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The study, undertaken to help a county Extensicn'’

progcam meet more efficiently the needs of its clientele, identifies
selected personal, family, and farm characteristics of 203 adult
males who made office visits and telephone calls to the Extersion
office during a 3-year period, seeking information on productien or
.larketlng of farm products and/or the conservation and use of natural
esqgurces or resource development. ¥he findings, presented in full,
dggate that adults who frequently sought agricultural information

thtough v151t1ng and/or calling the Extension office were also highly

involved in other phases of the Extension program and in other fars
related agenciés and organizations, and seemed to have :
characteristics related to imnovativeness in the adoption of nev farl

" -technology. To reach a larger clientele, the researchers recoasend:

(1) informing those who frequently contact the Extension pffice of
the latest amd best farm technology and of the needs, probleas, and
opportunities of all farm people, for diffusion pof this information
to other farmers; (2) increasing use of communications media; and (3)
1n1t1at1ng persdnal contacts thtough farl visits. (Statistical data
.is appended.) (AJ) a
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INFLUENCE OF SELECTED FACTORS ON NUMBERS
OF OFFICE VISITS AND TELEPHONE CALLS
MADE TO THE WILSON COUNTY EXTENSION

OFF ICEgRJ.EBANON, TENNESSEE
by

~ Melvin Haskel Arnett®
’August 1973

¢ ABSTRACT

3

The major purpose of this study was to determine the influence of
4 - o . '
selected personal, family, and farm characteristics of adult male farmers

on the ndmber;pf office visits and telephone calls individuals made to the
b

Wilson County Extehsioﬁ office. The population and sample i-icluded 203
\ * s\‘

adult malé farmers who q:jf‘bne or more teleﬁhone calls or office.visitsiﬁ
between August iS, 1969, and August 14, 1972.- Data for the number of office
visits and’telephonc ca{js made by each individual were taken‘from recocds
kept Sy the Extension secretary. Data ccncerning the cha:ccteristics of _
individuals, their faﬁily, and'cheir farm were secured from records in the

) . . ?! }
Extension office, from the ASCS office, from personal knowledge Extension

»
1

st;ff members had about indlvidual farmers and through personal contact with

Ay

farmers.

The chi square test was used to determine the signif{cahce»of assq@ciation

‘ between the number of telephonc'calls, the number of office‘visits-and sﬁecific

personal family aQF farm characteristics. Computations were made by The

Uhiversity of Tennessee Computer Center.

*Date of completion. of an M.S. degree thesis on which this summary is based.
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Findings indicat "hat the farmer's age, race and whether or not he
was a full-time or par time farmer did'not influence the number of visits
made to the Extension cffice., However, education of the farmer was signifi-
cantly rel:*ed kP <.75) to the number of office visits made during the
three-year period. Farmers who had attended high schocl or college made a
larger number of office visits than did those completing eight or;fewer
school grades. ‘

Although farmers whc were members of the Farm Bureau, Grange, and
communit clubs m;de more offire visits than did nonmembers, these differ-
ences were not statistically significant. Having children in 4-H did not
influence the number of office visits made. However, a significant associé-
tiog_was found between the number of office visits made and each of the
folléwing: employment of wife, wife biing a member of a home demonstration
club, the farmer serving as a 4-H Club feader,.and his attendance at Extension
meetingst. Farmers who made a lé§ger number of foice visits tended‘to have
wives‘who were not emplo&eq_away from home and their wives tended to‘be meﬁbers' .

.pf a home demoﬁstration club; A}sq, farmgrs.who attended larger huﬁbefs of
Exten;ion meetings and who serYéd as 4-H project feaders tended to visit‘
the Extension office more frequently than farmérs'who were not A-H&btoject
leaders and who seldoﬁ or never attended Extension meetings.

Distance fromlthg,farmers’ farms tc the Extension cffice was the only

farm operaiion cﬁara‘ieri’tic studiéd which was not significan;ly assoclated

with the number of visits farmers made to the Extension office. A signifi-

cant association was found between the number of office visits and type of

4

farming enterprise, size of farm, gross farm income, yield of tobacco,

serving as a director of Farm Bureau, being an ASCS committee member, sér#ing

‘, : . A ‘ ' iii
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on the county quarterly court, and serving as akmember of the county Agri-
cultural Extension Committee. Farmers having dairy,“beef, or tobac-o as
their major farm en;erprise made more visité than did those with either
swine, sheep, or poultry. Farmers wit} Targer {.oms, more gross farm in-

come, and higher tobacco ylelds made more office visits. More/visits also

were made by faimers who were directors of Farm Bureau, members of the ASCS

A

committee, members of county quarterly court, and_members é} the Count -
Agricul tural Extension Committee.

