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INTRODUCTION

This study investigates the relationship between the tendency to adopt

recommended farm practices and participation in educative activities.

Studies in rural diffusion have identified four categories of adopters!

innovators; early adopters} early majority adopters? and majority adopters

(and an additional category: non-adopters). A general association has been

established between age, formal education, and socio-economic status and the

tendency to adopt early, late, or not at all. One variable which has had

little attention is that of participation in educative activities in adult-

hood.

This study explores participation in educative activities as a factor

which may also differentiate those persons who adopt at varying rates and

suggests that participation is more characteristic of certain adoption

categories than of others.

For the purpose of this study adopters were classified as follows:

(1) innovators, (2) leading adopters, (3) majority adopters, U) late adopters

(in most stulies considered as non-adopters). The study suggests thrt the

innovator is most likely to be a person who is curious and inquiring. By

definition, he is open to new ideas and is willing to test them in practice.

W8 would expect him, among those studied, to be in the highest rank in terms

of participation in educative activities. The following hypothesis is sug-

gested:

high scores on an "educative activities index" will be

associated with "innovators;" average scores with "lead-

ing adopters;" below average with "majority adopters;" and

low scores with "late adopters."



As agriculture becomes more complex and problems of adjustment more

acute, it becomes increasing^ important to know more about the educational

processes which lead people to accept new ideas and adopt them to their in-

dividual enterprises. Such information is of particular value to groups

which work and deal with farm people. One of the major problems of the

Agricultural Extension Service is that its recommendations for improvement

of practices are not accepted on many farms when they are needed.

The procedure used in this study was to make a survey to obtain the

follovdng data* (l) age, (2) formal education, (3) tenure status, (4) size

of farm, (5) level of living, (6) farm income, (7) adoption rate of recommend-

ed practices, and (8) sources of informal education.

In preparing for this study, it wa3 important to obtain sufficient

knowledge and understanding of the following: (l) the adoption process,

(2) classification of adopters, (3) educational opportunities. Numerous

books, leaflets, circulars, in service training schools, and personal know-

ledge of county conditions were used in an effort to carry out the study.

A list of reference matarials follows this study.

RBVISW OF LITERATURE

The Philadelphia Agricultural Society, organized in 1785, was the be-

ginning, nationally, of an effort to provide an agricultural education pro-

gram for the people. The Philadelphia Agricultural Society was the stepping

stone to many other organized agricultural agencies — namely, the Farmers

Institue, the Department of Agriculture, the land - grant colleges, the

experiment stations, and the cooperative demonstrations. Kansas established

its agricultural college in 1863 and the first experiment station in 1887.

It was followed by the first county agricultural education agency, the County



Farm Bureau, which was organized in 1912. In 19H, the Smith Lever Act was

passed by Congress. This act created the extension serv ce and provided

financial assistance to those states desiring the service. The Kansir;

Legislature, in 1951, revised the Farm Bureau Law, and by means of this re-

vision, extension became a cooperative endeavor betvjeen the County Extension

Council and Kansas State University.

Changes that have occurred in agriculture since Tiorld '.iar II are phe-

nomenal. Production per acre and per animal unit has increased 12 parcent.

Output per man on tho farm has increased 85 percent. Production per unit of

output has been the result of increased efficiency. Production per man is

largely duo to the substitution of capital for labor.

A comparison of the Farm Management Association records shows the ex-

plosion which is occurring in Kansas agriculture. Capital managed by the

231 operators in association number 1 (northeantral) was v7.i,09A.71 in 1958

and 085,591.70 for 22A operators in 1959. In Southeast Kansas the incr3ase

in capital managed has increased 23 percent from 1950 to 1959.

At the present rate of decrease in the number of farms there will be

about 75,000 farms in Kan3a in 1975. The commercial farmer then will be a

big business man associated with other big business. The number of farms in

Geary County has decreased from 603 in 1950 to /+55 in 1959. At this rate

of decrease in the number oi farms there will be about 219 farms in Geary

County in 1975. Table 1 shows the change in farms by size from 1950 to

1959.

]

cs+.+-'ltS*£
MftMCTiront Supgrv OB& AnalYrtg !teport. Extension Service, Kansas

State University, Manhattan, Kansas, 1958 and 1959, p. 3.



labia 1. Chang9 in number of farms by sisa from I95t to 1959.

Number in
1950

Number in
1959

Percent of
Change

Farcis under 10 acres 6 -70

10 to 69 acres 50 33 -34

70 to 139 acres 79 42 -LI

140 to 219 acres 93 61 -34

220 to 499 acres 235 181 -27

500 to 999 acres 98 96 -20

1000 or more acres 28 36 +29

GEAR* COUNTS SITUATION

Geary County is the 2nd smallest county in the State of Kansas, having

a land area of 255,360 acres. Ninety-one and three tenths percent of this

acreage is in farms giving us a total of 233>104 acres in farms of which

approximately 141,314 acres is pasture and farm steads with the balance of

3
the total acr3age giving Geary County 91,790 acres of croplant. There are

455 farms in Geary County with the average farm containing 512.3 acres.

Statistics showing the gross value of all field crops per Kansas com-

mercial farm for tha four year pariod 1955-1958 shows Geary County with an

1959 United States Census of Agriculture - Preliminary, September I960,
Series AC 59-1.

o
Jasper R. Pallesen, Kansas Farm Facts, 1959, p. 17-57.

^1959 United States Census of Agriculture - Preliminary, September I960,
Series AC 59-1.

^IBid.



average of ^6,3B0.00. 1 This study shows Geary County ranking 39th in the

one hundred five counties of the state, 4th in the Eastern one-half of the

state and 1st in the Northeast District of the state. Information contained

in Plate 1.

Soil conservation records show that approximately seventy percent of

2
the conservation work in Geary County has been completed. Since Geary

County is the 2nd smallest in the state and ranks 39th in gross value of all

field crops in 105 counties of the state it is the opinio of the author

that the late adopters in Geary County may be more progressive than late

adopters in some other counties of the state.

The Geary County Farm Bur3au was organized in 1925 and has employed

two county agricultural agents. Mr. laul B. Gwin served from 1925 until

his retirement in October, 1956. The author served from October, 1956 and

was employed as the Geary County Agricultural Agent at the time of this

study.

Population figures for 1959 show a population of 23,256 for Geary

County. Thare are only two towns in the count/. Junction City is the county

seat and the main business centar for the area; its present population is

listed as 19,615. iiilford is a small town located near the north border

of the county along the Republican River and has a population of 328.

The rural area of the county accounts for the 3,313 balance in the county's

total population.

A large percentage of the homes in Geary County are modern. Ninety-five

"Tarm Management Study Number N-1357-2, Kansas State University, Manhattan,
Kansas, p. 2*

2June 1961, Performance Record s. Geary County Soil Conservation District,
Junction City, !'



EXPLANATION OF PLAxE I

"Gross value of all fl3ld crops per Kansas commarcial farm"

Farm Management study number N 1357-2.
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percent hava electricity with service being provided by four Rural Electric

Cooperatives and the Kansas Power and Light Company. Approximately seventy

percent of the homes have piped running water.

SOURCE AND PROCEDURE FOR COLLECTING DATA

The author consulted with Mr. Paul B. Gwin concerning the selection

and classification of the adopter groups. From the list of 455 actively

engaged farmers in Geary County, 12 farmers who were considered as innovators

were selected.

