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ABSTRACT

Information from the 1970 and 1975 Tennessee Corn Production

Practice Checklist Surveys was studied together with data from the

Tennessee Extension Management Information System, TEMIS (i.e., agent

days planned and expended and clientele contacts made) for Fiscal Years

1972 and 1975 to determine whether there were possible implications

for the survey and Extension's educational program.

The classification of corn survey practices and TEMIS primary

subjects was assumed to be acceptable for this study. Data were con

sidered for Extension districts and teaching methods.

From the 1975 Tennessee Corn Production Survey, it was found

that the average production in bushels of corn per acre for 811 growers

randomly surveyed was approximately 78 bushels of grain per acre for

the state. Significantly higher percents of those producing yields of

over 78 bushels per acre from the 1975 survey, on the average, used a

larger number of the eight recommended practices.

Recommended practices under Primary TEMIS Subject One, "Corn

Fertilization"; Subject Two, "Corn Pest"; Subject Three, "Corn Produc

tion"; and Subject Four, "Corn Management and Harvesting"; were all

above the concern level of 60 percent. Of the four Subjects mentioned

above. Subjects One and Two were the weaker of the four, based on 1970

data, suggesting the need to emphasize them more in Extension's corn

educational program as priority areas.

There was a decrease in total agent days planned and expended

on corn subjects between FY 1972 and FY 1975. An increase was noted

iv



in total contacts made by agents with corn producers between FY's 1972

and 1975.

Of Extension methods studied, increases in percents of agent

time devoted to corn Extension work varied from district to district

but were greatest for Individual Methods of instruction, decreases or

no change occurring for Group and Mass Methods.

Though agents did not appear to have considered priority corn

areas identified via the 1970 survey when planning for the period

1972-76, it was implied that Extension's educational efforts had paid

off in increased production and practice use. It was obvious that

further study would be necessary to show the true nature and extent

of Extension's role in the indicated changes. Recommendations were

included.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

A. STUDY BACKGROUND

One of the important project areas of the Tennessee Agricultural

Extension Service has traditionally been agricultural production and

natural resources. Since a large number of Tennessee farmers grow

com for either grain and/or silage, this work area has been given

priority educational emphasis through the years. In 1976 there were

715,000 acres of com harvested for grain with an average yield of 79

bushels per acre (7:12)*.

Extension's charge in work with corn producers is like that in

other areas: to diffuse research verified facts and encourage

adoption of the same (8:55). This has involved agent time and contacts

devoted to, among other com subject areasj site selection and seedbed

preparation, varietal selection and seeding, control of plant population,

weed, insect and other pest control, and harvesting at the proper time

based on research. Individual, group and mass methods have all been

used in their appropriate places.

*Numbers in parentheses refer to references in the alphabetically
listed Bibliography; while numbers after colons are page numbers.



B. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The major purpose of this study was to determine the possible

implications of the 1972 and 1975 Tennessee Extension Managements

Information System (TEMXS) data for the 1970 Statewide Corn Practice

Checklist Survey and Extension's educational program.

Specific objectives included the following:

1. To study Corn Practice Checklist Survey and Tennessee

Extension Management Information System (TEMIS) data together in a

meaningful, prioritized way,

2. To study shifts in time planned and expended in FY 1972 and

FY 1975 by Tennessee agents doing corn educational work in the State

Extension Districts in order to try to measure the impact of the 1970

statewide Corn Practice Checklist Survey based on changes reflected in

the 1975 Survey.

3. To study shifts in contacts made in FY 1972 and FY 1975 by

Tennessee agents doing corn educational work in the State Extension

Districts and to try to measure any shift brought about by the 1970

Corn Practice Checklist Survey based on changes reflected in the 1975

Survey.

4. To study Extension methods used in FY 1972 and FY 1975 and

shifts in methods used and consider the relative effectiveness of the

methods.



C. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS

Certain terms are used frequently throughout the study and will

be defined below.

Coxm Pz'oduaers. This refers to individuals making all or part

of their farming incomes from the production of corn.

Individual Contacts. Individual contact refers to farm and home

visits by an agent, personal letter, telephone calls, and other on-site

visits to discuss corn or other subject matter with an individual.

Group Contacts. This refers to group meetings such as meetings

at farm test, method, field, and result demonstrations; conferences;

field days; workshop meetings; and tours.

Mass Media. Mass media include radio, television, news stories,

circular letters, exhibits, posters, publications, and visuals.

Other. This teaching method category accounts for Extension

Reporting, Planning, Evaluation, and Not Applicable items.

Tennessee Com Practice Checklist Survey (TCPCS). Refers to the

1970 and 1975 surveys used for the study.

Tennessee Extension Management Information System (TEMIS). TEMIS

provides a vehicle for the flow of management information to be used in

program planning, evaluation, and reporting. TEMIS is designed to pro

vide information for purposes of improved decision making and program

accountability (9:1a).

Concern Level. A concern level was set for use in this study.

It is generally considered that if a research-verified corn or other

practice is being used by 60 percent or less of corn producers or others,

it should be considered of educational concern (e.g., concern level).
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All Other Com Suboeats. This refers to corn subjects listed in

FY 1972 and FY 1975 TEMIS Handbooks that were not related to the four

priority (i.e. Corn Fertilization, Corn Pest, Corn Production, Corn

Management and Harvesting) corn subjects used in relation to recommended

corn practices.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

A search of relevant literature disclosed few items relating

directly to the present study. Those that did relate in some way are

mentioned below.

A. STUDIES RELATING TENNESSEE EXTENSION MANAGEMENT INFORMATION

SYSTEM (TEMIS) AND AGRICULTURAL PRACTICE CHECKLIST SURVEY DATA

A Tennessee study was found to have related TEMIS data to prac

tice checklist survey results. This 1977 study by Allen (1) was con

ducted in the soybean work area. It related agent time planned and

expended and contacts made in FY 1972 and FY 1975 to information from

the 1972 Statewide Tennessee Soybean Practice Checklist Survey (TSPCS).

Allen found little relation between weak soybean subject areas identi

fied, and time planned and spent by agents. He was able to cross-walk

TSPCS data into TEMIS primary subjects listed for soybeans.

B. STUDIES OF CORN PRACTICES USED IN TENNESSEE

The Palmer study (5) on corn as a function of several management

factor expressed as variables in quadratic prediction equations was the

only study relating to corn production practices found. This study was

initiated in Bradley County, Tennessee, 1960. The purposes of the study

were:

1. To ascertain who among farmers then producing corn in the

selected county or counties were non-users (defined here as those

5
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regularly using less than one-half of the minimal fertilizer recommen

dation based on soil test).

2. To determine some factors that tended to hinder the adoption

of recommended fertilization and production practices.

3. To measure differences in corn yields, production costs,

and management factors under specified conditions.

4. To determine the educational effectiveness of the trial acre

method of presenting corn fertilizer and associated production practices

to non-users in terms of; (a) changes attitudes toward the proper use

of fertilizers on corn, (b) increased knowledge concerning the proper

use of fertilizer in corn production, and (c) practices adopted

following an experimental educational program. This study showed that

corn yiels in Tennessee could be greatly increased by following

recommended management practices. Also, the trial-acre method of

teaching was shown to be effective.

C. STUDIES IDEATING TO TEMIS RESEARCH AND/OR

PRACTICE CHECKLIST SURVEYS

Henderson made a study (4) in 1975 concerning the description

and evaluation of the Tennessee Extension Management Information System

(TEMIS). Data for this study were collected by personal interviews with

28 selected Extension Leaders from across the State. Findings of the

study are stated as follows: (1) the majority of Extension Leaders

were keeping some type of record of their daily activities; (2) the

majority of Extension Leaders felt that the Weekly Activity Report data

were most useful for purposes of evaluating and less useful for
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planning and reporting; (3) a majority of the leaders also felt that

the data could show what they did, but not the effectiveness of the

programs conducted; (4) the majority of Extension Leaders recommended no

significant changes in the report form; and (5) the majority of the

Extension Leaders felt that the fields on the report form that were

most difficult and least accurate were the Subject code and the Purpose

code. Numbers recorded for audiences and time expended were thought

inaccurate also.