Number of telephone calls made by the 203 farme;s to the Wilson
County Extension Office was not significantly related ;Q any of the per-
sonal characteristics studied (i.e. farmers"age, education, race, or
tarming status).

Farmersvwho served as 4-H projéct leaders, atgended Extension meevings,

and were members of a community club made more telephone calls to'the

~

% ,
Extension office than those not participating in these activities. Number

pf telephone calls was ?ot associated with eﬁployment of wife, bifé havin%
me;bership in a home demonstration club, having children Zn 4-H, or being f
a member of tuc Farm Bureau or the Grange.

Distance from the farmers' farms to the county Exte;sionvoffice, size
of farms, membership on the ASCS committee, or memsership on the county-
court were not significantly associated with the number of telephone calls
made to the Wilson County Extension Office. rHowever; dairy and beef pro-
ducers made significantly more telephone calls than did those having swine,
poultry, or tobacco as their major farm enterprise. Farmers who had higher‘

gross farm income and higher tobacco yields also made more telephone calls

to the Extension office. Farm Bureau directors and members of the County

iv
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Agricultural Extension Committee made more telethone calls te thie Extension

office than did farmers who were not members of these organizations.

Implicétions and recommendations also were included in the stud-,

e



. A RESEARCH SUMMARY*

.
This study was uadertaken to heélp the Extension Leader and Extension
agents in Wilson Cedne; peovide a more efficient county Extension office,
properly setving indlviduale who visit or call the eounEy Extension‘office.
It was believed that the present etudy would be helpful in planning and .
conducting + .ore effective Extension program designe& to meet the neells

and interest of clientel. Lrilson County.

I. PURPOSE AND $\chn-1c OBJECT IVES

,Purpese '

The purpose of this study was to identify selec:ed\personal, ;emily
and farm characteristics of 203 adult males of’W1lson County, Tennessee,
who made varyimg nembere of office visits and telepﬂdne calls to the

/ county Extension office during a three-year peeiod. These 203 farmers
~were primarilyfseekigg information on production or marketipg of. farm

products and/or the conservation and use of naturalexetég:ees or resource

development. T ‘ .

Specific Obiectives
The specific objectives of thi:. study were:
v . 1, To determine ‘the 1nf1uence of selected personal family and farm

characterietics of aduylt .:ales on the number of visits they ‘made

to the wilgon County Extensxon office.

C->

Melvin Haskel Arnett, Extension Ageﬁt, University'of Tennessee Agricultural
Extension Service, Lebanon, Tennesgsee. *

Cecil E. Car r,‘Jr , Associate Professor, ”Agricultural Extension Education
Section, The versity of Tennessee, Agricultutal Extension Service,
Knoxville, Tennessee. .

Robert S. Dotgon, Professor aid Head, Agricultural Extension Education
O Section, The Universitv of Tennessee Agricultural Extension Service,
IERJf: Knoxville, ‘Tennesseé¢, . . A
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.2; To determine the influence of 'seclected personal, family and farm
'characteristics of adult males on the number of telephone calls

. they made to Ehe Wilson County Extension office.

-

II.. MEIHOD OF INVESTIGATION

L
-

. .-
The Population and Sample
® . . t [ .

The populatidn and sample for this study included the 203 adult males

who edther telephoned or Yisited the Wilson County Extension office between

~

August 15, 1969, and August 1é; 191?.

1]

Procedure for Collecting Data : E
Vo i

Prbcedures_for‘collectﬁsg data were»ﬁesigned‘to enable Extension workers

in'Wilson'dBunty to analyze characteristics of individuals making office

.

visits and ‘telephone calls to the county Extensipn office.

For a number of years‘the Extension secretary had recorded the name
&f each office and telephone caller, the staff member requested, the subject
of the'informatign requested, and the name of the Extension s;aff qemb;r
giving the information, Daily and montply tabulations of data were made

o
for st'aff use.

Collection of Data

‘Data. for the dependent variables (i.e. number of office visits and

number of telephdne calls) wefe'Qaken from existing office records. Data\
' - )

¢

conqefningpthe"independent variables were secured from other Extension
' staff members, Extension office records, records of the Agricultural étabilr
; ; ‘ y
. ~ '
fzation and Conservation Service (ASCS) office and from personal gbntact

with those included in the study.
. <
{ .