The determination of the size of a sample is one of the most elusive

problems facing a researcher. To make the problem even more complicated was

the fact that the number of people to be classified as innovators was very

limited. A community would probably have only two or three innovators. There

were twelve innovators in the county. Due to the small number, we decided to

identify all known innovators. Thus, we have the entire universe in this cat-

egory, but it is treated as a random sample. Persons classified as leading

adopters, majority adopters, and late adopters, were selected randomly.

The number of people in the sample was figured by the estimated standard

deviation method.

Size of farm (full time farmers) was estimated to be from 150 acres to

3,000 acres. Estimated standard deviation was approximately one-"ourth of

range, which gave us an estimate of 700 acres. We decided upon a 95 percent

confidence range of 380 acres. If the confidence range is to be 380, the

confidence limits must be 190 on either side of the sample mean . We use

the following relations:

/I ,57 _ 1 U S-x



If the confidence range is to lie 380 acres, the confidence limits must

he at a distance of 190 acres on either side of the sample mean % .

Substituting the Talus of 125 in the first equation, so havei

190 - 1.96 $ I

We estimate the standard error of the mean from our esti ate of the standard

deviation of/<the universe!

^ X -\rfh- 700

Substituting:

190 - 1.96 X 222

V * 1.96 X 700 7.2
190

H » A9 (Approximately)

The remaining 37 farmers used in this study we « then selected by

random sampling and were classified into leading adopters, majority adopters,

or late adopters.

Sach farmer was then visited and detailed personal interview conducted.

The instrument was designed to secure data on age, formal education, farm in-

come, siss of farm, tenure status, level of living, sources of Informal ed-

ucation, and adoption ra^e of recommended practlees.

COMPARISON OF ACS OF ADOPTER GRL

Having selected the twelve farmers who were classifed as innovators,

the remaining thirty-seven that were eelected by random sampling were class-

ified b the author a nd Odn according to knowledge of their adoption charact-

eristics. They broke down into fifteen leading adopters, fifteen majority

adopters, and seven late adopters. The average age for the forty-eight farmers

interviewed war. 41 years. One farmer could not be reached for an interview.

The youngest farmer interviewed was 25 years of age and the oldest was 80 years
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of age.

Table 2 lists and shows the comparison of the agos of farmers in the

classified groups.

Table 2. Comparison of are of farmers surveyed by classified groups.

Classified Groups Numbar
in
Group

Under
30

30
to

35

Years of Age

36 41
to to

40 45

46
to

50

50
and
over

Innovators 12 1 5 4 1 1

Leading Adopters 15 6 5 2 2

Majority Adopters 15 1 3 5 2 1 3

Late Adoptars 6 2 2 2

Total 48 2 u 16 6 2 8

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE AGS

The average age of the twelve farmers in the innovator group was 40

years. The average age of the fifteen farmers in the leading adopter group

was 39 years of age and the average age of the fifteen majority adopters was

forty-one years. The six late adopters averaged 45 years of age.

Table 3 shows the average age comparison of the four groups.

As was anticipated, the innovator group and leading adopter group were

the youngest farmers with the majority adopters being a little older and

the late adopters were the oldest group surveyed.

Lionborger found older farmers, on the average, tend to make fewer

tlerbert F. Lionberger, Adoption of New Ideas and Practices. Iowa State
University Press, Ames Iowa. 3960.



Table 3. Comparison of average age of adopter groups.

Classified Groups Number

in Group

Years of Age

39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46

Innovators 12 XXXXXXXXXX

Leading Adopters 15 XXXX

Majority Adopters 15 xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

Late Adopters 6 {XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

Total *B

changes in farming and to be less receptive to change than younger men. The

needs of the older farmer are somewhat different than those of younger men.

The younger men often have more formal education which may make them more

receptive to new ideas. Younger men, characteristically, are more willing to

take risks.

COMPARISON OF SCHOOLING

The average (mean) number of years of schooling for the forty-eight

farmers interviewed was 12 years. Comparison of the years of schooling of

groups is shown in table 4. Four of the 48 farmers received only 8 years of

schooling while the remaining 44 received more than 8 years.

A comparison of the average number of years schooling for adopter

groups shows the innovatros had an average of 14 years of schooling, the

leading adopters averaged 13 years, the majority adopters averaged 11 years

and the late adopters also averaged 11 years. Thus, the innovators and

leading adopters are above the 12 year average for the entire group and

the majority adopters and late adopters below the average. Table 5 compares
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Table U. Comparison of years of schooling for fanners by adopter grouos.

Classified Gro
Number
In
Group 8 ? 1C 11 12 12 u IS 16

Innovators 12 6 1 1 U

Leading Adopters 15 10 1 2 2

Majority Adopters 15 2 1 1 10 1

Late Adopters 6 2 1 2 1

Total 48 A 2 1 28 2 3 8

the average number of years of schooling for adopter groups.

Table 5. Comparison of average number of years of schooling for adopter
groups

.

Classified Groups
Iluraber

in
Group

Years of Schooling

11 12 13 14 15

Innovators

Leading Adopters

Majority Adoptars

Late Adopters

12

15

15

6

mttnn

xmramxxxxxxxxxxxxx

n CDCDB

mxxrax

The H test was used to determine whether or not the differences in

years of schooling between the groups were significant. The H test is a test

of the null hypothesis that there are no differences between adopter groups

in terms of years of schooling. If H is small v© accept the hypothesis that

there is no difference between the groups. If H is large we say that there

is evidence for differences betYieen the groups, m use the X2 table to find
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tha p value or signific-nca lavcl.

The differenco In yaars of schooling is signlfloant at the .02 level

which means that, if the grou ret In fast the sane, an H value as large

or larger than this would occur less th ,rcent of the tine. Thus, the

hypothesis of differences between groups is supported.

H corrected for ties 11.39 which is significant at .01 level.

COMPARISON OF TSNUHB

The tenure of fanning for the group ranged from A years for the young-

est farmer to 60 years for the oldest farmer intirviewed. A comparison of

the tenure of farming by classified groups is found in table 6.

Table 6. Comparison of tenure of farming by classified groups.

Years engaged in farming

Classified Group Number
in

Group

5

or
Loss

6

to
10

11
to
15

16
to

20

21
to

25

26

to

30

31
to

35

36
and
ovar

Innovators 12 1 2 5 2 1 1

Majority Adopters 15 2 2 6 1 3 1

Leading Adopters 6 3 3 3 5 2 1 1

Late Adopters 6 1 1 1 1 1 1

Total m 3 5 11 U 5 1 5 U

Average number of years of farm tenure for the classified groups was 18

years for the innovators, 18.2 for the leading adopters, 20.5 years for the

majority adopters, and 24.5 years for the late adopters. Table 7. shows this

comparison of average tenure.
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TaUa 7« Comparison of average tanuro for classified ?.io->ter proups.

Years engaged in Farming

Classified Group Barter in Group 17 18 19 2C 21 22 23 24 25

Innovators

Leading Adopters

Majority Adopters

Late Adopters

12

15

15

6

SQDQt X

mzm
xmxxxxxxxxraxxx

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX/.XXXXXXXZXXXXZXZIZXXX

CQUFaTISOH 07 SIZE OF PAW

The range of farm edse was from 160 acres to 3025 aores. Three farms

were less than 220 aores with as many as 12 having 1000 or more. Exactly

ore-half of the faraa were in the 500 to 999 acre range. Table 8 shows

the comparison of siae of ferns oporated by the classified groups.

