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CHAPTER I 

ihtrdixjctidh 

I. PREFACE 

VQ.th Inproved technology in the field of agriculture, there 

still eodst sone segments of the farm population uhich refuse to adopt 

improved faming practices* NuiaM^}us studies have been conducted to 

gain a better understanding of the basis for the non^^adopter's actions* 

This study is designed to exsjnine the importance these non«^dopter8 

place on the values involved in fam decisicms* It is hoped it will 

contribute to the understanding of the factors involved in the adoption 

or non-adoption of iii5)roved farm practices* 

n. VfCBim 

Failure to adopt an improved practice in farming is a matter of 

practical importance not only to the general public but also to the 

famers thestselves* Since improved practices have been both research 

and field tested and are generally assumed to be remunerative, and since 

it is assumed that farmers are interested in making as good a living as 

they one wonders idiy farmers do not adopt most if not all practices 

recommended. Apparently the profit motive alone is not sufficiently 

effective as a motivating influanee for adoption.^ 

^Charles R. itoffer and Dale Stangland, Tarmers* Attitudes and 
Values in Relation to Adoption of Approved PracticM in Com Growing," 
Itural Sociology, 23»112» March, 1958. 
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In studying faro praotiee adoption* it is belicnrod that value 

orientations influence the process of adoption by both serving as 

criteria in deciding among alternatives* and serving as factors vhich 

2
foster rapid diffusion* e.g.* high value on science. 

In the decision making a^>eot of adoption* value>ooneepts may 

provide a basis for the decisions and actions of people. They may be 

thought of as integrative concepts ̂ (diich allow the individual to direot 

his behavior to attain the greatest total satisfaction. In a society 

in iddeh there are many alternative courses of action* the individual 

develops certain value>ooncepts out of his experience idiich provide 

this integrating influence.^ This study consists of an examination of 

the behavior involved in making farm decisions and it is hoped it will 

help clarify the difference between those who follow a number of 

approved fam practices as oeepared with those who do not. 

The problem then is to examine the values involved in the decision 

making of low adopters and oonpare them with the values involved in the 

decision making of high adopters. The question idiich this study will 

try to answer ist How do the values of the high and low adopters differ? 

Charles E. Ramsey* Robert A. Poison and Qeoi^e E. Spencer* 
"Values and the Adoption of Practices*" Rural Sociology. March, 
1959. 

^Eugme A. Wilkening, Adoption of Improved Farm Practices a^ 
Related ̂ Family Factors. Research Bulletin 183 (Madisonj University 
of l^sconsin Agrioultwal Experiment Station* Peoeober* 1953)» p. 3^* 



in, DEFHIITIOS OF TEWB 

Peclalon waking* Decision waking is the process of interaction 

leading to and including oowRLtaant to a progran of policT'or operation* 

Deptmdwit variable* Ihe intezpretation of depaid«it variable 

shall be that variable idzldi is the central interest of the study and 

ahleh is allowed to vary according to the value of eadi of the other 

variables. 

Independent variable. The term ind^endoit variable is used to 

wean those variable qiiantities or qualities which are felt to be related 

causally or eoncomitantly to the d^endent variable* 

Trial Acre Program* This was a project undertaken by the 

University of Twmessee-Tennessee Valley Authorl*^ to determine the 

utili^ of one approadz to that segment of the farm population diich 

follows fertiliser and related practices that produce low com yields* 

that segment being out of contact with the Agricultural Extension 

Service and other ceaonnieation channels* 

Values. 

klhile the definition of what values are varies with different 
writers, there is general agreement that values (1) are abstract 
concepts inferred from behavior* (2) operate to influ«ice a 
selection of the available means and ends of action, and (3) have 
either favorable or unfavorable ooimotatlons for the well-being 
of the individual or of the group. There is also g«ieral agree 
ment that values can be effectively studied or inferred through 



the observation of csholces among the means or goals of action* in 
either actual or hypothetical situations.'* 

Rati^onale. In this study rationale shall be interpreted as a 

gWiCMl view of an exposition underlying or constituting the foundation 

of human «itezprise, especially of scientific work or experimentation. 

IV. JUSTIFKATIDN 

Economio and cultural develoiment has progressed at highly 

variable rates in the United States with a large nunflser of people 

continuing in the routines of life ̂ idi have been handed down to then 

from previous generations. Ih ̂ ite of our highly developed means of 

oonmunieation* it is still most difficult to bring new ideas about 

fanning* homemaklng* or eammunlty activities to people idio remain 

outside the realm of our general community life and cultural develop 

ment.^ 

One program vMdi is attenptlng to bring about this dhange is 

the Rural Dev«loF«int Program, The Rural Development Program is a 

oooperative long-range one aimed at lag>roving opportunities of our fara 

families with cash incomes of less than $1,000 a year. It involves e 

coordinated approach by civic* business* and industzdal leaders* farm 

'hsugene A. vaikenlng, "Tedmiques of Assessing Farm Family 
Values," Rural Sociology. 19*49* Hard*, 1954. 

5williara H. Hetzler, Socio-Sconowlc Asnects of Manpower Adjustmentsi 
]^w Income Areas* U. S« Departmoit of Agriculture, Agricultural RM^uxh 
!S«rvice* f^ara Economics Research ̂ anch* August, 1958, pp. 1-2. 
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oi^anlzatlons. schools, churdies, consnunity and seinrloe clubs, as wall 

as local, state and federal agencies, and Is supported with federal and 

state aid, the greater amount coming from the Federal Gk}vernment. The 

program is designed to improve family incomes and to bring about the 

fundamental growth and development of the people involved through the 

attainment, utilization, and enjoyment of a better standard of living*^ 

The Agricultural Extension Service which provides leadership and 

coordination for the Rural Development Program is one educational agency 

idiich assists people engaged in fanning and homanaking to utilize more 

fully their own resources, as well as those available to then, in 

solving ciirrait problems and in meeting changing economic and social 

conditions* Through the educational service approach rural people are 

stimulated to make changes that result in more efficiait production and 

marketing of farm products, conseivation of natural resources, more 

comfortable homM, improved health and more satisfying family and 

community life.^ 

There are many people tdio fail to take advantage of these 

opportunities in spite of the efforts of the Agricultural Extension 

Service and other agencies and organizations through the Rural Develop 

ment Program and other such programs and services. Often these people 

have been found to be satisfied with their present level of living. 

