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ABSTRACT

Information about the families contacted by the
Expauded Food and Nutrition Education Program (EFNEP) who rejected
the invitation to enroll in the program is presented. Interviews were
conducted with 147 homemakers whose names appezared on a prime contact
list prepared from recommendations of local public agencies. Upon
completion of the interviewing, program assistants began to ccntact
and enroll homemakers in EFNEP. Enrollment represented 58% of the
homemakers on the list. Enrollment in EFNEP was most likely to occur
when: (1) the homemaker was either under 30 or over 45 years of age,
(2) the family income was less than $3000 and the husband was
unemployed, and (3) the family participated in other public programs
designed for the poor. It was observed that program assistants were
more successful in enrolling homemakers when varied enrollment
techniques were used. (Author/PS)
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ABSTRACT

Five counties in Alabama were chosen in 1964 for trial initiation
of a unique food and nutrition program for low-income families.
Based on the results of this pilot educational program, the basic
purpose was expanded to a national scope in 1969, By 1972, Ala-
bama was in the process of initiating the Expande «d Food and
Nutrition Education Program (EFNEP) in the last of its counties.
Chambers Countv was among this group and was chosen as the
study site.

This study was prompted by an interest in knowing more about
the families contacted by EFNEPD assistants who reject the invita-
tion to enroll in such an educational program. Who are the “hard-
to-rcach” families and how do they difter from families in which
homemakers are enrolled?

Interviews were conducted with 147 homemakers whose names
appeared on a prime contact list prepared from recommendations
provided by local public agencies. Upon completion of the inter-
\'icwing, program assistants ])cgzm their efforts to contact and en-
roll homemakers in EFNEP. Enrollinent represented 38 per cent,
or 85 of the original 147 homemakers on the contact list.

Enrollment in EFNEP was most likely to occur under the fol-
lowing conditions: (1) where the homemaker was cither under
30 or over 45 years of age, (2) where family income was less than
$3,000 and the husband was unemployed, and (3) where the
family participated in other public programs designed for the
poor. Failure to cenroll was most common among homemakers
who were employed cither full or part time and who had the
lowest levels of living. Most importantly, homemakers whose
families reeeived the least adequate diets were least likely to en-
roll in EFNEP. Finally, it was obscrved that program assistants
were more successful in enrolling homemakers when varied en-
rollment techniques were used. The first visit was the key to
cnrolling a homemaker.



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ABSTRACT

CONTENTS

Exeaxpepd Foop axp NeriumoN ProGras

OsjEcrives

MetTion ow

Porexsrian, BEFENEP FFasnLiss

Sruby

EFNEP ENROLLEES — NONENROLLEES

Socio-Demographic
Social Participation
Socio-lIconomic

Social-Psvehological

Status

NUTREITION AL ADEQUACY

Homemaker's Food Practices

Commadity Foods and Family Dict

Cliambers County Cooking School

Procraz Assisrants axn EFNEP

SUNDMARY AND INMPLICATIONS

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

Lireratune

Crren

Page

3

FirsT Prixnixe

3M. juxe

1

[



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

REACHING THE HARD TO REACH
WITH EFNEP'

J. E. DUNKELBERGER, NANCY W. MARTIN, and ANNE B. PRATT"

Au. HOMEMAKERS MAKE DECISIONS regarding meal planning,
food buving, and food preparation. Determining what foods to
buy and serve family members and how to prepare these foods
is often a difficult task, particularly among the poor whose low in-
come and limited nutritional knowle (]«r(\ are barriers to an ade-
quate dict.

For this reason educational programs have heen developed to
help low-income homentakers in their selection and preparation of
food. These programs are constantly heing examined and updated
to hetter meet the needs of such families. This report presents a
study of such an educational program.

Activities in the Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Pro-
gram (EFNEP) sponsored by the USDA Federal Extension Ser-
vice and the Alubama Cooperative Extension Service of Auburn
University serve as the focus of this study and report. Findings
should be of interest to Extension staff and other persons con-
cerned with improving nutritional levels of families. Knowledge
of homemaker acceptance or refusal patterns with regard to par-
ticipation in a nutrition program can contribute to a more com-
plete understanding of program functioning, and of low-income
homemaker receptivity to nutrition education.

UThis stndy was funded as a Hateh Act Project in Rural Development—Ala-
bama Project 318, 1t is a part of a ager sty now nnderway involving stall
from both the Cooperative Extension Service and Agricnltnral Experiment Station.

* Associate Professor, Department of Agricultural Econonties and Reral So-
ciology: fonmerly Specialist in Kduceational Methods, Alibaima Cooperative Exten-
sion S('r\m' now home economics teacher, Guntersville, Alabanm, High School:
and former Research Associate, De partient of Agricultural Economics and Rural
Sociology, now State Home Economics Lxtension Specialist, Virginia Extension
Service, Charlottesville,
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EXPANDED FOOD AND NUTRITION PROGRAM

In July 1964 a pilot project involving the Alabama Cooperative
Extension Service and the Federal Extension Service was under-
taken to help young low-income familics. Program objectives
were to help families improve diets, utilize economic opportuni-
ties and community services, improve family relationships, and
increcase homemaker awareness of the Extension Service as a
source of assistance with family problems.

Methods for teaching young homemakers were developed and
tested with 1,404 families in rural arcas of five Alabama countics.
Selected learning experiences were provided m: (1) basic nutri-
tion and food preparation skills, (2) income management, (3)
basic health and sanitation practices, (4) clothing selection and
construction, (5) guidance priuciples for voung pcopl(‘, and (6)
housing and ‘lom(‘ management. Indigenous homemakers (per-
sons from the same geographic area also living on low incomes)
were trained as par apl()fcsslmml workers and employed as pro-
gram assistants working under the direct supervision of a pro-
fessional Extension home cconomist in each county (1).

The program proved to be highly successful. In 1968, the State
Cooperative Extension Services and land grant colleges received
a special appropriation to initiate the “I \pandvd Food and Nutri-
tion Education Program.” At present (1972), the program is un-
derway in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and
the Virgin Islands. Extension staff in Alabama have initiated
EFNEP in every county and have adapted the program to local
conditions and to needs and interests of the 21,323 participating
families (2). '

The primary objective of EFNEP is to help families acquire
the knowledge, skills, and attitudes required to achieve more ade-
quate diets. Specific objectives are to increase the homemaker's
knowledge of the need for and the essentials of good nutrition,
and to improve her habits (practices) and skills in buving, pre-
paring, and serving nutritious meals. An additional ob]ectlvc is
to help families more effectively use the varied public services
available for improving the quality of their lives.