Table 8. Comparison of siae of farm operated bv classified groups

Classified Group
Huabor
in

Group

Under
219

220
to
499

500
to

999

1000
or

More

Innovators 12 2 6 4

Leading Adopters 15 2 4 6 3

Majority Adoptors 15 1 3 7 4

Late Adopters 6 5 1

Total 48 3 9 24 12

Comparison of average else of farm for each classified crou;; shows that
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the Innovators farm 1125 acres, ?Mls the leading adopters fauna 775 acres*

The majority adopters farm £140 acres and tha late adopters farm only 69C

aereo.

This confirms other ro search previous!:' mentioned. The late adopters

are older and perhaps do not feel they have the need to farn as such since

many of them have raised their family. They seem to he satisfied with their

farm operations, and satisfied people do not change much. The reception to

new ideas may he directly related to how well they fit the needs of declining

years and physical energies*

The average else for the entire group surveyed was 870 acres. This

comparison is shown in table 9 of this study*

Table 9. Comparison of average siss of faro for each classified group.

Classified Croup
Humbor

in
Group

Acres in Farm

o o o o
«\

o
&

Q
0^

o
If*oH

O O

Innovators

Leading Adopters

Majority Adopters

Late Adopters

»:•# t;#M.t »« • * #••»•»•»»12 x:

15 xxxxxxxxx

15 xxxxxxxxxxxzxxxxxxxx

6 xxxxx

man

COMPARISON OF INCOME

The average gross income of all farmers surveyed was $19,863*00. A

comparison of the classified groups shows that the innovator group had an

average of $25,016.00, the loading adopters had $19,937,000, the majority



adopters had |17,898.00 an: the lata adopters only $10,816.00, Table 10

shows a comparison of average gross incooe for the classified groups.

Table 10. Comparison of average gross income by classified groups.

16

Classified Group
Number
in

Group 10,000

Gross Income - Dollars

15.000 20.000 25 f000

Innoviators

Leading Adopters

Majority Adopters

Late Adopters

12 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXTa

15 XXXXXXXXXKXXXXXXXXXXXX

15 IXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

6 xxxxxx

Table 11 gives a comparison of gross farm income and size of farm for

all farmers surveyed.

Table 11. Comparison of gros3 income in regard to farm size for all farmers
surveyed.

Dollar s of Gross Income

Size of Farm
in Acres

Number
in

Group

Under
4999

5,000
to

9,999

10,000
to

19,999

20, COO
to

29,999

30,000
to

Over

Loss than 160 >

160 to 320 2 5

321 to 640 13 3 6 A

64.1 to 1000 17 6 7 A

1001 to 2000 8 2 A 2

2001 and over 3 3
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The average net income of all farmers surveyed was £4£27.00. The in-

novator group showed an average of $6,4.98.00, the leading adopters averaged

$5,265.00, the majority adopters U-,102.00 and the late adopters dropped to

$2,200.00. A co-parison of net income for the groups is shown in table 12.

Table 12. Comparison of average net income by classified groups.

Number Dollars of Net Income

Classified Group *n
Group 2,000 3,000 4,000 5,000 6,000 7,000

Innovators 12 XXmxXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

Leading Adopters 15 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

Majority Adopters 15 XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

Late Adopters 6 XXX

A comparison of net farm income and size of farm for all farmers surveyed

may be found in Table 13.

Table 13. Comparison of net income and size of farm for all farmers sur-

vey d.

Size of Farm

in Acres

Nunber
in

Group

to

1,999

Dollars of Net

2,000 4,000
to to

3.999 5,999

Income

6,000
to

7,999

8,000
and
Over

Less than 160

160 to 320 7 3 1 1

321 to 6A0 13 1 4 6 2

641 to 1000 17 2 4 8 2 1

1001 to 2000 8 1 2 1 3

2001 and over 3 1 3

Total 48 7 10 18 6 7
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The differences In net income of the adopter groups were tested for

significance. The H te3t was used +
- null hypothesis that the

iter groups have the same distribution of income. H corrected was 10.115,

so there was a significant diffirence of net income for adopter I at a

confidence level of .02.

COMPARISON OF ADOPTION PRACTICES

As was previously stated the completion of soil conservation practices

in Geary County is 70 percent. The type of practices used in this survey

were of a general nature which included all types of farms rather than a

-lific practice thit could fit only a daily farm for example. The group

classified as innovators completed 86.4 -ercent before 1953, the leading

adopters completed 83.17 percent, the majority adopters 85.2 percent and the

late adopters completed 85 percent before 1953. Compared on the number of

years engaged in farming before 1953, the innovators completed at the rate

of 7,3 percent per year, the leading adopters completed at the rate of 7.2

percent per year, the majority adopters at the rate of 6.3 percent per year

and the late adopters at the rate of A. 2 percent per year. It was very

"ficult to test for the time practices were adopted. Seven years was not

long enough to show the elapse of time of adoption between groups. A study

of time longer than seven years is difficult, because farmers do not remember.

The innovato- group is constantly expanding their acreage and are putting

practices ou newly acquired land. This is the reason that some of the in-

novators indicate the late adoption of some of the practices. Table K shows

the adoption of farm practices by all farmers surveyed.

ijune 1961, Performance Records, Geary County Soil Conservation District.
Junction City, Kansas.
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Table 14. Year of adoption of farm practices for all farmers surveyed.

Practice
Before

I 52

Year Practice was

53 54 55 56

Adopted

57 53 59 60

Ponds 29 2 2 4 2 3 3 3

Record Keeping 43 1 2 1 1

! r~ays 40 1 2 1 2 1 1

Diversions U 1 1 2

Terraces 38 2 1 1 2 1 3

Fasture Management 43 2 2 1

Cropland Management 42 1 3 1

Use of Recommended Varieties 44 1 1 1 1

Improvement of Livestock
Program 42 1 2 1 2

Total 363 7 7 16 5 12 3 7 10

COMPARISON OF SOURCE OF INFORMATION

In obtaining the source of information used for adoption of a farm prac-

tice, 12 sources were tabulated. When two sources were of equal import-

ance both were listed. The tabulation showed that the most frequently used

source of information for all farmers was the County Agricultural agent.

The least important was the commercial dealer. Table 15 shows the tabulation

of sources of information for all farmers surveyed.

Lionberger-1
- found that Agricultural Agencies (agricultural extension

service, etc.) are most used at the evaluation and trial stiges. They head

the list as sources of information for all adopter groups about the qualities

Herbert F. Lionberger oj3. ci£. p. 47.
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Tabla 15. Sources of inforaatl on used by farmers surveyed.

Practices

| 1 1

Sourcas of Information

in

C
o

©
©
m

t
o

i

to

i
J
si

o

1

to

©
o
B

©
04

j
||

§1
has

1
G
m (Q

CK ©

o ©

si

°E

-I—

ISSo
>-£
o "J

&>
&h

3
o
E-i

Com-^rcial Dealer / 4

Reading Farm Journals and r
5 4 5 15 20 14 100

Visits to college and
experiment stati- 1 6 1 1 1 6 6 7 10 39

Countrr Agent 13 29 11 10 11 I 33 37 31 196

Visiting T&th Friends
and fcighbors

U 2 2 2 2 2 7 3
r
y 29

Retching someone who
tries new thirv-c 1 1 1 1 1 3 8

Seeing someone else use
it successfully 4 1 5 3 5 3 4 3 4 32

Indapendent experiment-
ation of his own 5 7 3 I 2 1 5 1 5 39

. 14 M 13 17 5 2 1 1 68

Veterans School 1 1 1 1 1 5

... 1 1 1 1 4

Other 1 1

.al 47 60 43 35 43 63 80 79 75 526
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and use of such com- lex practices as soil management.