^The Rural Development Program. U. S. Department of Agriculture, 
Federal Extension Service, AG-ll-l, September, 1956. 

''Meredith C. Wilson and Gladys Gallup, Extension Teaching Methods, 
Extension Service Circular ̂ 5 (Washington: U. S. Department of Agri 
culture, Federal Extension Service, August, 1955). P* !• 
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Therefor©, opportunities iMdi offer la^roveraent in their social and 

eoononio standards may be resisted* 

It is hoped that the results of this study will afford a better 

understanding of the fanner and his reaction to suggestions concerning 

iB?)rovem«nt of his production practices* From sudi insights, programs 

might bo designed and initiated idiidj would be !w>r© successful in 

influencing non«>adopters of reaonModad practices* A non-adopter is a 

farm operator *dio does not follow or possess a knowledge of either two 

of the three approved practices—soil testing, fertilization, and 

cultivation* Ultimately it is anticipated that policies can be 

formulated ̂ tdiich will appeal to the non-adopters, thus creating interest 

and stimulating initiative in those in greatest need* 

It has be«i found that these people are usually in the low 

inoome^ cat(^ory have to be sought out, informed about the available 

resources, and perstiaded to use them*^ In general, if a farmer is 

ccaiservative and values security highly, he is likely to postpone 

adoption of a practice or perhaps never adopt it at all,^® 

%erbert F* Lionberger and C* Milton Coughenour, Social Structure 
and Diffusion of Farm Infornatton, Based on Study of a Farm Coimnunity 
iA Missouri, neseardi Bulletin 63I (Columbiaj University of Missouri 
Agricultural Experiment Station, April, 1957)* p. 82* 

^Lee Coleman, "Differmtial Contact with Extension Work in a Hew 
York Rural Gomraunity,*' Rural Sociology. 23t2l6, Mardi, 1951. 

^%offer and Stangland, 



¥. PRBVIOUS STUDIES 

Longif«ll in his study* Infonnation SeeldLng Habits and Character 

istics ££ Farm Operators, conducted during the fall and winter of 1950 

from interviews with 279 farm operators and their wives living in a 

Northeast Missouri farming eoianunity* found that the non-user of insti 

tutional sources of farm information was most distinctive with respect 

to characteristics affecting the diffusion of farm information. 

They were much older than users of county agent services and 

users of services of other institutionalized sources, the median age 

reported for the non-user group was almost fifty-nine years. More than 

^5 per cent of them had attained the age of sixty, while less than 10 

per cent were under thirty-five years of age. Thus, many of then were 

anticipating or ent«ring the usual stage of declining farm operations. 

Their scale of farming was smaller than that of those idio used the 

institutionalized sources of infonoatlon. Their farms, >diidi averaged 

164 acres in size, were about sixty-eight acres smaller than the farms 

of the county agent using group, and seventy acres smaller than the 

farms of those idio used other institutionalized sources. Sixty-three 

pffir cent omed tractors coD^jared to 90 per o«fit in the ether two 

groups. Gross farm incomes of non-users were only about half as large 

as those of the users of one or more institutionalized sources of farm 

information. 
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Ron-users of institutionalised souroes of farm information were 

ensii less setive in formal social organisations tlian others in the 

eoBsnanity* Also* their soeial aetirlties were mucdt more r^itrieted to 

the imnediate locality than the social activities of other fazeiers in 

the eonminity* This neant that their opportunity for getting farm 

information hy word of mouth was largely restricts to the innediate 

locality.^ 
12Wilson and Galli^ in a bulletin concwned with is^royement in 

the use of extoosion teaching iitet}K>ds stated that Uie following are 

factors whicdi influence the extmt and rate of adoption of practiceet 

1. Higher proportion of adoptions occurred with son# collide 

training than with high school training only* The high sdhool 

group was in turn superior to the group with no eduoational 

training beyond the eighth grade* 

2. The rate of adaption of new practices tends to increase with the 

else of the farm. The advantage of large fame is not great* 

Howenrer* it is probable that the man on la3f*ger faras exert 

grtMiter effort than others to obtain the assistance of extension 

•gente and spedallets* 

H* Longwell* Infomatlon Seektog Habits and Characteristics 
of Farm Operators. Research Bulletin 581 (Columbia» Univwslty of 
Missouri Agricultural Ejcperiment Station* April* 1955)* p» ^2* 

^^i^lson and Gallup* gg. olt*. pp. 22-25* 
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3* T«nuN» hat a snail btarlng on adoption* Owners* in soat stadlM* 

have been found to adopt more quickly than renters because of 

greater decision making opportunities* Capital* of course, 

enters as a limiting resource* Obviously* degree of managerial 

responsibility is involved. Whether the family oims or rents has 

little bearing upon the extmt of the use of sKtmslon informa 

tion* 

4* Greater use is made of extension information When farmers are 

high on the soelo-eoonDmio scale* these people tend to ask for 

help while those persons et the other end of the scale have to 

be sought out* informed about available serriees, and persuaded 

to use them* 

5« Those in contact with the extension agents are more likely to 

adopt. This is a question of motivation* since partlc^atlon in 

extension aotlvitlm* calls at the office* end requests that the 

agent visit the farm are voluntary* 

Hoffw and Stangland in an intensive surrey secured data from a 

total of ninety-three farmers in central Mdiigan as part of a studiy of 

farmers* reactions to new practices* The evidence th^ collected indi 

cated that the more education the farmers have, the greater is the 

likelihood that they will adopt appxoved farm practices* they also 

found a tendmoy for young farmers to adopt ai^roved farm practices, 

but the differences found were not statistically significant. 
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As in the ease of age* a higher percentage of farmers idbo had 

iMMn l^xnlng less than ten years adopted Isproved practices to a greater 

extent than did those aho had been farming for a longer period of tlae# 

bat differences were not statistically significant, likewise, no 

difference in the rate of adoption of practices occurred among part-time 

n 
Kid fulX-time laborers. 

In 1952, Wilkening, at the thiiversity of Vdsconsin, oonduotod a 

etady to deserlbe certain aspects of the proews of ace^tance of farm 

practices aid to show how deoisions to adopt those practlcee are 

influMiced by family values and family rdationships* The findings 

are as follows1 

The adoption of inproved farm practices was lower on those 

fame on diidi most all labor ues pmvlded by the family than on 

those on dii(^ a substantial part of the labor was hired. This rela 

tionship is signifi^ait only for those farms with 100 acres or more of 

cropland. 

