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The authors report the results of a pilot research program in Texas
involving the use of local low-income farmers as agricultural progras
aides to bring about changes in agricultural production and managemess
and level of living, After aides worked intensively with them, farmers =
counties where aides were ranked high by Extension staff on 15 character
and personal traits were found to make greater use of USDA agencies and
showed greater increases in gross farm income than those farmers =
counties where the aides were ranked low by Extension staff on the traits.
Implications are that “we have just begun” efforts involving paraprofes-
sionals in agricultural Extension education. Where do you think we

should go from here?

The use of indigenous nonpro-
fessionals as program aides in educa-
tional programs for the hard-to-
reach audiences is gaining momen-
tum in Extension. A People and a
Spirit! recommended that over
52,000 aides be employed by 1975
to augment the professional staff in
working with these audiences.

One Extension program that
uses nonprofessionals as aides is the
Expanded Food and Nutrition Edu-
cation Program for low-income fam-
ilies. A nationwide evaluation of that
program gave much credit to the
4,700 aides who worked directly with

hard-to-reach families. These aides
helped them understand the need for
improving diets and demonstratec
how family income and skills could
be used more effectively to improve
diets.?

Nonprofessionals are also beinz
used as aides in Extension education
for low-income farm families. The
general purpose of agricultural aides
is to work with hard-to-reach farm-
ers on an intensive basis to effect
changes in production agriculture.
management, and level of living.

Although aides have proven
quite effective in the fields of public

This article is a revision of a paper presented at the Rural Sociology Section.
Association of Southern Agricultural Workers, Atlanta, Georgia, February, 1973.
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=ealth and nutrition, we lack evi-
Zence of their success in agricultural
Extension education. Because there
=zs been little research and because
“here is a growing interest in using
zonprofessionals as agricultural
w.des, Extension Service-USDA pro-
wided a grant of Special Needs funds
%> help support this research study.

Program Background

The Texas Agricultural Exten-
won Service organized a pilot pro-
r=m in 1969 entitled the Intensified
Farm Planning Program (IFPP).
This program used local farmers as
rogram aides in helping small farm
ilies develop the ability to take
-vantage of socioeconomic oppor-
“amities available to them.

Eleven program aides were se-
=ted in March, 1969, to work in
0 Texas counties having a high in-
=cence of poverty and with farmers
o weren’t active in ongoing Ex-
asion education programs. Due to
= death of one aide and the ter-
mation of another, this study was
erned with nine counties and
me aides.® At the time of employ-
=nt, the median age of the aides
2s 44, the range was 24 to 59. All
=d some agricultural experience and
Izast 11 years of schooling.
Extension personnel having
wowledge of the personal and char-
=zr traits of each of the 9 program
sies at the beginning of IFPP were
&=d to rate the aides as high or low
zach of 15 personal and character
=ts. The characteristics selected
¢ patterned after theoretical and
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empirical knowledge gained from lit-
erature reviewed for this project.
More on the rating procedures is
presented under “Indicators and
Measurements.”

Selection of Cooperators

In selecting farmers to partici-
pate in IFPP, each county in IFPP
tried to select farms that represented
the general population of farms in
the lower-income strata within each
county. Selected socioeconomic data
of farmers participating in the pro-
gram are shown in Table 1. The av-
erage age of participating farmers at
the beginning of IFPP was 54 years,
average farm size was 125 acres,
while average income from the sale
of farm products in 1968 was
$1,828.

Although this study is con-
cerned with 176 farmers, IFPP is
serving a much larger audience.
However, reliable evidence isn’t
available at this time to account for
all those who have been served by
the program.

Indicators and Measurements

The purpose of this study was
twofold. First, it was to determine if
nonprofessionals are effective as
aides in Extension educational pro-
grams for hard-to-reach farm au-
diences in the lower-income strata.
Effectiveness of the aides was meas-
ured by determining the changes
participating farmers made over a
three-year period in (a) using
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Table1. Socioeconomic characteristics of
farmers participating in IFPP, 1968.
Average Mean income Number =
Number of size of from sale porting o
farmers in Average farm of farm farm empios-
County program age (acres) products ment
Cherokee 16 60 80 $1,035 13
Falls 15 57 83 2,695 3
Freestone 21 54 166 1,659 19
Guadalupe 15 56 191 3,361 8
Lamar 19 51 90 1,620 15
Lee 19 56 112 1,330 12
Milam 18 56 102 1,045 10
Starr 27 48 202 2,593 11
Washington 26 52 75 1,329 17
TOTAL 176 54% 125% $1,828% 108
*Weighted average.

selected USD A agencies and
(b) gross farm income. The time
period covered from which data are
used was 1968 through 1971. We
used 1968 as the year against which
to measure the change data.

The second purpose of this
study was to determine if Extension
staff members can contribute signifi-
cantly to the appraisal of character-
istics associated with effectiveness of
aides. Therefore, Extension person-
nel familiar with each of the 9
aides were asked to rate the aides as
high or low on 15 personal and char-
acter traits. A value of one was as-
signed to each trait rated as high and
a value of zero to each trait rated as
low. Thus, each aide’s rating could
range from a minimum of 0 to a
maximum of 15. The personal and
character traits used in this study are
shown on Table 2.
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The total of the 15 items was
used as an indicator of each progra=
aide’s quality of leadership.* How-
ever, the number was used to ind-
cate order and not interval. For ex-
ample, a program aide with a tot=l
of 15 possessed stronger leadership
qualities than an aide with a tot=
of 14, but how much stronger isn
known.

