. Lionterger.
Legitimation of Decisisne to Adspt Farm Practices and Purchate Farm Supplics fn
Tuo Mivewri Farm Gommsnities, Ozark and Praire. Columbia: Missouri Agri-
cultural Experimenr Station Research Bullctin 826, April, 1963, p. 7.)
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Herbert F. Lionberger, Information Seeking Habits and Characteristics of Farm
Operators, Columbia: Missouri Agricultural Experiment Sration Rescarch Bul-
letin 81, April, 1955.

. Wilma Brunec Crumley, A Q-Methodological Study of Atritudes About Mass

Communication (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation), Columbia: University of

Missouri, January, 1966, '

Four sub-groups were included in this type; namely,

1. Those who used several farm informatior, sources in addition to mass me-
dia and other farmers

b. Those who used college bulletins but only a couple of other sources ir
addition to mass media and farmers

¢. Those who used the connty agent but madc use of few other sources

d. Those who used college bulletins and county extension agents but fow
other sources.

This type included thrce use patterns:

2. Those who used a vaticty of the information sources {3-10 different sources)
or 2 large number of sources (10 or more different soutces,, but no such
direct soutces as colleges bullctins or county extensian agents;

b. Those who used cither college bulletins or county extension agents, or fe-
ccived information directly from 2 faculty member of the University of
Missouri, plus a variety of other souices;

¢. Those who used at least two of the more dircct sources and made moder-
ate use of others;

d. Lastly, those who used at least two of the more direct sources and made
heavy use of the other less direce sources.

Sub-type d ws originally thought to constitute a fourth distinct pattem, but

was included under Type 11 after looking at mean values on variables corre-

lated with ‘nformation source use patterns.

Rogers, . o, pp. 203-204.

Harmon, op. it

Robere N. Ford, "A Rapid Scoting Procedure for Saling Attitude Question™,

Putlic Opinion Quarterly, XIV, ¥3, (Fall 1930}

Leon Fesringer, "he Treatment of Quantitative Data by Sale Analysis™,

Py hological Bulletin, 1947, 44:149-161,
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TABLE I - FACTOR PROFILES
“Factor
Item Scales Purity” Factor
Score Loading
Factor i
3. Good - bad .20 -5
5. Superior - {nferior -. 28 -.61
6. Lacks understanding -
understanding -. 26 .60
7. Trustworthy - untrustworthy =07 -1
8. Inexpericnced - experienced .04 .61
9. Knowledgeable - not
kncwledgeable .24 -.18
11, Well informed - not well
informed .31 - 74
13,  Impractical - practical -.15 .55
14. Carelul - not careful -.07 -.58
15,  Up to date - out of date .36 -.72
16,  Untruthful - truthful -.23 .36
20, Scilentific - unscientific .02 -.60
33. Complete - incomplete -.32 -.61
Factor It
I, Friendly - unfriendly .11 .66
13, Inconsiderate - considerate 14 -.67
22. Inviting - not Inviting -. 27 . 54
23, Not helpful = helpful -.45 - 52
21, Willing - not willing .01 62
25. Cool = warm .27 - 72
28, Approachable - unapproachable .29 .79
3.  Uncooperative - cooperalive .08 -.76
2, Rural -urban .33 67
Factor 111
31,  Beaeficial - harmful - 06 .63
32,  Uaceriain - certain -.50 -.50
36, Undependable - dependable - 14 -7
39. Safe - risky -.29 .55
40. Scnseless - sensible -.09 -.62
41, Unwise - wise .0t -.74
Factor |V.
4. Unhandy = ha.dy .16 .64
21, Unavailable - avallable -.35 .55
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RESEARCH BULLETIN 948 6y

TABLE V - INTERCORRE LATION OF ITEM SCALES LOADED*
WITH FACTOR I (PRACTICALITY)

Load-
Item Scales ing on Item Number
Factor
No. m 31 32 36 39 40 41
Beneficial - harmful 31 .63 -57 -.12 .57 -.64 -.67
Uncertain - certain 32 -.50 .69 -.64 .49 .61
Undependable ~ dependable 36 -7 -.64 .67 .69
Safe - visky 39 .55 -.57 =-.65
Senseless - sensiole 40 -.62 .74
Unwise - wise 41 -.74

*.44 or more

TABLE V] - INTERCORRELATION OF ITEM SCALES HIGHLY LOADED*
WITH FACTOR 1V (ACCESSIBILITY)