The innovator frroup used an average of 14 sources of information for

each of the nine practices listed and the leading adopters used an average

of 19 sources. Xba majority group also used an average of 19 sources of

information for each of the nine practices listed, but the late adopters

used an average of only 7 sources of nation, '.table 16 shows the per-

centage or sources .tfcere the information «M obt-..-,

lable 16. Sources of farm information of adopter groups by percent.

Adopter Groups

Sources of Information

2

I

I

CI

d O

Si

O P<
"29

Sources in Percent

5$
$i

Commercial Dealers 110
Reading 15 15 22 25

Visits to college and experiment station 10 13 9 3

County Agent 51 34 24 47

Visiting w. lends and neighbors 2 13 9 2

matching soaeons else who tries new things 3 12
Seeing aoBeone else use it successfully 1 4 10 5

Independent experimentation of his own 3 A 12 3

F.H.A. 2

S.C . 9 13 12 13

Veterans School

Other 5 c

Total ICO 100 100 100
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COMPARISON OF LKSUHS TIMB

The comparison of leisure time reported by the adopter tToups showed

that the innovators spent an average of 14 hours per week for leisure tine

activities. The leading adopters spent an average of 12 hours with the

majority adopters showing the most leisure time with an average of 15 hours.

The late adopters reported the least amount of leisure time with an average

of only 10 hours per week. ..e are interested in the amount of leisure time,

so that educational programs can be planned. The late adopters will adopt

new practices but the educational program may need to be designed for them,

since they ordinarily do not participate much in formal groups. Table 17

shows the comparison of leisure time reported by ;he adopter groups.

Table 17. Comparison of average hours of leisure time as reported by the
adopter groups.

Classified Croups

Innovators

Leading Adopters

Majority Adopters

Late Adopters

Average Hours of Leisure Tims Per fieak

J 10 11 12 13 1A 15

mxxrxxmmj

xxioaxxxxx:anxxxx}gxxTxxYYYXTnxxxx]Qcxxxxix

xxxxxxxx

COMPARISON OF INFORMAL EDUCATION ACTIVITIES

The comparison of the number of books read by adopter groups shows that

the innovator group read the greatest number of books. The number read de-

clines with each group, with the late adopters reporting no books read. Each
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book was assigned 1 point in calculating the informal educational activites,

This value was assigned each book because it was impossible to read and

assign values to each one. Table 18 shows the comparison of the number of

books read by each of the adopter groups.

Table 18. Comparison of number of books read by adopter groups.

Classified Groups

Average Number of Books Read

J IQ 15 20 25

Innovators XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

Leading Adopters XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

Majority Adopters XXXXXXXXXXXXX

Late Ado pert

s

X

The comparison of the quality of magazines read and the quality of tele-

vision programs viewed was accomplished by listing most of the magazines and

television programs in the area and having two professional educational workers

and two ucn-profossionals rate them. The four people worked individually and

then the educational values were obtained by tabulation.

The comparison of the quality of magazines read was tabulated by assign-

ing value points to the level of educational value for each magazine. These

were totaled and th* points were divided by the number of magazines read.

The rating for the complete list of the magazines used may ba found in the

appendix.

The results showed that the leadinr adopters and the majority adopters

rated highest in this classification with the innovators reading at almost

the same level and the late adopters reading at the lowest level. The range
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was small between the groups wit six tenths of a point between the

last -and lowest level. Table 19 shovrs tha comparison of the average level

for magazines r^ad by the adopter groups.

Table 19, Comparison of tha average rating for magasinos read by each

adopter group.

Classified Group
Average Points Toi- Lnes rtead

2.5 2.6 2.7 2.8 2.9 3.0 3.1 3.2 3.3

Innovators XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXaXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX]LJUIXX

Leading Adopters XTUXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXAXlJUlXXrtxXXXXXXXXXK

Majority Adopters XXXXXXXXXXXXXXJQKXXXnxXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

Lata Adopters XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

The comparison of the quality of telavision programs viewed was tabulated

by assigning value points to the level of educational value for each program.

These were totaled and the points were divided by the number of programs

viewed. The rating for the complete list of television shows may be found

in the appendix.

The results of the tabulation were almost parallel with the results of

the value of magazines read with the leading adopters and the majority a-

dopters rating the highest points. The innovators rated at almost the same

level and the late adopters again rated the lowest number of points. Tablo

20 shows the comparison of the average level of television shows viewed by

the adopter groups.

The average rating for informal educational activities was computed by

adding the average rating for magazines, books, and television sho^s and

dividing the total by 3. The comparison of the average rating for informal



labia 2C. Comparison of the avarago rating for television shows viewed by
the adopter groups.

Classified Groups
Ratine Points for Television Shoes

•5 .6 .7 . .9 1.0 1.1

innovators

Leading Adopters

Majority Adopters

Late Adopters

xxramxxxraxxxxxgmmxxnxmmumm
/.mxxxxxxmxxxxAxxmxxxxxxxxmxxmm

xxramxx:

eduoational activities shoes the innovators with 9.7, leading adopters with

6.8, majority adopters with 5,5 and the late adopters with a rating of 1.2.

Table 21 shows the comparison of* the average rating for informal eduoational

activities "or the classified groupe.

Table 21. Comparison of the average rating for informal educational
activities for the classified grou

Classl*" oups
Rating Points

4 5 6 7 I 9 1C

Innovators

Leading Adopters

Majority Adopters

Ufa MssfiMM

":.- :.:
• , ..:._. . ,

.

xxxx;; XXiXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

Hl"" ""'"if
XX

Observation indicated no significant di" arenoe between leading adopters

and majority adopters in participation in educational activi ties. There is

obviously, however, a significant difference between innovators and late
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adopters.

The overall rating of the inrovators is impressively »ore than that of

the other catagories which leads us to conclude that innovators are "a breed

apart", these data do seem to suggest that the innovator is in teed a more

intellectually curious and inquiring person than his fellow-farmers. Of

particular significance is the role of reading in the intellectual life of

the innovator. This is particularly true of book reading. Although both

the leading adopters and majority adopters scored higher than tho innovator

on the television and magazine scales, the innovator more than made up for

this in the area of book reading.

COMPARISON OF SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS

Socio-economic status was determined by considering the owner, renter,

or manager classification j living facilities; education; size of farm; and

income. The following scoring system was used: owner 3 points, renter 2

points, manager 1 point, size of farm 1 point for each 100 acres, living

facilities 1 point for each of the five listed conveniences, education 1

point for each year of schooling, income from an operating loss to 3,000

net income no points, from £3,001 to $6,000 2 points, -6,001 and up A points.

Table 22 shows a comparison of the socio-economic status of the adopter

groups. The innovator group averaged 34 points, the leading adopters dropped

to 30 points, the majority adopters averaged 27 points with the late adopters

rating only 20 points.
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Table 22. Co pari son of Socio-economic status of adopter groups.

Points for Socio-economic Status Rating
Classified Groups

20 25 2Q 25.

Innovators IXXXXXXXXnXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXHCXXXXXXXXnX^^

Leading Adopters XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

Majority Adopters XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX

Late Adopters

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Data were secured by personal interview from 4B farm operators residing

in Geary County, Kansas. Twelve innovators were identified by the retired

Gear;r County Agricultural agent who had served in Geary County for 31 years

and the author who has been employed as Geary County Agricultural Agent since

1956. The remaining 36 farmers were selected by random sampling and classified

as leading adopters, majority adoptars, and late adopters. The innovators

are the first to use new practices and the late adopters are the last.