A study (3) was made by Gary in 1975 concerned with the descrip

tion and evaluation of the Tennessee Agricultural Extension Service

Practice Checklist Survey approach to establishing educational priorities

and evaluating progress. Data for this study were collected from 28

selected Tennessee County Extension Leaders across the State. Findings

of the study are stated as follows: (1) the majority of Extension

Leaders were following recommended Tennessee Agricultural Extension

Service procedures for conducting practice checklist surveys; (2) the

majority of Extension Leaders felt that the survey data obtained were

accurate; (3) the majority of Extension Leaders recommended no change

in the survey instrument content and felt that change in practice use

by producers was a good criterion measure for purposes of planning and

evaluating the county Extension program; (4) the majority of Extension

Leaders felt that practice checklist data were useful for purposes of

Extension planning and evaluation; and (5) the majority of Extension

Leaders considered the overall practice checklist approach to planning

and evaluation to be practical, pertinent, functional, accurate, valid,

and reliable.
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Since the present study is the first of its kind relating Tennessee

Corn Practice Checklist Survey (TCPCS) to TEMIS data on time planned,

expended, and contacts made by Extension Districts including teaching

methods; no other relevant studies were found.



CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The primary sources of information for this study were the 1970

and 1975 Tennessee Corn Production Surveys (see Appendix A); and TEMIS

data for FY 1972 and FY 1975. The 1970 and 1975 statewide Corn Pro

duction Surveys (see Appendix B) summarized practices of Tennessee

corn producers in regard to their use of the eight recommended corn

production practices. The information received from these surveys

allowed the Extension agent to group corn producers according to their

need for educational assistance related to production. It also allowed

Extension personnel to determine the subject areas most in need of

improvement. The statewide surveys were conducted during 1970 and

1975. In 1970, a total of 1,415 adult corn producers was randomly

surveyed, basically 30 growers per county, including 562 in District 1;

221 in District 11; 240 in District 111; 180 in District IV; and 212 in

District V. As for 1975, a total of 721 adult corn producers was

randomly surveyed, basically 20 growers per county, including 187 in

District 1; 131 in District 11; 140 in District 111; 115 in District IV;

and 148 in District V. Data from TEMIS computer printouts of agent days

planned, expended, and contacts made, and teaching methods used for

corn subjects were collected and arranged in order of corn production

priorities in descending order, that is from least used (i.e., weakest)

practice to most used (i.e., strongest) practice, in each of the

Extension Districts and the state total.
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Each of the eight recommended corn production practices was classi

fied under one of four major TEMIS corn subjects, namely; Corn

Fertilization, Corn Pest, Corn Production, Corn Management and Harvesting.

All of the recommended practices were considered to be equally important

(e.g. of equal weight) for study purposes. They were arranged in order

from the least used practice in the 1970 Survey under each subject to

those used most that year.

It was decided that any practice whose use was 60 percent and

below would be considered as needing improvement. This was selected

arbitarily as the concern level in this study based on established

Extension practice (6). Data from 1970 and 1975 surveys were compared

to note changes in percents of producers using the various practices.

All data from TEMIS were arranged in order of subject priority

for the corn producers by districts and for the State. This study

considered four main areas. These were numbers and percents of agent

days planned and expended, contacts made, and teaching methods used.

Raw data appears in Appendix C.

Calculations of increases or decreases in actual numbers of agent

days planned and allocated to corn subjects were made by subtracting

FY 1975 from those for FY 1972. These resulting figures represent

absolute changes from 1972 and 1975.

Likewise, increases or decreases in relative percents of time

planned and spent on the subjects studied were made by subtracting FY 1975

percents from those for FY 1972. These figures, therefore, represent

relative shifts in percents of time and are not comparable with data

showing actual changes in numbers of agent days planned and/or expended.



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

The findings of this study will be discussed below as they

relate to the following in five Extension Supervisory Districts and

the State: (1) Educational needs of corn producers, (2) Shifts in

agent days planned and expended doing corn work between Fiscal Year

(FY) 1972 and 1975, (3) Shifts in contacts made by agents with corn

producers between FY 1972 and FY 1975, (4) Shifts in agent days

devoted to corn using various teaching methods, and (5) Shifts in con

tacts by agents with corn producers using various teaching methods.

A. EDUCATIONAL NEEDS OF CORN PRODUCERS

Though yield data were not available from the 1970 Tennessee

Corn Practice Checklist Survey (TCPC5), such information were collected

in 1975 (see Appendix B). In brief summary:

1. A total of 811 Tennessee corn producers surveyed in 1975

had an average yield of 78 bushels per acre.

2. A total of 345 producers surveyed averaged 16.8 tons of

silage per acre.

3. The numbers of eight Extension recommended practices used

by producers surveyed in 1975 for both corn for grain and

silage production were positively associated with yields—

the higher the production, the higher the number of practices

used (P < .005) (2).

11
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As seen in Table I, recommended practices included in the 1970

Tennessee Corn Practice Checklist Survey (TCPCS) were grouped according

to the four Tennessee Extension Management Information System (TEMIS)

primary subjects of Corn Fertilization, Subject 1; Corn Pests, Subject

2; Corn Production, Subject 3; and Corn Management and Harvesting,

Subject 4. All Other Corn Subjects, Subject 5, appear in later tables.

Table I lists the four major corn subjects in descending order of

educational priority need for adult Tennessee corn producers.

Priority needs were determined based on weak practices (i.e. those

used by 60 percent or fewer of producers in counties) identified by

the 1970 TCPCS^ (6:38). Practices were then grouped in bundles and

ordered under the reconciled FY 1972 and 1975 TEMIS subjects to which

they related.

In 1970 District I agents had interviewed the largest numbers

of producers with 562 (39 percent), District II had 221 (16 percent).

District III had 240 (17 percent). District IV had 180 (13 percent).

District V had 212 (15 percent) for a state total of 1,415 interviewees.

Again in 1975 District I agents interviewed the largest number of pro

ducers with 187 (26 percent). District II had 131 (18 percent. District

III had 140 (19 percent), District IV had 115 (16 percent), and District

V had 148 (21 percent) for a state total of 721 interviewees.

Comparison by Suboeats

Only one 1970 subject (i.e. Bundles of practices) average

approached the specified concern level of 60 percent when subtotals

were summed. Subject 1, Corn Fertilization, had the lowest percentage
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of use at 61 percent. It had increased to 68 percent by 1975.

The grand totals for average practice use in all subjects were:

in 1970, 74 percent, and in 1975, 79 percent. None of the four subjects

averaged below the concern level of 60 percent; and an average improve

ment of 5 percent was noted for the period 1972-1975. Only one conse

quential practice difference, an improvement of (+) 12 percent on

Practice lA, "Used correct lime and fertilizer rate," is noted in Table I.

All other changes registered improvement excepting a slight decrease (-)

5 percent on Practice 3B, "Had recommended plant population."

Reference to date in Table II through Table VI permits comparison

of corn producers in the five Extension districts according to changes

in subjects and practice use between 1970 and 1975.

Total average improvement for the four practice-related TEMIS

subjects ranged from (+) 1 percent in District I to (+) 8 percent in

District IV. Subject subtotal improvements of consequence between 1972

and 1975 ranged from none in Districts I and V to one subject each

(i.e. Subject 1) in Districts II and III; and three subjects in
\

District IV (i.e. Subjects 1, 2, and 4).

The largest single practice improvement registered was in

District IV where the very consequential change was (+) 42 percent

on Practice 2A, "Protect stored grain from pests." Additional conse

quential improvements were indicated in District IV on Practice, lA,

"Used correct lime and fertilizer rate," (+) 20 percent, and Practice 4A,

"Harvested corn at proper stage," (+) 10 percent. Also, consequential

loss, (-) 17 percent was the largest decrease noted for District IV or

any other district. It was shown on Practice 3A, "Had recommended plant

population."
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District I corn producers had a consequential improvement, (+)

9 percent, on Practice 2B, "Used recommended weed control," and showed

a consequential loss in practice use on Practices 2A, "Protect stored

grain from pest," (-) 8 percent, and 3C, "Had recommended plant popula

tion," (-) 10 percent.

District II producers showed consequential improvement on

Practice IB, "Used correct application of fertilizer," (+) 12 percent,

and Practice 3A, "Planted recommended variety," (+) 12 percent.

Producers in District III showed a very consequential improvement

of (+) 26 percent on Practice lA, as well as on Practice 2A, (+) 12

percent.

