esult Demonstrations and Education

An educational technique is not a single act but
involves a whole complex of interactions

WILFRID C. BAILEY

POPULAR beginning of result demonstrations as a means
teaching farmers new and improved practices was in 1903 when
an A. Knapp conducted his famous boll weevil demonstrations
r Terrell, Texas.* The success of such demonstrations helped to
rk the founding of the Cooperative Extension Service. The Smith-
ver Act of 1914 states, in part, that “. . . cooperative agricultural
ension work shall consist of the giving of instruction and practical
monstrations in agriculture and home economics.”™
Two kinds of demonstrations have been used. (1) In a result
monstration the farmer carries out a new practice under the direc-
n of the agricultural agent (emphasis is on the practical results).
) In a method demonstration an audience watches a leader carry
t a task such as using a new type milking machine or preparing
eat for the freezer (emphasis is on “how-to-do” or skills rather than
the final results).

Although indications are that use of the result demonstration has
clined, it is still a basic educational technique.® Its direct use is

*Joseph C. Bailey, Seaman A. Knapp: Schoolmaster of American Agriculture
ew York: Columbia University Press, 1945).

*H. W. Gilbertson and Gladys Gallup, Result Demonstration Manual for Ex-

nsion Workers, United States Department of Agriculture, Federal Extension

rvice Agricultural Handbook 123 (Washington: U. 8. Government Printing
ce), p. 4. Italics added.

*Gladys Gallup, “It's Still A Basic Tool,” Extension Service Review, XXIX

(February, 1958), 36.
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seen in the world-wide use of demonstration farms and the Te
Demonstration program conducted by Extension in cooperati
with the Tennessee Valley Authority. In many other programs, sus
as Balanced Farm and Home Planning, demonstration is implie
It is assumed that by working intensively with a few families othe
will be influenced by their example. Extension people have repez
often that “it is important to give individual help to a few famil
who will take the lead. These early adopters are, in effect, the le:
ers who can interest others by telling their success story and shows
the results of their management program.™

This paper will summarize present knowledge concerning the
sult demonstration as an educational tool. First, theory behind &
use of demonstrations will be examined. Second, attempts to cva
ate the effectiveness of demonstrations will be discussed. Thi
factors influencing the effectiveness of demonstrations will be
plored. The fact that present knowledge does not provide simg
straightforward answers in these areas will be evident. It will 2
be evident that evaluation of the influence of specific programs
demonstrations is not easy and may require more effective resez '
techniques than have been developed so far.

Tyaeory BEHIND DEMONSTRATIONS

The basic idea behind the use of demonstrations seems to be
similar to Gabriel de Tarde’s theory of the instinct of imitati€
According to de Tarde, all new cultural traits originate from €
creative individual and are imitated by the crowd. It is simply
personal influence of one human being upon another. Althe
Extension workers have not expressed any formal recognition of
theory of imitation, it is interesting that the development of
use of demonstrations as a teaching technique by Knapp and ot
coincided with the period of sociology’s greatest interest in de Tare
theory.® However, the theoretical basis for the diffusion of &
through demonstrations has not been examined thoroughly.

Rural sociologists investigating the diffusion of farm pract®
have repeatedly reported that neighbors and friends are among
most universally used sources of information and are proba
sought most frequently as sources of additional information al

tMable Tto, “Seeing Ideas Put to Work,” Extension Service Review, X
(February, 1958), 30.

s Gabriel de Tarde, The Laws of Imitation (New York: Henry Holt and
1903); Margaret Vine, “Gabriel de Tarde: Imitation as the Law of Social
in An Introduction to Sociological Theory (New York: Longmans, Green
Co., 1959), pp. 105-24; for a summary of theories bearing on the nature of &
tive behavior see Neal E. Miller and John Dollard, Social Learning and Imiss
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1941), pp. 287-318.
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f ideas learned elsewhere. Apparently neighbors and friends are
important during the evaluation and trial stages than as initial
ces of information. Further, low income farmers and slow
sters often use other farmers as the first source of knowledge.®
esearch in mass communications has produced a number of
rgent findings. The role of neighbors in the spread of farm
stices suggests what has been called the “two steps” or multiple
flow of information. Mass communication sources (such as
jio, publication, and various change agencies) have their greatest
sence on adoption leaders and during the initial stages of the
stion process. The second and succeeding steps in the flow of
srmation is from the leaders to their neighbors. This is the im-
ant source of knowledge for later adopters and for those in
final stages of adoption. The term “trickle down process™ has
n suggested to describe this flow of information.” It should be
shasized, however, that the sources of information are identified
meighbors and friends—not demonstrators.