Information was obtained to compare the following: (l) age, (2) formal

education, (3) tenure status, U) size of farm, (5) level of living, (6) farm

income, (7) adoption rate of recommended practices, (8) source of informal

education.

The following hypothesis was suggested* High scores on an educative

activities index will be associated with "innovators}" average scores with

"leading adopters;" below average with "majority;" and low scores vith "non-

adopters."

Other aspects of the study replicated studies done in rural diffusion,
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for example, the factors of age, education, size of farm, and social-economic

status.

As agriculture becomes more complex and problems o" adjustment more

acute, it becomes increasingly important to know more about the educational

processes which lead people to accept new ideas and adopt them to their in-

dividual enterprises. Such information is of particular value to groups

which work and deal with farm people. One of the major problems of the Agri«*

cultural Extension Service is that their recommendations for improvement of

practices are not accepted on many farms when they are needed.

Ibis study tested participation in educative activities as a factor

which differentiates those persons who adopt at varying rates and suggests

that participation is more characteristic of certain adoption categories

than of others.

The comparison of the average age of the adopter groups was 40 years of

age for the innovators, 39 years of age for leading adopters, 41 years of

age for the majority adopters and 45 years of age for the late adopters. As

was anticipated, the innovators and leading adopters were the youngest farmers

with the majority adoptars being a little older and the late adopters being

the oldest group.

The comparison of the years of schooling showed that the innovators and

leading adopters \vere above the 12 year average for the entire group and the

majority adopters and the late adopters were below this average.

The average number of years of farm tenure for the classified group was

18 years for the innovators, 18.2 for the leading adopters, 20.5 for the

majority adopters and 24.5 years for the late adopters.

The comparison of the average size of farm for each classified group

showed that the innovators farmed 1125 acres while the leading adopters
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famed 775 acres. The majority adopters faru 840 acres and the late adopters

farm only 690 acres.

The comparison of the average gross income of classified groups showed

that the innovators had an average of $25,016.00, the leading adopters had

,19,937.00, the majority adopters had $17,898.00 and the late adopters had

110,816.00.

The comparison of the average net income for the classified groups

shosed that the innovator group averaged $6,498.00, the leading adopters

averaged $5,265.00, the majority adopters averaged .,£,102.00 and the late

adopters averaged $2,200.00.

The adoption of farm practices, when ©capered on the niaaber of years

engaged in farming before the majority of the practices were completed,

showed that the innovators completed the practices at the rate of 7*8 per-

cent per fl , .he leading adopters completed at the rate of 7.2 percent,

the majority adopters at the rate of 6.3 percent and the late adopters at

the rate of 4.2 percent per year.

The comparison of sources of information showed that the innovator group

used an average of 14 sources of information for each of the 9 practices sur-

veyed and the leading adopters used an average of 19 sources. The majority

adopter group also used an average of 19 sources for each of the 9 practices

while the late adopters used an average of only 7 sources of inforaaolon for

each practice.

The level of living or socio-econondc status was determined by an index

constructed from the following items* owner, renter or manager classification
j

living facilities* education; size of farm; and incoiae. The innovator group

averaged 34 points, the leading adopters dropped to 30 points, the majority

group averaged 27 points and the late adopters rated 20 points.
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The comparison of the average rating for informal educational activities

showed the innovators with 9.7, the leading adopters with 6.8, the majority

adopters with 5.5 and the late adopters with a rating of 1.2. Thus, the high

scores on the educational activity index were associated with the innovators,

the next highest with the leading adopters, below average with majority a-

dopters and the low with the late adopters.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is the belief of this author that adopter groups can be identified

by their educational activities. Other related and additional studies

should be made before the educational activity index classification becomes

a valid tool in the process of adopter group classification. Of particular

interest would be a study designed to investigate the role of the wife in

the adoption of recommended practices on the farm. There is sorae evidence

to indicate, from the author's personal experience as county agent, that the

rife tends to engage much more intensively in educative activities than does

the husband. An index, for example, which gives a combined rating for husband

and wives in terms of educative activities might provide sorae clue as to the

importance of the over-all "intellectual atmosphere" of the home.
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A comparison of gross jo and size i of far- for members of each

of the adopter groups is shown in tables ., 25, and 1 .

Table 23. Comparison o" ross income and ffern

Innovator .

size for group classified as

Dollars of Gross J . ncome

Size of Fara bar
in Acres in

3r^

4,'

5, COO
to

9,999

10.000

19,999

20,000
io

29,

30,
pd
Over

Less than 160

160 to 320 1 1

321 to 640 2 1 1

641 to 1000 5 1 1 3

1001 to 2000 2 1 1

2001 and error 2 2

Total 12 4 2 6

Table 24. Comparison of gross incoae and fara
leading adopters.

si as for group classified as

Size of Fara Number
in Acres in

Group

Under
4,999

Dollars of Gross Incoae
5,000 10,000 20,000
to to to

9,999 19,999 29.999

30,000
Mi

Oyer

Less than 160

160 to 320 3 1 2

321 to 640 5 1 2 2

641 to 1000 4 1 3

1C01 to 2000 2 2

2001 and Over 1 1

Total 15 1 1 5 7 1
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Table 25. Comparison or gross income
as majority adopters.

and si rw of faro for group classified

Doll.?rs of Gross Income

Size of Fern
In Acros

lUtibif
in

Under

4i

5,000
to

10.000
to

20,
to

30,000

Group 9,999 1^,999 29, -jr

Lees than I

160 to 320 3 2

321 to 640 3 1 1 1

641 to 1000 5 2 2 1

1001 to 2000 4 1 2 1

2001 and over

Total 15 1 1 6 5 2

Table 2c. Conparii

as late
3on of gross income
adopters.

and size of farm for group classified

Dollars of Gross Income

Site of Fan
In Acres

Number
in
Group

Under
4,999

5,000
to

9,999

10,000
to

19,999

20,
to

29,999
and

Over

Less than 160

160 to 320

321 to UO 3 1 2

641 tt 1000 3 2 1

1001 to 2000

j1 and over

Total 6 1 4 1
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A comparison iof net far.-, income and else of farm for members of each of

the adopter groups is shown in tables 27, 28, , and 30.

Table 27. Comparison of net income
innovators.

and size of farm for group classified as

Size of farm
in acres

Hfctf
in

Group

to
l, f

.