N’



Analysis of Data

N\

The chi square statistic was used fo determine the association between -
each dependent variable and each of the independent variables. Chi square

values which achieved the .05 level of 31gnif1cance were accepted as being
. ° -~ -

statistically significant.' Computations were done by The University of

Tennessee Computer Center.

- \ .
A contingency table anelysis program was used to show the relationship

_between the number of office visits and the number of telephone calls made

by the 203 adult male farmers to the Wilson County Extension office (dependent
variable) and.each of the independent variables. OQutput for this program
gave two way frequency tables which included row, column and table percentages,

¢hi square values and degrees of freedom.

~ ~

Although research and null hypotheses were not stated, an assumed null

.hypothesis exisced for each of the independent variables. The assumed null

/

hypothesis for each independent variable was: There 1is not a significant

relationship between the number of office visits or telephone calls to the
) < x

«

county Extension office and each independent variable.
N N .

IiI, MAJOR FINDINGS '

X |

Major findings were classified and presented under headings related to

. ~
-

N ghe objective of the study. -

Relationship Between the Office Visits and Personal

Chtracteristics gf 203 Farmers in Wilson County . .
. . \ ] ~ } N \
1. Number of office visits was not ‘significantly related to the age

of the 20%.farmers who visited the county Extension office

~

between August 15,.1969, and August 14,Il972. There was, however,




some tendency for those under 55 years of age to make more
visits. - s .
2. ﬁumber of office visits was significantly related to the
,educationél 1evei of the 203 farmers who visited the county
Extension office. Farmers who had attended high school or
college made more office visits than did those completing fewer

school grades. N J
. 3. Number of office visits was not significantly related to the
R ( :
o race of the individual.
- ) ; . ///

4. Number of office visits was not significantly related to the
} farm statQ;\of the individual farmer. There was a tendency,

howeﬁer, for the full-time fermer to make more visits to the

\

couQ£; Extension'office.l . .
y : _ :

Relationship Between the Number of Office Visits and the

-« .

Fam;li,Characteristics of 203 Farmers

1. Number of office visits was gignificantly related to the individual's .

\ 0

LS

wife being employed. Those farmers whose wives were not employeh'
made more visits to the county Extension office than those whose

wives -ere employed.

.

2. Number of office visits was significantly related to the individual's
’

. wife being a member of a home dembnstratioq ¢lub. . Those whose wives

PR A : 5
were memberbvof,zhé home demonstration club made more visiis to the

county Extension office.

)
' 3. Number ofloffice‘visits to the county Extension office and serving’
) as a 4-H project leader were significantly related. Those wyho wére
. 4-H projegt leeders made more office visits than did those who were
Qo not 4-H project leaders.




N,

4,  Number gﬁ office visits was not significantly related to the
individual's children presently beirg members o: the 4-H Club,
However, there was a tendency for individuals who had childrén
in 4-H to make more visits to the county Extension office.

5. Number of office visits was not significantly related to the

: . P;
individual's membership in the Farm Bureau. There was a tendency,

however, for Farm Bureau members to have made more office visits.
1]

q. Number of office visits was not significantly related to the

L]

individual's membership in the Grange. Howéver, there was a
tendency for Grange members to visit the Extension office in

Wilson County more frequently éhgn nonmembers.

»

7, Number of office visits was not significantly related to the
respondent being a member of ® community' club.
8. Jhe number of office visits by the 203 Wilson County farmers in

the study wag significantly related to his participation in

4

Extension meetings. Those who frequently or occasionally

attended ‘Extension meetings made more visits: to the county

e

Extension office than did those who seldom or never_atten&ed

Extension meetings.

~

Relationsﬁip Between the Number of Office Visits and the

Characteristics of the Farm Operation - - . .
— g - €
A

1. Numbeg of office visits was not significantl; relgted to the
. :

-
A

- ¢ distance that farmers lived from ;he.pounty Extension office.

4

2.  Number qf Extension office visits was significantly related to
the major.farm enterprises of the farmer. Thosé with' the dairy,
beef, and tobacco enterprise on their farms made more visits than

. ’ ‘

did those with swine, sheep, or poultry.
»




Number of office visits was significantly related to the size
of farm of the individual. Those with larger farms (over 125
acres) made more visits to the cd@nt} Extension office than did
those with smaller (under }25 acres) farms,

Number of office visits was significantly related to the gross

farm income. Those with a gross income of $5,000 and over made

more visits to the county Extension office than those with less.
than $5,000 gross incomes. - -
Number of office visits was signific;agly related tp the tobacco
yields of the 203 farmers. Those‘with above average yieids (1800
pounds) n@de more visits than did those with below average tobgcco
yields. | ,

Number of office visits was significantly related to che individual
being a‘Flrm Bureau Director. Those who were Farm Bureau directors
made more visits to the Wilson County Extension office than did
those who were.not Farm Bureau Directors.

