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THE ROLE OF COMMUNICATTON AND ATTITUDES IN. SMALL FA PROGRAMS
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INTRODUCTIOI! P
S1nce World War: II\a maJor techno]og1ca1 revo]ut1oﬁ has taken p1ace in ‘
'Amer1can agr1cufture Between 1945 and ‘1974 the number of farms decreased
'by more than 50 percent from almost six m1111on farms in 1945 to 1ess than '
~ three million farms in 1974 The 1mportance of: thq’farm popu]at1on a1so
) dec11ned ah:the ratio. of farms to the total- popu]at1on decreased from one
~farm for each 24 persons in 1945 to one farm for each 75 persons in 1974
Under1y1ng these dramatic chanqos are the rap1d change 1n technology
and the increase in agr1cu1tura1 1nformat1on that have occurred s1nce 1945.
"Dur1ng this 30-year per1od the extens1on Serv1ce has made a maJor effort to
make th1s information and techno]ogy available to a11 farmers Yet not’ all
farmers have adopted the new technology, and thus the gap in productivity
and income between those farmers ‘adopting the new techno]ogy and those farm- .
ers who have not has w1dened [Tweeten -and Schreiner, 1970] Those who adopt‘f
new pract;ces ga1n“; temporary advantage Late adopters and non- adopters
".are then>1ess ab]e‘to compete with' those accepting new techno]og1es [Brandner
and Kear1, 1964] The gap thus created can be attf1buted 1n 1arge part to
d1ffere2ces An access torthe 1nrormat1on and to consc1ous dec1s1ons not to
fadopt the new techno]ogykf Understand1ng the forces underlyjng the develop-
ment»of this gap cankbe yery helpful in deve]op1ng programs agﬂ proCeduresl
. . S & P e

-
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wh1ch will he1p alleviate or reduce the size of the gap Large farms“are
currently more efficient than small farms. This d1fference 1n eff1c1ency

*is increasing as the large farms become even more eff1c1ent. Sma]l\farms
that do not adjustﬂtheir’techno1ogy are placed in an eVen'more disadvan-
tageous position. The more time that e1apse§ before‘techno1ogica1 adjust-
ments are tnade, the greater the magnitnde bf the adjustnent that must
eventually be made if the faﬁms are to vemain economica11y.viab1e'[Schnittker,
']970]. hccording to Tweeten and Schreiner [1970],the sma11erafarms can‘
continue to survive on1y by accepting lower returns to labor and equity

(than they could receive in other forms of ehp]oyment |

Researchers - dur1ng the past 20 years have identified many of the

character1st1cs of the groups that adopted the new technology and those wh1ch
failed to adopt. The1r f1nd1ngs indicate that, although they both are part

- of the farm population, there are distinct différences between the groups,
)

'_and they form vast]y different ‘audiences. Fliegel and Brown [1966] ‘state

that common themes recur in studies -of Tow- 1ncome farmers. While low-income
farm people do not represent a homogeneous group, sma11er sub-groups ;ith
similar characteristics can be ide;:}fied jin different 1oca1ities. Each
audience”has d1st1nct1ve character1st1cs, attitudes, beliefs and. behav1ora1
'patterns Each group holds d1fferent va1ues and_is recept1ve to d1fferent

means of commun1cat1on., —_—
DEFINING THE AUDIENCE

(i D1sagreement exists not only about the definition of the small farm,
but aTso about what to call th1§ group of farms and fa(m operators. Research.
“has been conducted on low-income farmers, the low-income prob1em,vthe

.. : : ‘ - ,
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disadvantaged farmer, the Timited-resource farm,'and the 1imited~resource
farmer Efforts to improve the 1ncome, farm productivity, or quality of
S

11fe for these groups seem to be 1ntended for s1m11ar, if not 1dent1ov1

audiences: there is some d1sagreement on whether these.groups are actually
heterogeneous [Nelson and whitson;.1963],'or whether there are common char-

acteristics which can be identified.
S Wi

One major problem in attempting to "define" this audience is one of
geographic-1oca1ityl Studies conducted using samples from the sma1[ farm
~ population, the Tow-income, farm group, or any similar group have_tended to

define or delimit these samples in terms of the;locale of the study. Thus,

these definitions may not be universal in scope. In many cases an entire

Py e

area or reg1gp has been des1gnated as’ 1ow-1ncome or poverty 1eve1 A symple

taken . from this area d1ffers marked]y from tpe samp]e of 1ow-1ncome farmers

taken: from a 1arger region where poverty is. not the norm There 1s some

b

1nd1cat1on, however, that 1ow-1ncome farmers tend to be concentrated in

~

certain, "prob]em areas" [Ne]son and wh1tson 1963] L ;
The d1ff1cu1t1es of def1n1ng the small’ farm are enumerated by Bauder

[1956]. He notes that two ,types of criteria’ are used émeasures Q\\1nput

| and measures of output S1ze of operat1on is usua]]y determ1ned by tota]

acres, acres of crop]and 1abor requ1rements or cap1ta1 out]ay, all mea-& -

sures of output In“the 11teratd%§ the preva]ént measure of size is the

N number of acres of land in -the farm /’Bauder suggests that measures of 1n-‘

put ‘use are generally used rather than measures of output poss1b1y due ‘to :

.p greater ava1]ab111ty of data Aﬁ exam1nat1on of research stud1es for th1s'.

synthes1s 1nd1cates that measures of output are a]so frequent]y used [Bauder,

1956 Tweeten and Schre1ner 1970 Stewart et at. 1976]. Bauder [1956]°

. M

- .
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4 ~ .
asserts that the best single measure is the value of fa’ products produced.
A variety of def1n1t1ons of the. sma11 farm may be ound in-the Titera-
ture. The disadvantaged farm operator, according to W 1te,and Boone [1976]
"~ is an individual earn1ng a living by farming and meet1ng these cr1ter1a '

{

1) production unit of 10 or more acres with total ann al rece1pts of $50

or more, or a product1on unit of nine acres or less w1/h tota1 annual re-
© turn of $250 ‘or more, or 2) income below e11g1b111ty standard for the

North CaroTina Social Services.Food Stamp Program. fL e [1967] defines the

economfcaTIy disadvantaged farmer according to the l;w dely accepted" and

- common]y used" poverty definition of a cash fam11y 1ncome beTow $3 000.

~

The "small commercial farm" 1n£a study by Su111van and Stech [1968] i's
defined as Economic Class V and VI farms as cTass1f1ed by the U.S. Census )
Bureau (vaTue of farm products sold is between $50 and 4 999, prov1ded that

“on farms with sa]es of $50 to $2 499 the farm operator {s- under 5 years of

A

age works fewer than 100 days off the: farm dur1ng the year and the 1ncome
'rece1ved by the operator and/or fam11y -from non- farm sources is lgss~fhan'the

j ’ ./
value of farm products son) o < ::>\g _ (\ /
. o . /

In a compar1son among fann11es on farms of s1x d1fferent s1zes, Bauder I

/

[1956] des1gnated the groups accord1ng to 1&bor requ1rements, measured, in 7/
\/ B
product1ve-man-work un1t?. Although he out11ned the;prQbTem of the deffp§t1on
' . ‘ ’ /e -0

- of a small farm, he failed to differentiate between small and Jarge‘farms in -
the six groups. : ‘ - ' ‘f ' //
Stewart e t.a_ [1976], in a study of Timited- resource farms, déa]t with

a sample of farm operators hav1ng gross saTes ofkTess than $5, 000 They aTso
. /

lnoted that the farms in the study were small, ayera§1ng 114 acres. In a study
, of ‘the Tow-income prob]em of sma]] farmers in AppaTach1a, Pav11ck [1964] re-

;

' 11ed on the 1964 Census of Agr1cu1t%re deffn>t1ons Therefore, places of
, _ / S : S

i /,

. L] ~ . R . - . ‘: L - - -
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//three or more acr

s :
i ducts amounted to $150 or more. ' . . L.

were counted if the annua] value of agr1cu1tura1 pro—

It appears, therefore, that the definition$~are generally arbity i
f*’. In some cases, def1n1t1ons are-based on’ 11m1ts or gu1de11nes a]ready;f

use for other purposes. These may be estab11shment of poverty 1eve1 for _

census use, des1gnatjon of\a gégg{aph1c area as a .poverty or 1ow-1ncome
t Area. The prob]em ar1ses~due to chdnges

region, or _an Economic Developm

in these definitmgnf over time, resulting in a lack of un1form1ty Further-
- ( -

/

more; there is no conﬁ:;sus on which designation to use. F1n311y,.1n many
studies definitions are%25v1sed to "fit" that 1nd1v1dua1 s1tuat1on Com-

parisons h&tween studies#hre difficult due to the lack of un1versa1 agreement

on a definition of the small farm.