(^erators having more than one child In farm projects 

Vocational Agriculture) had adopted significantly more isproved farm 

practices than those witii no children in sudi projects. Opwrators 

reporting use of new pimctloes encouraged by their sons twelve years of 

age or over had adopted significantly more Inprovements in farming than 

those reporting no such influence. 

^^harles R. Hoffer and Dale Stanglandf Farmers* 
Kew Practices. Com Growing in Michigan. Techidoal Bulletin 26^ 
(Bast Lansing! Michigan State Univearslty Agricultural Experiment 
Station. February. 1958)• PP» ̂ 18# 
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The extcoit of fsndllsm (Interdepondonco botwoon gmeratlons and 

boiiiMn r^tlTM)Is not oonslstontly assooiated in oithwr direction 

^th the a<ik>ption of Iniproved farm practices* Bowerer* those operators 

reporting having learned most aboat fandnc their fath«rs had 

adopted fewest inprovements in farming* 

Placing a high value upon education for diildren is positive 

associated with the adoption of improved farm practices* ̂ ile owning 

one*s fam free of debt in oonparison with other goals is negatively 

associated with the adoption of iiqjzoved fam practices. 

Fomal social participation in fam organizations of the families 

interviewed is positivrf;y associated with the adoption of lB?>roved 

practices on their fam* Ihe eaient of infomal sooial contact is not 

significantly associated with the adoption of new practices on the 

fam.^*^ 

In sesnary* Lcmgwell's study reveals the inportance of Institu* 

tional sources of fam information in the diffusion process* Wilson and 

Gallup*8 study indioated that contact with the extwision service was 

positively i^ortant in the rate and extent of fam practice adoption. 

Hoffer and Stangland found that farmers who are efficient* self-reliant* 

and progressive tend to adopt* while those idio value security and era 

oonsex*vatlve fail to adopt* i)d.lkenlng*8 study indicatae that partici 

pation of dilldren in fam projects* education for diUdren, and formal 

aodal participation of the families is positiv^y associated with the 

adaption of improved farm practices* 

l^Sugene A* vaikening* "Techniques of Assessing Fam Family Values," 
Rural Sociology. 19i^9» March, 195^* 
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Thw® atadles ar« htlpfol in shedding mm light on the varloua 

faotors related to the diffusion of fans infonnatlon and on the decision 

to adopt inproved faiM practices. Ihus, an understanding of these areas 

is of utiaost iioportance if an agent ie to more effectively Influenoe 

non-adoptera to use inproved farm practice* 

This study is ocmoemed with eaiapsining the values involved in the 

decision saking procMS of low and high adopters. Thareforoi the 

findings in this study nay be thought of ae adding to and/or increasing 

the knowledge already available concerning diffusion of fam information. 

It should be noted that this review is not exhaustive with respeet 

to tho literature that is available cm ixq^iroved practiee adcqption. 

Rather, it is intended to be illustrative of the work that has been 

done as well as to provide evidence that there is a sdiolarly Mncern 

about this area and to provide a background for the present study. 

A substantial amount of research has consistently doMnstratod 

the relationships of the sodocaltaral variables, to tho adoption of 

faxm praoticos. Variable analysis is referred to as tho scheme of soclo* 

logical analysis vdiioh seeks to reduce hunan grcxq> life to variables and 

their relations. The interpretation of such relationships involves 

postulating the relationship of the soclooultural variables to other 

variables sueh as values, sheets of aotivaticm, and primary group 

relationships. 
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It is possible to conceive of these latter variables as iraplng-
ing upon a variety of deoision<-making processes in farm management* 
Indeed, such a conception is often implicit in the diffusion litera 
ture. It is possible, furthermore, to view these variables as 
affecting, in some manner, the rationality of decision making as 
an intervening variable* In such a framewoiHte, "to adopt" or "not 
to adopt" is only one of the questions on decision making <(riiidii 
confront the farmer and to idilch he can respond with some variable 
degree of rationality* These relationships are depicted in Figure 1* 

The working definition of rationality possesses several theore 
tical characteristics requiring farther consldezation. In the 
first place, rationality Is defined in tenus of a means-ends 
sohemas i.e., an act is rational to the extent that it is likely 
to be effective toward the achievement of economic ends* This 
definition manifests an inplicit assumption that the ends of action 
in the farm manag«Dmt decision-making process are economic gain* 
Rationality, then, refers to an eoonoodc rationality. • • • In 
actuality, the definition utilized here allows the respondent 
to be nonrational in two wayst (1) in terms of his selection of 
nonrational means; or (2) in the selection of noneconomic ends*^5 

This indicates that rationality is a type of decision making process 

that leads to and inoludes eondtmants to a program or policy of opera 

tion involving the adoption of iitq[>roved farm practices. 

Ihe association between rationality and adoption and the rela 

tionship between rationality and the independent variables suggests 

that rationality may operate as an intervening variable between the 

Independent vazlable and adoption* In other words, the relationship 

between adoption and the indopendent variables nay result beoaiise 

adoption is related to rationality and rationality in turn is related 

to the sane variable but is anteoedcBit to adoptioiu 

^^Alfred Dean, jrt "Rationality in Decision Making," Rural 
Sociology* 23>125, Har^» 1958* 



 

 

Ind^endent Intervening Depwident 
Ts^able variable variable 

Social processes Decision making Action 

-

Social 
(diaractorlstics Rationality Adoption 

I I 

' I — I^Bonstrated r^elatlonships ^ 
1-^ 

Undemonstrated Dndemonstrated 
relationships relationships 

Figure 1 

PABADIGM ZILaSfRAflHa THBORSTICAL REUtS>NSHIP BETWESH 
SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS, RATIDHALITT, AND ADOPTION 

OF APPROVED AORIGULTORAL PRACTICES* 

* Taken fron "Ratlcmallty in Beoisioii Making," Alfred Dean. 
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In a sta^T^Dana* Aux^oht and HanAit a niin3>«r of sooio* 