“

OBJECTIVES

This report is concerned with the characteristics of homemak-
ers who enroll in EFNEP in contrast with those who reject the
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program when contacted by Extension Service personnel. The
primary objective was to determine whether certain homemaker
characteristics were associated with either acceptance or rejection
of participation in EFNEP.

A second objective was to examine methods used by program
assistants in sccking to enroll homemakers in EFNIP. It was
believed that certain techniques for approaching potential par-
ticipants might be more effective with different types of home-
makers.

METHOD OF STUDY

The study, which began during spring 1971, was conducted in
Chambers County, Alabama. Families living in hoth rural and
urban arcas were surveyed, although the ma]ontv lived in the
cities of Lafayette and Lanett. Chambers County was chosen be-

cause EFNEP had not been introduced there prcvmuslv and was
scheduled to begin during the swmmer. The status of the pro-
gram in the county provided an ideal research opportunity, en-
dblmtr interviewers to contact homemakers prior to their being
m\'lted to enroll in EFNEP by the program assistants and to tost
for differences in response to ‘the enrollment invitation.

As revealed by selected demographic chavacteristics veported
in Table 1, Chambers County is more rural and has a larger pro-
portion of nonwhites than the overall State population. It ranks
slightly behind the State in income and educational levels of its
residents. These differences saould be recognized when general-
izing study findings to other arcas.

Th(‘ (uestionnaire was developed by Agricultural Experiment
Station staff members in cooperation w ith home cconomists of the
Cooperative Extension Service. A pretest of the quvstlommn(‘
was couducted in the Auburu arca. Items in the final draft in-
cluded selected characteristics of the family and homemaker as
well as nutritional practices used by the homemaker.

A list of prospective EFNEP participants obtained from local

Tame 1. Susmviany or SeLecten Socio-Ecosxoaic Darta ron
Cuaysenrs CounTty, Arapaya, 1970

Characteristics Chambers County Alabama
Rural residents, percent.. . 56 41
Nonwhite resi lonts, per (.Cllt R 35 26
Median age, years  .—oooeeove oo 30 27
Median school years completed, years ... . 10 11
Median family income, dollars . . 7.106 7.266
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agencies working with low-income families vwas provided by the
C()()pcmtl\ ¢ Extension Service staff in Chambers County. Inter-
viewers were reeruited within the County and trained to adnin-
ister the quc.stl()nmm(‘ to homemakers \\]1()5(‘ nanes appeare d on
the primary contact list. Interviews were comp](‘t‘(‘d with 147
homemakers prior to their being centacted by EFNEP program
assistants and invited to enroll in the program.

Following completion of the interviewing phase, the program
assistants ])(‘fr‘m enrolliment activities. 1’1()(71‘1111 assistants were
instructed to nml\c every cflort to enroll thcs(‘ families into the
program and were given as much time as they needed to do so.
Enrollment efforts were completed within 9 months after the {an-
ilics had been interviewed.  Of the 147 homemakers on the pri-
mary contact list who were interviewed prior to the start of
EFNEY, 85 (58 per cent) were enrolled.

Nutritional practices, socio-demographic characteristics, level-
of-living scores, and life outlook of homemakers and families were
analvzed in terms of homemakers™ aceeptance or rejection of
EFNEP. Data involving the nature of the initial contacts by the
program assistants were also analyzed.

POTENTIAL EFNEP FAMILIES

Sclected family and homemaker characteristics were  deter-
mined for the 147 families comprising the primary contact list of
potential EFNEP participants in Chambers County, Table 2.
Such information was needed to tell what these families are like
and to identify points of similarity and difference among the low-
income families that are recommended by various public agencies
and individuals for the nutrition education program. An under-
standing of the general profile of these families is an essential first
step to the study of who does and who does not respond favorably
to the invitation to join EFNEPD.

Two-thirds of the potential EFNEY families in this County
were black. The majority of homemakers were less than 44 years
of age (almost half were between 30 and 45) and had 8 or fewer
years of schoo]mg Most families were large, with 41 per cent
consisting of 7 or more members. More 11111)01tantly from the
standpoint of any real chances for socio-cconomic improvement,
one-third lacked a male head and one-fifth included members
other than the couple and their children. Two-thirds of the fam-
ilies had annual incomes of $3,000 or less. More than one-third of



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

10 ALABAMA AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION

TasLe 2, PrrsoNaL Cuanacrenistics oF 147 HOMEMAKERS ON Pridany
Co~xrtact List ror EFNEP Exsonusmest Ix ChaMBeRs
Couxnry, ALapana, 1971

Characteristics Characleristics
Per cent Per eent
Race Family type!
White ... . . a1 %‘.umpl(‘]tvtnuclv];lr . é?
sonwhite " neomplete nuclear 36
Nonwhite . e B9 Extended oo S
Age of homemaker Annual family income
Under 30 . .. ... 19 Less than SLSC0 . . . 41
30-44 47 $1,801-83,000 .. 26
45-5Y RAY $3.001-83,600 . o 18
60 and over... ... .. .. 10 Over $3.600 .. . . . . 15
- . Homemaker's work status
Education Working full time . . .2
None . e 3 Working part time v 13
14 gmades - l% Not employed ontside home 65
3_?1’!’;:(}:1:\ S 3'_-1’ C()ll’l":llqli().(i]i)l._\‘ {oml participation -
12 grades & above .. . 8 artleipant - o ¥
Nonparticipant . RAY)
Residence Welfare participation
Urban ... .. 66 Participant : . 40
Ruval-nonfarm . ... . 31 Nonparticipant . : 54
Farm .. . . ... 3 Diet adequacy
No food gronps adequate 13
Size of houschold, persons One group adequate . .. 39
2-3 (small family) ... . . . 12 Two groups adequate 30
4-6 (average family) . .. 47 Three gronps adequate . 16
7 ormore (large family) . . 41 Four groups adeguate ... 2

* Complete nuclear family consisted of husband, wife, and children. Tncomplete
nuclear family consisted of male or fenmule family head and children. Extended
family had persons other than the immediate family living in the home.

the homemakers were employed either full or part time outside
the home.

Most of the familics lived in one of the small cities in the
County. Of the one-third residing in rural areas, only four fam-
ilies lived on farms. The vast majority of homemakers reported
they had lived in Chambers County most of their lives.