Those in District V had consequential increases on Practice lA,

(+) 11 percent, and 3A, "Planted recommended variety," (+) 18 percent.

With respect to weak practices, then. Practice lA was considered

weak (i.e. deserving of educational program emphasis) in all districts

in 1970 and in all but District III in 1975. Practice 2A also was weak

in all districts excepting II in 1970 but in only I and V in 1975.

Though Subjects 1 and 2 appeared to be weak in only Districts IV

and V in 1970, these were the ones apparently needing greatest program

emphasis during thL period 1970 through 1975 for the entire state.

B. SHIFTS IN AGENT CORN TIME PLANNED COMPARING FY 1972 AND FY 1975

Tables VII and VIII present increases and/or decreases between

the numbers and percents of agent days planned, respectively, for

FY 1972 and FY 1975. TEMIS Primary Subjects are arranged in descending

order of educational priority. The rankings are as follows: Subject 1,
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Corn Fertilization; Subject 2, Corn Pests; Subject 3, Corn Production;

Subject 4, Corn Management and Harvesting; and Subject 5, All Other Corn

Areas. The TEMIS data are presented for the five Extension Districts

and the State total.

Comparison by Numbers of Agent Days

As seen in Table VII, there was a net decrease (-) of 329 agent

days planned from FY 1972 to FY 1975. Total agent days planned in 1972

were 1,075 while total agent days planned in 1975 decreased to 756.

Weaker subjects. Subject 1 and 2, showed decreases (-) in agent days

planned, 67 fewer for the former and 179 for the latter. Increases (+)

were shown for Subject 3, 52 days, and Subject 4, 22 days; while a

decrease (-) was noted for Subject 5, 147 days. The number of days

planned by all districts decreased (-), ranging from 135 fewer days in

District I to 15 days fewer in District IV.

Subject 1, Corn Fertilization, had a net decrease (-) of 67 days

planned, the districts ranging from a decrease (-) of 40 days in District

I to an increase (+) of 12 days in District II.

Subject 2, Corn Pests, had the greatest net decrease (-) of 179

days planned. Here the range was from a decrease (-) of 98 days in

District II to a small increase (+) of 3 days in District IV.

Subject 3, Corn Production, registered the greatest net increase

(+) of 52 days planned, the shift ranging from a decrease (-) of 19 days

in District III, the only loss, to an increase (+) of 32 days in District I.

Subject 4, Corn Management and Harvesting, had a net increase (+)

of 22 days planned. The districts ranged from a decrease (-) of 4 days in
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District III to increases (+) in all other districts, the largest being

in District V, 10 days.

Subject 5, All Other Corn Areas, had a large decrease (-) of 147

days planned, the districts ranging from a decrease (-) of 72 days in

District 1 to 8 in District 111.

Comparison by Peraents

Table Vlll presents information regarding changes in relative

percents of agent days planned according to the Corn Priority Subjects

for the various districts and total state between FY 1972 and FY 1975.

The percents of agent time planned by Subjects ranged from a decrease

(-) of 8.09 percent for Subject 2 to an increase (+) of 11.94 percent

for Subject 3.

Subject 1, Corn Fertilization, had a net relative decrease (-) of

.98 percent, district figures ranging from a negative (-) 10.85 percent

in time planned in District V to a positive (+) 11.07 percent in

District 11.

Subject 2, Corn Pests, had a net relative decrease (-) of 8.09

percent, district figures ranging from a negative (-) 30.29 in time

planned in District 11 to a positive (+) 5.75 percent in District IV.

Subject 3, Corn Production, has a net relative increase (+) of

11.94 percent, district figures ranging from a negative (-) 4.58 percent

in time planned in District 111, to a positive (+) 21.00 percent in

District 11.

Subject 4, Corn Management and Harvesting, has a net relative

increase (+) of 4.99 percent, district figures ranging from a positive



 

25

(+) 1.65 percent In time planned in District to a positive (+) 12.81 per

cent in District V.

Subject 5, All Other Corn Areas, has a net relative decrease (-)

of 7.86 percent, district figures ranging from a decrease (-) 22.35 in

time planned in District IV to an increase (+) of 9.27 percent in

District III.

C. SHIFTS IN AGENT CORN TIME EXPENDED COMPARING FY 1972 AND 1975

Comparison by Agent Days '

, Table IX presents increases and/or decreases between the number

of agent days actually expended in FY 1972 and FY 1975. There was a net

decrease (-) of 19.73 days expended from 1972 to 1975. Total agent

days expended in 1972 were 615.28; while total agent days expended in

1975 decreased to 595.55. Agent days expended by subjects ranged

from a decrease (-) of 58.72 days expended for Subject V, All Other

Corn Areas, to an increase (+) of 54.81 days expended for Subject 3,

Corn Production. The total number of days expended for all districts

shows a range of decrease (-) 31.92 days in District IV, to an increase

(+) of 27.16 days expended in District I.

Subject 1, Corn Fertilization, had a net decrease (-) of 1.99

agent days expended from 1972 to 1975. There were decreases (-) in

three districts: District II (-4.38), District III (-5.85), and

District V (-4.74). District I increased (+) 6.25 agent days; and

District IV increased (+) 6.73 agent days expended from 1972 to 1975.

Subject 2, Corn Pests, had a net increase (+) in agent days

expended of 10.71 agent days. District II had a decrease (-) of 7.86
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agent days expended. All other districts show an increase (+) in agent

days expended. District I increased (+) 4.22 agent days; District III

increased (+) 10.62 agent days; District IV increased (+) 3.78 agent

days; District V increased (+) .25 agent days expended from 1972 to

1975.

Subject 3, Corn Production, had a net increase (+) of 54.81 agent

days expended from 1972 to 1975. There were decreases (-) in two dis

tricts; District IV (-9.38) and District III (-3.38). District II

increased (+) 7.64 agent days; District V increased (+) 19.12 agent

days; and District I increased (+) 40.81 agent days expended from 1972

to 1975.

Subject 4, Corn Management and Harvesting, had a net decrease

(-) of 24.54 agent days expended from 1972 to 1975. There were

decreases (-) in three districts; District IV (-21.50), District III

(-8.39) and District I (-6.14). District V increased (+) 4.24 agent

days; and District II increased (+) 7.25 agent days expended from 1972

to 1975.

Subject 5, All Other Corn Areas, showed a net decrease (-) of

58.72 agent days expended from 1972 to 1975. All districts showed

decreases of agent days expended. District I decreased (-) 17.98 agent

days; District III decreased (-) 17.91 agent days; District IV decreased

(-) 11.25 agent days; District II decreased (-) 6.62 agent days; and

District V decreased (-) 4.96 agent days.

Comparisons by Percents

Table X presents the changes in relative percents of agent time

expended according to the Corn Priority Subjects for the various districts
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between FY 1972 and FY 1975. Subjects ranged from a decrease (-) of 8.86

percent agent days expended for Subject 5, All Other Corn Areas, to an

increase (+) of 9.82 percent agent days expended for Subject 3, Corn

Production.

Subject 1, Corn Fertilization, had a net relative increase (+) in

agent days of .06 percent. District V decreased (-) 7.10 percent in agent

days; District II decreased (-) 4.85 percent in agent days; District III

decreased (-) 4.45 percent in agent days expended. District I increased

(+) 1.19 percent. District IV increased (+) 7.59 percent in agent days

expended.

Subject 2, Corn Pests, showed a net relative increase (+) in

percent of agent days expended of 2.72 percent. District II decreased

(-) 8.65 in agent days; District V decreased (-) 3.82 in agent days;

District 1 decreased (-) 1.54 percent in agent days expended. District III

increased (+) 21.97 percent; and District IV had an increase (+) of 11.49

percent in agent days expended.

Subject 3, Corn Production, had a net relative increase (+) in

agent days expended of 9.82 percent. District IV decreased (-) 2.95;

however. District III (.20 percent). District II (11.24 percent).

District V (15.06 percent). District I (15.44 percent), all showed

relative increases (+) in agent days expended.

Subject 4, Corn Management and Harvesting, had a net relative

decrease (-) in agents days expended of 3.74. District IV decreased

(-) 13.61 percent in agent days; District III decreased (-) 6.75 per

cent in agent days; and District I decreased (-) 3.30 percent in agent

days expended. District V increased (+) 2.94 percent; and District II
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Increased (+) 9.72 percent in agent days expended.

