Depth Teaching in Extension
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an attempt to increase attendance and interest in Extension meet-
the Nebraska Extension Service tried an “in-depth” workshop or
course in the early 60’s. Previous Extension efforts focused on pre-
ing specific recommendations. This workshop emphasized the “why”
ground information or underlying principles), in addition to pre-
g specific recommendations. Response was so favorable, the pro-
was expanded. The authors discuss the evaluation of these in-depth
hops, with emphasis on (1) what kind of farmer attends, (2) how
this method satisfies the farmer’s need, and (3) what guidelines the
hop study gives to Extension workers.

NSION’S function has been described as primarily educa-
, consisting of three parts: consultation, flow of information,
instruction in basic content." Traditionally, we have used all
of these approaches, with emphasis upon flow of information
consultation. Consultation has been used to help solve specific
idual problems; however, when there was new information to
seminated or a problem common to all farmers, we have held
ings to answer the questions and disseminate the information
other words, the function of “flow of information”). Through
latter method we were able to reach large numbers of people
the greatest efficiency. However, attendance and interest in
meetings dropped off in the late fifties. Why?

was thought at the time that, due to increased technology, the
1 meetings were not satisfying the farmers’ need for informa-
Agents and specialists expressed a concern over how to attract
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audiences to programs and activities. Extension was satisfying twe
of the three primary functions—it was disseminating informatio
and consulting with farmers—but it had not assigned much impor:
tance to the function of in-depth instruction in basic agricultura
subject-matter areas.

To cope with this problem, an “in-depth” workshop or sho
course was held in one Nebraska county in 1961. This method i
volved holding a series of meetings with emphasis placed on backs
ground information or underlying principles, in addition to preses
tation of specific recommendations. Previously, the staff recommes
dations were based on the results of research, but the explanation @
“in-depth” functioning of the research problems was not discussed
That is, the “what” and “how” were satisfied, but not the “why.” Be
cause of the favorable reception of this method, the program ¥
expanded to six counties. This series, the Irrigation Workshop or
rigation Short Course, included four sessions of two and one-ha
hours each. The attendance and interest in this workshop indicate
it was a success, and workshops were conducted throughout
state in other subject-matter areas.

Attendance alone, without any other form of evaluation, wou
have been enough to label this new workshop program as wort
while. However, since the best time for these workshops was Jan
ary and February, time spent on the workshop diminished the tis
available for the specialists to conduct the traditional general mee
ings. Questions were raised, such as “How would clientele acce
this?” and “Can we continue to satisfy them and meet their nee
through using the workshop methods?”

To answer these questions, a total evaluation of the in-deg
workshop program was initiated. Specific research questions we
1. What kind of farmer is reached by the workshop?

2. How well does the workshop method satisfy the needs of
farmer?

3. What guidelines does this workshop study give to Extensh
workers?

THE STUDY

To gain information about farm operators who attended
workshops during the winter, questionnaires were mailed to
county Extension chairman. Agents administered the questions
to 1092 farm operators at the last session of each workshop. Fr
the 1059 returned, information was gathered regarding age, mas
status, education, size of farm business, tenure, and attitude tow
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e workshop (as tested by the Kropp-Verner Attitude Scale®). In
ddition, a checklist was administered to the participants to deter-
pine their personal acceptance of the workshop and how well they
pought it satisfied their needs.

ESULTS AND DISCUSSION

What kind of farmer is attracted by the workshop method of in-
pth teaching? To answer this question, comparisons were made
een workshop participants and the farmers listed in the 1964
nsus of Agriculture for Nebraska.® Four characteristics were
pmpared: age of operator, tenure, value of farm products sold, and
ears of education completed (See Table 1).

Farmers who attended workshops were younger than the typical
braska farmer.* More than one-third were under 35 years of age.
ty-seven per cent of the participants were under 45 years of age,
pmpared to 38.2 per cent of all farmers in the state. Twenty-four
er cent of the participants were in the age group 45-54, or about
same proportion as indicated in census data. Only one-fourth as
ny farmers over age 55 attended the workshop as compared to
total number of farmers in that age group. Statistical testing of
data led to the rejection of the hypothesis that there was no
fference between the age of participants and the population.
Tenants and part owners made up the majority of participants
79 per cent) as compared to 64 per cent of the farmers in the cen-
. Only 20 per cent of the workshop farmers were full owners,
mpared to 35.7 per cent of all farmers. It would appear that the
unger farmers were more commonly tenants, the middle-aged
e part owners, and older farmers were more often full owners.
observation is evident for both participants and nonpartici-
ats. Younger farmers in their beginning and expanding years of
pming seemed to make up the largest proportion of attenders.
Participants and nonparticipants also differed in size of farm busi-
ss, i.e., in value of farm products sold. Nearly half of all Ne-
ska farmers (48.6 per cent) sell less than $10,000 worth of prod-
s per year. However, less than one-fourth of the workshop parti-
ants (23.2 per cent) were in this category. Commercial farmers
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with sales greater than $10,000 make up 51.4 per cent of the farm-
ers in the state; however, nearly 76 per cent of the workshop parti-
cipants were in this category. Farmers with sales over $40,000 were
nearly twice as common (11.9 per cent) in the workshop group
among the farm population as a whole.