MQttORio varlablss fofund to b« aseoolated with the adoption of reeonanended 

faxiB praotloes wwre also found to be associated in the sane naxmear with a 

raticmality index. Nine qaestions were used in constructing this ra 

tionality index and the response to each qioestion was placed on a 

three-point scale of rationality* 

Five of these questions w«re op«i»«nded* and four were of the 
forced-choice variety* CategoriM were developed to oode the 
responses to the open-mded questions* Ihe itens oonbined into 
the index* as well as the rationality weights assigned to the 
response categories* were achieved by the cimsensus of a board of 
judges c(wisistlng of the faculty of the D^^artnent of Rural Sociology 
of North Carolina State College* The judges were asked to make 
their evaluation on the basis of a working definitim which stated 
that "rationality" involves the use of deliberation, plannin;-, and 
the best available source of inforRiation and advice in arrivii^ 
at decisions as a means of achieving maxicoam economic ends.^" 

This rationality index was also found to be associated with 

adoption of reoonminded pi^tices* and suggests that the d^ree of 

rationality of the fazn operator may operate ae an important Intervening 

variable between these sooio-eeonomio variables and the adoption of 

17 
practices* 

Although we have been dealing with rationality* idii<h is opera 

tionally defined, it is also ai^ropriate that we look at rationalism 

which is a related philosophical cone^t* Scm realists have asserted 

^^Alfred Dean* ̂ t al, "Rationality in Oeeislon Making," Rural 
23*122-26. Mardi, 1958. 

^7lbid.* pp. 133-36* 
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that the question of rationalism versus irratlonallsm InvitM all other 

metaidtTsleal questions. Thegr have been mletaken in this aesertlont 

sinoe not all rationalism is reallstio* One form of nondnallan uhid) 

is known as subjective idealinn athaits of the efficaqjr of reason, and 

many subjective idealists have been ardent raticmalists. 

In the light of these resaz^cs, let us eacamine idiat Lovejoy has 

to say conceming points bear on the question of rationalism* 

According to Lovejoy* whenever a single eystem proves inadequate in 

the light of more recent empirical findings the question arises as to 

idiether any system exists idiiofa is adequate to cover facts. 

The failure of some particular en^irioal entity has never east 
doubt on the validity of eiqpirioal entitles in gencKral. 3y8tem8 
sesm so much less en^irical than entities because th<^ are so nu«h 
hi^er in the organizational series. But the necessity for having 
some kind of system is as ii^eratlve to soisnee, and consequently 
to rationalism!, as the necessity for having empirical entitles. 
And the substitution of new and adequate systems for old and in 
adequate idiOTxld not be signal to challwnge the validity of systems. 
Ratlonalisro is in danger from time to time but only in the under 
standing of ip^ilosophers and scientists and ncnrer In the oonstitution 
of the conditions of nature herself. 

iVhen Lovejoy is e<mfrontsd with true realism expressing its 
attitude toward the logioo-ontologleal structure of the world, his 
oomnents lead to the suspicion that he does not undmrstand the 
position at all. He seems to think that any plausible reason mast 
Inhere in human minds (subjective Ideallam) and that the granting 
of rationality to any part of the inanimate world is a peouliar 
sort of panlogism, a doctrine of the ubiguity of the rudiments of 
rationality in all natural things. This is the vexy fundamental 
doctrine of rationalism maintained by true realism.^ 

ISjames Feibleman, RevlYBl Realism (Chapel Hilli Rniveo^ 
sity of Sorth Carolina Press, 1^}* pp. 122-27. 
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Since ire have been dealing with the rational process a few renerks 

about irrationality are in order. Daring the nineteenth cmtury consi 

derable stress eaee to be placed upon the illogicality of honan behavior. 

LeBmit for eKample, placed irrationality and suggestion at the c«fiter 

of his thinking about crowd behavior. Tarde, a French Judge, wrote 

extensively on initation and suggestion, and his notion that these pro 

cesses underlie much social life attracted attention in many countries. 

The devdopnent of mass media of oonmunioation and of self-conscious 

advertlsisiC and propagandising, alrmg with the rise of the Razi and 

othmr anti-intellectual movements, have provided more evidmce of nan*s 

irrationality. 

William MeDougall defined suggestion as the acc^tance of a 

proposition in the absmnce of logically adequate grounds. The basis 

of this usage is the reec^nition that an irrational process is at wox4c. 

The term "suggestion" has sometimes bems applied to situations 

in liildh the suggestion nay be said to emanate from behavior or from 

the situation rather than fzom persons. Thus, if a subject is shown a 

swries of lines, Mdi longor than the one before, he will cone to expect 

the next one to be still longer and may Judge it to be so even if it is 

not. This Involves an anticipation on the basis of previous experience 

and is not neoessarily irrational. 

The line between suggestion and rational advice Is sometimes 
very difficult to detwrndne. Mien the nan of prestige gives an 
opinion or a suggestion, particularly idimn he is a specialist, the 
opinion is not to be lightly disregarded by an intelligent person, 
regardless of idiether he has any real grasp of the reason for the 
suggestion. Persons liio are unable to see their way through diffi-
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cult problems of any kind are particularly open to suggestion. 
This is beoanse they hope to haye new alternatives presented to then, 
or being desperate, thay are willing to try any proffered solution.19 

Therefore, there Is a tendency for "irrationality" to increase with the 

difficulty of the problem and decrease wfam subjects are givm more 

information and understand the problem. We nay then oonclude that 

fameni idio are rational tend to possess more information and a better 

undwrstanding of the problem. 

According to Weber, who views rationality from the stand^int of 

being favorable and good, man has come to dqsend more and more on his 

rational knowledge In carrying on hia everyday affairs and leas upon 

superstitution, faith, and the supernatural. Thus, tradition and cuatcm 

play roles of decreasing in^rtanee in directing behavior, and oonfi* 

danee in e^irical observations and analysis Increases. Exp«rlm«nta« 

tlon becomee the criterion for aoci^tlng Innovations In farming and 

hone practices, and eoonomle efflolency* within limits of coata, be* 

comes the test of their worth. 

Evidences of increasing "mtlonalisation of life conduct" as 
defined by Weber are found in areas other than the imrely eoonomio, 
and it is in these areas that modifications of the value system 
may find grwatest resistance among the rural population. It is 
generally agreed, for exanple, that the recent decrease in birth 
rates in the western world is due, in large part, to the effective 
use of birthooontrol devices, i.e., rational means of control. 