YALUATION OF DEMONSTRATIONS

There is an extensive body of literature concerning the use of
monstrations in farmer education; however, most of it is purely
riptive of the demonstrations. Few have attempted to evaluate
sult demonstrations as an educational technique in the sense of
ir influence on the adoption behavior of people other than the
monstrator. For example, in one ten-year period the Extension
wvice Review carried 54 articles concerning demonstrations.
.se were described and evaluated in terms of what the agent and
cooperator learned. Only seven articles touched on the diffusion
f information to neighbors. A study of Farm and Home Develop-
ent in North Carolina mentions the number of demonstrations
ied out by cooperators but evaluation was based on the changes
ade by member families as contrasted with a control group of non-
icipating families. The influence of the program on the total
icultural scene is not discussed.®

The few research studies that attempt to evaluate the impact of
* For summary of knowledge of adoption behavior and bibliography see Herbert
Lionberger, “Individual Adoption Behavior: Applications from Diffusion Re-
rch—Part I,” Journal of Cooperative Extension, 1 (Fall, 1963), 157-66.

* Elihu Katz, “Communications Research and the Image of Society: Convergence
Two Traditions,” The American Journal of Sociology, LXV (March, 1960),
35-40; Everett M. Rogers, Social Change in Rural Society (New York: Appleton-
“entury-Crofts, Inc., 1960), pp- 328-30 and 418-19.

' C. Paul Marsh, 4n Evaluation of the Farm and Home Development Approach

Agricultural Extension Work in North Carolina, North Carolina Extension
aluation Series: Number ITI (Raleigh: North Carolina State College, November,

562)
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demonstrations have produced contradictory results. A nation-w
survey of farmer attitudes towards the use of fertilizer found t
most farmers thought that demonstrations were effective in ei
making others think about fertilizer or in causing them to use
When farmers were asked for their appraisal of demonstrations
Ohio and Mississippi, most were of the opinion that they were use
sources of information.® The Mississippi survey included 136 f:
ers living within two miles of demonstration farms. Sixty-five
cent had adopted the demonstrated practice.

At first glance this seems to point to demonstrations as an eff
tive educational technique. Deeper study, however, clouds the iss
In North Carolina, 62 per cent of one group of farmers reported
demonstrator as a source of information about farm practices,
only 18 per cent admitted having talked to a farmer they knew 4
a demonstrator. In the Mississippi study, although two-thirds
adopted the demonstrated practice, only nine farmers reported
ing learned about the practice from a demonstration and none
these said that a demonstration influenced them to try the practi8

The indirect or demonstration effect was implied in the use
community development clubs in Mississippi as a media for fa
education. It was assumed that the farmer living in a club
munity who did not join would be influenced by the examples
by those who did. However, while club members made signifi
improvement, the non-club members did not adopt any more
tices than the farmers in communities without clubs.*® This
to question the idea of the trickle-down process.

A word of caution concerning the above findings needs to
inserted. We are not sure of the exact meaning of the answers i
by farmers about sources of information. For example, in the s
of community development clubs cited™ the contribution of
clubs to the higher adoption rate of club members seemed 0
clearly demonstrated by the fact that intensive educational
paigns in the clubs on four practices resulted in 100 per cent &
tion. However, when over 100 farmers were interviewed about

* A Study of Farmers' Attitudes Toward the Use of Fertilizer: Analytic
(Washington: National Plant Food Institute, 1957); Everett M. Rogers
A. Eugene Havens, The Impact of Demonstrations on Farmers' Attitudes T
Fertilizer, Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station Research Bulletin 896 (W
Ohio State University, December, 1961); Kenneth P, Wilkinson and Wil
Bailey, “Differential Effectiveness of Test-Demonstration Farmers” (unpu
manuscript, Division of Sociology and Rural Life, Mississippi State Uni

2

lgf’_Jfk}.rlclrm-v W. Baird and Wilfrid C. Bailey, Community Development C
Alcorn County, Mississippi, Mississippi Agricultural Experiment Station
597 {SFZE College: Mississippi State University, May, 1960).