Table 1. Characteristics of farm operators attending Nebraska Extension work
shops, 1964-65, compared with characteristics of farmers in the 1964
Census of Agriculture.

Workshop
Characteristics participants 1(96‘:_ ("Ce?f’[';s
(per cent) perce
Age in years
Less than 35 35.1 15.5
35-44 32.4 22.9
45-54 24.1 25.9
55 or older 8.4 35.9
100.0 100.0
Years of education
8 or less 2,9 41.9
9-11 15.5 13.5
12 52.8 36.2
13-15 19.6 5.7
16 or more 9.2 2.7
100.0 100.0
Gross sales of farm products
Under $10,000 23.2 48.6
$10,000-39,999 64.9 44.5
$40,000 or more 11.9 6.9
100.0 100.0
Tenure of operator
Tenants 38.4 30.5
Part owners 41.3 33.3
Full owners 20.3 35.7
Managers 0.0 0.5
100.0 100.0

Educational background offered another area of comparison
tween the two groups. In the pre-World-War-II era, farm boys
quit school after the eighth grade. In 1964, over 40 per cent of
Nebraska farmers had eight or fewer years of schooling. Howe
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2.9 per cent of the workshop participants had less than eight
of schooling. Nearly 68 per cent of the participants had some
sh-school training, and 52.8 per cent were high-school graduates.
comparison, about half of all farmers in the state had some high-
thool education, and 36.2 per cent were high-school graduates.
er one-fourth of all the participants had some college, and 9.2
er cent were college graduates. However, less than 9 per cent of all
rmers in the state reported some college attendance, and only 2.7
er cent had four or more years. In general, then, workshop partici-
mnts were better educated than the average farm operator in Ne-
aska.

From the previous data it was concluded that the workshop at-
mcted younger farmers, especially those under 35. This group was
pmposed chiefly of tenants and had a higher educational level than
typical of all farmers in the state. A second and rather well-rep-
gsented group, compared to census characteristics, was the age
pup 35-44. This group was composed primarily of farmers who
ned some land and rented additional land. The remaining partici-
jants were primarily farmers over 45 who owned most of the land
ey operated and who tended to have lower incomes and less edu-
tion than the preceding groups did.

Sixty per cent of the farmers had been 4-H members or voca-
pnal agriculture students: 18 per cent had been in vocational agri-
ture, and 42 per cent in 4-H.

How well did the workshop satisfy the needs of the farmers? Atti-
de toward the workshop as measured by the Kropp-Verner Scale
dicated that 93 per cent of the participants checked the statements
at the workshop dealt with their main interests in an understand-
le and interesting way. Seven per cent felt that the subject matter
as either over their heads or missed their main interests.

In terms of satisfaction, nearly 62 per cent felt that the program
outstanding and that they received much from it. Another 32
er cent felt that many parts were valuable, others not very. Four
er cent said they gained something, but less than expected. Only
o men out of 1059 that returned questionnaires felt the work-
ops were a complete waste of time.

PLICATIONS

What guidelines does this study give to extension workers? The
ta indicate that workshops do not appeal to farm operators over
entire spectrum but are limited to a group that is above average
respect to income, tenure, and education, but younger in age.
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Farmers who are attracted to workshops possess characteristics
similar to those of participants in other forms of adult education.
Workshops are primarily of interest to those persons who are old
enough to have become established in a career but who are young
enough so that business expansion is still a goal. These are the peo-
ple who will be most attracted by in-depth workshops and who will
derive the greatest self-satisfaction. These younger farmers have
vested interest in acquiring knowledge and have the longest time ta
utilize its benefits.

An extension worker needs to think of his clientele as a dynami
not a static group. The clientele system in a county or state is in
constant stage of renewal. Competition for farming opportunitie
necessitates that younger operators perform at high levels of
efficiency relatively early if they are to compete with established op
erators. Farmers in the middle years seek to expand and own mo:
of their resources, while older operators may be more interested i
reducing their activities as they approach retirement. The continue
growth in the size of farm business has made specialization bot¥
feasible and necessary. Therefore, the county agent needs to take
careful look at his clientele and sort out apparent special-intere
groups to whom specialized subject matter may appeal. The res
of this study indicate that specialized groups (such as Grade-A m
producers, irrigation farmers, or wheat producers) respond favo
bly to real depth treatment and that satisfaction is high when
needs are met.

The success of the in-depth approach requires a team approag
on the part of the county agent and the specialist. County agents &
in a strong position to visit with farmers to determine problems
might be of interest. These problems, when collected and evaluate
furnish guidelines to the specialist team in designing a systema
approach. Agents can then test this design on farmers to determ
if it has appeal. Since most workshops tried in the past five ye
have been repeated in many locations, the specialist can spend me
time developing visuals and teaching techniques than was possik
in the traditional meetings.

Extension also shares another characteristic with other adult e
cation programs: it depends on voluntary participation. Since #
participant can make choices, he will most likely choose in the &
of his major interests and/or problem areas. In these areas he
most subject to the appeal of the in-depth approach, and this
where the approach will make its greatest impact. We should rece
nize that in-depth teaching is not a mass audience device, but a s
cialized method to meet the needs of particular audiences.