Thus, rationality is a sort of prerequisite to adoption. This 

is the point at ̂ ich the operator must decide ̂ diat is best for him. 

^^Alfred R. Idndesmith and Anselm L. Strauss, Social Psychology 
(Mew York: Henry Holt A Co., 1956), pp. 45^57. 

Alvin L. Bertrand, Rural SoclolO)yy (Sew Yorki McGraw-Hill Book 
Co., 1958), pp. 

https://solution.19
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for «aewq}lft« It nay be s^re rational for a farmer to send his son 

through college than to adqot a given farm practice* To say that a 

farmer is rational if he adopts or non-rational if he does not ad^t 

is bigotry. A farmer nay be said to be rational if he adopts a practice 

from an economic point of view—eoomnsie ratimoalityt homnrer* he nay 

stUX be rational in refusing if he. in declining to adopt, is rational 

in his decision making in regard to other values thic^ affect his 

welfare* 

Rationality, as used in this study, means that the desired end 

of action in the farm nanagnnent decision making process is economic 

gain. For exai^le, an act is rational to the eoctent that it is likely 

to be effective toward the aehievenmt of economio gain. However, 

there is realisation that the adoption of a particular fam practice 

is only one area in idiidi the degree of rationality of the decision 

making process might be meesured. 

Famers uho place a higher rating upon other goals and values in 

prefarcBoe to eeonomio oonsiderations may be owisidered rational ev«t 

though they fail to qualify as being ecmcnnically rational. Therefore, 

we may oonclude there are other ways in lAiidi a farmer may be rational 

due to ̂ e other areas in %diidi rationality of decision making is 

measuTBi. But in this study rationality will be used exclusively as 

economic rationality. 
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VI. HIPOTHSSES 

Since the general hypothesis, that the value systems held hy 

farmers are not responsible for (causally related to) the decisions to 

adopt or not to adopt specific improved farm practices, Is not directly 

testable^other, more specific hypothMss mare needed. Therefore, from 
the more general hypothesis the more specific hypotheses were derived. 

Hjr acc^ting or rejecting these ̂ eoific hypotheses it was then possible 

to test the general hypothesis. The hypotheses idiich the present study 

proposes to test are as follows« 

General Hypothesis (null form) 

That the value systems held by farmwrs are not responsible for 

(causally related to) the decisions to adopt or not to adopt specific 

ia?>roved farm practices, 

Sub~hypothesis I (null form) 

That the values involved in making decisions ooneeming the t&m 

operator are no different for low adopters (those vho follow two or 

fewer reoommended practices) as compared with the high adoptors (those 

who were using six, swm or eight of the practices). 

Sub-sub«hypotheses li (null form) 

That no difference eodsts between low adopters and hl|^ adapters 

in the value placed on how inijortant is the amount of labor (family and 

hired) that they expect to have available they are deciding how 

muoh ear com to grow* 
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That no difference exists between low adopters and high adopters 

in the value placed on how iBi|)ortant ia the sise of the yield they got 

last year wh«i they are deciding how many bushels of com per acre to 

try to get. 

That no difference exists between low adopters and high adopters 

in the value placed on how isgwrtant is the past experimce they have 

had with a particular kind of fertiliser idien they are deciding what 

kind of ferUlizer (brand) to lacr, 

VII. SOURCE OF DATA 

To secure information for analysis of this problen* data wears 

obtained by a survey of com growers in Bradley and White Counties* 

Tennessee, These data were collected in the summer of I960. 

§̂i$aB3s 

Bradley* the county selected for the Trial Acre Program, ms 

divided into 301 sample segments with sample areas to include between 

five and tm farm units. In selecting the sanple segments a general 

highway wKp of Bradley Coiinty was used; this map was pr^red by the 

Tennessee State Hi^way Department in cooperation with the U. S. Oepart-

BMnt of Commerce in 1953* The aaaple segments contained a total of 

2*088 farm units. In delineating the sanple segments the following 

21since several values are to be tested, it seems unnecessary 
to list all of the sub-sub^hypotheses. However* it may be pointed 
out that the remaining values to be tested conform very closely in 
form to the preceding hypotheses. 
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housing units wsrs sllwlnatsdt (1) non»farmt (2) groves of hott808<»»on 

tho ftssuaptlon that thsy would b« non-farm. Zdsotleal sampling proco-

darss were used for VMte County, the control county of the Trial Acre 

PrognoB. The supling was without replacement. 

The sampling proceduro consisted of choosing segments by random.^ 

In using a table of random niuri>ers the following rules were observed. 

The digit on which the pencil fell ias oonaidered the units digit and 

the three consecutive mnbers to the left were considered the tenths, 

hundredths and thousandths digits, respectively. Resulting nuuhers 

whidi were too large and those previously eeleoted were rejected. In 

the ease of a number larger than 2.500, multiples of 2,500 were sub 

tracted until the original imaber was leas than 2,500, This mniber 

correqpmided to a farm unit. The segment was thsn sslected in idddi this 

unit appeared. Using the same procedure, the process proceeded with 

consecntive luu^ers up the coltunns of four naid)ers using the same pro 

cedure at above. Upon reaching the top of the column, the prooees 

started again at the bottcm of the neact column of four nustoers to the 

left. 

This procedure was followad until enough segmente were selected 

to yield approximately 200 farm units. It was assumed that this would 

yield about sixty noa-adopters of recommded farm practices^would 

be willing to participate in the Trial Acre Program. However, to be(m 

/« V b. ^erim«it4 Dasto Peychelogy Reeeartrfi(Hew Yorki Rinehart 4 Co,, Inc., 1950), p. 331, 
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th« safe sld«i foUouLng th« procedure deaerlbed above, a av^lMMntary 

grmtp of aagBMmta uaa Bisected for uae if the first group of aagaente 

did not provide sufficient eases. This proved to be the ease so the 

sc^lsnantary sapisnts were Included in the sasple. The jrleld sma 

still insufficient In Bradley Coxmty so additional segments were selected 

with the aid of the Bradley County Agricultural Agent. 