Dollars of Net Income

2,000 I , 6,000

3,999 5,999 7,999

8,000
and
Over

Less than 160

160 to 320 1 1

321 to 640 2 2

641 to 1000 5 9 1 1

1001 to 2000 2 1 1

2001 and ever 2 1 6 1 4

Total 12 1 6 1 4

Table 28. Comparison of net income
leading adopter group.

and size of farm for members of the

Size of Farm
in Acres

Ntrabar

in
Giroup

to

Dollars of W*% Income

2,000 4,' 6,000
to to to

3,999 ;,99 7,999

8,000
and

Over

Less than 160

160 to 320 3 1 2

321 to 640 5 2 2 1

• 641 to 1000 4 1 2 1

1001 to 2000 2 1 1

2001 and Over 1 1

Total 15 1 3 6 3 2
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Ta la 29. Comparison of net income
s majority adoptsrs.

and size of farm for group classified

Sis* of Fan
in Acres

ftptaf
in

Group.

to

1,999

Dollars of Net Income

2,000 4,000 6,000
to to to

J,*99 5,999 7,999

8,000
BjBjfl

Ov

Less than 160

160 to 320 3 1 1 1

321 to 640 3 1 1 1

641 to 1C00 5 2 3

1001 to 2000 4 1 1 1 1

2001 and Over

Total 15 3 4 5 2 1

Table 30. Compari:

as late
sen of net
adopters.

income and size of farm for group classifled

Dollars of Net Income

Size of Fans
in Acres

Number
in

Group

to

1,999
2,000
to

3,999

4,000
to

5,

to

7,999

8,000
mi

Over

Less than 160

160 to 320

321 to 640 3 2 1

6U to 1000 3 2 1

10C1 to 1000

2001 and Over

Total 6 2 3 1
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Activities Survey

4C

1. How old are you'i

2. Vthat is the highest level of schooling you have reached*

School: 1 2 3 U 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

College: 1 2 3 U

3. How many years have you been farming?

A* How many acres do you farm? Cropland Grassland

5. Do you own, rent, or manage this farm?

0wner-op3rator (Acres)

Leasor or renter ______ (Acres)

Manager (Acres)

6, Which of the following facilities do you have?

Hot and cold running watar in the house

Automatic or semi-automatic washer

Central heating in home

Air conditioner

Television

check
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7. Do you hold a part-time job tha year? (check)

Custom work

Off-farm work

8. How is your work distributed throughout the j'ear? Evenly or

unevenly ? Heaviest in winter _______ spring sunnier

fall 1

9. About how many hours per week, on the average, would you say that you
devote to such free-time activities as hobbies, sports, reading or
listening to radio and television? hours.

10. What are the three most important oranizations to which you belong^

For example; church, school, farm, fraternal.

(1)

V2)
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11. Here are several farm practices which have be3n recommended during the

past seven years. (Interviewer, go down list with respondent.)

Practices

'53 '5. '55 '56 ' 57 '58 '59 '60

Ponds

Record-Veening

( rom 7 to 10 appropriate practices will be listed)

12. For each of the practices which the farmer has triad or adopted during

the past five year, determine where he got the idea? Check frequency.

From commercial dealers or salesmen ______

From reading journals and farm magazines

From visits to experimental station or state university

From county agent

From talking to friends and neighbors

Trom matching a person who always tries new things

From seeing that everyone else seemed to be using it successfully

From independent experimentation of his own

Other (Specify)__
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13. Are you currently using ~ice which is nev; to your area and is

not be' - --.i to your knowledge by anyons else in the vicinity?

Yes Bo If the answer is "yes", ask him to describe

in a few sentences what the practice is:

Vihere did you get the idea for this?

K. Give the page with question number 16 on it to the fanner. Repeat the

instructions: Here are 27 magazines. Please indicate how often you

read each one by circling the appropriate letter.

"R" for those which you regularly read.

"C" for those which you occasionally read.

" " for those you ne^er read.

15. Give the farmer the card with question number 18 on it. Repeat the

instructions:

Thirty television programs available in your area are listed below.
Please indicate how often you view each program by circling the appropriate
letter.

"R" is for programs which you regularly view.

"0" is for programs which you occasionally view.

' is for programs which you never view.
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16. Twenty-sevon magazines are listed below. Flease indicate how often

you read each magazine by circling the appropriate letter.

*R" for those which you regularly read.

"0" for t os i which vou occasionally, read.

"N" for those which you never read.

Farm Quarterly R 1 Astounding Science Fiction R N

Art and Culture R D N American Living R N

Saturday flvening Post R N Harpers R 1

IraMMi R 1 House and Garden R N

True R 1 Popular Mechanics R N

Argosy R N Kansas Farmer R N

Life R N O.S New & World Report R N

Field and Stream R N Look R N

National Geographic R 1 The New Republic R N

Farm Journal R c 1 True Detective R N

The Reporter R N Male R 1

Consumer Reports R Saturday Review R N

Successful Farming R 1 Fortune R c N

iMtar'f Digest R N

Any oth3r? Pleas list those which you regularly read:

17. If you had to choose only two magazines of those which you have circled

or listed, which two would it be?

\

II)

(2)
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18. Thirty television programs av
Pleas8 indicate how often 70U view 8

or,

in your area xrz listed b3lo
;rogram by circling the

.

»H" for programs which you regularly view.

»0" is for pro-ams vihich you occasionall - - .

"N» is for prorrrara3 which you never view.

G. I, College Bowl R N Chet Huntley R N

Twentieth Century ?. 1 People are Funny R N

Insight B 1 Paul Winchell R N

Loretta Young R 1 Candid Camera R N

Bachelor Father R N Witness R N

Faith for Today R c N Camera Three R N

Syewitness to History R 1 Michael Shayne R c N

Phil Silvers R N U. S. Steel Hour R C N

Untouchables R N Face the Nation R N

Closeup R 1 Jack Benny R N

Polka Parade R N ^t the Press R N

GS Theatsr R 1 Dinah Shore R 1

I Carried Joan R N Jullivan 1 N

Continental Classroom R N Checkmate R 1

Hitchcock R N CBS Reports R 1

Any others y/hich yox,1 regularly view?

Circle any of the S3 television channels which you 3o pot receive

:

2 U 5 6 9 13
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19. About how many books do you usually road in a year's time?

20. Please list the last book you read and check how recently you finished it,

Author and title

Determine when he finished the book: (vithin the last week

lonth _______________ over a month ago .

21. Are you reading a book at the present time? ___________ yes
,

no,

If he answered '•yes*, list the book or books he is reading, giving the

name of the author:

22. Do you belong to a book purchase club, such as the Book of the Month

Club? yes no. If "yes", wich one?

23. Give the farmer the card with Question #24 on it. Repeat instructions:

Here's a list of "best sellers.'1 Please indicate whether you plan

to read any of them in the future by checking the column to the right

of the list.
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2i» Here is a list of "best sellers." Please indicate whether or no

you plan to raad any of then in the near future by checking the column

to the right of the list.

Golden, ONLY IK AMERICA

Drury, ADVISE AND CONSENT

Michener, HAWAII

Truman, MR. CITIZEN

Wallace, THE CHAPMAN REPORT

Lee, TO KILL A MOCKINGBIRD

Packard, THE f^ASTSMAKERS

Cozzens, BY LOVE POSSESSED

O'Hara, FROM THE TERRACE

Jarvis, FOLK MEDICINE

Bersun, THE HOUSE OF INTELLECT

Nabokov, LOLITA

Galbraith, THE LIBERAL HOUR

Yerby, THE FOXES OF HARROW

Goldvrater, CONSCIENCE OF A CONSERVATIVE

YES
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25. In you now a membar of any discaccion or study groups vhero pec

eat to .deast such programs as Great 2ocI s, punat education

or current a " fairs * ______________ ye« no. If "yes",

please list the type of discussion program!

If "no n
, have jw wvor bo longed to such a group in the past five ya^rs?

yes no. V/hich type?

26. Are you presently attending a class or taking a correspondence course?

_______________ yes ___________________ no.

If "yes" please give the title of the course and the name of the school
or agency offering iti



27. If meetings were to ba a- ? following subjects, wh:ch would

you be most likely to attend?

"School reorganization - pro & con"

"Local taxation"

''Local government"

"Recreation needs"

"The effective use of leisure tltne*

'uoational Opportunities for Adults"

«1 Health Problems"

"Agricultural '^arketin "

"Should Farmers be Unionised?*

"The American College Today"

"The Farmer of tomorrow"

28. Would your wife be Likely to attend any of these? Which ones?

When financial decisions are to 03 mads are these made with your wife?