Participation in the commodity food program was relatively
high. Nearly three-fourths of the homemakers reported they were
currently receiving commodity foods. Ten homemakers had pre-
viously participated in the commodity program, bnt were not re-
ceiving commodities at the time of the study. On the other hand,
slightly less than half of the families were participants in any wel-
fare program. About one-fourth were currently participating in
Head Start or were receiving Social Security pavments.

County Health Department immunization programs and the
school lunch program provided for children attending public
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schools were both used by about two-thirds of the families. Obly
a small percentage were participating in family planning, pre-
natal care, or “well-baby™ programs. Failure of most of these
familics to utilize available public programs to a large extent may
be a relleetion of the alienation and pessimism shown by these
homemakers. owever, most of them expressed some hopv that
the future would be better and they seemed willing to work
towavd a better life for their familics.

The critical need for nutrition education among these families
was revealed by a 24-hour food recall taken on each homemaker.
Only 2 per cent had rccﬂi\‘cd an adequate diet, defined as at least
2 servings of milk, 2 servings of meat, 4 servings of breads and
cereals, and 4 servings of fraits and vegetables.

EFNEP ENROLLEES—NONENROLLEES

Scveral selected homemaker and family characteristics gener-
ally considered important in (hﬂ(‘lmlhdtlll” divergent tvpes of
social behavior are considered i the h)]l()wmg dlscnssmn The
four categories of characteristics considered are: (1) socio-dem-
ographic, (2) social participation, (3) socio-cconomic, and ()
social-psychological. It was believed that these characteristics
are most likely to influence or to he associated with a homemaker's
willingness to participate in a nutrition education program like
EFNEP.

Findings presented in tables 3 through 7 show the percentage
of wspondcnts possessing cach dmmctm istic attribute by accep-
tance or l(‘](‘(.tl()ll of the EFNED, Each percentage has its mean-
ing only in terms of the degree to which it difters from the pro-
p()mm of all respondents who cither accepted or l(‘](‘(_th the
program. This means that the same 57.8 per cent who accepted
EFNEP should also be similarly distributed on cach characteristic
considered.  Percentage differences cither greater () or less
(=) than the 57.8 per cent who accepted EFNEP represent the
important diffevential effect of a particular attribute in the selee-
tivity of enrolhuent.

Sacio-Demographic
RustbENCE. A higher proportion of rural than urban residents
accepted the invitation to enroll in EFNEP when contacted by
the program assistants, but the difference was only 6 per cent.
This small difference indicates « rather general response to the
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TasLe 3. SUMMARY or SkLkcTED Socro-DusocrarinG CHARAGTERISTICS
Cosparen ForR EFNEP Accerror axp Rejrcror Fases, 1971

_ Response to progrim
Accepted  Refnsed  Differentinl' — Total

Selected characteristics

Pet. Pct, Pet. No.

All respondents . o 37.8 42.2 147
Residence

Urbun L e 56.4 43,6 1.4 94

Rural. . . . 62.5 37.5 +4.7 59
Age

Under 30 years . . . . 67.9 32.1 -+10.1 28

30-4 vears . L L 44.9 35.1 12,9 .

45 vears and over..... e 70.0 30.0 +122 50
Race? )

Blacks ... . I 43.5 345 B SR 101

Whites ... oL 818 152 -+27.0 46
Education

O-4vears . oL 56.5 3.5 1.3 23

3-8 years e 51.1 1459 3.7 Gl

Yormore vears .. .. 617 38.3 +3.9 [¢(0]
Marital stitus

Couple L 65.3 34.7 +7.5 )

Noncouple .. .. 507 49.3 7.1 71l
Family size

13 persons . 60.0 10,0 +2.2 20

4-G persons I 4.0 36.0 +6.2 67
_ Tormore persons 510 49.0 0.8 39

' Difference between the pereentage of 37.8 and the actual observed percentage
for cach attribute. A plis sign indicates greater acceptance of the program than
wonld be expected on the basis of actnal observed pereentage of population dis-
tribution. A minus sign indicates greater rejection of the program than would be
expected.

# Chi-square was statistically significant at the .001 probability level,

program independent of where the family lives. Neighborhood
or community differences within the rural or urban setting are
not considered and these could have a differential effect.

Acr. One of the more sensitive socio-demographic characteris-
tics considered was age of homemaker, Both yvounger and older
homemakers were more likely to enroll in EFNEP than were
those 30 to 45 years of age. Homemakers 60 or older were par-
ticularly receptive, but this might merely reflect their greater
availability because of fewer demands on their time.

Race. Race was a significant distinguishing characteristic in
enrollment. Tt was found that 85 per cent of the white home-
makers contacted were enrolled, but only 46 per cent of the black
homemakers. The white differential of +27.0 per cent repre-
sented a highly fevorable response rate.
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Both white and black program assistants were cmployed by
the County Extension Service for EFNEP and were responsible
for making the enrollment contacts.  However, most contacts
invelved workers and homemakers of the same race. In three
cases where whites contacted black homemakers, all three re-
fused to perticipate. In contrast, fowr of the six white home-
makers contacted by blacks enrolled in the progiam. These few
bi-racial cases are not sufficient to allow for generalization about
race in program assistant-homemaker contact.

Envcatiox. Educational levels were low among these home-
makers. Almost half (45 per cent) had completed 7 years of
schooling or less. Differences between homemakers with various
C(lllCdthlhl] backgrounds who accepted or refused EFNEP were
small. There was little relationship hetween educational level of
the homemaker and her response to the nutrition education pro-
gram.

Maritar, Starus. Although the differences were not large,
married homemakers living with their husbands were most likely
to accept the program. The differential rate was about 15 per
cent between couple and noncouple houscholds. This difference
appeared to resalt from less pressure for the homemaker to seck
cmplovment when a hushand was present.

Faziny Size. Homemakers in large families were slightly less
receptive to EFNEP than were those with smaller families. (A
large family was considered one consisting of 7 or more persons.)
The percentage differentials were too small to indicate any sig-
nificant difference hetween family size and aceepting or rejecting

EFNED.

Social Participation

NelcionruinNess. It was believed that homemakers who were
friendly with their neighbors and who visited with them would
be more receptive to a program such as EFNEP than would more
socially isolated homemakers. This contention was tested by
using & shortened form of a szale measuring vomen’s ncu;hbm-
lmcss (6). In its original form this scale cmp]o\ ed 12 items from
which the f()]lowmkg 7 were selected as relevant to low-income
families:

(1) Number of neighbors’ homes you have visited.
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Tasrne b Suanany oF Serkcteb Social Panniciration CHanactEmisTics
Corranen o EFNEDP Accirrorn axo Rujecron Fastaes, 1971
Response to program

~ Refus Dl ' Total

Selected characteristics S e

Pet. Pet. No.