Anothehameans of 1dent1fy1ng the group of sma]] faqm operators and their
v

fam111es is through socio-economic characteristics. Members of the sma]]

farm popu]at1on have 1ower 1ncomes, genera]]y ]ower education 1evels, and a -

”

" lower degree of social mob111ty than member of society, in genera] There }s

L
3

- a negat1ve re]at1onsh1p between the size of the farm and the size of the /
b .
;household The sma]] farm operator tends to have a 1arger family s1ze than

(24

is found on 1arge farms PSu111van and Stech, 1968, Slocum et al., 1958;-
- Bauder 1956 ; Wh1te and, Boone 1976]. Bothktne farm operator and h1s spouse
| have re1at1ve1y less formal educat1on than average E§1ocum et a] , 1958;

“Sullivan and Stech 1968; Bauder 195€#;yh1te and'Boone 1976 Stegart et

-

.ai,, 1976 Pugh 1967]. MWhen compared to the large farm(operator ghe small

l / . .
farm operator &s oTder [Su111va$ and Stech, 1968 Slocum et al., 1958; Bauder
1956; Wh1te -and Boone,)1976 Pugh, 1967 Hoffer ‘and Stang]and 1958] Further-
more, th d1spr/port1on of older peop1e is evident among 1ow inkome farm

s

[

0 o
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peop]e but not necessar11y among all 1ow-1ncome\peop1e in'a reg1on [F11ege1

and Brown, 1966] The sma11 farm operator and his fam11y are genera11y
v

among the 1ower 1ncome sector of soc1ety’[S1ocum et 1,, 1958; White and

Boone, 19761’Pugh ]9671~Fﬂtege1 a%d‘Brown; 1966; Stewart et a1 1976-
S w

'Pavfick 1964 ‘Bauder, 1956}‘ F1na11y, the sma11 fanmfam11ybe1ongs to few

/7

“organ1zat1ons and exh1b1t$ less soc1a1 part1c1pat1on than is usually found

; in the 1arger society [S]ocum et a1 s 1958; Ford, 1965, Bauder, 1956; White |

aqd Boone, . 1976]. "
: S

THE SMALL FARM PROBLEM . .

v
b ]

It is genera11jgaccepted,that techno1ogica1 progress has been occurrfng

-

-at an increasing rate over the. past'30 years However, sma11 “farm operators

have failed to reap the benefits of the techno10g1es and 1nformat1on ava11-

able. The resu1t has been a w1den1ngeconom1cgap betwéen 1arge and sma11
farm operations. In‘genera1 the sma11 farm is depicted as ]ow-1ncome, - ﬂF:
A4

1imi ted-resource, or disadwantaged. Pre11m1nary data for the 1974 Census of

: A
Agriculture [1976] reportf/a‘666 903 farm units w1th gross sa]es of less Than

N

-,$20,000. This accounted for 68 percent of all farm un1ts A1though this"

group of farm operators contro]S 38. percent of a11 1and“’ﬁ’ﬁarms, it rece1ves

less than 11 percent of the total cash rece1bts from farm1ng Programs ]

b
duct1v1ty, ]mprove the quality 'of 11fe and 1ncrease the ﬁncome of the smdﬂ]
b

ht;: been deve1oped with the purpose of redhc1ng the s1ze of the econom1c gap
3

een the large and sma11 farms Efforts are be1ng made to 1ncrease pro-

farmer.and his fam11y. However, estab11shed means of commun]cat1on have

faﬂed} to work fo‘r 1ow-1ncome farmers [Lee, 1967]. v .o
St t . 4 ) ‘ : .
Educazﬁonal programs for small farm operators must be designed to
P ' ot ‘ v : ’ !
p) h) ) P . : - -



FA

) u(111ze effect1ve channe1s of commun1cat1on and sources Of 1nformat1on 1n

K

,\rorder to. achieve a measure of success I s 1mportant to cons1den att1-

tudes of%tnF target aud1ence, factors wh1ch 1nf1uence the,rate of adopt1on

of new . 1deas and pract1ces, and factors\wh1ch affect thesuccess of change
agents in br1ng1ng about soc1a1 change in, the c11ent group Successfu1' ,‘;;Q
Bt PRI 2 ", : t

programs cannot: 1gnore‘@he 1nf1uence and 1mportance of a11 of these factors

{

KRR ; L
S e [} - - , ST
AY

Commun1cat10n 1s the process of transferr1ng 1nforﬂat1on from % source

v ~ e

to a rece1ver A mode] of the commun1cat1on process 1pc1udes an 1nformat1on

. l . 7 had

source a message a chqnne] by wh1ch the message 1s transm1t d, afrecemver,

////pd fwnally‘the effeets of the message [Rogers and oemaker 1971] Com- T
"/ fu

cat1on channe]s are the metho'v hy wh1ch th1s :nformat1on is transferredl

-

- C nne1s of‘commun1catlon 1nc1ude majss med1a, such as rad1o T V booLs, ;ff;ﬂ
Jmaoa;Jnes, newspapers, bu11et1ns,,and pamph]ets and 1nterpersona1 channe]s,[ff

‘or face to- face contact The va1ue of a channe] of commun1cat1on 1s

[

determ1ned by 1ts ava1fab£11ty to’ the rEce1ver, perce1ved cred1b111ty, B
,hand u?age by.the rece1ven§ The commun1cat1on channe] 1s 1moortant 1n

d*_

determ1n1ng the rece1ver s dec1s1on regard)ng the me$saqe or 1nformat1on

"transm1tted Cho1re of the channe1 is made by the commun1cat1on source.