29. Approximately what is your net farm income?

gross income?
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H Test for Significance

The H test is used to te3t the hypothesis that several groups of levels

(eg. adopter groups) have the same distribution of the quantity you are in-

tsrested in (for example, age, income, schooling).

If K is small we accept the hypothesis that there is no difference

between the groups.

If H is large we say that there is evidence for differences between

the groups (as above).

I* use the X2 table to find the p value or significance level. For

example, the first case worked out on net income is significant at the .02

level which means that, if the groups were in fact the same an H value as

large or larger than this would occur less than 2 percent of the time; which

means that the hypothesis of real differences between groups is supported.

A large value of H (larger than the .02 level) would be observed more

frequently if there are real differences.

H test" for net income.

Ranks U 12.5 26.5 38.5 U5

Income 0-1999 2000-2999 30C0-5999 6000-7999 8000 and Over

Innovators 12 1 6 1 A

Leading adopters 15 1 3 6 3 2

Majority adopters 15 3 A 5 2 1

Late adopters _6 _2_ _3_ J«_ JL JL

Total IS 7 10 18 6 7

1-7 8-17 18-35 36-U 42-48

8-17

Pallia Krushal, One. Vjay Analysis of Variance by. Hanks . Nonparametic
Statistics by Sidney Siegel, McGraw Hill, 1956.
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Summary of ranks for each group. _
_ o KO

Innovators 381. 5 12 145542.25 12128.52

Leading adopters 406 15 164836.00 10989.07

Majority adopters 316.5 15 100172.25 6678.15

Late adopters 72.0 6 5184.00 86^.00

1176 NiN+1 = 48(49) = 1176
2 2

N(KH) ^ ng- — 3(N+1)

H = 12 f 30659.74 1
48(49) U J
4

— 3(49) * 156.427 - 147 = 9.427

As X2 with k-1 degrees of freedom when k is the number of groups k=4, 3 degrees

of freedom:

Significant at .05 level

Probability of drawing H as large or larger would be less than .05.

Tie correction divide H by * ..£,
Hi

t
x

= xM - = 7^7 = 336

T2 io3io 990

*3 18^18 = 5814

T
4

» 626 f 210

*5 = 727 = 336

7686

1 - 7686 = 1 - .068 »
.

112896
932

H corrected = 10.115 Significant at .02 level
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Table 31. Year of adoption of
Innovators.

farm BfMti cie s for farmers clas ified as

It r Prattles '.•• ^ 4a tod

Practice

Before 53 53 % 55 56 57 58 59 60

1Ponds 5 1 12 2

Record Keeping 11 1

?»aterw«ys 11 1

Diversion 10 1 1

VfcfMwi 8 1 1 2

Pasture Management 11

Cropland Management 11

Us* of Bscoamsnded Varieties 11

Improvement of Livestock
Programs 11

Total 89 1 6 112 3 5

Table 32. Year of adoption of farm
leading adopters.

praoti ces for farmers classified as

Practice
N teni 53

Tear Practice was adopted

53 51 55 56 57 5 59 60

Pond a 9 1 11 1 2

Record Keeping U 1

aterwsys 11 1 1 1 1

Diversions U 1

Terraces 12 1 2

Pasture Management 13 1 1

Cropland Management U 1
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Table 32. (Concluded)

Practice

Eefore 53

Year

53 54

PractLi

55

3e was Adopted

56 57 58 59 60

Uee of Recommended Varieties It 1

Improvement of Livestock
Program 12 1 2

Total 113 5 3 1 1 6 3 3

Table 33. laar of adoption of farm
majority adopters.

practices for farmers classified as

Practice
Tear Practice was Adopted

Before 53 53 54 55 56 57 58 59

1

60

Ponds 11 1 1 1

Record Keeping 13 1 1

Waterways U 1

Diversions u 1

Terraces 13 1 1

Pasture Management 13 1 1

Cropland Management 13 1 1

Use of Recommended Varieties 13 1 1

Improvement of Livestock
Program 13 1 1

Total 117 1 5 3 5 1 1 2
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Tabid 34. Year of adoption of farm practices for farmers classified ac late
adopters.

Practice

53

Year Practice was Adopted

53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60

Ponds 4

Record Keeping 5

Yiaterways 4

Diversions 6

Terraces 5

Pasture Management 6

Cropland Management 4

Use of Recommended Varieties 6

Improvement of LiV3 stock
Program 6

Total 46

1 1

1 1

13 4

The innovator-group used an average of 14 sources of information for

each of the nine practices listed and the leading adopters used an average

of 19 sources. The majority adopter group also used an average of 19 sources

of information for each of the nine practices listed but the late adopters

used an average of only 7 sources of information. The sources of informa-

tion used by eieh adopter group may be found in tables 35, 36, 37, and 38.



Table 35. Sources of information used by groiip classified as innovators.

Practices

55

Source of Information
M
1
i
© 01

« b
a E
•n o <n

a o p
o
a, «§

.1

c
o n
03 o c
h at p
0)

> E
-P
0}

H <D5 H a,

I
°g

o to

U <D

S -H

J=Li=L
o

Commercial Dealers

Reading Farm Journals
and Magazines

Visits to college and
experiment stations

County Agent

Visiting with Friends
and Neighbors

Y/atching someone who
tries new things

Seeing someone else use
it successfully

Independent experimenta-
tion of his own

F.H.A.

S ,C . S

.

Vaterans School

Other

Total

1

1

8

5

2

8

1

3

5

1

10

8 12 8 7 21

1

1

1

20

U

3

9

1

1

1

1

20

A

2

9

1

1

1

1

20

19

9

63

U

U

u
6

123
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Table 36. Sources of Information need by gro - classified as leading

adopters

.

rractices

Sources of Information

2
ft

t CO C
ft I

H

*j >, O « IS «• 'Sh

» © £ * I ¥ I t S ;

- ? •£

a, « - 5 h Ok o a p p» m
i

-^ h

Commercial Dealers

Beading Farm Journals and

Magazines

Visits to college and
experiment stations

County Agent

Visiting with friends
and neighbors

^ching Bonsone who
tries netf things

Seeing someone else use
it successfully

Independent experimenta-
tion of his own

F.H.A.

S.C.S. 7 6 5 7 11 27

Veterans School

Other

Total 17 20 13 11 U U 26 24 28 169

2 U 2 1 2 2 5 5 A 27

u 1 2 2 5 u
A 8 U 3 4 4 10 12 11 60

1 1 1 1 1 4 1 3 13

1 1 1 1 2 6

1 1 2 2 2 8

1 2 1 1 5 1 1 12



Table 37. Sources of information used by farmers classified as majority
adopters.

Practices

57

Sources of Information

I

o

I

I § 8

5 f« cfl

o
o
=5 « H H fVi

<2

o a & >

1

i

ij
E

!

>

M -3

O

Commercial Dealers

Reading Farm Journals
and Magazines

Visits to college
and experiment stations

County Agent

Visiting with Friends
and Neighbors

Watohing someone else
who tries new things

Seeing someone else
use it successfully

Independent experimenta-
tion of his own

F.H.A.

3.G.S.