“ Ibid.
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s of information, only one mentioned the clubs. Several pos-
sterpretations need to be thoroughly investigated before the
sctiveness of demonstrations will be known.

JENCES ON EFFECTIVENESS

esult demonstration is more than planting a test plot for
bors to see and to copy. It is a whole cluster of things. Factors
d to the effectiveness of demonstrations can be divided into
sategories: (1) characteristics of demonstrations, (2) character-
of demonstrators, (3) characteristics of the audience, and (4)
eristics of the community or the total social milieu in which
smonstration takes place.

teristics of the Demonstration

dies have been made of the characteristics of practices that
mce their speed of adoption. Five characteristics influencing
cceptance of innovations—relative advantage, compatibility
existing practices, complexity, divisibility into small trial units,
sommunicability—have been cited as influencing the accept-
of innovations.”® The problem is the relative effectiveness of
ent education media in securing the adoption of particular
es.
e of the early studies of Extension methods found that not
abject matter was equally adopted to result demonstrations.
pe improvement, orchard fruits, potatoes, cotton, legumes, soils,
fertilizers were better suited than livestock, marketing, foods,
ion, clothing, and health.”* An investigation of the extent to
th participants in a program designed to teach farm manage-
practices would transmit their learning to their neighbors con-
ed that “techniques as complex as studying a farm business and
o farm records for doing so will not diffuse from farmer to
mer as have simpler practices such as use of improved seed or
analysis fertilizer.”**
wo criteria of individual practices need to be investigated as
encing the role of demonstrations: (1) the degree to which
shbors are used as a source of information in gaining knowledge
particular practice, and (2) the extent to which the observing

erett M. Rogers, Diffusion of Innovation (New York: The Free Press of
e, 1962), pp. 121-47.

. C. Wilson, Extension Methods and Their Effectiveness, United States De-
sent of Agriculture Technical Bulletin 106 (Washington: U. S. Government
ing Office, 1929).

ames W. Longest, Frank D. Alexander, and Jean L. Hershal, “The Function
Neighborhood in the Farm and Home Management Program: A Case
.” Rural Sociology, XXVI (June, 1961), 191.
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farmers can make visual assessment of the results of using
practice. In a Mississippi county only seven out of 104 farmers
neighbors as their most helpful source of information on p:
fertilization. Three of these used less than recommended amé
and the other four used none. This was after nearly 25 yes
pasture demonstrations in that county.” This suggests that as
other than those of the demonstration may be involved.

One whole area that has not been touched upon in any rese
known to this author is that of the specific techniques used in @
ing out demonstrations and utilizing them in educational progs
There are, however, several publications on how to conduct de
strations—but the real basis for their content seems to be
common sense or subjective than empirical.”®

Characteristics of the Demonstrator

Studies comparing groups of demonstrators and all of their
ences together as a unit have generally shown that the deme
tors ranked higher in leadership roles, use of cosmopolitan
of new ideas, levels of adoption, and various socio-economic m
ures.”” Examination of individual demonstrators and their respe
audiences, however, shows that the above generalizations may
ceal some important data. In Mississippi, 29 demonstrators
compared with an audience sample living within a two mile ra
As a group, the demonstrators did rate higher than the audi
measures of adoption and socio-economic status. But when
demonstrator was examined in terms of his immediate auds
the picture changed. Each demonstrator was rated on the
of his impact on the farmers living near him. The most eii
demonstrators were those who were alike or only slightly bette:
their neighbors. Those who were markedly higher or lower
their audience usually had a limited impact. This finding is &
with the well known observation that neighboring is usually
the same socio-economic status group.