All respoudents 12.2 147
Neighborliness

Low (1-1) 343 457 3.5 35

Medaam (5-6) . 58.0 142.0 +0.2 6GY

High () . . 6G0.5 39.5 +27 43
Community service utilization

Low (0-3) 51,4 18.6 - 6.1 7t

High (4 or more) 6.4 35.0 +6.6 )
Comumnodity food program

Participating . G-1.8 33.2 +7.0 105
__Nuot participatiug - 405 395 - 17.3 . =

' Difference hetween the percentage of 57.8 and the actual observed percentage
for cach attribute. A plus sign indicates greater acceptance of the program than
wonld he expected on the basis of actual observed pereentage of population dis-
tribution. A minus sign indicates greater rejection of the program than wonld be
ceapected.

(2) Number of neighbors with whom yvou talk about vour
problems.

(3) How often do you exchange or borrow things from vour
ucighbors?

(4) Number of people in this community that vou would rec-
ognize in a crowd.

(3) Number of peopl in this community with whom vou talk
fairly frequently.

(6) Number of families in this conmmmity that you know by
name.

(7) How often vou talk with any of your ncighbors.

Responses to cach item were classified according to whether
they indicated a high or low rate of neighborliness. Each iten
for which a high neighborliness vesponse was obtained was given
a score of 1, and these scores were added for all seven items, This
provided a range of scores from 0 (low neighborliness on all items)
to 7 (high neighborliness). A tendency was observed for home-
makers who interacted with their neighbors to be more receptive
to this program, but these differences were too small to establish
this as an important relationship.

Coanvtunrry Service Urinization. A list of available com-
munity service programs was developed to determine the extent
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to which families were using or had ever used the public services
available to them in the County. Included on the list were wel-
fare, Social Security, commodity foods, free unches, family plan-
ning, health immunization, well-baby clinic, pre-natal clinic, and
Head Start. It was believed that homemakers having prior ex-
perience with these public service prozrams would be more likely
to respond favorably to EFNEP than would those lacking a his-
tory of program participation.

Community service utilization was rated low for families using
three or fewer services and high for those using four or more.
The combined difference recorded between families rated as low
and high service users was 13 per cent. This indicated an ap-
preciable difference in the acceptance of EFNEP. Enrollment was
more common when the family had a high rate of participation
in other community services. Experience with public agencies
does appear to influence a homemaker’s acceptance of other vol-
untary programs, such as EFNEP.

Commomty Foon Procram. Chambers County had a com-
modity food program available for low-income families rather
than a food stamp program at the time of this study. Because of
the direct involvement of commodity foods in the diets of recip-
ient families, the response to EFNEP participants in the commod-
ity food program was compared with that of nonparticipants. It
was found that a much higher percentage of commodity food
recipients enrolled in EFNEP than did families who did not re-
ceive conimodity foods. The differential was +7 per cent among
those who participated in the commodity food program, com-
pared with —17 per cent among those not receiving this form of
assistance.

This difference may be because the County Extension Service
had been providing an educational program for commodity re-
cipients at the County distribution center. A “cooking school”
had been conducted for 2 years preceding the implementation of
EFNEP. This previous contact between the Extension Service
and many of these homemakers undoubtedly produced a more
favorable climate for the program assistants introducing EFNEP.

Socio-Economic Status
Income. Each homemaker was asked to indicate the approxi-
mate amount of money that came into the household each month
from all sources, and this was converted to an annual family in-
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come. Sixty-six per cent of the families reported annual incomes
of less than $3,000. Only 14 families (10 per cent) reported more
than $3,600, while 34 families (23 per cent) had incomes between
$3,000 and $3,600.

Annual family income showed little relation to aceeptance or
rejectior of EFNEP. Families with incomes ranging from $1,800
to $3,000 were only slightly more likely to accept the program
than were those with either more or less income.

ExreroyamNt Status. The employment status of both the
homemaker and her husband was considered in tevms of the
homemaker’s reaction to EFNEP. Several differences were ob-
served on both of these characteristics. In families with either no
husband or an employed husband, response to the program was
about average (58 per cent acceptance); however, families hav-
ing an unemployed husband had a high rate of program accep-

TasLE 5. Scaatany oF SELECTED Socio-Ecoxonzic CHaractenrisTtics COMPARED
ror EFNEP Accerror anp Rejueronr Fasnes, 1971 :

Response to progvum
Accepted  Refused  Differential'  Total

Sclected characteristics

Pct. Pct. Pct. No.

All respondents . 578 42.2 - 147
Annual {amily income

Uunder SL800 . el 56.7 43.3 -—1.1 60

$1,800 to $3,000. 64.1 35.9 +6.3 36

Over $3,000. . o 54.2 45.8 --3.6 48
Husband's employment status

No husband ... 50,7 49.3 —7.1 71

Employed....... 54.2 45.8 —3.6 48

Unemployed 82.1 17.9 24.4 28
Homemaker’s employmeut status

Emploved full time oo 39.4 60.6 —18.4 33

Ewnployed part time.. 47.4 52.6 —10.4 19

Unemployed. oo e 66.3 33.7 +8.5 95
Home tenure

Owner. ... e 53.7 46.3 —4.1 41

Renter............ 59.4 40.6 +1.6 106
Material level of living®

Low ((2_-4 OMS) oo 30.7 49.3 —7.1 71

High (3 or more)... ... e, 67.1 32.9 +9.3 73
Communications level of living

Low (0-2 items)........ooooooeeene. 52.9 47.1 —41.9 70

High Bormore) ..o 63.4 36.6 +5.6 71

t Difference between the pereentage of 57.8 and the actual observed percentage
for cach attribute. A plus sign indicates greater acceptance of the program than
would be expected on the basis of actual observed percentage of population dis-
tribution. A minus sign indicates greater rejection of the program than would be
expected.

* Chi-square was statistically siguificant at the .001 probability level.
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tance. The difterential for this group of homemakers was +2+4
per cent.

Homemakers employed outside the home were more likely
than nonemployed homemakers to reject participation. The dif-
ferential rejection rate for those employed full time was —18 per
cent, but only —10 per cent for those emploved part time. By
contrast, nonemployed homemakers had a differential acceptance
rate of 49 per cent. Clearly, employment of the homemaker out-
side the home is an important barrier to her participation in
EFNEP.