Number of office visits was significantly related to the farmer.
being an ASC comuittee member, Those who were ASC committee.
members made more visits to the county Extension office than did
those who were not ASC committee members.

Number of office visits‘was significantly related to the individual
being a member of the Wilson County Quarterly Court. ‘Those who
served as members of the county court made more visits to the
county Extension office than did those who were not members of

the court.

Number of office visits was significantly rel ated jj/xﬁe individual

\]

S



serving on the Wilson County Agficultural Extension Committee,
‘ .
Office visits were higher by those serving on the county Extension

Comuittee,.

Relationship Between the Level of Telephone Calls and Pergonal
, @

Characteristics of the 203 Farmers in Wilson County

1. Number of telephone calls to the county Extension office was
not significantly related to the individual's age, There was
a tendency, however, for those under 55 years of age to have made "

%
more phone calls to the county Extensfion office.

. .

2. Number of telephone calls to the county Extension office was
not significantly related to the eduéational lével of the adult
f;rmer. " There was a tendency, ho;ever, for farmers who- had
attended high school or‘college to make more phone calls than

those completing fewer grades.

\

3. Number of telephone calls to the county Extension office was
not significantly related to the race of %he individual.

4. Number of telephone calls to the county Extension office was

LY

.not significantly related to the farm status of the individual

e

farmer: However, there was a tende;cy for the part-time ferer -
y

to make more phone calls to the co Extension office.
-~ A1 '
. o

: : ) :
Relationship Between the Number of Telephone Calls to the County

Extension Office and the Family .Characteristics of 203 Farmers in
oo L J

Wilson County

1. Number of telephone calls to the county Extension office was not
> ' :

significantly related to the individual's wife being employed.



-4,

There was a tendency, nowever, for those whose wives were
employed to phone the Extension office more times Ehan those
whose wives were nét employed. |

Number of telephone calls to the county Extension 'office was not

significantly related to the wife being a member of a Home

e
‘
'

Demonstration Club.

mber of telephone calls to the.county Extension office was
significantly related to the 1ndiviéual being a 4-H project
leader. Four-H project leﬁders made more phone calls to the
county Extension office than did ;hése not 4-H project~leaders.
Number of telephone calls Ep the county Extension office was not
significantly related to the children being members of a 4 H
Club. ,
Number of teiephone calls to the county Extension office w;s
not éignificantly relateauto_being apgember'of the Farm Bureau. )
However, there was a tendéncy égy F;rm.Bureau pegbers to have
made ;ore phone calls to thé‘county Extension.office than non-
me&bers.
ﬁumber o? telephone calls.to the county Extension office was not

significantly related to Grangé membership.

Number of telephone calls to the county Extension-office was

significantly related to the farmer being a member of a community

s
club. Those who were members of ceammunity clubs made more phone
. . 24
calls to the county Extension office.’ -

!

Number of telephone calls made by individuals was significantly

»



re}ated to his aftending Extension mectings. Those who fre-

~

quently attended Extension meetings made more phone calls to the

) . | . . .

county Extension office than did those attending Extension meetings .,
4 S . , o

less frequently. :

Relationship Between the Number of Telephone Calls to the County

* -

Extension Office and the Characteristics of the Farm Operation

3

1. Number of telephone calls to the county Extension oftice was not
related to the distancg farmers lived from the county Extensiop
office.

2. Number of tel;phgne cails was significantly related to the
farmer's major farm enterprise. Dairy and beef proéucer; qiﬁe‘
more telephone calls than did the swine, poultry, and tobacco
producers. ‘

3. Number of relephone calls to the'couhtngxtension'office was not

related to the size of the individual's farm. ' . Co »~

~

I v

4, Number of telephone calls to the county Exténsion office wa;.

significantly rélated to the individual's gross farml}ﬁéomét
N

Thoge with h£gher gross income made more phone calls to‘thg

Extension office. - .

5. Number of telephone calls was significantly related to tobacco
yield on the individual's farm. Those with higher yield of
tobacco made more phone calls to the ;ounty'Extension office. L

6. Number.of telephone calls to the}éountf Ext?ngiod office was

significantly related to the farmer being a director of the

h Iy

Parm Bureau. Directors of Farm Bureau made more phone calls

“to the county Extension office.
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r 7. Number of telephone calls to the county Extension office was not

related to membership on the ASCS committee.
8. Number of telephone calls to the county Extension officejgss—?ot

-

. o related to membership on the Wilson County Quarterly Court. /

Py
.