//
>, ¢

I

“audierice [Rogers and Burdge, 1972] . N I

Ky

7 .The channe] chosen shou]d be determ1ned by the message and the }ﬁtended
Wh1te and Boone [1976] used ? above commun1cat1on model to study the
ava11ab111ty, usage and cred1b111 'y of 1nformaigon sources. In th1s study S,
it was found that 1nterpersona1 sources were“h1gh1y ava11ab1e Wﬁde]y used (,w
. .0 ~ . R J | . s '\

% : PR : I
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: ) oy,
. .and high]y ;redibie The :ost frequentiy used 1nformat1onsource among
d1sadvantaged farm fam1]1es fbr1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on These ﬁarm
fam1T1es are more likely to interact with peop]e on a one-to- one basis and
to seek an e;change of 1nfbrmat1on in thas manner. An espeJJally 1m;ortant

source of 1nterpersona] 1nformat1on is the network of family, friends, and -~
: ne1ghbors Family members are more 11ke1y to seek informa on.from other
famj]y members, from personal friends, or from.neighbors.~mj;\s face-to-
'faceICOntact is importantvfor an etfectivefexchange of information. hpwever;

~interpersonal channels of information are not 1fmited to friends, neighborsz

"and'famiﬂy. ;They may include face-to-face contact with change agents*,

- re esentatives of fert1]1zer eqipment and feed dealers, re11g1ous ]eaders '
an 'elected officials. -

) As a source of farm and home 1nformat1on, pub11cat1ons such as bulletins,
pamph]ets and magaz1nes are rated-low in ava11ab1]1ty by the d1s;dvantaqed
farm fam11y [wh1te and Boone, ]976] | This group perceives the cred1b1]1ty
of the pub]1cat}pns to be Tow and accord1ng]y, the pub11cat1ons are not used

s a major squrce of information. Of all the pub11cat1ons reviewed by

‘Whlite and Boone [1976] The Farmer's Almanac is ranked highest in terms of

crerbi]ity and'usage Reliance on pub]1cat1ons for d1ssem1nat1ng informa-
.‘t1on to d1sadvantaged farm families shou]d be d1scouraged since pub]1cat1ons,

and esgec1a1]y bulletins, are ranked re]ative]y low in terms of avai]abi]ity,'
\Tcred"Bi] ty and'dsage by disadvantaged farm families. Where pub]1cat1ons are

used to d1ssem1nate 1nformat1on,the level of readab1]1ty shou]d be considered

Ay
ps

[White and Boone, 1975].

- o | -
( — t -

“*This 1nc]udes county extension agents, home economics agents, nutri-
tion a1des, vocational- agrfcu]tura] teachers, representatives of government

agencies, et al.
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Readability is an important‘aspect of materials designed to reach _the

@

disadvantaged tarm-fami]y 'fﬁe sty]e of writing and choice of votabu]ary

—

“din pub11cat1ons present]y in use are-often d1rected at an audience with more

q

education, and a h1gher 1ewe1 of. read1ng abi]1ty, than the. d1sadvantaged

\

farm family. ( Therefore, readab111ty 1eve1 should be cons1deréd in prepar1ng
/ c . "
ma er1a1s to be used by this aud1ence ’

In the communi cation process a message is transferred from a sender“to
a.receiver When the. message 1ntended for a part1cu1ar group of rece1vers
is not in 1anguage which holds the same mean1ng for both sender and rece1ver,
then the message may be understood only by the sender and not by the intended
receirer. Often communication intended for the poor is not understood by the

- target audience [Awa, 1974].

Communication 4or change should be affected by the characteristics of
the disadvantaged insofar as these characteristics differ from those of the
advantaged who are formulating the communication. In.order to formulate
messages which not only can be understood but a]so will be accepted, a
know]edge of the subcu]ture, 1anguage, 1nformat1on level, and prejudices of
the target audience is required [Zurcher,.19723. Differences in attributes
between a subcu]ture(and-the Qenera1 society result in'differences in lan-.
guage and meaning. This results in the transfer of messages which are not
understood. Once a pattern of misunderstanding Ras been established commun-;-

" ication barriers develop. v \'
Commun1cat1on is more effective when'the information source and the
. rece1ver have similar characteristics; that is, they share common backgrounds,

' be11efs and att1tudes and have the same understand1no of the meaning of words.

This type of re]at1onsh1p is referred to as a homophilous relationship.

Q . - 14




In the exchange of informatidn, the message is re 1ike1y‘tobbe\understood r
when the source and ‘receiver are most alike in anguage'and meanings i When,
the sender and the receiver of a communicatqon diffen in sich attributes as

_ va]ues,,beliefs, education, economic circumstances and understood meanings

" of the language, then a heterophi]ous relationship ex1sts Communication

" is less effective when the sender and- the receiver do not share similar

: characteristics [Rogers and Shoemaker, 197ﬂ

Communication is an important element 1n effecting social change , fn

examining. this social change we must be concerned with modification of the -
function and structure of . the system along w1th the actual process of change
The process by which an innovation or a new idea or: practice, is spread to -
members of the sotial system, is ca11ed diffus10n, a subset of communication

I3

[Rogers and Shoemaker 1971].

e

DIFFUSION AND ADOPTION OF INNOVATIONS AND NEW PRACTiCES. L

) ‘o
~

An idea, practice or object which is perceived as new>by an indiVidua1

is called an innovation. Diffusion is the process -by which}an innovation

is spreadlto the members of a social system. The mental process thfough

which an individual passes, from first knowledge of an innovation to a

decision to adopt or reject the innovation, is the innovation -~decisxs\\lfc{

process. It consists of four stages: knowledge, persuaSion, decision, and |
. confirmation. In the'knowledge'stage the individua1_is made: aware of the

existence of the innovation. The individual forms attithdes\about the
innovatiOn during the persuasion stage. The innovation is accepted or re-

jected during the decision stage. In the confirmation stage the individual

seeks reinforcement or confirmation of his decisions [Beal and Rogers, 1960;




11

. 1ionberger, 1960; Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971; Bohlen, 1964].
The communication'channe]s,’mass-media‘or interpersonal have
different degrees of effectivenéss in the different stages in the

dec1s1on mak1ng ‘process for thé adoption of an 1nnovat1on Mass media

‘ [

:ﬁz? channe]s of commun1catlpn are most 1mportant in the know]edge

stage. . Exposure to mass media is more ef%ect1ve in communicating ideas to

7

the early adopters than in commun1cat1ng with those who are re1at1ve1y slow

to adopt Interpersona] communication channe1s are relatively more impor-

v

' tant for the persuasion stage in the decision-making process Face to- face
contact, or 1nterpersona1 connmn1cat1on, is a h1gh1y effect1ve channe1 of

commun1cat1on It is often a transfer of personal exper1ence and thus has

‘e

a h1gh degree of perceived credibility. Therefore, as might be expected
1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on channels are h1gh1y important in the persuas1on

stage in the dec1s1on to adopt an innovation [Bea1 and Rogers, 1960]

'

A1though he may not communicate persona11y w1th them, the county ex-

"

-tension agent may be a key factor in the commun1cat1on of 1nformat1on to
‘the d1sadvantaged farm fam11y In seek1ng information through 1nterpersona1

~ channels, farmers tend to seek information from other farmers who have had

[

d1rect contact with the county extens1on agent. This is an examp]e of the

step. flow characteristic of the diffusion of information through,avcommunity.
L -~ )

Rate of Adoption

r

The relative speed with which an innovation is adopted by members of a
! ‘ o

social system is the rate of adoption. The perceived attributes of an in-

novation will have an influence upon the rate of adopt1on [Rogers and Burdge,

- 2

1972 Rogers and Shoemaker, 1979). Emportant characteristics of innovations

- areé:

10




1. relative.advantage L I
2. trialability |

3. complexity

4. compatibility

5. observability J

There is a positive relationship between the perceived relative ad-

i

-

vantage of a new idea and the rate of adoption. When an innovation is per-
ceived as being better than the idea or practice which it replaces, it-will.
;? be adopteduih a commuhity’at a faster rate. The advantage may.be perceived
“in terms of greater profit; reduced Tabor requirements,.1ower-risk, immedi -
~acy ot reward, or improrement'in other characteristics that are considered
deS1rab1e. Those new ideas or practices wh1ch are not seen as having a rela-
t1ve advantage w111 be adopted more s]owly or w111 fail to be adowred [Rogers

1

and Burdge, 1972; Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971]

t &

jh;/rate of adoption of an 1nn9yat1ppw‘, 1nf1uéchd by the trialability

n’A

of the innovation. If an 1nnovat1on c EE3-'s-r1mented with on'a Tlimited
basis, or tried in 1nsta11ments, 1t w111 generegly be adopted more rap1d1y

"than those 1nnovat1ons Qh1ch are.not d1§1§$§ﬂe j’ln 1nnovat1on which can be

exper1mented w1th on a tr1a1 bas1s represe s~1ess‘$1sk to the potential "

adopter Therefore perce1ved tr1a1ab111gf : an 1nnovat1on is pos1t1ve1y
| re1ated ‘to- 1ts t1me of adopt1on [Rogers and>Burdge, 1972 Bohlen, 1964;
Kiviin and F11ege1 1967 F11ege1 and K1v11n ]966 Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971]
' The importance of perce1ved tr1a1ab111ty of ah 1nnovat1on decreases as
more people adopt the new practice. S?nce they have'a chance to see the new

practice under farm conditions, the trial stage is less dmportant. " Those who

are later to'adopt are more Tikely to skip over the trial stage ih acceptanfe

‘\ofinew idea or practice.