Subject 5, All Other Corn Areas, had a net relative decrease

(-) of 8.86 percent in agent days expended. All districts decreased

(-) in agent days expended. District I decreased (-) 11.79 agent days;

District III decreased (-) 10.97 agent days; District II decreased (-)

7.46 agent days; District V decreased (-) 7.08 agent days; District IV

decreased (-) 2.52 agent days expended from 1972 to 1975.

D. SHIFTS IN AGENT CORN CONTACTS MADE COMPARING

FY 1972 AND FY 1975

Comparison by Nmibers of Contacts Made

Table XI presents the numbers of increases and/or decreases

between agent contacts made for FY 1972 and FY 1975 by Corn Priority

Subjects and the districts studied.

Total contacts among all districts showed a net increase (+) of

835 contacts from FY 1972 to FY 1975. Total contacts increased (+)

from 14,455 in 1972 to 15,290 in 1975. Subject 5, All Other Corn Areas,

showed a decrease (-) of 3,607 contacts. Subject 3, Corn Production,

showed a substantial increase (+) of 3,973 contacts from 1972 to 1975.

District V had a decrease (-) of 1,719 contacts; while District III

had a net increase (+) of 3,045 contacts.

Subject 1, Corn Fertilization, had a decrease (-) in contacts

of 257. District V decreased (-) 1,073 contacts while District III

decreased (-) to 55 contacts. No change was indicated for District II.

District IV increased (+) 36 contacts; and District I increased (+)

835 contacts.
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Subject 2, Corn Pest, had a net increase (+) in contacts of 494.

District V decreased (-) 548 contacts, District I decreased (-) 251

contacts, and District II decreased (-) 39 contacts. District IV

increased (+) 72 contacts; and District III increased (+) 1260 contacts.

Subject 3, Corn Production, had the largest net increase (+) of

contacts with 3,973. District IV showed a decrease (—) of 32 contacts.

District V had an increase (+) of 266 contacts. District II had an in

crease (+) of 301 contacts. District III had an increase (+) of 1,704

contacts, and District I had an increase (+) of 1,734 contacts.

Subject 4, Corn Management and Harvesting, had^a net increase

(+) of 232 contacts. District IV showed a decrease (-) of 279 contacts.

District II had an increase (+) of 20 contacts. District I an increase

(+) of 94 contacts. District V an increase (+) of 174 contacts, and

District III had an increase of (+) 223 contacts.

Subject 5, All Other Corn Areas, had the largest net decrease

(-) of contacts with 3,607. All districts showed a decrease in

number of contacts. Disctict I had a decrease (-) of 2,243 contacts.

District IV had a decrease (-) of 645 contacts. District V had a

decrease (-) of 538 contacts. District II had a decrease (-) of 94

contacts, and District III a decrease (-) of 87 contacts.

Comparison by Peroents of Contacts Made

Table XII presents information regarding changes in relative

percents of agent contacts made according to the Corn Priority

Subjects for the various districts and total state between FY 1972 and

FY 1975. Percents for subject contacts ranged from a relative net
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decrease (-) of 25.43 percent for All Other Corn Areas to a relative net

increase (+) of 25.03 percent for Corn Production.^

Subject 1, Corn Fertilization, had a relative net decrease (-)

of 2.32 percent in contacts. District V decreased (-) 24.13 percent,

District III decreased (-) 6.50 percent, and District II decreased

(-) 2.82 percent. District IV increased (+) 5.60 percent, and District I

increased (+) 11.35 percent of contacts made.

Subject 2, Corn Pest, had a relative net increase (+) of 1.46

percent in contacts. District II decreased (-) 9.88 percent. District I

decreased (-) 4.36 percent, and District V decreased (-) 3.11 percent.

District III increased (+) 4.44 percent, and District IV increased (+)

18.07 percent of contacts made.

Subject 3, Corn Production, had the largest relative net

increase (+) of 25.03 percent in contacts. All districts show an

increase (+) in percent of contacts made. District IV had an increase

(+) of 8.31 percent. District III increased (+) 16.08 percent.

District I an increase (+) of 23.35 percent. District V increased

(+) 26.66 percent, and District II increased (+) 27.07 percent in con

tacts made.

Subject 4, Corn Management and Harvesting, had a net increase

(+) of 1.26 percent in contacts made. District IV had a decrease (-)

of 9.54 percent. District I increased (+) 1.24 percent. District II

increased (+) 1.25 percent, District III increased (+) 1.64 percent,

and District V increased (+) 10.84 percent in contacts made.

Subject 5, All Other Corn Areas, had a relative net decrease

(-) of 25.43 percent in contacts. Each district showed a decrease (-)
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in percent of contacts made. District I had a decrease (-) of 31.58

percent. District IV had a decrease (-) of 22.44 percent, District III

a decrease (-) of 15.66 percent. District II a decrease (-) of 15.62 per

cent, and District V a decrease (-) of 10.26 percent in number of con

tacts made.

E. SHIFTS IN AGENT TIME DEVOTED TO CORN SUBJECTS

USING VARIOUS TEACHING METHODS

Four commonly used groups of Extension methods were compared

to determine whether any changes had occurred between FY 1972 and FY

1975. Again, data were analyzed by districts and according to the five

corn subject categories used throughout the study.

Methods Compccred by Number of Agent Days

Table XIII presents a comparison of shifts in numbers of agent

days devoted to corn subjects using selected Extension methods accord

ing to districts and for the State. Regarding changes in days spent

using different teaching methods on corn subjects in the State between

FY 1972 and FY 1975, days ranged from a high increase (+) of 48.29 days

of Individual Methods spent on Subject 3 to a low decrease (-) of 40.30

days, also of Individual Methods devoted to Subject 5.

Other State changes of any size included an increase (+) of

17.61 days of Individual Methods on Subject 2; and decreases (-) of

16.17 days of Other Methods (e.g. Planning, Preparation, Reporting,

Non-Applicable) on Subject 4, 11.14 days of Croup work on Subject 2,

8.89 days of Individual work on Subject 4, and 8.88 days of Croup

methods on Subject 5. Other changes were relatively small.
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When districts are compared, it may be noted that shifts in days

devoted ranged from an increase (+) of 33.67 days in Individual Methods

on Subject 3, District I, to a decrease (-) of 19.25 days in Other

Methods on Subject 4, District IV. Other relatively large positive

(+) changes included 20.62 days in Individual Methods on Subject 3 in

District V, 8.63 on Subject 1 in District I, 8.46 on Subject 2 in

District I, 8.13 in District III, and 8.78 days in District V,

Individual Methods, Subject 2.,

Other relatively large negative (-) changes included 13.23

days fewer. Individual Methods, Subject 5, District IV; 12.92 days

fewer, Individual Methods, Subject 5, District III; 10.12 fewer days.

Individual Methods, Subject 3, District IV; and 8.37 fewer days devoted.

Individual Methods, Subject 2, District II.

In brief summary, it appears that any relatively large changes in

days devoted between FY 1972 and FY 1975 occurred in Individual Methods,

District I and District V showing larges,t increases on a stronger sub

ject, Subject 3; District II showing decreases on the weaker subjects.

Subject 1 and 2; and Districts III and IV having largest decreases on

stronger subjects. Subject 3, 4, and 5. Districts I, III and V did,

however, show some increase in emphasis of a weaker subject. Subject 2,

and District I did have an increase on weaker Subject 1 emphasis.

F. METHODS COMPARED BY PERCENTS OF AGENT DAYS

Information in Table XIV permits comparison of shifts in per-

cents of agent days spent by agents on corn subjects using certain

Extension methods according to districts and the State. Changes in
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percents of days devoted between FY 1972 and FY 1975 ranged from an

Increase (+) of 13.77 percent in days spent using Individual Methods on

Subject 4 to a decrease (-) of 21.66 percent using Other Methods on

the same subject. Only one other State figure exceeded 10 percent.

That was the 10.69 percent increase (+) noted for Other Methods on

Subject 3. Other changes were relatively small.