LrveL or Livixe. Three measures of level of living were con-
sidered: home tenure, material possessions, and communications
possessions.  Little difference in response to EFNEP was found
associated with owning or renting one’s home. Home owners
were only slightly less likely to accept the program than were
renters. The majority of these low-income families rented their
homes.

An important dimension of socio-cconomic status is the family’s
access to the material goods of society. One aspect can be meas-
ured in terms of the possession of facilities to improve the ma-
terial quality of life. These possessions were separated into the
physical needs of the family for everyday living and communica-
tions needs which provide a wider range of social contacts.

Material possessions considered involved whether the family
had a refrigerator, gas or electric stove, kitchen sink, piped water,
bath or shower, or vacuum cleaner. A score of 1 was assigned for
cach item possessed by a family. The range of possible scores
was 0-6. Communication items were scored similarly, with a
value of 1 assigned for each of the following items possessed —
car or truck, radio, television, daily newspaper, magazines, and
telephone.

Results for both level-of-living measures revealed that families
lacking most of cither type of items were more likely to reject
EFNEP than were those having a majority of these items. The
combined differences for high and low level-of-living families
was 16 per cent for material possessions and 10 per cent for com-
muuication possessions,

Failure to have these items in the home may deter the home-
maker from voluntecring for the program because it is a home
visitation program. Only six families were without a refrigerator
in their home and all six of these rejected EFNEP. A majority of
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the homemakers whose homes had no gas or clectric stove,
kitchen sink, piped water, and bath or shower also rejected the
program. Perhaps these homemakers were embarrassed to have
the program assistant see their home, since the program would
involve using the kitchen facilities. '

Social-Psychological

It is widely acknowledged that social-psychological factors
play an important role in human behavior. A person who is usu-
ally happy and feels he is well liked by others will respond posi-
tively in new situations. Conversely, if a person feels the future
looks bleak and people are not to be trusted, this pessimistic atti-
tude will prevail in all of his activitics.

AniENaTioN (ANoMIE). To measure the extent to which per-
sonal uncertainty and pessimism are related to acceptance or re-
jection of EFNEP, a five-item scale based on the following state-
ments (5) was used:

(1) Nowadays a person has to live pretty much for today and
let tomorrow take care of itself.

TasLe 6. Suaaaky or SELECTED SoCIAL-PSYCHOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS
Coaparep roR EFNEP Accepror anp Rejecror Fasipies, 1971

Selceeted life outlook - Response to program
claracteristics Accepted  Refused  Differential' — Total
Pct. Pet. Pet. No.

All respondents.....oo oo 57.8 422 . 147
Alienation

Low (0-3) .o 53.6 444 —2.2 54

High (4-3) e 58.7 41.3 +0.9 92
Family well-being
Present position

Low 21 tO 3) e 51.9 48.1 —5.9 a7

Middle (4 to 5). 54.4 45.6 —3.4 68

High (6 to 10). .. e eceee o 63.0 37.0 +5.2 27
Position 5 years ngo

Low (1 to 3) e 53.8 46.2 —4.0 52

Middle (4 to 5) 350 45.0 —2.8 40

High (6 to 10) 64.3 35.7 +6.5 28
Position 5 years from now

Low (1 t0 3) e 25.0 5.0 —328 4

Middle (4 to 5) ... 50.0 50.0 —7.8 24

High (6 to 10)._.ocooceececmeeee 54.7 45.3 —3.1 53

! Difference between the percentage of 57.8 and the actnal observed percentage
for each attribute. A plus sign indicates greater acceptance of the program than
would be expected on the basis of actual observed percentage of population :lis-
tribution. A minus sign indicates greater rejection of the program than would b
expected,
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(2) In spite of what some people say, the life of the average
man is getting worse, not hetter.

(3) It’s hardly fair to bring children into the world with the
way things look for the future.

(4) These days a person doesn’t really know who he can connt
on.

(5) Public officials aren’t really interested in the problems of
the average man.

The findings revealed a high rate of pessimistic response among
these low-income homemakers. Pessimistic responses to the first
four statements ranged from a low of 74 per cent to a high of 89
per cent. Only the fifth item varied from this pattern and it did
so in the sense that rather than giving a specific pessimistic en-
dorsement of the statement half the respondents indicated they
“didn’t know.” This uncertain response was probably caused by
the inability of these low-income homemakers to relate in any
real way to public officials. Their scope of human relationships
and their understanding is often limited to the immediate family
and other low-income people.

A five-point scale was developed by assigning a score of 1 to
every pessimistic response. This provided w range of scores from
0 to 5, with higher scores indicating the most consistent pattern
of alienation from the community. Sixty-three per cent of all re-
spondents were alienated, according to their responses to these
scale statements.

Little difference was observed in the rate of acceptance of
EFNEP and the homemaker’s alienation score. There was an al-
most equal distribution of acceptors and rejectors among those
with either a pessimistic or non-pessimistic attitude.

FasiLy WELL-BEING PERCEPTION. An attempt was made to
determine homemaker perception of the family’s “well-.cing.” A
picture showing a 10-rung ladder was presented to the home-
maker along with the following three questions:

Here is a picture of a ladder. The top of the ladder represents
the very best way of life for your family and the bottom repre-
sents the very worst way of life.

(1) Where on the ladder do you feel your family stands at the
present time?

(2) Where on the ladder would you say your family stood 5
years ago?
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(3) Where do vou think vour
family will be 5 vears from now?  Best I

In each instance the home-
maker was asked to select a rung
on the ladder that hest deseribed
her family’s position. The result-
ing ratings were classified as low,
medium, and  high well-being
perceptions.  There was a ten-
dency for these homemakers to
sce their families as better off at
present than thev were 5 vears
before and to generallv antici-
pate heing even better off 5 vears
in the future.

Small differences were ob-
served between the perception of
family well-being and accep-
tance or rejection of EFNEP.
Considering only present and  worst I
past perceptions, how »makers
who rated their fam.' /s well-
heing as high were most likely
to accept participation in the Homemokor were osked to et
program. Homemakers with low  families’ well-being at present, 5 years
evaluations were least iikely to 999 9nd 5 years in the future.
accept. Results for the future well-being rating were unclear
because of the rather widespread optimism that characterized all
of these homemakers. Only four homemakers rated the future
prospects of their families as lower than their present condition,
and three of these rejected EFNEP.