Load-~
Item Scales Ing on Item Number
Factor -
No. 1v 4 18 21 37 38
Unhandy - handy 4 .64 -.45 .38 .33 .2z
Accessible - Unaccessible
(on hand when needed) 18 ~.46 - 61 -. 37 -.63
Unavailable ~ Available 21 .55 .45 46
Dull - exciting 37 .47 .53
Difficult - easy 38 .49

*.4f or more

TABLE VIl - TEST FOR INTERACTION EFFORTS BETWEEN DIMENSION OF
MEANING AND INFORMATION SOURCE
BEING EVALUATED PY OZARK RESPONDENTS

(Analysia of Variance)

Scurce of Sumz of Squared Degrees of Meun
Variation — Deviation Freedom Square
Information Source 39.87 4.0 9.97
Dimension of Meaning 18.33 3.0 6. 11
Interaction 41.47 12,0 3.46
Error 1054.28 204,90 5.07
Total 1153.95 221.0 -
€] F Ratio = 0,38
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TABLE VII ~ TEST FOR INTERACTION EFFORTS BETWEEN DIMENSION OF
MEANING AND INFORMA TION SO0URCE BEING EVALUATED BY SERIES ONE
FRAIRIE RESPONDENTS

{Analysis of Variance}

Source of Sum of Squared Degrees of Meean
Variation Deviation Freedom Square
Information Source 8,30 4.0 2.08
Dimension of Meaning 13,56 3.0 4,62
interaction 25,95 12.0 2.18
Error 120,31 £5.0 1.85
Tota) 168,06 84.0 -~
F Ratio = 1.16

TABLE IX -~ TEST FOR INTERACTION EFFORIS BETWEEN DIMENSION OF
MEANING AND INFORMATION SQOURCE BEING EVALUATED BY
SERIES TWO PRAIRIE RESPONDENTS

(Analysis of Variance)

Bource of Sum of Squared Degrees of Mean
Variatlon - Deviation Freedom Square
Information Source 55,05 4.0 13.76
Diinenslon of Meaning 6.80 3.0 2.7
Interaction 18.45 12.0 1.54
Error 379.74 80.0 4.75
Total 469,04 99.0 --
F Ratlo = 2,32




RESEARCH BULLETIN 948 71

APPENDIX B. METHODOLOGICAL SUPPLEMENT
A. Mcthod and Rationale Used for Selecting Scale Items

Duc to 2 racher stringent timitation on the number of scales considered feasi-
ble for use in the second phase of the rescarch, only a dozen or so of the original
43 items could be used in the second phase of the study. The four strongest fac-
tots of the six factor rotated solution (the onc yielding the most meaningful and
theoretically relevant profiles) were sclected as the factors to be described. Asa
first consideration it was felt thai ¢ - vamber of items included to reptesent cach
of the four main fictors should be in accord with the proportion of common
vatiance explained by the respective factors. At the bottom of Table I in Appen.
dix A, in terms of the first criterion, note that the first factor explained 33 percent
of the common variance, factor twr explained 28 percent, factor theee ~pprox-
imately 19 percent, and factor four explained approximately 11 percent. With 12
items as a practica) upper limit, it was felt (hat three to four should be chosen
from factor one to reptesent the first factor, two of three for factor two, two for
factor three, and that perhaps two items should be selected to sepresent factor
four.

Having accepted this criterion, the next problem was to select the items. For
this, theee more criteria were used (2, 3 and 4). Sccond on the list, it was held
that 2n item had to correlate .5 or more with 2 factor (1€, its factor Joading had
to b greater than .5 for selection). In Table 2 of Appendix 1, the reades will
find a liting of all those items which Joaded .5 and above on each of the respec-
tive factors.

Because an item may load high on morc than one factor, a third ditetion for
selection was nceded; namely, that an item choser: load distinctly only on one
factor. Realizing that none of the items would meet this ideal; i2, Joad 1.0 on
a factor, 2 scosing procedure for determining » faccor puzity score was devised. Firse
it was decermined on which factor an item Joadid most highly. Then from this
value the absolute values of the lnadings on the other three factors were sub
tracted. The resulting value was called the "factor purity” score of that icern for
that factor, Fer example, the good-bad scale loaded highest (.73) on the first o
utility factor, but also .19, .26, and .10 on the other three. The sum of the last
theee subtracted from .75 yic'ded the purity scote, which in tnis case was .20. A}
though admittedly vmde, these scores permitted a rough ordening of the degree
to which items loaded uniquely on a factot.