When districts were compared, it was found that shifts in

percents of days devoted ranged from an increase (+) of 59.59 percent

in Group Meetings on Subject 1 in District III to a decrease (-) of

67.69 percent in Other Methods on Subject 4 in District IV. Other

consequential positive (+) shifts included 47.29 percent in Individual

Methods on Subject 4, District IV; 33.63 in Other Methods on Subject 4,

District III; 33.55 percent in Individual Methods on Subject 2,

District V; 33.28 percent in Individual Methods on Subject 3, District V;

31.40 percent in Other Methods on Subject 2, District III; 28.43 per

cent in Other Methods on Subject 3, District I; 23.73 percent in

Group Methods on Subject 3, District IV; 20.56 percent in Other Methods,

Subject 4, District II; 19.10 percent in Mass Methods, Subject 4,

District III; 18.70 percent in Other Methods, Subject 5, District V;

16.51 percent in Other Methods, Subject 1, District IV; 14.23 percent

in Individual Methods on Subject 1, District V; 12.89 percent in

Group Methods on Subject 4, District II; 12.64 percent in Other Methods

on Subject 5, District IV; 10.67 percent in Individual Methods on

Subject 4, District I; 9.61 percent in Individual Methods on Subject 5,

District I; and 9.21 percent in Individual Methods on Subject 1,

District I.
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Other consequential negative (-) changes included 64.43 percent

in Individual Methods on Subject 1, District III; 59.48 percent in

Individual Methods on Subject 4, District III; 24.31 percent in

Individual Methods on Subject 4, District II; 21.06 percent in Group

Methods on Subject 4, District I; 19.13 percent in Individual Methods

on Subject 5, District IV; 18.67 percent in Individual Methods on

Subject 3, District IV; 18.01 percent in Group Methods on Subject 2,

District V; 17.53 percent in Mass Methods on Subject 1, District IV;

16.07 percent in Group Methods on Subject 3, District V; 15.12 percent

in Other Methods on Subject 2, District II; 13.77 percent in Mass

Methods on Subject 1, District V; 13.15 percent in Group Methods on

Subject 5, District V; 12.25 percent in Other Methods on Subject 2,

District V; 11.64 percent in Group Methods on Subject I, District I;

10.85 percent in Group Methods on Subject 2, District I; 10.50 per

cent in Other Methods on Subject 5, District I; 10.11 percent in Group

Methods on Subject 2, District III; and 9.16 percent in Group Methods

on Subject 3, District I.

In brief summary, overall slight increases were noted on

percents of time devoted to weaker Subject 1, especially in District I,

with a shift frbm Group to Individual Methods, in Districts IV and V,

with shifts from Mass Media to Individual, and District III from

Individual to Group; and to weaker Subject 2, especially in Districts I,

II and V, with shifts from Oroup and Other Methods to Individual Methods,

and Districts III and IV where the reverse was true. Considerable

variation was noted from district to district for all other subjects.
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G. METHODS COMPARED BY NUMBER OF CONTACTS MADE

Table XV presents a comparison of shifts in numbers of contacts

made using selected Extension methods according to districts and for

the State. Regarding changes in contacts made using different teach

ing methods on corn subjects in the State between FY 1972 and FY 1975,

contacts rnaged from a high increase (+) of 4,000 contacts by means

of Mass Methods reported on Subject 3 to a low decrease (-) of 1,604

contacts, also on Mass Methods but for Subject 5.

Other state changes of any size included increases (+) of 445

contacts by means of Mass Methods on Subject 2 and 413 contacts through

Other Methods on Subject 3. There were decreases (-) of 982 contacts

via Group Methods on Subject 5, 616 contacts by means of Individual

Methods on Subject 5, 603 contacts through Group Methods on Subject 3,

406 contacts of Group Methods on Subject 2, and 405 contacts by means

of Other Means on Subject 5. Other state changes were relatively

small.

When districts are compared, it may be noted that shifts in

contacts ranged from an increase (+) of 1,968 contacts through Mass

Methods on Subject 3, District I, to a decrease (-) 934 contacts via

Mass Methods on Subject 1, District V. Other relatively large positive

(+) changes included 1,708 contacts by means of Mass Methods on

Subject 3 in District III, 1,133 contacts via Mass Methods on Subject 2

in District III, 799 contacts through Mass Methods on Subject 1 in

District I, 289 contacts via Other Methods on Subject 3 in District I,

265 through Mass Media on Subject 4 in District III, 258 via Mass
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Methods on Subject 3 in District II, 197 by means of Other Methods on

Subject 2 in District I, 191 through Individual Methods on Subject 3

in District V, 156 via Other Methods on Subject 4 in District 1, 131

by means of Other Methods on Subject 2 in District 111, 100 in Group

Methods on Subject 3 in District IV, 97 through Mass Methods on Subject 3

in District V, 91 in Individual Methods on Subject 2 in District 1, 82

via Individual Methods on Subject 4 in District V, 69 in Other Methods

on Subject 3 in District 11, 67 by means of Other Methods on Subject 4

in District V, 62 in Individual Methods on Subject 3 in District 11,

61 in Other Methods on Subject 5 in District V, 60 through Individual

Methods on Subject 2 in District IV, 56 by means of Individual Methods

on Subject 1 in District 1, 50 in Other Methods on Subject 5 in

District IV, 41 via Individual Methods on Subject 3 in District 111,

40 through Other Methods on Subject 3 in District 111, 29 by means of

Individual Methods on Subject 1 in District IV, 29 in Other Methods on

Subject 5 in District 111, 28 via Group Methods on Subject 2 in

District IV, 25 through Mass Methods on Subject 4 in District V, 21

in Other Methods on Subject 3 in District V, 17 by means of Individual

Methods on Subject 4 in District 11, 12 via Individual Methods on

Subject 4 in District IV, 12 through Group Methods on Subject 1 in

District 111, 11 in Other Methods on Subject 1 in District 11, and

10 contacts by means of Individual Methods on Subject 2 in District V.

Other relatively large negative (-) changes included 782 con

tacts fewer. Group Methods, Subject 5, District 1; 759 fewer. Mass

Methods, Subject 5, District 1; 544 fewer. Other Methods, Subject 5,

District 1; 487 fewer. Group Methods, Subject 3, District 1; 436 fewer
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Mass Methods, Subject 5, District V; 400 fewer. Mass Methods, Subject 5,

District IV; 381 fewer. Mass Methods, Subject 2, District I; 307 fewer.

Mass Methods, Subject 2, District V; 234 fewer. Group Methods, Sub

ject 2, District V; 220 fewer. Individual Methods, Subject 5, Dis

trict IV; 174 fewer. Other Methods, Subject 4, District IV; 158

fewer. Group Methods, Subject 2, District I; 117 fewer. Group Methods,

Subject 4, District IV; 113 fewer. Individual Methods, Subject 1,

District V; 95 fewer. Individual Methods, Subject 3, District IV;

88 fewer. Individual Methods, Subject 5, District III; 88 fewer.

Group Methods, Subject 3, District II; 85 fewer. Group Methods,

Subject 3, District III; 75 fewer. Group Methods, Subject 5, District

IV; 58 fewer. Group Methods, Subject 5, District V; 53 fewer. Indivi

dual Methods, Subject 4, District III; 48 fewer. Group Methods,

Subject 5, District II; 45 fewer. Individual Methods, Subject 5,

District II; 43 fewer. Group Methods, Subject 3, District V; 41 fewer.

Individual Methods, Subject 1, District III, 37 fewer. Individual

Methods, Subject 4, District I; 36 fewer. Individual Methods,

Subject 3, District I; 31 fewer Group Methods, Subject 3, District IV:

29 fewer. Group Methods, Subject 2, District II; 26 fewer. Other

Methods, Subject 1, District III; 26 fewer. Group Methods, Subject 1,

District V; 25 fewer. Group Methods, Subject 4, District I; 21 fewer.

Group Methods, Subject 1, District I; 19 fewer, Group Methods, Sub

ject 5, District III; 17 fewer. Other Methods, Subject 2, District V;

16 fewer. Other Methods, Subject 2, District IV; 13 fewer. Group

Methods, Subject 2, District III; and 10 fewer. Individual Methods,

Subject 2, District II.
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In brief summary, some decreases in contacts made via all methods

were noted for weaker areas, Subjects 1 and 2, though District I posted

relatively large increases in Mass Media contacts on Subjects 1 and

District III recorded the increases on Subject 2. Stronger Subjects 3

and 4 definitely showed increased emphasis, excepting in District IV;

while Subject 5, Other Corn Subjects, decreased everywhere.