NUTRITIONAL ADEQUACY )

Existing nutritional practices and adequacy of diet were meas-
ured by the 24-hour food recall method. This technique in-
volved a series of questions pertaining to the foods a home-
maker consumed the previous day at meal and snack times:
morning, mid-morning, noon, afternoon, evening, and before bed.

N D O N o o O

_All food items eaten during the 24-hour period were to be in-

cluded.
There are both advantages and disadvantages in determining
diet adequacy by the 24-hour food recall method. First, the recall
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may involve a day which was not typical from the standpoint of
the kinds of foods caten, or the homemaker’s level of intake of
onc or more food groups may have been especially low or high
on that particular day. Second, assumptions must he made con-
cerning the amount of food caten. Third, some homemakers have
trouble remembering all foods caten.

Rescarchers tend to agree that, in spite of these limitations, the
recall method is satisfactory for determining food patterns and
dietary intake (4). It is cfficient from a time and cost standpoint.
In addition, there is little bias in the procedure because the home-
maker has no prior knowledge that she will be asked to deseribe
her daily food intake, whereas other methods require the keeping
of a diary over some specified period of time.

Homemaker’s Food Practices

Since nutrition education is one of the major objectives of
EFNEP, attention was given the nutritional practices existing
in low-income families which were potential participants in the
program. Did the nutrition practices of homemakers differ be-
tween program acceptors and 1‘ejectors?

Information from the 24-hour food recall revealed deficient
nutrition levels for almost all of these homemakers, and provided
indication of cating patterns among homemakers. Thirty-five of
the families had only two meals durms_, the 24-hour period. The
majority of missed meals were at noon when snacks were often
substituted. In four cases the family had no evening meal, and
cight families missed breakfast.

A major consideration of the food recall was the nutritional
adequacy of the foods eaten. An “adequate diet” is widely ac-
cepled as including a daily intake of foods representing four basic
food groups. The level of intake considered adequate for an adult
varies from two to four average sized servings: two from the milk
and meat groups and four servings from both the vegetable-fruit
and bread groups. No attempt was made in the food recall to
assess the exact amount of food eaten in each food group, such
as the size of a glass of milk or the number of peaches included in
a serving. All foods included in the daily recall were described
merely in terms of whether the homemaker had eaten foods from
each group in her daily meals.

Using the most minimal nutrition measurc of a single serving
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from cach food group, only 35 per cent of the homemakers re-
ported their meals the previous day had included all groups, Table
7. Morcover, a considerable difference was observed between
EFNEP acceptors and rejectors when compared on this factor.
Homemakers who served at least one serving daily from each
food group were more likely to accept EFNEP. This indicates a
greater acceptance of food education programs by homemakers
who already are aware of the importance of balanced dicts and
who cat foods from all food groups. Enrollees in EFNEP already
had greater variety in their diets than did nonenrollees.
Adequate servings of the four basic food groups was another
aspeet of the nutrition situation for these homemakers. Only 8
per cent had adequate servings of vegetables and fruits in their

TasLk 7. NurkrmoxaL Chanacreristics or EFNEDP Accrrron
Axp Rrejecror Hosesarens, 1971

Response to program
Sclected nutritional -

characteristics Accepted Refused D i{ll.,(;{f‘"' Total
Pct. Pet. Pct. No. Pct.

Al vespondents . 57.8 422 147 100
Oune serving from cach food group®

NO oo e 46,9 53.1 -—10.9 96 65.3

Yos oo .. 184 21.6 -+20.6 51 347
Servings from basie food groups
Meat®

None or one .. e 2,4 37.6 —154 33 22,4

TWO Or more oo 63.2 36.8 +54 114 7.6
Milk products®

None or one ......... 51.3 48.7 —6.5 117 79.6

867 133 4289 30 204

Two or more

Bread/ cereal
None-three. oo 53.8 46.2 —4.0 78 33.1
Four ormore ..o G6.7 33.3 +8.9 69 46.9
Vegetable/fruit
None-three oo 57.4 426 —{).4 136 92.5
Four or more 54.5 455 —3.3 11 7.5
Diet adeqguacy ¢
None............ 31.6 68.4 —26.2° 19 12,9
One group .......... 56.1 439 1.7 57 38.8
Two groups ... 60.0 40.0 +2.2 45 30.6
Three groups. . 739 26.1 +16.1 22 15.0
Four groups ... 100.0 0 +42.2 4 2.7

' Difference between the pereentage of 57.8 and the actual observed percentage
for each attribute. A plus sign indicates greater acceptance of the program than
would be expected on the basis of actual observed pereentage of population dis-
tribution. A minus s'gn indicates greater rejection of the program than would he
expected.

# Chi-square tested significant with less than a .001 probability.

% Chi-square tested significant with less than a .05 probability.
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daily dicts. One-third of the homemakers and their families in-
cluded no fruits or vegetables in their meals.

Homemakers with diets consisting of adequate servings of the
remaining food groups varied from 20 per cent for the milk
group, to 47 per cent for the hread-cereal group, and to 78 per
cent for the meat group. Milk foods, such as fresh or powdered
milk and cheese, were particularly lacking in the diets of these
homemakers. Over half (58 per cent) of the homemakers had
caten no milk products, but only 4 pc cent had not caten some
type of meat product.

In virtually every instance considered, some difference was
()bs(l\u‘ hetween the existing diet adequacy and the homemak-
or's response to EFNEP. For instance, among the 30 homemakers
who consumed an adequate amount of milk pl()ducts, only 13 per
cent rejected the program while half the inadequate milk con-
suming homemakers rejected it.

When homemaker food intake was viewed in terms of the
number of food groups in which minimal dictary requirements
were being met, it was found that 13 per cent of all homemakers
were living on diets classified as inadequate for all four hasic food
groups. By comparison, only 3 per cent were receiving foods from
all four basic food groups comprising an adequate diet.

It was noted that the proportion of persons accepting EFNEP
was greater for homemakers whose existing diets were already
appr (m(hln& adequacy. However, most important was the fmdm(r
that 31 per cent of the h()mcmal\(‘ls who acc ‘pt(‘d the l)l()“ldln

failed to consume daily meals judged adequate in any of the four

basic food groups. This is an important obscrvation, but it should
not obscure the frrther finding that the proportion of program
acceptors was higher at cach improved level of dict adcquacv

Altlmugfh many homemakers in need of nutrition education are
enrolling in EFNEP, there remains a lar ge number in serious need
who rejected participation during the Tnitial recruitment cffort.
Continued periodic attempts to recontact these homemakers and
to work tln()ugh neighbors to stimulate their interest would ap-
pear justified in light of their generally poor nutrition practices.