9. Number of telephone calls to the Wilson County Extension office
was significantly related to membership‘on the County Agricultural

Extension Committee, Those serving on the County Agricultural

T "Extension Committee made more phone calls. .
/ Y

. $ - The significance of association between the number of office visits
and telephone calls made during a three-year period by 203 adult males

s who sought agriculcuralrinfornation and each of the 21 independent variables

studledtis shown in Table I. Tables‘Ii and IIIvﬂhow the relationship be-

;‘ tween each dependent and each 1ndependelt variable 1nc1uded in the study.
~ Y

- IV. IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Thesedfindfhﬁs seem to indicate that adults who frequently sought

agricultural information through visiting and/or calling the Extension

)

office were also highly involved in other phases of the Extension program
and in other farm related agencies and organizations. GeneraIly, individuals

who frequently contacted the Extension office seemed to have the same
. A}

‘characteristlcs often found to be related to innovativeness in the adoption
. ‘ ofwnew farm technology. .

p; ‘ . ,
Existing knowledge of how farm information is diffused would indicate

that those who frequently contact -the Extension office would have a key

role ip helpihg to spxgad-the adoption of recommended farm practices to
other farme;s in Wilson Counmty. ™ In this regard it would appear extremely

~

L4

.

N

\.\



important that those who frequently contact the Extension office be served

~

as completely, effi¢iently and effectively as possible. They shouid be

informed not only of the latest and best farm technology, but also the

~

needs, problems and opportunities”of all farm people. They can also serve-
a vital rolc(b& feeding back to Extension the needs, problems, and
opportunities of farm families, as they see them.

A\general finding of past studies is that imper§onai contacts (e.g.

Extension bulletins, néwsletters and radio and T.V. programs) with Extension

v Agents reach many more people than do personal contacts; and, that personal .8

v
k)

methods reach an audience that is already contacted in the large part by
‘ i
other methods. The present study would seem to generally support these'

\
' -
!

‘earlier findings. |
- Like most types of Extenséon contacts, office'visits and telephone
calls are initiated by the far&er rather tban the Fxtension Agent. Onme
exception is farm visits;:this type of communication may'be‘initieted.by'

the Extension Agerit. Farlh visits would seem to provide one means by
i . .

which Extension Agenﬁs could contact the hard-to-reach among their B

clientele.
In their efforts to reach farmers who generally do not initiate the

contact, Extension Agents in Wilson County cannot reduce present efforts

to serve those who freely 1nitiate cqntacts 3ith them. As indicated earlier,

these are important ¢ontacts from the standpoxnt of the general diffusion .
of agricultural information. However, ‘it would seem very important-to .

'/ .
allocate resources necessary Eg establish personal communications with

a much larger agricultural clientele. Also, impersonal contacts would

appear to be very important not only in terms of serving the immediate needs




12

of the hard-to-reach, but also as a step toward expanding personal
communications with a larger number of thosc who are not presently
willing to initiate those contacts. |
Findings of this study would indicate that the number of office.
visits and téleﬁhone'calls could be.increased through a more unified
staff approac# to the Extension program’in Wilson County. Invélvement

) 12

of a family member in any aspect of the County Extension programs
v -

(i.e. adult agriculture, home economics or youth) Wwould tend to increasé

.the number of office visits and phone calls made by adult farmers seeking

—

' . : ! - N
agricultural information. . -

4



13.

BIBLIOGRAPHY ‘ ot

1. Wiison, Meredith C. and Gallhp, Gladys. '"Extension Teaching
Methods,' Extension Service Circular 495, Washington, D. C.,
Federal Extension Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture, 1955.

2. Kirby, Edwin>L. "The County Office Nerve Center of Extcnsion,"
Extension Service Review, Vol. 31, No., 4, April, 1960.

3. Kqaus, Karl. 'System in the County Extension Office," U. S, )
Department of Agriculture, Washington, D. C., Federal Extension
Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture, 1951.

4. The Uniyersity of Tennessee. Agricultdral Extension Service,
"Wilson County Plan of Work Projection,' 1972.

< . \ :

5. ‘Metropolitan Planning Commission Staff. Nashville-Davidson County

and Regional Development Patterns, Nashville, Tennessee, 1958.