H. METHODS COMPARED BY PERCENTS OF CONTACTS MADE

Information in Table XVI permits comparison of shifts in

percents of contacts made by agents on corn subjects using certain

Extension methods according to districts and the State. Changes

in percents of contacts for the State between FY 1972 and FY 1975

ranged from an increase (+) of 48.35 percent contacts using Mass

Methods on Subject 3 to a decrease (-) of 32.54 percent contacts using

Mass Methods on Subject 5.

Other State changes of any size included increases (+) of 31.25

percent using Mass Methods on Subject 4, 30.69 percent using Individual

Methods on Subject 5, 19.40 percent using Other Methods on Subject 3;

and decreases (-) of 29.78 percent using Group Methods on Subject 3,

24.20 percent using Individual Methods on Subject 3, 20.47 percent

using Group Methods on Subject 4, 15.81 percent using Group Methods on

Subject 5, 10.59 percent using Individual Methods on Subject 4. Other

changes were relatively small.

When districts were compared, it was found that shifts in

percents of contacts ranged from an increase (+) of 93.97 percent

in Mass Methods on Subject 4 in District III to a decrease (-) of
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103.35 percent in Other Methods on Subject 1 in District V. Other conse

quential positive (+) shifts included 76.80 percent in Mass Methods on

Subjects 1, Disctict I; 74.87 percent in Other Methods on Subject 4, Dis

trict I; 69.73 percent in Mass Methods on Subject 3, District I; 61.92 per

cent in Individual Methods on Subject 4, District IV; 58.62 percent in Group

Methods on Subject 1, District III; 54.05 percent in Group Methods on

Subject 3, District IV; 48.41 percent in Mass Methods on Subject 3,

District II; 46.51 percent in Group Methods on Subject 2, District III;

42.92 percent in Mass Methods on Subject 3, District III; 42.60 percent

in Individual Methods on Subject 1, District V; 41.14 percent in

Individual Methods on Subject 5, District I; 38.63 percent Mass Methods on

Subject 1, District V; 34.98 percent in Individual Methods on Subject 4,

District V; 31.06 percent in Other Methods on Subject 3, District I;

28.50 percent in Individual Methods on Subject 5, District II; 27.38

percent in Other Methods on Subject 5, District V; 24.68 percent in

Individual Methods on Subject 2, District V; 23.68 percent in Other

Methods on Subject 3, District V; 14.61 percent in Other Methods on

Subject 5, District IV; 14.42 percent in Other Methods on Subject 3,

District III; 14.37 percent in Other Methods on Subject 3, District II;

13.61 percent in Individual Methods on Subject 3, District V; 13.42

percent in Individual Methods on Subject 5, District V; 13.30 percent

in Individual Methods on Subject 2, District II; 12.98 percent in

Individual Methods on Subject 5, District IV; 10.35 percent in Group

Methods on Subject 5, District V; 10.29 percent in Group Methods on

Subject 2, District IV; 9.50 percent in Mass Methods on Subject 4,

District V; 9.42 percent in Other Methods on Subject 2, District IV;
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and 9.27 percent in Other Methods on Subject 1, District II.

Other consequential negative (-) changes included 61.41 per

cent in Mass Methods on Subject 5, District V; 58.62 percent in

Individual Methods on Subject 1, District III: 56.61 percent in

Individual Methods on Subject 1, District I; 51.30 percent in Indivi

dual Methods on Subject 4, District I; 47.63 percent in Group Methods

on Subject 3, District I; 46.77 percent in Other Methods on Subject 4,

District IV; 43.91 percent in Mass Methods on Subject 5, District IV;

42.80 percent in Group Methods on Subject 3, District II; 36.40 per

cent in Individual Methods on Subject 3, District IV; 33.64 percent

in Other Methods on Subject 4, District V; 29.81 percent in Individual

Methods on Subject 3, District I; 27.46 percent in Individual Methods

on Subject 2, District III: 27.25 percent in Individual Methods on

Subject 5, District II; 26.35 percent in Individual Methods on Subject

5, District I; 26.12 percent in Group Methods on Subject 5, District I;

25.79 percent in Group Methods on Subject 3, District III; 24.69 per

cent in Group Methods on Subject 4, District IV; 22.33 percent in

Group Methods on Subject 4, District I; 22.01 percent in Group Methods

on Subject 2, District V; 20.25 percent in Other Methods on Subject 5,

District I; 18.79 percent in Individual Methods on Subject 3, District

III; 18.31 percent in Individual Methods on Subject 3, District II;

17.25 percent in Group Methods on Subject 1, District I; 16.87 percent

in Other Methods on Subject 5, District II; 15.77 percent in Group

Methods on Subject 2, District III: 14.19 percent in Group Methods on

Subject 2, District II; and 14.03 percent in Mass Methods on Subject 3,

District IV.
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In brief sunnnary, weaker Subjects 1 and 2 showed no appreciable

changes, in percents of contacts via Individual Methods, though con

siderable variation was noted from district to district. Trends in

percents of contacts were toward increased (+) use of Mass Media and

decreased (-) use of Group Methods on all subjects, excepting Subject 5

for Mass Contacts.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Program determination and program evaluation are usually

accepted as being important and necessary processes as Extension per

sons help county residents in identifying and satisfying their needs

and personal, group, and community goals. By relating Tennessee

Extension Management Information System (TEMIS) data concerning agent

time planned, expended, and contacts made by districts and according

to selected teaching methods to practice checklist survey data, it

was felt that Extension corn educational programs might be evaluated

and better planned in terms of the priority needs of the State's corn

producers. The major purpose of this study was to determine possible

implications of the 1972 and 1975 TEMIS data for the 1970 Statewide

Corn Practice Checklist Survey (SCPCS) and Extension's educational

program.

Specific objectives included the following: (1) to study CPCS

and TEMIS data together in a meaningful, prioritized way; (2) to study

shifts in time planned and expended in FY 1972 and FY 1975 by Tennessee

Agents doing corn educational work in the five Tennessee Extension

Supervisory Districts in order to try to measure the impact of the 1970

SCPCS based on changes reflected in the 1975 Survey; (3) to study

shifts in contacts made in FY 1972 and FY 1975 by Tennessee agents

doing corn educational work in the Extension Districts and to try to

measure any shifts brought about by the 1970 SCPCS based on changes

54
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reflected in the 1975.Survey; and (4) to study Extension methods used

in FY 1972 and FY 1975 and note shifts in methods used and consider the

relative effectiveness of the methods in teaching corn producers.

Information from the SCPCS conducted in 1970 comparing corn

producers in the five districts of Tennessee regarding their use of

recommended corn practices was used as the basis for identifying

priority educational needs of the producers. In 1970, "^a total of 1,415

adult corn producers was randomly surveyed, basically 30 growers per

county, including 562 in District I; 221 in District II; 240 in

District III; 180 in District IV; and 212 in District V. In 1975 a

total of 721 adult corn producers was randomly surveyed, basically 20

growers per county, including 187 in District I; 131 in District II;

140 in District III; 115 in District IV; and 148 in District V.

Information collected from TEMIS computer printouts included agent

days planned, expended, contacts made, and teaching methods used in

terms of days expended and contacts made according to districts.

A "concern level" of 60 percent was set for subjects prioritized

for this study. Corn subjects and related practices having only 60 per

cent or less in average statewide grower use were considered to be

"of program concern."

A. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

It was noted in the study that 1975 average production for pro

ducers surveyed in bushels of corn per acre was approximately 78

bushels of grain and 16.8 tons of silage per acre. The number of

eight Extension recommended practices used by producers surveyed in
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1975 for both corn for grain and silage production were positively
.

associated with yields, the higher the production, the higher the num

ber of practices used (P < .005) (2).

Relation of CPCS and TEMIS Data

The eight recommended practices were classified under four

TEMIS subject headings to permit relating CPCS and TEMIS information.

They were ordered from least used (i.e., weakest) to most used

(i.e., strongest). It was assumed that data from the two sources

could be related. No TEMIS corn subjects were found to be less than

the 60 percent concern level for either the 1970 or the 1975 CPCS in

the State. All TEMIS subjects were above the concern level including

Subject 1, Corn Fertilization—61 percent; Subject 2, Corn Pest—65

percent; Subject 3, Corn Production—81 percent; and Subject 4, Corn

Management and Harvesting—74 percent; in 1970, This was true also

for 1975, when Subject 1, Corn Fertilization was 68 percent; Subject 2,

Corn Pest was 70 percent; Subject 3, Corn Production was 83 percent;

and Subject 4, Corn Management and Harvesting was 79 percent.