‘w

")
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/ The comp]ex1ty of an Jnnovat1on is the degree to which 1t is perce1ved

~as difficult to understand or ‘use. There is a negat1ve re]at1onsh1p be-

N

tween the complexity of an. 1nnovat1on and the ra?e 6f adopb1on of that in- .

: novat1qp When 1nd1v1dua1s percere a new 1dea_or pract1ce to'be dqff1cu1t

>c

\

-

to understand and use, they w111-be s]ower tb'adopt the 1nnovat . New

-~

ideas requ1r1ng J1tt1e add1t1ona] 1Earn1ng w11} be adopted more rapﬁdly than

: 1nnovat1ons requ1r1ng new sk111s or understand1ngs [Boh]en 1964 K1v11n and

F11ege] 1967 Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971; \Rogers and Burdge, 1972]

A new 1dea or pract1ce wh1chv1s compat1b1e with existing vaﬂues and

be11efs will be adopted more rap1d1y than a pract1ce which is n0§ perce1ved

138 be1ng compat1b1e Compat1b111ty with the ex1st1ng value or1entat1on

JI"

represents Tess risk in adopt1on and therefore is more cons1stent\E;th con-

1 (..n

servat1ve or trad1t1ona1 att1tudes It 1s much easier to accept new 1deas

f which make sma11 changes “than 1t 1s to accept those new ideas that requ1re

1arge changes in att1tudes or va1ues [Brandner and Kearl, 1964; K1v11n and

¥]1ege1, 1967 Rogers and Burdge 1972, Rogers and Shoemaker 1971]. "' ,
. > / 5]
The rate of adopt1on will be greater for innovations wh1ch are h1gh1y

(

1

visible. 0bservd§1]1ty is the degree to/wh1ch an 1nnoVat1on, or the resu]ts’

: of an 1nnovat1on, are visible to<#he rece1ver The easier it is to observe/
it

the 1nnovat1on, the more Tikely w111 be adopted [Bohlen, 1964; Rogers and

L .
. Shoemaker, 1971; Rogers and Burdge, 1972] \\1 .

~ : - M ¢
4

!
" The normsaof the social system will e1ther serve as incentives or.re-

stra1nts t//the farmer s decision regard1ng the adoption of lnnoyat1on The
\

norms of the system, or the estab]1shed behav1or pat@%rns for the members of

the system, may act as a barrier to change A highly trad1tT9na1 social sy-

stem will be very res1stant to change and the rate of adoptioh comparat1ve1y
A7
18 | okt .
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7

slow. However, in a system where the social climate is favorab]e t’ the

\

adopt1on of innovations, the d1ffus1on of 1nformat(p and the rat
/
adoption of a new 1ﬁea will be very h1gh [Rogers and Shoemaker )9 11.
T N : . ' . ‘ . | »‘ / » ' ’ .')’}':
AUDIENCE'CHARACTERISTI@S.AND ATTITUDES S

| .

In the ﬂ950 S; a study was condUcted by Hoffer and Stan?ﬂand [1958] on
. \ /A .
.Athe use of approved farm pract1ces., Those persona1 and so¢'a1 facto:s

assoc1ated with the farm pperator S adopt1on ‘of these prg.
ft1f1ed The genera1 conclusion d?f;;;;r work was that
| udg;fand va1ues dre determ1nants L0 the adopt1on dec1s1on They’found .
that farmers who are conservat1ve and place a hwgh va1ue on secur1ty e1ther
de1ay>or fa11 to adopt new pract1ces NeW/pract1ce represent a potent1a1

"r1sk tp the farmer A farmer who preferS/to/use pract1ces wh1ch yield a Tow

"rbut pred1ctab1e returnrather than pracyﬁces which may yield a h1gher aVerage s

K4

.return but with less. pred1ctab111ty, 111 ‘be slower to adopt new practices. /

The need~for secur1ty and certai Ay i the r S dec1s1on, as exh1b1ted

in h1s cautious or conservatiy at 1tudes to ard change may resu]t in the de-

J

(ter1orat1on rather than. th ma)ntenance of his re1at1ve econom1c position..
Patterns of behav1o_/of/the Jow-income groups targeted for-ass1stance :

Tr value and be11ef system. Although generalﬁzat1on may

/

are 1og1ca1 given the'
’Be m1s1ead1ng, it ,an be he1pfu1 in identifying prob]ems and se1ect1ng

. .courses of actio and commun1cat1on strateg1es In'ﬁénera] small farmers:

- q
B are character zed as_ 1nd1v1dua11st1c conservative, res1stant to change, and

strong sup orters of trad1t1ona1 rural values.. In- ‘the small farm population,
impor nt -social systems are not necessar11y formal; rather they are often
based on kinship or friendship [STocum, 1 ’967]. Since these contacts are

1 | \} f

gt




. ] ¢ :
def1n1te1y 11nnted the small farmers are somewhat 1so]ated soc1a11y Thd} .

have fewer and d1fferent 1nformat1on sources than soc1ety in nenera] and) ‘
d1ffer :n basic att1tudes and va]ues .Sma11 farmers tend to be regerved -

v res1st change and have a somewhat sent1menta1 value oF1entat1on towaid the 7
comtunity. . V. - i( | L ;

-

It is- 1mportant to’ recogn1ze that soc1a1 character1st1cs, att1tudes,

-
~

and\related behav1or d1ffer marked]y between the program p]anners and the:r .
aud1ence In fact, many such planners who operate from a d1fferent set of
vaJues and be11efs cannot comprehend what _they perce1ve to be apathetic re-
sponses by their audience [Ford 1965] S - L
Zurcher [1972] supports th1s hypothesis and po1nts out ‘that the charac-
ter1st1cs of the d1sadvantaged are most 1mportant in understand1ng their
d1fferences from the domlnant society rather _than the1r s1m11ar1t1es Many
~ of the characteristics which he identified are frequently mentioned as .
de riptive of the disadvantaged‘farmer ) fee11ng of 1nfer1or1ty, hope1ess-
ness, d1spa1r or powerlessness; Tow mot1vat1on{asp1rat1on, and trad1t1ona11sm ,
v Traditionali®m in the farm family has been 1dent1f1ed by F11ege1 [1962] | ,
as a deterrent to the acceptance of change. ' Results of h1s study support |
the hypothesﬁs that character1st1cs of the fam11y wh1ch reflect a trad1t1ona1

{a
or1entat1on may alsoe serve as obstac]es to change in other .areas. Traditional

PR
\

att1tudes among farmers have a s1gn1f1cant negative re]at1onsh1p to the . ™~

- farmers' adoption of new pract1ces The dec1s1on in favor of adopt1on of a
new pract1ce is 1ess likely among farmers possessiqg trad1t1ona1 att1tudes,