The county agent lndl<^ted those segments ihlch he felt certain 

c<mtalned one or more com growers and those were Included as part of 

the 8e9q[>le. ^hlle other segments nay have oontalned a very limited 

mmber of com growers, they were widely scattered and their nonhws 

most necessarily have been very nnall. Locating them using the system 

of MUHpling described above would have been prohibitive from the point 

of view of bo^ tine and eotpense. The mthod used made It poesible 

to achieve the survey objectives within the limitations liqposed by the 

amounts of time and money available. Interviews were oo^pleted wltin 

189 farmers idio qualified throu^ initial screening questions In the 

two counties. 

The Ratinr: Scale^ 

As part of a larger schedule of questions, eadi respondent was 

asked a immber of questions dealing with how much ear com to grow, how 

^The rating scale for the dedsion making questions was divided 
Into nine parts starting with zero idiioh indicated that the decision 
was not an ii^rtant ccmsideratlon and continuing numerieally with eon^ 
seeutlve numbers, each Indicating greater In^rtance being placed on the 
considerations, until eight was reached idddi Indicated the decision was 
extremdy iii^rtant. However, the scale was divided Into three major 
parts for those who would not follow the numerical system of rating** 
nothing to do with the deolslcm (0), moderatdy iiig>ortant (h), and 
extreme^ le^rtant (3). 



many boshftls of eom p«r aero to txy to g«i and idiat kind of fertllizor 

(brand) to toy, doolalons idiloh oaoh wmld havo to sako as a eom 

grower. For aaob of the forty questions of this nature asked of the 

rw^ndsnts there were nine possible answers d^endlng vpon the In^r* 

tanee placed on different factors Involved in making the decisions. If 

a farmer placed no Importance on a value In regard to the decision he 

would reply by giving a rating of zero on the rating scale. However, If 

he felt the factor ttas of sKtrene li^tortanee In making the decision he 

would give a rating of el^t. Therefore, he could give any rating from 

zero through eight according to the le^portance he placed upon that parti-

cular value with respect to that particular decision. 

Criteria for Hinh and Low Adopters 

The criteria for classifying respondents as hl^ adopters or 

low adopters was oonstructsd on the basis of adoption or rejoetlon of 

part or all of nlns fam practloos included In the Inter^ew sehedole. 

(See Table I for criteria.) 

The respmideats were categozlzed into five groups acoording to 

the nuafew of farm practlc<ms adopted. The five groups range from 

adopters to low adopters as followsj low, medium-low, nedlun, medium-

hl^, end high. Those In the low groups w«re following two or fewer 

of the practices. The nedium-lom were following threot the medlwis 

fourt the medlum-hlghs jRlvei and the hlg^ were using six, ssvcn or 

eight of the practices. Hons of those Interviewed were following all 

nine of tho practices. 
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cmmxk fOR 

Practices 

Plant population 

ColtiTationi last shallow 

Took soil test recently 

Followed reoonsisnded 
r«rtilieatlon 

Source of seed com 

Idmed com field in past 
5 or 10 years 

Plaosnent of f«rtilisar 

Frequency of com cultivation 

Soil test reooMBiendationt 
fertilisatimi 

TABIB I 

cussmm respomdikts 

Adopter 
Reepense 

High 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Store 

Yes 

Beside and/or 
below seed 

One* two* or 
no More than 
neeessaryi 

use flhenical 
weed oontrol 

Followed} 
exceeded 

Non-adopter 
Response 

Medium} low 

So 

No 

No 

Crib} neighbor} 
other 

Not don*t know 

In row with seed} 
other placflnentt 
none {^ced In row 

Three, four or 
more 

Shox*t; not 
applicable 
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Because three respondents refused to answer part or all of the 

decision making questions the total number of irespondents used in the 

calculations ranged from 186 to 189. 

In arriving at the dividing point for analysis of the ratings of 

the decision making questions the following procedure was used. The 

number of respondents following the number of practices as classified 

above did rate eadi question in iHportance from aero through eight. 

In analjreing these ratings it was found that some cells were very mnall. 

ISiere necessaxyt adjacent categories were combined in order to raise 

the eixpected cell frequency to or above the minimum of five. 
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RESULTS OF AHALTSIS 

This stuc^ is a part of a larger project sponsored tor the 

University of TmnMsee>Tennessee Valley Authority, termed the TzdLal 

Acre Program. 

Com is a popular crop groxm throughout Tamessee by a large 

segment of the farm popitlation. Since the average yield is approxi 

mately thirty-two bushels per acre compared to an indicated average 

attainable yield of approximately seventy bushes per acre, it was 

decided that work was needed to find ways to Influence those farmers 

with low com yields. 

Therefore, com production seemed to provide the setting necessary 

for a study of this type because it is grown extensively with the average 

yield far b^ow the attainable yield. Thus, by inquiring in the field 

of com production, more people idho need to be influenced could be 

reached as result of this program. 

In the process of growing com there are three areas tdiich ixw 

volve decisions every farmer consciously or unconsciously makes. The 

first area is oonoemed with decisions Involved in deciding how much 

ear ̂ m to grow. It is oonposed of fifteen decision making questions. 

The second area concerns the number of bushels of corn per acre to try 

to get. There are twelve decision making questions in this area. The 

last area Involves decisions in deciding idiat kind of fertilizer (brand) 

to boy aiad is amqMsed of thlj*teen decision making questions. 

■* 
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The tables in Appendix A indicate results of cross tabulation 

between rating of factors deemed is^rtant and the nairi>er of practices 

adopted* 

Number gf Acres 2I Com 

Vfiien deciding how much com to grow there were sererel oharac* 

teristics on whidi the low and high adopters differed at variU>ua Xerels 

of significance (see Table II}* These fiharaoteristics^ arei 

a^'ailAbility com nicker* There is a significant 

difference at the *01 lenrel with 1 degree of freedom between the high 

adopters and low adopters with the hi^ adopters considering it more 

ii^rtant* This is probably <hie to high adopters hawing a limited 

st^ply of family and hired labor and are thereby forced to reHy upon a 

com picker for harvesting their com* If a com picker were not 

available it is doubtful that tiie growing of com would be considered* 

On the other hand* very few low adoptinrs would eonsider the availability 

of a com picker in deciding to grow more com* For one thing, the 

investment is probably too high and they depend more t!^n the labor 

st^ly available to them wildiin their immediate family in arriving at 

their decisions* For, according to WLlkening, the farms on which almost 

all labor was provided by the family adopted significantly fewer practices 

^The diamoteristics, as well as the values on the following 
pages are listed in order of inportance* 
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than tho8« on iMeh a Mlbttantial proportion of labor vas hirod,^^ 