Perhaps the poor diets of the homemakers rejecting EFNEP
reflect a lack of interest in food preparation, so that an educational
foods program does not appeal to them. In such cases, an interest
in food must be generated by the program assistant before the
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homemaker is likely to accept the program. It also must be re-
membered that more homemakers who rejected the program did
not receive commodity foods than did those who enrolled. Fam-
ilies who received commodity foods are more likely to have food
on hand, and this might make them more willing to participate
in an cducational foods program. Also, participants in the com-
modity food program were more likely to have had prior contact
with the Chambers County Extension Sevvice through the cook-
ing school operated at the distribution center.

Commodity Foods and Family Diet

A prime source of prospective EFNED enrollees was the fam-
ilies already participating in the Chambers County commodity
food program. Since homemakers from commodity families were
more likely to enroll in EFNEP than were homemakers in non-
commaodity families, it appeared important to determine differ-
ences in adequacy of daily diets between commodity program
participants and nonparticipants. Adequacy of the diet was
again judged in terms of the number of times foods from the four
basic feod groups were caten.

TasLe 8. Fasiny Panviciearion i rne Cosstonriies Foon PrRocRAM
ReLATED TO AbkQuacy or stk Damwy Digr, 1971

Commodity food program

Dictary measures Participant  Nonpartici- Total
L (105) pant (42) ota
Pet, Pet. No. Pct.

Servings of each basic food group
Moeats!

Less than required . 18.1 33.3 33 22 4

Adequate . 51.9 66.7 114 77.6
Bread/cereal

Less than required. ... 44.8 73.8 78 53.1

Adequate - 55.2 26.2 6Y 46.9
Milk produets?

Less than required ... .. 714 100,0 117 79.6

Adeqguate . 28.6 0.0 30 20.4
Vegetable/ fruit!

Less than required . 914 95.2 136 2.5

Adequate .. 8.6 4.8 11 7.5
Diet adequacy?

NO ErOUPS. e 8.6 23.8 19 12,9

OO e 31.4 57.1 57 38.8

WO o 36.2 16.7 45 30.6

Three 210 22 15.0

Four . 2.8 2.4 4 2.7

* Chi-square tests were significant at the 05 level of probability or lower.
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Participants in the commadity food program were more likely
to have received an adequate diet in cach of the hasic food groups
than were nonparticipants, Table 8. The proportion of home-
makers cating adequate servings was considerably greater with
regards to meats (15 per cent), bread cereal (29 per cent), and
milk products (29 per cent). Dict adequacy for meat was gen-
erally high among all homemakers while only a few had an ade-
quate diet of vegetables and fruits whether receiving commadity
foods or not. Milk product consumption was inadequate by a
majority of homemakers receiving commodity foods although
they received such items as cheese and powdered milk. These
findings clearly revealed that although commodity families tend
to have somewhat better diets than nonparticipating families,
many homemakers in both groups could benefit from a nutrition
education program,

The composite picture of diet adequacy in terms of the number
of basic food groups in which the family had received sufficient
servings showed most distinetly the better diet of many commod-
ity participants. Forty per cent of the commnodity food families
had dicts considered adequate in only one or no basic food group.,
as compared with 80 per cent of those not on the commaodity
food program. Although many commodity food recipients can
benefit from EFNEP, the findings suggest that this nutrition cdu-

Chambers County commodity food distribution center.
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ation program must pay particular attention to low-income fam-
ilies who are not receiving commodity foods.

Chambers County Cooking School

In sceking explanations for why commodity food families had
better diets than noncommodity families, special mention must
he madie of a unique cooking schoo! operated by the County Ex-
tenston Service at the commodity distribution center. The school
provided ideas and instruction to homemakers on how to best
use the commodity foods received. Because many of these foods
were not in a torm familiar to the homemakers and were often not
an integral part of their tood preparation practices, they ueeded
assistance in learning to prepare such foods in ways acceptable
to their families. Homemakers received weekly instruction in
how te provide adequate dicts for their families by including ser-
vings from all four basic food groups.

Nutrition information imparted by the County Extension Ser-
vice through the cooking school is believed to have played a major
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Chambers County cnoking school at commodity distribution center.
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role in the better diets observed among many commodity food
familics. It was also believed that EFNEP was received more
favorably by commodity homemakers because the Extension Ser-
vice was already familiar to them and because they had devel-
oped a positive attitude toward learning new things about food
preparation.

PROGRAM ASSISTANTS AND EFNEP

When the Chambers County EFNEP wis begun during the
summer of 1971, six paraprofessional program assistants were re-
cruited and trained to carry out the program. These workers
were married women of both races. All had a history of long
residence in the County, including two who had lived there all
their Lives. Their ages ranged from 29 to 58, with three of them
in their fiftics.

Program assistants were from the local area and were generally
lCI)l(‘S(‘nt‘ltl\ ¢ of limited income families. However, none came
from families with incomes of $3,000 or less. In addition, all had
heen: exposed to some high school education and four had com-
pleted 12 years of schooling.

Extension program assistant and home economist working together in cooking
school.
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Extension program assistant tcaching homemakers to use commadity foods.

Consideration of selected program assistant characteristics as
they relate to homemaker acceptance or rejection of EFNEP re-
vealed several important differences. Black program assistants
calling predominantly on black homemakers had a lower rate of
homemaker enrollment in EFNEP than did white assistants call-
ing on white homemakers. Eighty-three per cent of the home-
makers contacted by white program assistants enrolled in the
program. By comparison, only half of the homemakers contacted
by black program assistants enrolled.

Another sensitive indicator of differential homemaker response
to the enrollment invitation eccurred in terms of why the assistant
said she desived a job with EFNEP. Assistants indicating a moti-
vation to “work with pcople” because they like to meet and be
with others were more snccessful than were those motivated by a
“desire to help others,” Perhaps the subtle difference hetween
these two motivations might best be deseribed as one of “liking
them versus telling them.™ It is possible that the program assis-
tant motivated by a desire to help comes on “too strongly,” giving
the homemaker the feeling of being told that she needs help
rather than being asked whether she would like to participate.