' values and beliefs: than among farmers with a more modgrn value or1entat1on
Fliegel"- [1960]quggests that econom1c factors alone do not account for the
fact that Tow income has Become a chron1c cond1t1on in many farm areas in \~; jé,

. ‘ : E?t} A \\\\ /S"

Q "
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spite. of efforts at-.improvement. Value orientations, such as extreme* fam-
w . -+ . . ) i - v ; 1_ . Y
i1iSm, avoidance of debt, orientation toward the present, and passivity

’ LY

With respect to‘prob]ems of mastering. their enVironment prodhce barriers

""to the aCceptanceiof change.” - T ‘ 4 R{
‘ : . i

. , ® In surveys, many farm fami1ies have indicated that-they are satisfied (
'With their present incqme levels [Ne]son and Whitsi:Lr1963] This may not ‘
- be.a true indication of satisfaction but a ref]ect;on of acceptance ‘of . the=

status quo- and a: fata1istic attitude that the indiVidua1 has no rea1 power

over his economic Situation . ’ _ ,)

B

It has been obseryed for some time that farmers, especia11y 5ma11 farm

operators appear to madke management deCiSions that tend to increase security

]

and certainty of expectation rather than maXimize,profit [F1iege1 and’ Brown,
~ 1966].‘ Often profit‘maximiiation is used as the criterion _for measurino°

- economic per?ormance Profit maximization is assumed to be the primary goal

.
[

‘_of a rationa1 producer However, other goa]s and values may be more impor-
tant to an individual than maximizing profit. Many traditiona1 values, such
as debt-free ownegship of land, are inconsistant_with the objective.of pro-
fit maxinnzation. Smith and Capstick {1976] suzyeyed'111 farmers in north-
east-Arkansas_in an‘effort to test.whgihef\profit maXimiZaticn was the primary

P - : ' . . P -
goal.c In ranking the 10 goal alternatives ,in the survey, farmers placed -

[}

profit maximization seventh. In order to E;nkinpg the 10‘goa1§ were:

1) stay in:business; 2) stabi]iie income; 3) increase efficiency and produc-

tion; 4) provide a college education for children; 5) improve standar of

>

1ivin€; 6)‘reddce borrowing; 7) maximize profit; 8) jncrease 1eisure time
: okl o !

e v

Q) increase net worth; and 10) increase farm size. ConSideration of this
ﬁa] ranking indicated that stabi1ity and certainty were much more important

+
in the va1ue structure of small farm operators’ than profit maximization.
- . ; ! kY
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‘ Studies~have Been'COnducted by a number of researchers in an'attempt
= . ° \ . ( /
~-to determine the values and attitudes of the sma]] farmer &nd re]ate these

factors to contact wqth the cooperat1ve extens1on service. S]ocum et a1

- [1958] 1dent1f1ed the cHaracter1st1cs and/att1tudes of families w1th Low M
. < S . .
contacts w1th the extens1on service and the deferences from fam111es w1th

s <

‘:F'gh contacts b They found that Tow- contact fam111es tend to be somewhat
- N

. < )
_socxa]]y ?%éﬁated There was® a s1gn1f1cant assoc1at1on between the nlimber’ 4

7

: of contacts, 1eveﬁ of educ6t1on atta1ned and stage in fam11y 11fe cycle

-~z

Ihe Towest levels of contact were for those w1th 1ow 1evels of educat1on and
for .families w1th ch11dren under 14, years of ageg]1u1ng at\home. The tradi-

ébonal _farm family sees the farm as the focal po1nt of, the1r Tives. 'As a .

}”Gesult }hey tend to have 11mited soc1a1 1nv01vement -and do. not partqupate in

non- farm43r1ented/iigan1iat1ons The farm occup1es most .or a]], of the1r

attention.” - _ . 7\ ' - L

A five year experiment in extensiori education was conducted in Michigan

\ with the objective of increasing out%ut, increasing the rate of acceptance of
\/ ’
farm pract1ces and br1ng1ng about a higher 1eve1 of 11v1ng forjfarm fam\\

'11es In a report of this study‘ﬁgelson [1962] exam1ned att1tudes toward

farm1ng, toward the role of SC1ence in agr1cu1ture and toward the use of -
. 7. i
cred1t- It was founﬁ that there was a stat1st1ca11y significant re1at1onsh1p
’
between these att1tudes toward cred1t aj§ stage in family Tife cycle in that

'att1tudes were unfavorable for families 1th young children at home Due to 2

theintensive work by sthe agents w1th the fam111es 1n the exper1ment the pros

_gram contr1buted to 1ncreased sat1sfact1on of many farmers This resulted from

BN adoption of new practlces by the farmers, as well as the agents ra1s1ng farmer

‘e

; mora]e, prov1d1ng encouragement and instilling confidence in the farmer.

“a

—_
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ADOPTER - CATEGORIES CHARACTERIs;ﬁgs AND ATTITUDES ot
L6 SN ; N ' % . NI

The members of ‘& social‘systeh'may be Cclassified-gn the basis of their

Ry

- degPEe of 1Pnovat1veness In the most connnn]y used cTass1f1cat1on f1ve |

o

< adopter categor1es are, def1n\d on the bas1s of ;Jme of adopt1on The erst

to aPopt new 1deas are called'innovators and- the 1ast toﬂadopt are te med

1aggardT- The -five adoptér categories are: P Y G
' - ' ‘/“ 9 ) ; -
. 1.!\1nnovators,1 , -\.;_z» o o - A .
. 2. early adopters, . . . <<
3. ‘early majority, ' r & : B
' 4. Tlate majority, o . L
5. 1aggards o ' ' S

Non- adoptérs are excluded from th1s c1ass1f1cat1on ‘

| o~ The farm operators in the d1fferent adopter categor1es %gj:fifcharac-
e

ter1zed by d1fferent personal and soc1a1 character1st1cs d Rogers
- [1960]1 conducted a study of practice adopt1on and found that, compared'to
. 1ate adop S, early'adopters had the fo]]ow1ng character1stics: larger ‘
farms; greater usage of communjcation, greater contact with the extension'
service, and a more favorable attitude‘toward,change. .
Individuals who do not'have a positive'or favorable:attitude.towardi‘
change w111 be less reﬁgpt1ve to information on new pract1ces Sdnce cgk? v
servat1ve or traditional values-are generally associated w1th an wunfavorable
. attitude toward change, it may be very d1ff1cu1t to change theratt1tudes
w1thout aTterlng the basic values. ‘
Ac86;d1ng to L1onberger [1960] those who are re]at1ve1y slow in adopt1ng
7;/farm pract1ces tend to have mostly Tocal social ¢ontacts. These Tate adopters

are- reYUCtant to accept ‘new ideas, espec1a11y when' introduced. by outs1ders

. ¥ 4
v . . - v . )
. e // . ..
' ‘ o J R N
v Lo 3 . . R .
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The Subcomm1ttee For the Study of D1ffus1qn of Farm Pract1ces, Northr

4

Centra1 Ruratl Soc1q1§,gy Comm1ttee [1955] ,rprepared a report which 1nd1cates .

.

= that’ the re]at1ve1y éarﬂy adopter uzua11y has a 1arger farm, ‘a h1gher ~
»1ncome a greater contact w1th sources of 1nformat1on about new pract1ces,
greéter part1c1pat1on,jn organ1zat1ons&\vnd IS younger |
. The laggard, or last tolaccept a \new practice,‘is generally a 1ower-‘

class.farmer;. He will tend to retainvan agrarian'o?1‘ntation and take refuge.