Spearman’s rho (rs) was usec
to measure the degree of association
of Extension staff judgments to aids
effectiveness.® The .01 level of con-
fidence is the criterion used in this
report to determine if a significant
association exists between aide effec-
tiveness and staff judgments of aids
traits. A significant association would
be an indication that Extension sta®
judgments could contribute to the
appraisal of characteristics associat-
ed with aide effectiveness.
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Table 2. Scale for measurement of personal and
character iraits of Extension aides.

Check one*

High

RERERERRRRRRNY

Low

SRRARRRARRRNE

*Value: high = 1;low = 0.

1000 oy Iy I Da ko

Traits

Breadth of interest

Ability to formulate goals

Ability to communicate

Farming experience

Farming accomplishments

Familiarity with production enterprises
Sociability

Adaptability to problems

Ability to conduct demonstrations
Initiative

. Persistence

. Aggressiveness
. Farm ownership
. Farm income

. Reputation

Findings

ber of farmers who used these ser-
vices in the benchmark year (1968)

Measuring the use of services and in 1970-71.
of selected USDA agencies was ac- As indicated in Table 3, there
complished by determining the num-  was a distinct increase in the number

Table 3. Distribution of 176 IFPP farmers by participation in

assistance and education program offered by selected
USDA agencies, 1968 and 1970-71.

1968 1970-71 %
Agency No. No. Change
Soil Conservation Service 28 75 167.9%
Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Service 38 104 173.7
Fzrmers Home Administration 7 47 571.4
Texas Agricultural Extension
Service* 3 70 2,233.3

*Refers only to attendance at scheduled group meetings.
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of farmers using the governmental
services in 1970-71 who hadn’t used
governmental services in the year
before IFPP started. Also, some
counties realized a greater change in
the number of farmers using govern-
ment services.

To determine the association of
staff judgments to aide effectiveness,
the nine counties were ranked ac-
cording to (1) the number of addi-
tional farmers using one or more of
the USDA agencies since the begin-
ning of IFPP and (2) Extension
staff judgments of the personal and
character traits of the aides.

As indicated in Table 4, a sig-
nificant association existed between
the 2 rankings. That is, counties
having program aides who were
judged high on the personal and
character trait rating had more farm-
ers who used the selected USDA
agencies than did counties having

Table 4.

program aides who were judged low-
er on the personal and character tr=%
rating.

The second measure of aide =-
fectiveness was changes in gross farm
income. Findings in Table 5 indicas=
that participants increased far=
income by nearly one-third from
1968 to 1971.%° However, consider-
able variation was noted in the av
erage change in farm income whe=
compared by counties.

When the nine counties wers
ranked by change in gross farm in-
come and aide trait ratings, a signif-
cant level of association existed. As
shown in Table 6, counties having
program aides judged higher on the
personal and character trait rating
also ranked higher on average
changes in farm income than did
counties having program aides
judged lower on the character trait
rating.

Association of Extension staff judgments of

aide personal and character traits to aide effectiveness
(change in use of selected USDA agencies).

Change in
County Trait rank USDA use rank
A 8.5 8
B 8.5 9
& i 7
D 6 5
E 5 6
F 4 4
G 3 1
H 2 3
1 1 2
r. =93 df=9 P <01
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Table 5. Gross farm income of 176 IFPP
farmers, 1968 and 1971.

%
1968 1971 Change
Farm income $321,671 $424,384 31.9%
Mean farm income 1,828 2,411 31.9
Table 6. Association of Extension staff judgaments of
aide personal and character traits to aide
effectiveness (change in gross farm income).
Change in
Trait farm income
County rank rank
A 8.5 8
B 8.5 9
C 7 6
D 6 5
E 5 /s
F 4 4
G 3 2
H 2 1
I 1 3
rs = .871 df =9 P<.01

LConclusions and Implications

The findings of this study indi-
=2tz that farmers participating in
FPP did make major changes over
2 three-year period in the use of
_SDA agencies and in gross farm in-
come. In addition, these changes
were significantly related to Exten-
won staff judgments of the personal
character traits of the aides em-
wved in IFPP to work with the
ers in the program.

The selection of nonprofession-
as Extension aides seems to be
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one of the most important aspects of
an intensified farm planning ap-
proach. Results of this study indicate
that Extension staff members can
contribute significantly to the ap-
praisal of characteristics associated
with aide effectiveness.

Although the sample size in this
study limits the generality of the
findings, the construction of a per-
sonal and character trait rating does
serve an exploratory function. Be-
cause no lists of personal and
character traits are readily available
as guidelines for Extension staff
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members when interviewing appli-
cants for possible employment as
aides in Extension agricultural edu-
cation programs.

It’s recommended that addi-
tional studies of a comparative na-
ture on a larger scale be formulated
to list these and other personal char-
acteristics associated with nonprofes-
sional effectiveness in working with
hard-to-reach audiences. If Exten-
sion Service is to have a more con-
sistently effective program, it needs
a more uniform method for inter-
viewing and employing nonprofes-
sionals as program aides in working
with hard-to-reach audiences.
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statistical technique, see Dea=z
Champion, Basic Statistics for So-
cial Research (Scranton, Pennsyi-
vania: Chandler Publishing Com-
pany, 1970).
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variations in changes in farm in-
come, see Howard Ladewig and
Vance W. Edmondson, The Efjec-
tiveness of Nonprofessionals in Co-
operative Extension Education jor
Low-Income Farmers, B-11212
(College Station, Texas: Texas A
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