Another possible aaq;>lanation is that high adopters wore more 

capable in dealing with abstraotions and so ware better able to undexw 

stand the question* 

£ss^ xsaslsssslfisi Mts grower's liveatoGk. There is a sign!-

fioant diff^>enoe (at the *02 level with 4 degrees of freedtm) betwem 

high and low adopters with the high adopters placing greater ■■[ihisls 
on this faetor* Althou^ the eorrelation is not very strong it appears 

that high and low adopters view the oharaoteristies from different 

stan^lnts* the feed requirenents of livestock weighing ve*y heavily 

In the decision of the high adopters when deciding to grow additional 

acreage* Without the possession of livestodc it is very <teubtful that 

any com would be grown at all so it is fairly safe to asswae that all 

of the com growera had livestock. The relative low correlation 

between practice adoption ttnd this value, however* might be 

Igr the fact that many farmers in thle area eay it is more economical to 

pusrohase idiipped com than to grow it. 

Tbe low adopters do not consider the feed requirements of their 

livestock to the same eectent as high adopters when deciding how much 

OfMnn to grow. Ihe low adopters seem to grow a predetermined acreage 

^Ehgene A. Wllkening* Adoption gf Improved Farm Practices. 
Researcdi Bulletin No. 183 (Kadisoni University of Wisoonsin Agrl*»
cultural ESpertemt Station, December, 1953)» p. 28. 
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rather than adjusting acreage to their needs* As long as they are able 

to satisfy the bare necessities needed to sustain life, little thotight 

is given to economic considerations* 

The sise of the cai^ outlay the grower would have to make for 

fertiliser, £aj^st is a significant difference 

at *01 level with 8 degrees of freedom betwem high and low adopters 

with the low adopters placing a hi^ rating on this factor* 

The high adopters ai*e more prone to take risks to gain access 

to the factors of production as ooiqoazwd to the low adopters. They 

seem more willing to invwst as long as the promise of extra returns 

makes the investment appear worthwhile* 

However, the low adopters seem more satisfied to go along on the 

available cash basis* They have a negative attitude toward borrowing 

and must depend on the available cash idiic^ in most oases is limited* 

For example* the fertiliser available fxx>n the limited cash must be 

thinly spread over a predetermined acreage* Lack of fertiliser is not 

sufficient reeecsi for cutting acreage for the low adopters. 

The nonber st cropland available. There is a significant 

difference (at .01 level with 1 degree of freedom) between the high 

end low adopters with the low adopters considering it more ii^rtant* 

Since higji adopters are usually involved in larger farming 

operations, they tend to operate their fanning enterprises from a business 

standpoint* As a restilt they are more likely to feel forced to make 
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decisions due to competition of other crops that are Mandatory for their 

fanning program# That ls» they are forced to allocate their cropland 

to enterprises vhich are most productive if their business arrangemoit 

is to succeed* 2h this sense Uiey are more rational than low adopters 

in their decision making in order to naxtmise economic returns* 

In contrast, the low adopters are usually not involved with 

such large fanning operations and tend to grow a predetermined amount of 

corn regardless of possible increasM in economic returns that might be 

obtained from alternative uses* To them corn is the primary enter 

prise. This results in other crops being sacrificed to make space 

available for this crop. Thus, the low adopters are irrational in 

regard to decision making* 

The number of acres the grower*s friaads and neighbors grow* 

There was a significant difference between the high adopters and low 

adopters at the *05 level with 1 degree of freedom with the high adopters 

considering it to be less izi^aortant* 

High adopters toad to be alert to the progress of th^r friends 

and neighbors within the community* However, they are more alert to 

the progress of the better farmers in the oonmunity instead of relying 

on practices followed in their neighborhood* 

Thus, high adopters are less likely to follow practices of their 

friends and neighbors than are the low adopters imless such friends and 

nei^bors are progressive and alert to ii^roved farming practices* They 

are rational in that farming is a business, and decisions are nsde 
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accordingly. Therefore, they are lees apt to ctmslder practices tdiich 

would not inprove their business. In wmm Instances high adopters 

consult with leaders of ol^er oonnanities In regard to in^roved fara 

practices. 

Low adopters, howsrer, tend to go along with friends and neighbors 

in placing less entasis on adopting In^roved farming practices. Fol 

lowing the traditional prooedures used by their friends and neighbors 

witiiout considering the hi^er income idiieh wight be derived as a result 

of adopting an in^roved practice of the better adopters in the ooniminlty 

Is a characteristic of this groups 

In addition, there are several eharaoteristics which both the 

low and high adopters tend to rate as having equal in^rtance In waiHirig 

their decision concerning how many acres of com to plant. At iMst 

the differmees between them are not significant. These are as 

foUowsi (1) the fertili^ of the soil where the grower grows com; 

(2) the amount of labor (family and hired) that the grower expects to 

have available; (3) the availability of a tractor; Cf) the amount of 

time it*s going to take to work and harvest the corot (5) the kind of 

weather the grower expects to have d»jiring the growing season (from 

almanac or other sources); (6) the amount of en^gy the grower would 

have to put out to make the crop; (7) the amount of cash the grower may 

get for it; (8) the amount of money the grower might have to borrow to 

gxt>w the com; and (9) the extent to tdiich the com production will 

interfere with other things the grower likes to <b, such as go fishing, 

h^mting, talking with friends at the store, etc. 
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Bttshels Qt Corn Per Acre 

VBim detMininlng hxm Inportant the rating of Yalues differ 

beftwe^m high and low adopters in deoidtng how wany bushela of eom per 

acre to try to get (at different levels of elgnlfioanee) the following 

was observed (see Table III). 

Sis St yields the leost sacoesefttl farmers in the county 

fiSfi getting* At the .05 level of significance with 1 d^ree of freedom 

there was a difference between the high and low adopters with the high 

actepters placii^ a higher rating on this factor. 

In this ease high adopters regard the yields of the most sue-

oossful farmers In the eonmunity as an indication as to tdiat their 

yields should be. If their yields are below the yields of the better 

famers, then they may be activated to find tiie reasons for the low 

yields. This indicates further that high adopters watdi the jrlelds 

obtained as a result of applying new practices. They proiiptly adopt 

those practioes whi<dt prove their worth as soon as possible after 

being esqcosed. VJhereas, low adopters uanally wait until practically 

enreryone is using the improved method if they adopt at all. They seem 

to feel no need to dmnge. 