The grand total average practice use for all subjects in 1970

was 74 percent; and In 1975 was 79 percent for the State. Average

percents of corn producers in all districts were above the concern

level in 1970 and 1975 except for Districts IV, Subject 1, Corn

Fertilization—56 percent, and Subject 2, Corn Pest—51 percent.

District V, Subject 1, Corn Fertilization—52 percent. Subject 2,

Corn Pest—60 percent in 1970; and District V, Subject 1, Corn

Fertilization—56 percent, for 1975.
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Comparisons of Shifts in Agent Time Ftanned by Districts

There was a net decrease (-) of 329 agent days planned from

FY 1972 to FY 1975. Subjects ranged from a decrease (-) of 147 days

on Subject 5 to an increase (+) of 52 days for Subject 3.

The overall shift in numbers of agent days planned by districts

from FY 1972 to FY 1975 showed a decrease (-). Decreases ranged from

a decrease (-) of 135 in District I to a decrease (-) of 15 in

District IV.

Subjects 1, 2 and 5 all showed decreases (-) in relative percents

of agent days planned of .98 percent, 8.09 percent and 7.86 percent,

respectively. Districts ranged from a decrease (-) of 30.29 percent

on Subject 2, District II, to an increase (+) of 21.00 percent on

Subject 3, District II.

Comparisons of Shifts in Agent Time Expended by Districts

There was a net decrease (-) of 19.73 agent days expended from

FY 1972 to FY 1975. Two subjects. Subject 2 and Subject 3, showed

increases (+) in agent days expended of 10.71 and 54.81, respectively.

All other subjects (i.e., 1, 4, and 5) showed decreases (-) in agent

days expended ranging from 58.72 days on Subject 5, 24.54 for Subject 4,

and 1.99 days in Subject 1. All districts showed overall decreases (-)

in agent days expended, except Districts I and V. Decreases (-)

ranged from 31.92 days in District IV to 3.97 days in District II.

The increases (+) of 27.16 and 13.91 were shown in Districts I and V,

respectively. Increases (+) in agent days expended according to

subjects occurred in District I, on Subjects 1, 2, and 3^
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District II, on Subjects 3 and 4; District III, bii Subject 2;

District IV, on Subjects 1 and 2; and District V, on Subjects

2, 3, and 4. Decreases (-) in agent days expended according to

subjects occurred in District I, on Subjects 4 and 5; District II, on

Subjects 1, 2 and 5; District III, on Subjects 1, 3, 4 and 5; District

IV, on Subjects 3, 4 and 5; and District V, on Subjects 1 and 5.

Relative percents of agent days expended ranged from a

decrease (-) of 8.86 percent on Subject 5 to an increase (+) of 9.82

percent in agent days expended on Subject 3. District I showed

decreases (-) on three subjects (i.e.. Subjects 2, 4, and 5);

District II decreased (-) on Subjects 1, 2, and 5; District III

decreased (-) on Subjects 1, 4, and 5; District IV decreased (-) on

Subjects 3, 4, and 5; and District V decreased (-) on Subjects 1, 2,

and 5 in terms of shifts in agent days expended.

Comparisons of Shifts in Contacts by Districts

Total contacts among all audiences showed a net increase (+) of

835 corn producer contacts from FY 1972 to FY 1975. Two subjects.

Subjects. 1 and 5, showed decreases (-) in contacts of 257 and 3,607

contacts, respectively. All other subjects (i.e., 2, 3, and 4) showed

increases (+) in contacts of 232 on Subject 4, 494 on Subject 2, and

3,973 on Subject 3. Overall increases (+) for the districts were

District I, 169 contacts; District II, 188 contacts; District III,

3,045 contacts; and decreases (-) included District IV, 848 contacts

and District V, 1,719 contacts. Decreases (-) in contacts made
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according to subjects occurred in District I, on Subjects 2 and 5;

District II, on Subjects 2 and 5; District III, on Subjects 1 and 5;

District IV, on Subjects 3, 4 and 5; and District V, on Subjects I,

2 and 5.

Percents of contacts by subject ranged from a relative decrease

(-) of 25.43 percent on Subject 5 to a relative increase (+) of 25.03

percent on Subject 3. District I showed decreases (-) on Subjects' 2

and 5; District II decreased (-) on Subjects 1, 2 and 5; District III

decreased (-) on Subjects 1 and 5; District IV decreased (-) on

Subjects 4 and 5; and District V decreased (-) on Subjects 1, 2 and 5.

Comparisons of Shifts in Agent Time Expended by Methods

Changes in days spent using different teaching methods on corn

subjects in the State between FY 1972 and FY 1975, ranged from a high

increase (+) of 48.29 days of work using Individual Methods recorded

on Subject 3 to a low decrease (-) of 40.30 days, also on agent work

using Individual Methods recorded for Subject 5.

When districts were compared, it was noted that shifts in days

devoted ranged from an increase (+) of 33.67 days for Individual

Methods on Subject 3, District I, to a decrease (-) of 19.25 days in

Other Methods (e.g., planning, preparation, evaluation) on Subject 4,

District IV.

It appears that any relatively large changes in days devoted

between FY 1972 and FY 1975 occurred in Individual Methods, Districts 1

and V showing largest increases (+) on a stronger subject. Subject 3,

District 11 showing decreases (-) on the weaker subjects. Subjects 1

and 2; and Districts 111 and IV having largest decreases (-) on
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stronger Subjects 3, 4 and 5. Districts I, III and V did, however, show

some increase (+) in emphasis of a weak subject. Subject 2, and

District I did have an increase (+) on emphasis of a weaker area.

Subject 1.

Changes in percents of days devoted between FY 1972 and FY 1975

for the State ranged from an increase (+) of 13.77 percent in days

spent using Individual Methods on Subject 4 to a decrease (-) of

21.66 percent using Other Methods on the same subject.

When districts were compared, it was found that shifts in per

cents of days devoted ranged from an increase (+) of 59.59 percent in

Group Meetings on Subject 1 in District III to a decrease (-) of

67.69 percent in Other Methods on Subject 4 in District IV.

Overall slight increases (+) were noted on relative percents

of time devoted to weaker Subject 1, especially in District I, with a

shift from Group to Individual Methods, in District IV and V, with

shifts from Mass Media to Individual, and District III from Individual

to Group; and to weaker Subject 2, especially in Districts I, II and

V, with shifts from Group and Other Methods to Individual Methods,

and Districts III and IV when the reverse was true. Considerable

variation was noted from district to district for all other subjects. /

Comparisons in Shifts in Contaots by Methods

Changes in numbers of contacts made on corn subjects in the

State between FY 1972 and FY 1975 ranged from a high increase (+) of

4,000 contacts via Mass Methods made on Subject 3 to a low decrease

(-) of 1,604 contacts, also on Mass Methods on Subject 5.
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When districts were compared, it was noted that shifts in contacts

ranged from an increase (+) of 1,968 contacts through Mass Methods on

Subject 3, District I, to a decrease (-) of 934 contacts by means of

Mass Methods on Subject 1, District V,

Some decreases (-) in contacts made via all methods were noted

for weaker areas. Subjects 1 and 2, though District 1 posted relatively

large increases (+) in Mass Media contacts on Subject 1 and District III

recorded increases (+) on Subject 2. Stronger Subjects 3 and 4 defi

nitely showed increased (+) contacts, excepting in District IV; while

Subject 5, Other Corn Subjects, decreased (-) everywhere.

Changes in percents of contacts for the State between FY 1972

and FY 1975 ranged from an increase (+) of 48.35 percent contacts

using Mass Methods on Subject 3 to a decrease (-) of 32.54 percent

contacts using Mass Methods on Subject 5.

When Districts were compared it was found that shifts in per

cents of contacts ranged from an increase (+) of 93.97 percent in

Mass Methods on Subject 4 in District III to a decrease (-) of 103.35

percent in Other Methods on Subject 1 in District V.