6. 1969 Census of Agriculture, Part 31, Tennessee Section 2, County
Data, Vol. 1, Bureau of Census, Washington, D. C., U. S Department.

of Commerce. # ‘

7. Kelsey, Lincoln D. and Cannon C. Hearne. Cooperative.Extensién Work,
Ithaca N. Y., Comstock Publishing Co., 1963.

8. Nichols, Joe Fayette. '"Influence of Selected Factors on Level of
4-H Partigipation by Seventh, Eighth and Ninth Grade Boys and
Girls in Bledsoe County, Tennessee.' Unpublf'shed Master's Thesis,
_The University of .Tennessee, Knoxville, 1972,

9, Downcfzw/ﬂh. "An Analysis of Office and Telephone Calls Made to the
' Agricultural Extension Service in Union Parish,'" Unpublished Master's
Thesis, Louisiana State Universityr‘1960 ‘ . .

13

10. McCormick, Robert W. '"office Calls, Telephone Calls, Mail Requests,
and Answering Sets," in H. C. Sanders, The Cooperative Extension
Service, Englewood Cliffs, N. J., Prentice-Hall, Inc,, 1966.

*

3 ' -




5\

)
\ -

1]
1
-
.
A}
3
[}
" )
§
.
t ’
\
) s
,
4
%
.
R
.
*
.
. .

“ >

o N

ERIC ,

Aruitex: provided by Eric



TABLE T

~

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN -
INDEPENDENT AND DEPENDENT VARIABLES

2

S ——t ,:-
L Number of Number af
‘ v ‘ - ) Office Telephone
Independent Variables ' . . visits® ° Calls?
' 1. Age of callers : ' - " NS .. NS
2. - Education of callers . 8% NS -
3. Race of callers - o , NS. NS
4., Farming statu? (full- vs, part-time) S NS NS
5. Employment of wife R 5** . NS
6. Wife's membership in a home demonstration club S¥k** ) 'NS
| 7. Caller serving as a 4-H project leader Sk T Sk
8. Children's membership in 4-H | NS . NS
' 9. Memberehip in the Farm Bureau " ’ NS . - NS.
-10. Membershiplin the Grange o ' ) NS ‘ NS
11. Membership in a community club, ° NS NS
12, Participation in county Extension meetings S*;* ‘ | Skkk
13. Disnance from farm to Extension office , N NS
14, »Ma}or farm enterprise - Skx ‘ Sk*
15. . Size of farm o - S* NS
.16J’ Gross farm income . , Sk Sk
17. Yielé of. tqbacco i ' ° 4 Skkkx S*
i 18. Served as a director of Farm Bureau §kkk . Sk
14.‘ Served on ASCS Committee ' S* RS
20. Served on county quarterly court . LOSkk . NS
< o1, Serv%d on Agricultural Extension Committee F Gk S*

35 = gtatistical significant reiationships, NS = not significant at
the .05 level. S
.I ) - h
* Chi square test-of significance: p.05 '
** Chi square ‘test: of significance: p,.01
**% Chi square test of significance: p¢-001
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- - FACTORS INFLUENCINC THE NUMBER OF.OFFICE'VISIIS INDIVIDUALS -

. MADE TO THE WILSON COUNTY. EXTENSION OFFICE,
. LEBANON, TENNESSEE, 1969-72 .

.

-

" Total Number of Office Visits

] . 10- - " Mean
Norie One’ 2-3 4-9 45 - Total No.
_ a’ - e e e e i- Percents - = = - - - -
Age of Respondent o -
55 years or, over (N=102) 6 26 - 27 25 16 100 4.9
Under 55 y€ars (N=101) 4 20 29 25 22 100 6.4
,' Educatiohal Levelb ’ ,
Eighth grade level (N=52) 6 39 27 17 12 100 - 3.9
Attended High School (N=125) 3 21 - 28 29 19 100 " 6.0
Above high school (N=26) ~ 11 4 27 .23 35 100 7.3
Race?
Caucasian. (N=190) 5 22 27 25 21 - 100 © 5.9
Black (N=13) 0 39 38 23 0 100 . 2.6
"Farm Status®" )
Vs P ’ )
Full~time farmer (N=98) 3 17 32 - 27 21 100 6.8
Part-time farmer (N=105) 7 29 2% <23 17 100 4.6
Wife Emplgyedb
h Yes (N=84) . 5 3 36 10 18 100 4.9
No (N=109) 6 19 23 32 20 100 . 5.8
Other (N<10) 0 9 9. 55 27 100 10.2
Wife Presently Member of N
Home Demonstration Club®
‘Yes (N=28) L 4 18 21 39 18 100 5.3
No (N=165) 6 25 30 22 17 100 5.2
Does not apply (N=10) 0 0 0 - 40 60 100" 15.2
L3 N . . P .
Preserntly 4-H Project Leaderd
.  Yes (Nw23). ' /0 0 o 30 70 100 14.0 °
. No (N=180)- 6 26 31 24 13 100 4.6
. . . . t
) Children Presently in 4-12 . ]
Yes (N=34) 3. 12 26° 30 29 100 7.5
. No /N=7B) 4 32 24 21 19 100 ~ 5.8
, Dae. ~ot ;pply_(N'91). 7 .20 31 27 15 100 4.9
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TABLE II,Continued.