“~

from his’ economic '1so1at1on in h1s agrar1an values [Byttel and Flipn, 1975]

Laggards are highly dependent on fr1ends and ne1ghbors for, information at

/

- -all/stages of‘the adopt1on processh 1Laggards and 1ate adopters‘use personal 2
!1n 0 mation sources to a greater extent than do'ear1y adopters.
| . | The character1st1cs of 1ate adopters have been summar1zed by Boh]en
[1964] " These characteristics are: . - - _ | // r
SR - T. less able to deal with abstractions, o

more means-oriented,

_ : . '1ess willing to -take risks (also less: w1111ng to borrow or
- seek cred1t) . %

4Q“1ower prqgt1ce and product know]edge, 7/
-5; 1ess secure as 1nd1v1dua1s,

6. exh1b1t a Yreater t1me lag between awareness an adopt1on of -
. a new practice, z x ~

7. tend to use what they conS1der -a trustworthy 1nformat1on source'
rather than an expert,

tend to’be more Tocalistic ip orientation and contacts, ;

rely more.on personal sources of information and two-way
communication in the adoption process,

- 10. more inclined to look upon farming as an art; therefore, re- -
'1uct§nt to admit“a lack of know]edge of. anything essential,

11.-. more 1nc11ned’to operate on "break even" theory,

12. disproportionate participation, in gemeinschaft systems (strong
"rec1proca1 sbonds of. sent1ment of knnsh1p5, and © - _

"13.  Tower professional or1entat1on toward farming.

A
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;,' Each of* the five adopter categqr1es ‘has part1cu1ar att1tudes and charadL
» . v L 24 .
° ter1st1cs _The adopter categories. a]so/defer in.their comﬁ nzcat1on behav1or.-
- ( f . \ N i

\lhese character1st1cs are summar1zed 1n<$he Table. An ear11er d1scuss1on 1n

L4

this paper cons1dered the adopt1on proces% {knoWledge persuas1on, dec1s1on,
/

£

/’/3nd conf1rmat1on) as we]T as’ factors wh1ch may 1nf1uence the rate of adogt1on
A11 of these cons1derat1ons are c\mb1ned g the conceptqof the 1dea1 adopt1on :
curve shown in the F1gure The ffrst d1v1s1on reflects a sTow, graduaﬂ start

‘iThe seconggstage shows acceptance at 1ncreas1ng rate§ As awarenesﬁgghd 1nter- p

est spread greater'numbers aEEBt F1na11y, adopt1qn rates decrease as ]ate(»1

adopters and 1aggards accept new prac;;ces ch are not only in use by the maZ>

Jor1ty, but are éve be1ng rep]a ed b other neX practices [Lionberger, 1963].

The norms: of th » 1nd1v1dua]ibelongs to afe another im-

" portant 1nf1uence upon the 1nd1V1dua1 s innovation- adopt1on behav1or :Normgd
;/are the estab11shed behav1or patterns in a social system V&n den Ban [1960] .
exam1ned the d1fﬁgrences in adoptuon as 1nf1uenced by the ex1stence of tradk-
tional norms. A]though such 1nd1v7dua1 charactEr1st1cs as 'd farmer' s educa- C o

t1on, s1ze of farm and net worth-were positively re]ated to his 1nnovat1veness,

o <

the townsh1p norms werq even better pred1ctors of farmer 1nnovat1veness° Van
den Ban conc]uded that a farmer w1th a h1gh 1eve1 of educat1on on a- 1arge farm,
bl

andyw1th\a h1gh net wor\h but res1d1ng in a townsh1p w1th trad1t1ona1 norms, '

adopted fewer farm 1nnovat1ons than if he had a loﬁer 1eve1 of educat1on and a

~
- sma]\er farm in a townsh1p where the norms were modern ) '
. ey ) ' N :
‘\ ; ) r .' AN ' I ) [
. " TECHNIQUES FOR CHANGE - . : _
. ’ . L _— * '<_-r-" . . . /L ,

There is agreement that persoha contacts p]ay an 1mportant ro]e in the

.
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" 'Table

1

’

Summary of Characteristicd of Mopter Categbries. '

L]

.

Characteristic :
Cot S . Yo Early Early Late Laggards or
" Behavior ( Innovaors J hdopters Majority | Majority . Late.&EEpters
— L / i : \ . ' )
o . ‘ - : ! ‘ N '
L. Timg of First 2.5 per~ ' Next 13.5 per- Next 34 per~ Next 34 per- Last 16 per-
adoption .cent to adopt ~oent to adopt

2, Attitudas

and valies
3 Abilities
- .
" ,
I +
PR
- 4. Group
menberships
, 5. Soclal
- status
/
!
6 Fam .
businesges
A ]
7. Sources of

a 1nlozmation

b2

. new ideas,

Scientific'and

venturesome

High level of,
education;

. ability to-

deal yith abstractions

Leaders in

county wide .
or state
organizatians;
travel widely

Highest social

 status, but
thelr farming

* practices may

" not be accepted,

Larg,ast, most

‘specialized,

and most efficient,

Sclentists;

other innova-

tors; research
bulletins
Extension bglletins

|

4 '
~ Progresaive

J

Above avefage'

education
Leaders in "V
orqanizations
vithin the
communi.ty

High social
status; lookad
to be neigh-
bors as "good

.o~ farmers,".

-Large farms; .
glightly less
specialized
and efficlent,
Highest contact
with local
change agents;

+farm magazines ’

" Extension bulletins

]

cerfty to adopt,

More conserva-

tive.and
traditional .

Slightly above

 average

education "\

Many informal
contacts within
the community {

4

About average

social status

-fSlightiy lazger

than! average-

- slzed fams .

Farm magazines;
friends and
neighbors

"+ cent to adopt

Skeptical of

- new ideas

[}

élighfiy balow
average \
education

. ‘b
ﬁittle travel

"out'of com
~ munity; little

activity in
formal organ-
i2ations,

- hbout average

goclal gtatus

Slightly
smaller than

" avarage-sized
farms,

Friends and
neighbors

cent to adogt

Agricultural
magic and folk
beliefs; fear of
debt,

Low level of
education; |
have difficulty
dealing with
abstractions and
relationships,
Pew member-
ships in formal
organizations
other than
church;’ semi-

igolates,
Lowest social

. Btatus

Small farms;
lov incomes;
seldom farm
owners.
Many friends
and neighbors,
radio farm shows

Sowrce: Rogers and Burdge [1972],
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L Persona] contact and intensive ass1stance are necessary for any degree of
:program success when working w1th the Tow-income farm family. o
Farmers have indicated the most useful contacts are those in whichithe&
have the opportunity and time to disc:;s their prob]ems personally. This t?
~particularly true when the discussion takes place on their farm [Photiadis,
19611, | o |
%he results o{/a‘study hy Copp [1958] suggest that a program will be of
Timjted success if it fails to take into account limitations 1mposed by the
econom#c status and by the farm operator's personn11ty orientations. A sem-
~inar conducted by the Southern Farm Management Extension Committee [1@?@] sug-,r
gests that a program for Timited resource farmers shou]d include: '

1. all c]asses of farms, not just those with the potent1a1 to
become commercial farmers,

2. the whole family, . » e,

enterprises and activities 1dent1f1ed by the target aud1ence
themselves,

thet endorsement of the estab]ishment, and

5. innoVat1ons'perta1ning to something the farmer is already doing
but doing poorly.. ' CT :

-

The Change Agent _ -

A change a§%nt 1s a profess1ona1 who\tr1es to: 1nf1uence the 1nnovat1on
decision. This category may include the County extension- agent the home
economics acent, nutrition aides, vocat1ona1 agr1cu1tura1 teachers or repre-
sentatives of government‘:genc1es The desirability ang direction of change -