Weaker Subjects 1 and 2 showed no appreciable change in percents

of contacts via Individual Methods, though considerable variation was

noted from district to district. Trends in percents of contacts were

toward increased (+) use of Mass Media and decreased (-) use of Group

Methods on all subjects, excepting Subject 5 for Mass Contacts.
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B. IMPLICATIONS

The cross-walking approach in this study, simultaneously

examining percents of producers using recommended corn production

practices from the SCPCS and numbers and percents of agent days

devoted and clientele contacts made from TEMIS according to districts

and by Extension teaching methods, appeared to permit desired com

parisons and relationships.

Since both numbers and percents of agent days planned for two

weaker com subjects (i.e. and related practices) decreased following

the 1970 SCPCS; and time planned for two stronger subjects (i.e.,
Tv

and related "practices) increased, and since little change was noted

in percent of time actually devoted to subjects from the previous

period; it appears that agents may have paid little heed to the 1970

survey findings as they formulated educational work in corn production

for the period. They continued to devote about the same percents of

time as before surveying. At the same time, all subjects were above

the "concern level" to start with, thus, tending to minimize the con

sequence of this implication.

The variations from district to district in percents of corn

producers using various practice related subjects and numbers and

percents of agent days planned and spent and contacts made implies

that differences resulting from peculiar geographical, production,

supervisory and other conditions and situations may make data for each

district relatively unique.
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Increases in percents of agent time devoted to corn Extension

work were greatest for Individual Methods of instruction, decreases

or no change occurring for Group and Mass Methods, suggesting that the

nature of problems faced in FY 1975 may have demanded personal visits

or help of agents more than those encountered in FY 1972.

Since average yields of corn in Tennessee counties appeared to

have increased (e.g. State average, 1970-72 = 57 bushels versus

1973-75 = 68 bushels) during the study period and these study findings

show Tennessee Extension workers continued to plan and expend time

contacting and teaching more producers subject matter regarding eight

recommended corn production practices grouped under four TEMIS pri

mary subjects and higher percents were using recommended practices,

it is implied that Extension's educational efforts have paid off in

increased production, though obviously further study would be necessary

to show the true nature and extent of Extension's role in the indicated

changes.

o

C. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Encourage agents through appropriate training to plan

based on SCPCS findings.

2. Conduct similar studies in other agricultural commodity

or work areas over time.

3. More closely relate SCPCS practice and TEMIS subjects.

4. Conduct other similar studies to prove the true nature of the

relationship here implied between Extension inputs in agent days devoted

to corn production using various methods to outputs measured in



. 

� 

 � � � 
 � �� �� � 

rTt I

64

Increased corn yields and higher percents of producers using research-

verified corn production practices.
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APPENDIX A



THE AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICE, UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE
Knoxville, Tennessee

TENNESSEE CORN PRODUCTION SURVEY

Name of Farmer

County

Address

Date Interview Number-

1. How many acres of corn did you plant last year for grain?_
For silage?

2. How many acres of corn did you harvest last year for grain?_
For silage?

3. Per acre yield: Bushels of grain? Tons of silage?

4. How much of the harvested acreage was: Owned? Cash
rented? Shared?

5. What percent of the grain acreage was harvested by picker sheller?
Picker? Other?

6. What percent of last year's corn grain crop did you sell?
Feed?

7. If you fed part or all of last year's harvested corn grain crop,
about how many bushels were fed to swine? Beef?
Dairy? Other?

(See corresponding number
RECOMMENDED PRACTICE on explanatory guide YES NO

(1) Did you plant a corn variety or varieties
recommended by U.T. last year?

(2) Did you plant: a) in East and Middle
Tennessee, between April 20 and June 1;
b) in West Tennessee and Southwest Corn
Borer infested counties in Middle

Tennessee between April 1 and May 1;
or c) in the delta area, the same as in
item b or earlier?

(3) Did you have a recommended stand (plant
population) of plants last year? (12,000-
18,000 for grain; 18,000-20,000 for silate)?

(4) Did you lime and fertilize your corn land
according to soil test recommendations?

69
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(See corresponding number
RECOMMENDED PRAGTIGE - - on explanatory guide sheet) YES NO

(5) Did you use recommended procedures in applying
fertilizer? (especially taking care to separate
seed and nitrogen containing fertilizer)

(6) Were weeds effectively controlled in a recommended
way last year?

(7) Did you harvest your corn (grain and/or silate)
at the proper stage(s)?

(8) Did you adequate protect your stored grain from
pests?
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THE AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICE, UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE
Knoxville, Tennessee

1975 TENNESSEE CORN PRODUCTION SURVEY

Name of Respondent Address

1
C

(1)
ard Number

County Date_
(2) (3) (4) (Use TEMIS Code)

A. General

1. How many acres of corn did you plant last year?

a. For grain (Actual acres planted.) A 999=1,000 or
(5) (6) (7) more.

b. For silage (Actual acres planted.)
(8) (9) (10)

2. How many acres of corn did you harvest last year:

a. For grain (Actual acres harvested.
(11) (12) (13)

b. For silage (Actual acres harvested
(14) (15) (16)

3. Per acre yield:

a. Bushels of grain

(17) (18) (19)

b. Tons of silage

(20) (21) (22)

4. How much of the harvested acreage was:

a. Owned?

(23) (24) (25)

b. Cash rented?

(26) (27) (28)

c. Shared?

(29) (30) (31)
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5. Waht percent of the grain acreage was harvested by:

a. Picker sheller?

(32) (33) (34)

b. Picker?

(35) (36) (37)

c. Other?

(38) (39) (40)

6. What percent of

a.

last year's corn grain crop did you:

Fell?

(41) (42) (43)

b. Feed?

(44) (45) (46)

c. Other?

(47) (48) (49)

7. If you fed part
crop, about how

or all of last year's harvested corn
many bushels were:

a. Fed to swine

(50) (51) (52)

b. Beef?

(53) (54) (55)

c. Dairy?
(56) (57) (58)

d. Other?

(59) (60) (61)

B. Reconnnended Practices

(See corresponding number on 1 = yes;
RECOMMENDED PRACTIOE ' explanatory guide sheet) 2 = no

(1) Did you plant a corn variety or varieties recommended by
(62) U.T. last year?

(2) Did you plant: a) in East and Middle Tennessee, between
(63) April 20 and June 1; b) in West Tennessee and Southwest

Corn Borer infested counties in Middle Tennessee between
April 1 and May 1; or c) in the delta area, the same as
in item b or earlier:
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(See corresponding number on 1 = yes
RECOMMENDED -PRACTIGE explanatory guide sheet) 2 = no

(3) Did you have a recommended stand (plant population) of
(64) plants last year? (12,000-18,000 for grain; 18,000-

20,000 for silafee)

(4) Did you lime and fertilize your corn land according to
(65) soil test recommendations?

(5) Did you use recommended procedures in applying fertilizer?
(66) (especially taking care to separate seed and nitrogen

containing fertilizer)

(6) Were weeds effectively controlled in a recommended way
(67) last year?

(7) Did you harvest your corn (grain and/or silage) at the
(68) proper stage (s)?

(69)
(8) Did you adequately protect your stored grain from pests?

C. The number of contacts producer had with County Extension Agents
during previous 12 months (record actual number):

a. Number of Extension meetings of all kinds attended?
(70) (71)

(72) (73)

(74) (75)

(76) (77)

(78) (79)

10. '
(80)

b. Number of Extension meetings where corn production
was discussed?

c. Number of visits made to the County Extension office?

d. Number of telephone calls made to the County
Extension office?

e. Number of farm visits received by the corn producer
from all County Extension Agents?
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COUNTIES CONTRIBUTING YIELD DATA FOR 1970 AND 1975

DISTRICT I DISTRICT III

Benton Bradley

Carroll Franklin

Chester Grundy

Crockett McMinn

Decatur Monroe

Dyer Polk

Fayette Rhea

Gibson Van Buren

Hardin

Hajrwood DISTRICT IV

Henderson

Henry Cumberland

Lake Morgan
Lauderdale Overton

McNairy Pickett

Ob ion Putnam

Shelby Scott

Tipton
Weakley DISTRICT V

DISTRICT II Blount

Campbell
Bedford Carter

Humphreys Cocke

Montgomery Grainger

Robertson Hamblen

Rutherford London

Sumner Sullivan

Williamson
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