———e———e——a—r—y— e — = — =
: : c / Total Numbor of Office Visits
. 10- Mean
None One 2-3 4-9 45 Total No,
----- - - - - - Percents = R f
Member of Farm Bureau® ' . o \
Yes (N=152) 4 20) 26 28 22 100 6.4
~- No (N=51) 8 33 31, 16 12 100 3.5
Member of Grange?
Yes (N=22) ' 0 14 36 18 32 100 6.4
No (N=181) " 6 .24 26 26 18 100 5.6
Member of Community Club® .
Yes (N=31) 0 16 32 20 29 IOQ 6.5
No (N=172) 6 24 27 26 17 ) 100 5.5
Participation in County
Extension Meetings?
Frequent (N=47) 2 5 6 32 55 100 13.0
Ocasionally (N=68) 2 15 40 33 10 100 4.3
Seldom (N=63) 7 36 32 19 6 100 3.1
Never (N=25) : ; 16 48 24 4 8 - 100 2.1
Distance From Farm to Office?
Under 5 mi, (N=22) 18 14 36 18 14 100 5.2
5-10 miles (N=85) 2 25 33 24 16 100 4,6
11-20 miles (N=88) 4 24 23 27 22 100 _6.3
21 miles and over (N=8) 0 25 0 38 37 100 11,1
Major Fagg:Enterprisec
Dairy (N=31) 0 26 19 29 26 100 8.0
Beef (N=131) : 6 14 31 29 20 100" 5.8
Swine-Sheep-Poultry (N=35) 6 54 20 9 11 100 3.4
Tobacco and other (N=6) 0 33 33 17 17 100 3.5
$ize of Farm®.
. 125 Actes and over (N=158) 5 .18 26 29 22 100 6.3
. Under 125‘Kcres (N‘éS) 5 40 33 13 9 100 . 3.4
. Gross Farm Incomed_ , '
Under-$5,000 (N=138) 7 30 32 22 9 100 3.6
$5,000 - ${9,000 {(N=49) 2 8 18 39 33 100 7.8
$10,000 - over (N=16) 0 6 19 13 | 62 100 17.3




TABLE 1I, Continued.

8Chi square test of significance: p<>.05

bChi square test of significance: p«.05

Cchi square test of significance: p<.Ql °

dehg square test of significance: p<.001
3

-~
]

LN

-—
Total Number of Office Visits
} 10- Mean
’ None One 2-3 4-9 45 Total No.
d - <= -==L .- Percents - - - - - C - -
Tobacco Yield
; v
Above average yield (N=87) 2 13 31 20 29 100 6.2
Below average yield (N=65) 2 42 29 25 7 100 . 7.0
Does not apply (N=51) 14 18 20 31 17 2100 3.5
Director of Famm Bureaud
Yes (N=22) 0 5 N9 41 45 100 . 12.7
No (N=181) 6 25 30 23 16 100 4.8
" Member ASCb
Yes (N=61)" .0 13 30 36 21 100 7.4
No (N=142) 7 28 . 27 20 18 100 4.9
Member of Quarterly County Court® >
Yes (N=23) s 0 4 18 39 39 100 9.0
No (N=180) ) 6 25 29 23 17 100 5.2
Member of County 'Agricultural
Committee"
Yes (N=8) , 0 Q -0 0 100 100 23.6
_No (N=195) 5 24 29 26 16 100 4,9
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TABLE III
FACTORS INFLUENCING THE NUMBEI OF TELEPHONE CALLS INDIVIDUALS