The fourth criterion specified that desczipuve items should not inteccoreelate
highly with each otiwr, thus insuring thac they measure different qualitics of
meaning.

In summary, the selection criteria weee:

1. that items selected to describe each factor be roughly in feopottion to the var-
jance explained by the tactor wich 12 “tems 1egarded as 2 practical upper
limit;
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2. that the iteme load .5 of more on the factor;

3. that the items approximate general purity standards and;

4. thar those selected te describe a factor not be highly correlated with each other.
Turning now to the sclection of jtems to be included, criteria one specified

that the number of items selected for factors one through four be 4, 3, 2, and 2

in that order. In terms of the second criteria it will be seen from Appendix A,

Table 11, that at least five items would qualify for factor one since all loaded .50

or over on that factor. Thesz were:

knowledgeable - not knowledgeable 78
good - bad 75
informed - uninformed .74
up to date - out of date 72
trustworthy - untrustworthy g1

But since only four scales or items could be selected to measure this factor, one
had to be eliminated.

The third criteria, the reader will recall, was a factor purity scote for the jtem.
Looking at the column entitled factor purity score, we find that the ¥ fo date - out
of date scale had rhe highest score, the informed - yninformed scale had the second
highest, the rouledgeable - not krowledgeable was third, the good - bad scale was
fourth. On the basis of al' three of the criteria, then, these four should be the
sce of items chosen to represent the factor. However one difficulty ensucd: the
informed - uninformed and knowdedgeable - not knouledgeable scales were highly cor-
related. This was in violation of the fourth criteria (that the scales which were
chasen to tepresent the factors have Jow intercorrelations). For only if this were
true wovld each of the items tap one of the complex subaspects of the dimension
being represented.

In Table I, undet the columns for items number 9 and 11 and the rows
for items number 9 and 11, the item will informed - not well informed seems 10
have lower intercorrelations with the rest of the items than docs the knouledpe
able - not knowdedgeable scale. However, with many of the differences not statis-
tically significant, final resolution became a matter of subjective judgment. The
investigators accor lingly selected the Anowledgeatie - not knowledgeable scale as the
most appropriate.

Having clisninaed one of the top four candidates, it was necessary to pick
up a fourth. The next eligible candidate, the trucruorthy - antrastuoriby scale, was
sclected. Fuctor one, then, was repeesented by the scales good - bad, untrustuortby -
trustivorthy, inowledgeable - wot knowledgeable, oxt of date - wp 10 date.

The candidates which could possibly tepresent factor two inclnded che ap-
Fproackable - knspproachable scale which had the highest factor foading on factot
iwo, the ogeratite - ancooperatite scule the seccad highest, the w.orm - ol scale
third and the comsiderate - incomsiderate fourth. However, as only thee scales sere
desired to represent this factor, this meant one would have to be climinated.
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Looking at the column for factor purity score, we find that the raral - urban
scale had the highest factor purity score. However, this one was not a candidate
because of its Jow factor loading. The sccond highest loading one was the 4p-
proachable - unapproachable scale. The thied highest was the warm - coof scale and
the fourth, considerate - inconsiderate. Employing both criteria, then, the chose,
scales wete approachable - unapproachable, varm - cool, and considerate - inconsidesate.
You will note in Table 1V, that these theee scales had fairly low intercorrelatior s

The candidares which could possibly represent factor three included the
wise - unwise scale, which 13aded the highest and also had the highest factor puri-
ty scote. The dependable-undependable scale had the highest factor Joading though
it had the fourth highest factor purity score, and the beneficiai-unbeneficial scale
had the third factor loading and the second highest factor purity score. The
scales chosen 1o represent this factor, then, included the wrse-unuise scale and the
dependable-undependable scale. Although the dependable-undependable sca'e had a
lower factor putity score than did the éeneficial-unbeneficral scale, it was fouad
that the higher factor boading of the former more tran offser its lower facta pur-
ity score. Also the dependable-undependable and wise-unuise scales ace more indica-
tive of 2 practicality diraension than is the emeficial-unbeneficial scale

As thers were only two scales which loaded above .5 with factor four, these
two scales weze chosen to tepeesent it. These were the handy - wnbandy scale and
the arailable - unarailable scale.