The number of different techniques or methods used by the
program assistant in making contact with the homemaker and
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attempting to enroll her in EFNEP was also found to be impor-
tant in the homemaker’s response. The assistant who used several
tecliniques in approaching cach prospect was more successtul in
getting homenmakers to enroll. One of the most commonly used
technigues was to refer to the commadity food program and the
Ixtension Service cooking school as a means of stimulating in-
terest. Recipe leallets were the next most used technique, fol-
low=d closely by mention of the County Exteusion Service and
some of its clubs and educational activitics. Some program assis-
tants made use of sample focds which they carried with them
when calling on a homemaker.,

Program assistants who used different techniques for arousing
interesi were probably exhibiting more enthusiasm for the pro-
gram than were those who hmlt(‘d their approach to one or two
tcclmlqm s. These assistants apparently made the extra effort re-
¢uired to find the specific interests of cach homemaker which
might serve as the kev to motivating enrollment in the program.
Other studics have sug(festcd that homemakers have to see how
an cducational program will contribute to their effectiveness he-
for. they will enroll (3).

Finally, little difference in enrollment success was noted be-
cause of time of day or day of week the program assistant called
on the homemaker. A homemaker contacted from Monday
through Thursday (the more popular program assistant working
days) was just as likely to accept or reject EFNEP participation
as one contacted Friday through Sunday. Similarly, there was
cqual suceess from contacts made in the morning or the after-
noon.

Program assistants made as mauny as four or five attempts to
enroll some homemakers. However, the majority who enrolled
did so when first contacted. Most of those who refused did so by
the sccond visit. The vast majority of homemakers who were
visited three or more times before making a definite decision
eventually refused to enroll in the program. A large proportion of
the homemakers who refused EFNEP stated they did not need
help in anything or knew all about cooking already. Some were
not getting commodities and could see no reason why they should
have lessons on nutvition. Others merely stated they “didn’t have
time,” mostly those working full-time outside the home.
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SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

The Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program, with
the goal of reaching and teaching low-income homemakers to
improve nutritional practices for themselves and their families,
was begun in Alabama in 1969. By June 1972, more than 20,000
Alabama families including more than 89,000 individuals were
being reached through the efforts of nonprofessional Extension
Service program assistants.  Eighty-three per cent of the familics
enrolled in the program in 1972 had incomes of less than $3,000
per year and 59 per cent had less than $2,000 per year. Obviously,
the Alabama Extension Service has heen successful in reaching a
large number of low-income families with EFNEP. '

The question remained as to who among the low-income au-
dience was being enrolled in EFNEP and who was less receptive
or harder to reach. As the Expanded Food and Nutrition Educa-
tion Program entered its fourth year, this question became an
appropriate and important consideration. The Extension Service
continues to work with low-income families and must face the
challenge of reaching all segments of the low-income population.

The present study has been an effort to look into some of the
questions pertaining to the “reaching” aspect of the program:
Who is being reached? More specifically, are some homemaker
characteristics associated with greater acceptance of EFNEP? Are
there identifiable problems or characteristics that make some seg-
ments of low-income populations more difficult to reach? If so,
can different approaches be used to interest and enroll these
familics? Can specific program assistant characteristics and tech-
niques for contacting the low-income homemaker he associated
with greater acceptance of the nutrition education program?

In an effort to answer these guestions, the present study was
conducted during spring 1971 in Chambers County just prior to
implementation of EFNEP. A list of 147 homemakers provided
by local agencies working with low-income families was used as a
sample of prospective EFNEP participants. Al homemakers
whose names appeared on the list were interviewed to collect
data pertaining to selected family background, homemaker char-
acteristics, and existing family nutritional practices. At a later
time, program assistants visited ecach homemaker and made a con-
certed effort to enroll her in EFNEP. The original sample of 147
homemakers was classified into two groups consisting of 85 who
accepted EFNEP and 62 who refused to participate.
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Findings and implications of the research are summarized as
follows:

(1) Are some homemaker characteristics associated with
greater acceptance of EFNEP? Yes.

.

b,

C.

d.

Homemakers under 30 vears of age.

Older homemakers (over 45) in families with a retired or disabled
male head.

Homemakers with unemployed husbands.
Families who participated in programs of other public agencies.

(2) Were there identifiable characteristics of families or home-
makers that make some segments of a low-income population
harder to reach? Yes.

.

d.

Emplovment of the homemaker outside the home was an important
factor associated with rejection of the program. The problem resulted
from a combination of the homemaker having too little time o partici-
pate in the program and the program assistant’s inability to work with
the homemaker during her “at-home” hours.

. The level of living of the family, relative to the lack of such items as

a range. refrigerntor, and piped water was associated with rejection
of the program. Homemakers who did not have « stove or refrigerator
were much less likely to enroll than were those who had these items.
It is highly probable that a homemaker without these facilitics was
embarrassed to have an outsider helping to prepare food in her in-
adequately equipped kitchen.

Homemakers who had the least adequate diets were most likelv to
reject EFNEP. Two-thirds of the homemakers who received inade-
quate servings of all food groups refused to join the educational pro-
gram. Associated with this, families who were not receiving commodity
foods and attending classes at the Extension cooking school were less
likely to accept EFNEP than were those participating in the com-
modity program. Also, families who had little varietv in their daily
dicts were less likely to accept the program.

White homemakers were more receptive of the program than were
blacks. The difference here was almost a two to one ratio of white
homemaker acceptance compared to that for bluck homemakers.

. Alienation of homemakers revealed by pessimistic life outlooks and

nonuse of community services was more often associated with home-
makers who rejected the nutrition education program than with those
who enrolled.

(3) Are some program assistant characteristics and techniques
associated with greater homemaker acceptance of EFNEP? Yes,

a.

ERIC
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Program assistants who attempted to enroll homemakers by using a
number of different techniques were more successful. Techniques
used by these program assistants included referring to the commodity
foods program and the Extension Service cooking school, showing
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homemakers recipe leaflets, referving to County Extension stafl mem-
bers, and using sample foods and idea baskets.

b. Most homemakers who accepted the program did so on the first visit.
By the third contact, the majority of the homemakers rejected the
invitation to participate in the program.

The need for different approaches to interest and enroll “hard-
to-reach” families is apparent. Program assistants and program
supervisors need to be alert to homemaker needs and possible
barriers to entry into EFNEP. For many hememakers, an interest
in food preparation must be generated. It is desirable in such
instances to determine the interests of the homemaker and to
model the approach to appeal to these interests. Once the home-
maker has been won to the program, the educational effort may
e gradually dirccted toward natritional activities.

Study findings should be meaningful to supervisors of unit pro-
grams as they analyze current progress in homemaker enrollment,
and as they direct future attempts to locate and enroll new home-
makers and familics.
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