Veteran School

Other

Total

2 6 2 2 2 6

2 11112

3 1 4 2 A 1

5 4 5 1

39

111112 2 2 3 H
191117 8 10 6 u

13

18

331113 3 1 4 20

19

1 1

16 22 15 12 15 21 2A 26 21 172
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Table 33. Sources of information used by group classified as late

adopters.

Practices

I

Sources of Information tf I % o

i
3 -p 5 . C

• 03 fl C .X

•n 1 « Q £ ej § «-i 2 > *>
M f, £ ^39 rt S> O ® O w H
"H 8 5 ^ g ^ H |f U I
a. « » a h a, t> a d > m 3

Commercial Dealers

Reading Farm Journals
and ;/:agasines 111113 3 3 1 15

Visits to college and
experiment stations 11 2

County Agent 14 1111 5 6 5 29

Visiting with Friends
and Neighbors 1 1

hatching someone who
tries new things

Seeing someone else use
It successfully 111 3

Independent experimenta-
tions of his own 1 11 3

F.H.A.

S.C. . 12 2 3 8

Veterans School

Other

Total 665577 10 9 6 61
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SORING SYSTEM USSD TO OSTERMINE SOCIO-fiCOHCMIC ST

1 point for each yoar of formal education

1 point for each 100 acres of land operated

3 points if owner-operator

2 points if ranter

1 point if manager

1 point for each of fiva listed living conveniences

points if net income was from a loss up to $3,000

7. points if net income mas from $3PC1 to |6,000

U points if net income was $6,00 or more



MAGAZINES SCORED FOR INFORMAL EDUCATIONAL ACIIVITIiS INDEX
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Five Points
(High)

Three Points
(Medium)

Ono Point
(Low)

Farm Journal Farm Quarterly True

National Geographic Successful Tanning . .t%~o cr*

The Reporter Kansas Farmer Astounding Science
Fiction

Harpers Saturday Evening Post True Detective

The New Republic Readers Digest Male

Fortune mi
Saturday lisview Life

Look

Field and Strata

Consumer Reports

House and Garden

U.S. News and World Report

Popular Mechanics

Points ware totaled and divided by the number of magazines checked to

determine the rating.
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BELBVISION SHOWS SCORED FOR INFOMAL SDUCATICMAL ACTIVITIES INOBX

Two Points One Point Me Points

Chet Huntlay G. g. College Bowl People are Funny

Twentieth Century Candid Caaera Paul dnchell

Insist Witness Loretta loung

Camera Three Faith for Today Hsehelor Father

Eyewitness to History Untouchables Michael Shayne

U. 3. Steel Hour Meet the Press Phil Silvers

Face the Nation Sd Sullivan Jack Benny

Closaup Checkmate Polka Parade

G5 Theater Hitchcock Dinah Shore

Continental Classroom I Married Joan

CBS Reports

Points were totaled and divided by the number of television shows

checked to determine the rating for the individual farmer.

i
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This study investigates the relationship between the tendency to adopt

recommended farm practices and participation in educative activities. Educ-

ative activities refer to magazine reading, books, and television viewing.

Studies in rural diffusion have identified four categories of adopters:

innovators; early adopters; early majority adopters; and majority adopters

(and an additional category: non-adopters), k general association has been

established between age, formal education, and socio-economic status and the

tendency to adopt early, late, or not at all. One variable which has had

little attention is that of participation in educative activities in adult-

hood.

This study explores participation in educative activities as a factor

which may also dif srentiate those persons who adopt at varying rates and

suggests that participation is more characteristic of certain adoption

categories than of others.

For the purpose of this study adopters were classified as follows!

(l) innovators, (2) leading adopters, (3) majority adopters, (4.) late a-

dopters (in most studies considered as non-adopters). The rrtudy suggests

that the innovator is most likely to be a person who is curious and inquiring.

By definition, he is open to ne\? ideas and is tdlling to test them in practice,

Ite would expect him, among those studied, to be in the highest rank in terms

of participation in educative activities. The following hypothesis is sug-

gested:

high scores on an "educative activities index" will be

associated with "innovators; " average scores with "lead-

ing adopters;" below average with "majority;" and low

scores with "late adopters."



Data were secured by personal interview from 4 f ra operators residing

in Geary County, Kansas. Information was obtained to co pare the following!

(l) age, (2) formal education, (3) tenure status, U; size of farm, (5) level

of living, (6) farm income, (7) adoption rata of recommended practices, ( )

source of informal education. The first seven items replicate studies done

in rural diffusion.

The comparison of the average age of the adopter groups showed 40 years

of age for the innovators, 39 y3ars of age for leading adopters, 41 years of

age for the majority adopters and 45 years of age for the late adopters.

As was anticipated, the innovators and leading adopters were the youngest

farmers with the majority adopters being a little ol'^er -nd the late adopters

being the oldest group.

The comparison of the years of schooling showed that the innovators

and leading adopters were above the 12 year average for the entire group

and the majority adopters and the late adopters were below this average.

The average number of years of far tenure for the classified group was

eighteen years for the innovators, 18.2 for the leading adopters, 20.5 for

the majority adopters Mi 24.5 years for the late adopters.

The comparison of the average size of farm for each classified group

showed that the innovators farmed 1125 acres while the leading adopters

farmed 775 acres. The majority adopters farm .40 acres and the late adopters

farm only 690 acres.

The comparison of the average gross i come of classified groups showed

that the innovators had as average of $25,016,00, the le .ding adopters had

,19,937.00, the majority adopters had $17,8:3.00 and the late adopters had

110,816.00.



The comparison of the average net income for the classified groups

showed that the innovator group averap ,49 .00, the leading adopters

^d *• 5,265.00, the majority adopters avoraged $4,102.00 and the late

adopters averaged £2,200.( .

The adoption of farm practices, when compared on the number of years

engaged in farming before the majority of the practices r^re completed,

showed that the innovators completed the practices at the rate of 7.3 per-

cent per year, the leading adopters completed at the rate of 7.2 percent,

the majority -doptera at the rate of 6.3 percent and the late adopters at

the rate of 4.2 percent per year.

The comparison of sources of information showed that the innovator

group used an avenge of 14 sources of information for each of the 9 practices

surveyed tni the leading adopters used an average of 19 sources. The majority

adopter group also used an average of 19 sources for each of the 9 practices

while the late adopters used an average of only 7 sources of information for

each practice.

The level of living or socio-economic status was determined by an index

constructed from the following items: owner, renter or manager classification;

living facilities; education; size of farm; and income. The innovator group

averaged 34 points, the leading adopters dropped to 30 points, the majority

group averaged 27 points and the late adopters rated 20 points.

The comparison of the average rating for informal educational activities

showed the innovators with 9.7, the leading adopters with 6.8, the majority

adopters with 5.5 and the late adoptars with a rating of 1.2. Thus, the

high scores on the educational activity index -were associated with the innov-

ators, the next highest with the leading adopters, below average with majority

adopters and the low with the late adopters.



Observation indicated no significant difference between leading adopters

and majority adopters in part' cipating in educational activities, 'fhero is

obviously, however, a signifiemt difference between innovjtors and late

adopters.

The overall rating of the in ra is impressively more than that of

the other catagories which leads us to conclude that innovators are "a breed

apart". While we c nnot claim to have discovared the "dynamics of innovation",

these data seem to sujgest that the innovator is indeed an intellectually

curious and inquiring person. Of particulr significance is the role of

reading in the intellec :u 1 life of the innovator. This is particularly

true of book reading. Although both the leading adopters and majority adopters

scored higher than the innovator on the television and magazine scales, the

innovator more than made up for this in the area of book reading.