'are genera]]y determined by the governmenta] agency directing the program
For the greatest success, members -of the target aud1ence shou]d be 1nvo]ved
in mak1ng these determ1nat1ons

E)

In addition to the more common measurement in terms of innovation

?
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adopt1on, change agent success can be measured in terms of “improved levels
of Tliving, higher 1ncomes among c11ents, tc. In eva]uat1ng success,h1gher
incomes andJa better level of living are v1ewed as consequences of adopt1on

of innovations. The extent of change agent effort is pos1t1ve1y.re1ated to

the success of the changg; Rogers and'Shoemaker t]§71] found that change

, - 4
agent effort is more effective in the middle stages of adoptiorf than in the
early or late stages. i

It may be usefu1 for the change agent to have guidelines in attempting

to'promote the ‘acceptance of new ideas. Lionberger [1963] proposes 12 action

U o-

' implications for changeiagents:

1. Use mass media to inform people about new ideas and practices
and, perhaps, to create.an interest in them. : B

‘2. Facilitate communicative exchange among peop1e about 1nnovat1ons
- .and new developments.

| 3J»'Se1ect commun1cators who are persona11y acceptab]e to the 1oca1
' clientele: . .

i 4, Insofar as- poss1b1e, p1an and conduct special promotional gro-
" .grans for spec1a1 funct1onar1es, name]y 1nnovators and influ-'
«rentials. AR S AP ,

T lnsure?successfg1 tr1a1Jof néw products, pract1ces and 1deas

Jﬁqgﬁf;ﬁ,ﬂ bnynno»a&ors and, ear]y adopters:.

L Q; ﬂkg mhéEd résourqe§ in he]p1ng peop1e who are ready to try a
S fﬁ; worfpradt1ce and 1n mak1ng them successfu] demonstrators

fq;*e#éfrfs N N
'75ffEn1Tst“theJhe1p'bf‘dea1ers in informing people about new deve1-
- _opments in farming and for giving counse1 and advice on such

s matters.

8. ".Use ex1st1ng decision-making processes

9. Pre-test educat1ona1 materials- before large sca1e ‘production
and usey part1cu1ar1y in cross -cultural situations.

10. Take account of the cu1ture of the peop]e in p1ann1ng a message i
. content. . .

11. - Reinforce dec1s1ons a1ready made to keep. farmers and others
~ who have made the r1ght decision from changing their minds.

12. Set realistic targets for’ achyevement (pp. 206-209).

-

30
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The degree of change agent success is affected Py mapy factors 1nc1ud1ng
the change agent S perce1ved credib111ty, c11ent or1entat10n and homoph11y
[Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971; Rogers and Burdge, 1972; wh1te and Boone, 1976]

There is a positive rel;t1onsh1p between chpnge agent success and the

degree of credibility perce1ved by his clients. “When a client sees the change
)

agent “as having a re]at1ve1y greater cred1b111ty than other 1nformat1on

sources. and channe]s, the client will be more receptive to messages from the
change agent. Therefore, as. cred1b111ty 1ncreases, commun1cat1on efforts/fre}\

5
more effect1ve and program success is greater

_ Change agent success is positively related to his or1entat1on toward h1s
client. When the change agent is.able to estab11sh a c]ose -rapport with the
c11ent group and to be respons1ve to feedback from the c11ents, ‘he will ex- “
per1ence a greater degree of success The compat1b111ty of his programs with
the needs of thec11ente1e1s closely re1ated to the. change agent's success.
Change programs must be des1gned to f1t the perce1ved needs of the c11ents,
as we11 as the1r attitudes, be11efs, and soc1a1 norms C11ent needs are best
estab11shed through cTient part1c1pat1on in program p1ann1ng This part1c1-
pation increases the client's comm1tment aﬁé 1eg1t1m1zes the dec1s1ons Nhere
programs are designed to be responsive to and compat1b1e with the percewved or

felt needs of the c11ent group greater success w111 be ach1eved

The change agent is subJect to pressure to produce measurable resu]ts

- As a consequence, he 1nteracts more frequent]y with the mdre respons1ve c11ents

Generally the more respons1ve farmers are those who atready possess-a favor-
able attitude toward change. Th1s results in a concentrat1on of act1v1t}es by
the change agent on c11ents with higher soc1a1 status, more educat1on etc.

As a regult of the report1ng pressures the change agent often fails to inter-

. . ( ' . . ’ . [
7~ | .oc | ’ ’ .‘ 31_ ) A . " i ) R
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act'with'th$se'clients most in need of help. ¥

Change'agent sugcess is positively related to the degree'of homophily .

f -'bétween the change agent and the audfence whe? they share similar language .
'and mean1ngs an common attributes or, values, be11efs status etc .» com- '
mun1cat1on will be .more effect1ve The change*agent will have greater

“""success 1n pe suading farmers tdﬁadopt new ideas and practices. The 1mpor-

- tance of homoph11y in the acceptance of th% change agent is the bas1s for -
uS1ng para/profes51onals se]ected from the 1oca1 target aud1ence 1n programf

-

d1rected/toward the 1ow-1ncome farmer. -3

-

N The use of para profess1onals is an increaS1ngly accepted method of

N

reach1ng 1ow-1ncome farm families. It is an attempt to br1dge the gap be-

N tween the 1ow-1ncome target aud1en¢e and the m1dd1e c1ass 1nst1tut1on The

advantages of using 1ndjgenous Rara- profess1onals in commun1f} deve]opmﬁht
programs are out11ned by Korsch1ngjg~d Warner [1975] and Warner and Korsch1ng

[1975] 7In genera] the advantages 1nc1ude the fact that th?& are peers of .

[4

, the target aud1ence they are fam111ar w1th the subcu1ture of the group,

they re]ate to the group 1nforma11y, and they deal w1th prob]ems from within

' the social-system of the group. “

‘There is aApoS1t1ve re]at1onsh1p between change agent success and the
extent to which op1n1on leaders are involved in the program. Opinion
N leaders are able to exert some degree of informal influence over other in-
dividuals' attitudes or behav1or when the change~agent focuses communica-
t1on act1v1t¥g§ on op1n1on leaders, the d1ffu51on of information occurs more

rapfdly and more: effect1ye]y Change occurs more spontaneous]y and new 1deas

and practices-gain_1oca1‘sanct1on from these leaders. The result is great- .

er programﬁsgfcess.
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Opinion Leaders - i : A ‘ .

Opinion ~leadership is the degree to which an indiVidual is. ab]e to
informalﬂgrinfluence other indiViauals attitudes or overt behavior.

Leadership implies that the changes in"attitudes or behaViqr occur w1th

]

re1ative frequency and in the way desired by the opinion leader. A pos1tion

as an opinion leader is earned and maintained‘through technical competence,
socia1 accessihility, and conformity to the system's norms.

Opinionileaders differ from others in the social system [Rogers aﬁd
Shoemaker 1971; Lionberger and Chang, 1965] Aﬁtg:ugh opinion leaders are
not a]ways innovators they do tend to exhibit a greater degree of innova-_’

tiveness than. their fo]]owers’ Recognition as corjpetent leaders and ex-'.

:perts on innovations may resu]t from thetleaders t ndency,to adopt new

ideas before their fo]]owers Thereais a]so avte ency for opinion 1eaders s

to be more innovative when the norms of the sysfem favor change than when

the system norms are more traditional. B - . .
Opinion Teaders have more coptact qith change agents thaup.do thétr

fo]]owers Contact With change agents’ serves to increase the\o;inion

1eaders competency. as perceived by their\followers Fo]]owers'tend to seek

- advice and information from opinion 1eiders who are perceived as more com-
petenth Thegefore, ooinion leaders serve as a means of introducing new
\ 1deas into t%i ‘social system. .