Characteristics of the Audience

Analysis of the audience influenced by demonstrations
rates findings concerning demonstrators. The adopters of des

# Wilfrid C. Bailey and Ellen S. Bryant, The Use of Fertilizer by Fai
Alcorn County, Mississippi, Progress Report in Sociology and Rural Life
(State College: Mississippi State University, 1962).

*H, W. Gilbertson and Gladys Gallup, op. cit.

* Everett M. Rogers and Frank O. Leuthold, Demonstrators and the Diff
Fertilizer Practices, Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station Research Bulle
(Wooster: Ohio State University, May, 1962).
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ed practices in Mississippi were younger, had more education,
er levels of living, and higher adoption scores for non-demon-
practices than non- adopters Adopters were more likely to
yond friends and neighbors to other sources of farm informa-
L All those who listed bulletins as a primary source of informa-
adopted the demonstrated practice. Ohio farmers who were
nced directly by Extension were also the ones with direct
t_:s

ers who are influenced by demonstrations are those most
By to be influenced by other techniques. This leads to the long-
ding problem of the extent to which the hard-to-reach farmers
afiuenced indirectly.

acteristics of the Community

lhe flow of information between demonstrations or demonstra-
and the audience does not take place in isolation. It must be
d as part of the whole of community activity. Observation of
relationship in Mississippi revealed several factors that need
r investigation. The demonstrators were more effective when
and their audience considered themselves to be residents of
e community. Diffusion was slowed down when it had to
s community boundaries. Farmers were also more likely to be
penced by a demonstration if their normal route of travel to town
them past the demonstration.
common assumption has been that demonstrators should be
munity leaders. Most Mississippi demonstrators studied were
snized by their audience as farmers, often good farmers, but
identified as demonstrators. On the other hand, demonstra-
who said that they had been selected to be adoption leaders
less effective than those who listed other reasons or no reason
§l. There is need of research on the problem of whether recogni-
of the demonstrator as a cooperator in a government agency
sram helps or hinders his effectiveness. Perhaps it is related to
‘community attitudes toward that agency and its activities.
he final point concerning community factors in the effective-
of demonstrations is the role of demonstrations in the total
gram. Studies of demonstrations in Ohio and Mississippi, pre-
ly quoted, found that those who adopted demonstrated prac-
also had contacts with other educational media. In Kentucky
adoption of soil building practices was highest when 100-150
verett M. Rogers and Harold R. Capener, The County Agent and His Con-

mts, Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station Research Bulletin 896 (Wooster:
State University, June, 1960).
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demonstrations were conducted annually. They did not necess
have to be related to soils. Adoption was reduced when a gr
or lesser number of demonstrations were conducted. A similar
tern was observed for other educational methods.’® This could
dicate that the effectiveness of demonstrations might be rel
more to the intensity of the overall educational activity than to
one source of information. The question then becomes, what is
proper mix of techniques for particular messages and diff
kinds of audiences.

SUMMARY

An attempt has been made in this paper to review what is
known about demonstrations. Discussion included the theor
basis, attempts at evaluation, and factors influencing effective
Assessments of this sort usually reveal many gaps in our knowl
Demonstrations have been a traditional educational techniq
Extension as they are thought to be an important link in the
of farming information. Their value has been assumed directl
indirectly in many Extension programs.

Probably the most important fact to be gleaned from this r
is that an educational technique is not a single act but invol
whole complex of interactions. An understanding of the interpl
elements in the complex is necessary in order to select an app
ate educational media, utilize it, and evaluate its results.

* C. Milton Coughenour and Joseph B. Armstrong, County Agents' Activi

Farmers’ Use of Soil Building Practices, Kentucky Agricultural Experiment
tion Progress Report 130 (Lexington: University of Kentucky, 1963).

To FACE tomorrow with the thought of using the methods
yesterday is to envision life at a standstill. To keep ahead, ea
one of us, no matter what our task, must search for new
better methods—for even that which we now do well must
done better tomorrow.

—from JAMEs F. BELL as quoted in Forbes, XCI

(June 1, 1963), 50.

WE LEARN to do neither by thinking nor by doing; we learn to
do by thinking about what we are doing.

~—from GEORGE D. STODDARD as quoted in Forbes, XCII

(July 1, 1963), 58.