MADE TO THE WILSON COUNTY EXTENSION OFFICE,
LEBANON, TENNESSEE, 1969-72

= ey
Total Number of Telephone Calls

Mean
None -1 6 7-44 Total No.
----------- Percents - - - - -~
Age of Caller? )
55, and over (N=102) 58 9 -8 25 100 1.0
Under 55 (N=101) 44 14 12 30 100 1.3
P
Educational Level? .
8th Grade or less (N=52) 66 12 6 18 100 0.8
Attended High School (N=125) 45 11 10 34 100 1.3
Above High School (N-26) 54 12 15 - 19 - 100 1.0
Race?d .
Caucasian (N=190) 51 10 19 29 100 1.2
- Black (N=13) _ 46 - 31 8 15 100 . 0.9
/ . ' ' L
Farp Status? N
o : . »
Full-time farmer (N=98) 56° 7 8 29 - 100 1.1
Part-time farmer (N=105) - 46 15 11 28 100 1.2
Wife Employed® -
1 -
Yes (N=84) _ 45 17 - 13 — 25 - 100 1.2
No' (N=109) 57 7 8§ 28 100 1.1
Other (N=10) ) 36 9 0 55 100 1.7
4 » . - N [
Wife Presently Member:of !
Home Demonstration Club?

Yes (N=28) | 577 11 25 " 100 1.0
No (N=165) 51 13 10- 26 - 100 1.1
Does not apply. (N=10) 30 0 Qv 70 100 2.1

Presently 4-H Project Leaderd
Yes (N';)) o 17 0 4 79 100 2.4
No (N=180) 55 13 11 21 100 - 1.0
Chilldren Presently in 4-H% ’ .- -
Yes (N=34) 38 12 12 38 100 1.5
No (N=78) N 46 13 10 31 . 100 1.3
Does ‘not_ apply (N=91) 59 . 10° 9 22 100 0.9
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TABLE I1I,Continued.

w;_
Total Number of Talephone Calls

Mean
_ None 1 6 7.44 Total No.
----------- Percents - - - - -
Member of Farm Bureau® : \.
Yes (N=152) 50 9 11 30 100 1.2
No (N=51) 53 20 g 21 100 0.9
Member of Graqgga
Yes (N=22) 46 18 0 36 100 1.3
No (N=181) 51 11 11 27 100 1.1
Member of Community Clubb
Yes (N=31) 29 16 10 45 100 1.7
No (N=172) 55 10 10 25 100 1.1
Participated in County Zxtension
Meetings®
Frequently (N=47) 30 2 4 54 100 2.0
Ocasionally (N=68) 59 15 12 14 100 0.8
Seldom (N=63) 53 11 15 21 100 1.0
Never (N=25) 60 20 4 16 100 0.8
Distance From Farm to Office?
Under 5 miles (N=22) 27 14 18 41 100 1.7
5-10 miles (N=85) : 59 11 9 21 100 0.9
11-20 miles (N=88) . 48 13 9 30 100 1.2
Over 21 miles (N=8) 63 0 0 37 100 1.1
Major Farm Enterpriaeb
Dairy (N=31) 48 16 3 35 100 1.2
Beef (N=131) 48 7 15 30 100 1.3
Sheep-Swine-Poultry (N=35) 63 17 0 20 100 0.8
Tobacco and other (N=6) 50 50 0 0 100 0.5
Size of Farm‘
Over 125 Acres (N=158) 49 10 9 32 100 1,2
Under 125 Acres (N=45) 58 16 13 4 13 100 0.8
Gross Farm Incomeb
Under $5,000 (N=138) 56 14 11 19 100 0.9
5,000-10,000 (N=49) 43 8 8 41 ioe 1.5
Over $10,000 (N=16) 31 0 6 . 63 100 2.0
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TABLE 111,Continued.

—_— = ——
Total Number of Telephone Calls
Mean
None 1 6 7-44 Total _No,
b L e e e ee e e - Percents - - = = - - = - -
Tobaceco Yield .
Does not apply (N=51) 37 12 10 41 100 1.5
. Above average [N=87) 49 9 10 32 100 1.2
Below average (N=65) 63 14 9 14 100 0.1\

Director of Farm Bureau®

Yes (N=22) 23 5 9 63 100 2.1
No (N=181) 54 12 10 24 100 1.0

Member of the ASC Committee®

Yes (N=61) 48 7 13 32 100 1.3
No (N=142) ) 52 13 9 26 160 1.0
¥
Member County QuarteerCOurta

Yes (N=23) 74 4 0 22 100 0.6

No (N=180) " 48 12 11 29 100 1.2
Member of Agricultural Committeeb

Yes (N=8) 25 0 0 75 100 2.3

No (N=N=195) 52 12 10 26 100 1.3
—— RN ]

:Chi square test of significance: p> .05
Chi square test of significance: p . .05
CChi square test of significance: p o .01
Chi square test of significance: p . .001