A scientific - unscientific scale was iucluded mainly to see how information
sources varied in terms of this quality, which many have regarded as a central
concern of existing institutional social systems for development and dissemina-
tion of farm information. However, it was not used in computing any of the fac-
tor averages which were later used in the statistical analysis.

B. Construction of the Modernism Scale

This a posteriori type scale wa ; constructed from responses of farmers in Qzark
and Praitie to questions assumed to indicate varying degrees of modernism vs.
traditionalism in farming. ‘The scaling procedure consisted of evaluzting the re-
sponscs to determine whether vhey adequately met a common content and scal-
ability criteria,

1. The Srimuins Response Confent

The respondent was introduced to a set of 11 items through 2 general state-
ment indicating that we wanted to ask him about his feclings in regard to vati-
ous views that people often have abour requirements for success in farming.

The spexific introductory statement was:

You hear a lot of ideas abour what it takes to be successful in farming these

days. We have collected some of them. I would like to ask whether you think

cach is of no, little, some much, ot very much importance over the long run.
‘The inteevicwet then read the 11 items and asked the respondent to indicate his
response to each These response items were:
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1. Luck
2, God's will
3, Doing mostly what other farmers do
4. Hard work
5. Using latest scientific farm information
6. Saving money
7. Management
8. Family help in the fields
9. Watching the signs ¢f the moon
10. Plenty of production credit
11. Own experience
a. Dimensionality. Preliminary investigation of the distribution of responses
indicating intensity of feeling in rezgard to the items suggested the possibility of
constructing a fraditionalism - modirnism scale. This immediately posed the ques-
tion of dimensionality of the item responses, which in tum was approached by
the use of factor analysis.”® Both a two-factor and three-factor solution were re-
quested using tlem (1) with both communities (samples) raken together and
(2) with each community (sample) considered scparately. For both the combined
and separate community samples, the two factor solution proved to be more
mathematically and theoretically correct. Moreover, by analyzing the content of
the items which loaded significantly on the factors {f.. > .20), the first one
could casily be envisioned as 2 m:dernism view. The following items loaded sig-
nificantly on the first factor when both samples were considered together:

1. Use of latest scientific information

2. Management of the farm

3. Family help in the field

4. Use plenty of pioduction credit

5. Own expxrience

In Ozark, the following <ix items emerged as candidates for « scalogram
analysis:
. Use plenty of production credit
. Use of latest scientific information
. Family help in the ficlds
. Own experienice
. Hadd work :
. Management of the farm

In Prairie the following moderaism items emerged:
i. use of latest scientific informaticn

2. saving money '

*. plenty of production credit

+. hatd "Ofk

5 own experience

6. management of the farm

—
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Thus for the two communities all items were the sane ex-epr "use of family
help in the fields” appeared in Ozark but nu¢ in Prairie, '1d “saving money” ap-
peared in Praisie,

b. Finaf Iterss. On the basis of these analyses it was decided that only 2 sub-
set of the onginal items would be used to construct the modernism scale by use
of Guttman procediires;’ namely, those that appeared on the modernism factor.
Be:ause we desired to use the same items for scaling in both communities, the
next problem was o select those items which were common to all three samples
(both communitizs, and cach community considered separately). The following
were found 10 be in commen:

. use of latest scientific information
. mznagement

. hard work

. use plenty of production credit

5. own experience
2. Gutiman Scaling Procedures

e By e

Constructing scales by Guttman's method required dichotemization of re-’

sponses to 2ach question. This was done by considering the “positive” tesponses
to inciude the "much” and “very much” responses. The others were considered
10 be negative responses. This “cutting point” was employed in both communi-
ties. Each of the items thus divided had between 20 and 80 pescent positive re-
sponses.

The coeflicient of reproducibility for Ozark was 0.91. Festinger's Chi-square
test for the presence of a unidimensional sale showed a significant X?, indicat-
ing the presence of a scale.®® The coefficient of reproducibility for Prairic was .88;
X? was significant, indicating the presence of a scale and with wionc of the items
contributing over 14 percent ceror as a resule of the assignment of scale types, a
wotkable scale with a similar set of items applicable 1o both Dzark and Praisic
was constructed. This then permitted scoring of indiv'duals and valid cross-com-
munity comparisons on the modernism scale.
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