The Tevel of social status differs for fo]]owers and opinion 1eader§
Opinion 1eaders tend to be of a higher status’ 1eve1 New ideas uSually
enter a system through those 1nd1v1dua1s of a higher status and flow dowh °
to the 1ower status 1eve1s At the same time individuals at the Tower

levels Took toward the elites as Teaders. = , \

-
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Opin;on 1eadership is exhibited to a greater degree by earlier adopters
than those who: are later to adopt a new practice.’ Thgse individuals. who

a
‘have been re]at1ve1y ear11er to adopt have had a greater exposure to all

- forms of communicat1on espec1a11y the h1gh1y effective 1nterper§ona1

channe1s of commun1cat1on They have been among the f1rst to get 1nformat1on
on new ideaz and practices As early adopters; they have exh191ted attrjl;
butes which alsglmake them 1eaders in the system. : B .

§ Feed seed& fert111zer and mach1nery sa]esmen and dealers often serve
;‘as op1n1on leaders in the conmumcatmn process They ar‘ often cﬁrﬁu‘d '
by farm operators in mak1ng farm product1on ddc1s1ons In many .communities
these dea1ers are regarded as fr1ends by farners. HoweVer in some areas
the- dea]er is perce1ved as. havnng a relatively Tow cred1b111ty ife 1t is
fe]t that he promotes overadopt1on 1n order to obta1n h1;her sales. fne-w

quent]y, however, farmers have respect for the local farm store dealer and

h1s jdeas and act1ons shape ‘the op1n1ons of the farmers

-:,-\ M

_Income Improvement e L L gi;iw,p‘_'i o “(»\;"l A
There is w1despread beT1ef tha% 1ow-1négme farmers e1ther\1ack adequate
résources or.make inefficient use of the1r resources The Southern Extension
‘Fa:m Management Comm1ttee {1973] has exp]ored means of providing ass1stance
'.‘to Tow-income farmers 1n the South. They‘jeel that these farmers are not
' usfng the most profitable production practices, have below average physical
resources for farming and‘need educationa] assistance}ﬁn arder to realize'
hmakimum net incomg from their 1tmfted-resources. Homever, it is recognized - ,
' thatidjfferences exist in charaCteristics:of.]ow-income farmers and_that T
2 3 .o

variations in planning may be required in order to-fit individua1 sitUations;

. There s a need for technology which a farmer could utilize to ma§3’)/)’.

o
N2
o
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his work more effect1ve on the size=of farm he is a]ready operating. Im-

portant character1st1cs would be relative s1mp11c1ty, durab111ty, re1]ab11-

1ty, modest initial cost and modest operat1ng cost Dependence of the in=
rJ

dividual operator on specialijzed serv1ces should be kept to a minimum.

7

Pavlick [1964] found Timited opportunities for any significant income .
) ; . ) . ’ 2 . . ! ) d‘
"Qu improvement, due primarily to prob]ems of “low productivity associated with 7
'1imited nesounCes One method of 1mprov1ng “inc me . uld be 1ncreas1ng the

ﬁarm s1ze--add1ng e1ther 1and, 1abor, capital--or 1mprov1ng ménagement
/

-

. -Theoret1ca11y,'net 1nc0me ig thus 1ncreased by 1ncreas1ng the numbet_of

4

un1ts,produced and decreas1ng per un1t costs Pav11ck found, however,_that
a maJor obstac1e ‘to conversion of subs1stence farms to commerc1a1 operat1ons 3

1s the eX}stence of a. fg]k cu1ture,w1th an or1eqyat1on td trad1t1on and -

r 4
. . t

sentiment.  ° e S EQ' o

Recpnt stud1es have exam1ned the pdssﬁb111t1es for 1ncreas1ng incomes
on farms w1th 11m1ted resources. Stewart et a1 [1976] found that an in-
.crease in. 1and was not a1ways necessary for 1ncome 1mprovement In general,
.1mproved techno1og1es, even part1a11y adopt d, or changes in enterpr1ses or

"enterpr1se comb1nat1ons y1e1ded good resul ts. They found potent1a1 con-, ;
LA
stra1nts on program success, primarily due to af1ow level of educat1on of

the farm operator little xtens1on gent contact, and the,need for cap1ta1.

However, they conclude that public investment in technical assistancesprograms

.;is'more likely to yield improvements in economic welfare than is direct aid.

\ . B
. .
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L ' SUMMARY - o

The ever widening gap in farm income has resutted from differences in .,
’accessito resources such as land and credit, TimitedLaccess to_informationm~
“and deTiberate decisions by some farmers not to ehange. Programs and pol-
’Tcies canvbe'easiQy deueloped and impﬁemented which will dress the first
two causes. Resources and 1nformat1on can be made ava1{::Te. The third S
cause is much mq{e difficult to correct. The dec1s1on not to adopt new
,pract1ces is based on att1tudes, va]ues and goa]sf These may need to be h
lchanged before a different dec1sion 1s reached ; T |

Adopters/and non- adopters exhﬂb1t d1stJnct1y d1fferent character1st1cs,

| att1tudes, va]ue or1entat1ons and’ behav1or patterns D1fferent methods of -

| commun1cat1on are requ1red to"each these discrete aud1ences In des1gn1ng
programs to reach the d1sadvantaged farm popu]at1on, severa] factors are
YJmportant The use of mass media 1n commun1cat1ng 1nformat1on 1s of\\1m1ted

""feffect1veness. ATthough mass med1a 1s re1at1ve1y more 1mportant at the =

hY

'knowledge stage 1n the dec1s1on mak1ng process, it has Tittle usefu]ness in

¥

later stages. _"” . | ;‘ ' e | (f
' Interpersona] contacts, a]though h1gh1y effect1ve w111 aTso be h1gh1y

.1neff1c1ent for - the change agent.  The change agent w111 not be ab]e to make
large numbers of personallcontacts, In the spread of 1nformat1on regard1ng

 npew ideas and practices,‘face-to-face contact;- or Communication_on a ‘one-to-

one(bas1s, is the most important. ,
|  The process of change may not. be rap1d, in fdéij‘:t is likely that changes
will occur slowly. - Those groups most in need of soc1a1 change are those

-groups most res1stent to change Th\ﬁr att1tudes, such as trad1t1ona11sm,

g




S , .
cd;lervatism, famiTism, debt avoidance and so on, are a. deterrent to change.

It\wi]] be necessary for the changefagent to instill a .positive attitude

toward change in order for theuaudiehce fo be receptive,to new informafion.‘

Itéis very[like]y that attitudes cannot be chahded, however, without chang-

ing the(bdgic value orieniationAof.the-tqrget audience.
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“* THE FUNCTIONAL NETWORKS "OF THE SOUTHERN RURAL DEVELOPMENT CENTER
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Dr. Donald E. Voth . Functional Network on Citizen

Mr. William Bonner : ~ Participation in Rural Development

University of Arkansas v

Dr. Arthur G. Cosby.___ A Synth “of Evaluative Research

Texas A & M University : Literat for Rural Development

Dr. Burl F. Long ‘ ' Inventory and Appraisal of Research

Virginia Polytechnic Institute I Concepts, Methods, and Results in
and State University - _ - Land Use Issues

Dr. W. Arden Colette : © small Farm Operations h

University of Florida

Qy: Eldon D. Smith . * Industrialization of Rural Areas
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Dr. R. David Mustian . _ 'Health Care and Rural Development
North Carolina State .University ° : T
A : \
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The SRDC is one of four regional rural development
centers in_ the nation. It coordinates cooperation °
between " the Research (Experiment Station) and
Extension (Cooperative Extension Service) staffs at

nical consultation, research, training, and evaluation
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