Further, low adopters usually depend primarily on the local 

adoption loaders for information and ideas, liiey have less eduoatlon* 

participate less in oomianily affairs and are older than thoee who 
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ade^t Idaaa earlier*^ llMHrofore, It aaaaa that adaeatlon, social 

interactions* age* etc.* all ccmtrlbate their share to the low adopters 

placing little ii^ortanoe on Increased yields of friends and neighbors* 

tlwe 32d care it woald take^ a higher vleld. 

there was a notable differmce between high adopters and low adopters 

at a leedL of significance of .05 with 1 degree of freeden with the high 

adapters placing greater Intnest an this factor* 

To tiie high adopter this Is a very Inportant otmslderatlon* High 

adopters are usually ready to expand extra tlae and care if returns are 

above cost* Due to high adopters following approved practices and being 

better medianlzed* oi^rtunlty cost inlght also enter into the decision 

as far as returns go* Sven though time is available othw crops might 

return more for the extra time than com would return* However, In 

some Instances high adopters idio have a shortage of labor might not be 

able to adopt ev«n If it meant a gain In returns. 

As for the low adoptexe this Is only of minor importance* being 

due to the operator increasing produotlon by allotlng more land to 

com instead of trying to Increase the inari>er of bushels per acre* To 

most low adopters increasing the yield per acre is not the neoeaaary 

aaaiMi of Increaaing total production* In aoma instances time might be 

li^rtant to low adopters baeause l^a tine would be available to loaf 

or ait on a river bank* 

^ow Farm People Accept New Ideas* Special Report Ho* 15 
(Anesi Iowa State Collide* Agricultural Ssteaasion Service* Hovsnber* 
1955)» pp. 10-11* 
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ThA sisM from corn dawonstratlons in the grower's 

county. At the .01 level of significance vitii 8 d^rees of freedom 

there was a dlffermoe between the hi^ and low adopters with the low 

adopters placing higher entasis on this factor. 

To the hig|i adopters seeing Is believing. So by obsM^ng and 

obtaining Information from demonstrations, high adopters are able to 

evaluate the results of lB;)roved farming practices before tying up 

limited oapltal on a practice for tdilcdi the potentials are not known. 

It then beoones t^pparent that high adopters are more rational in making 

decisions since practices \AiX6ti emerge as a result of com dsmonstra* 

tlons are usually adopted In ord«r to Increase economic returns. 

The low adopter's Interest In com demonstration may be due to 

other motives iMeh are not economically rational. Since the low 

adopter falls to contact agricultural agencies this then Is one means 

of beoosdng aware of idiat Is actually bsing dons. Before adoption takes 

plaee the low adopter must see the praotlee locally accepted by friends 

and neighbors. But com demonstrations do tend to alert low adopters 

to the potential yields of the area. 

However, there are several conslderatlms the Is^rtance of 

^Idi neither low or hl^ adopters seem to regard as significantly 

dlffer«it v^en deciding how many bushels of com per acre to try to 

get. These are« (1) the size of the yield the grower got last yeert 

(2) the dactra eau^ the grow«: ml^t make through a hi^er yleldt (3) the 

extra cash outlay the grower would have to make for seed and fertilizer 
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to get a higher yield; (4) the availability of labor tdiioh the grow«r 

oould oount on to follow his instructions exactly; (5) the xiatural 

fertility of the soil >diere the grower grows com; (6) the kind of 

yield the grower's friends and neighbors are getting; (?) the seed and 

fertilizer salnnan's talk about the yields obtained with tlie seed or 

fertilizer he sells; (3) the need to get as mudi as the grower can from 

the limited acreage available; (9) the extra effort that would be re 

quired on the grower's part to get a higher yield* 

Kind 21, Fertilizer 

In the process of deciding what kind of fertilizer (brand) to 

buy* thffire w«re several oharaoteristics on whic^ the low and high 

adopters differed at various levels of significance (see Table IV). 

These diaraoteristios aret 

The cost per unit of plant food* There is a significant differ 

ence at .05 level with 8 degrees of freedom between high and low adopters 

with the high adopters considering it more iB^wrtant. 

High adopters are constantly striving to use more efficient 

methods of production* By paying particular attention to the cost per 

unit of plant food instead of baying by the bag, high adopters are able 

to lower eost and, presumably, to increase total revenue* It may safely 

be concluded then that high adopters are wore rational in their decision 

to consider the cost of the plant food buying fertilizer. 

Low adopters usually buy by the bag of the then popular brand 

without rf^arding the cost per unit of plant food. In other words, as 
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long as low adopters are able to Ixiy the brand thegr wantt the eost per 

unit of plant food is of little iii|>ortanee. 

The analysis of the plant food. There is a significant differanee 

at the *05 lerel with ̂ degrees of freeden between and low adopters 

with the high adopters placing a high rating on this factor. Since 

high adopters seen to place a higher value on soil testing. It would 

naturally follow that they would, as a result, plaoe a high valuenn 

the analysis of the fertiliser. For there would be no good reason for 

having a soil analysis unless results are followed. The findings in 

this study bear this out. Since hi^ adopters tend to rely on practices 

followed by the better neighbors in the eommnity as well as praotloes 

recMMHended ee a result of <»m denonstrations, to aention a few, the 

proper analysis of the plant food Is of utmost inportanoe if returns 

are to be maximiBed. 

In contrast, the low adopters as iiuiioated in the first part of 

this study, are more pirone to follow their frimde and n^^^tiUbora in 

placing less w^ihasis on adopting ii^roved practices. They do not 

usually follow soil testing and as a result are not Informed to the 

advantage of using the recommendations* Therefore, the analysis of the 

plant food would be of little Importance when buying fertiliser. 

What advertisemwits say about fertilizers. This proved to be 

significant at the .05 level with 1 degree of freedom with the high 

adopters placing greater emphasis on this factor. This would indicate 
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^at high adopters are more susoeptible to advu^tisanenta tlum low 

ad^otwra due to the high adopters seeldng better means and methods of 

production. This is not to say that high adopters jrely entirely on idiat 

ad?ertls«B«rts say about fertilisers. Mien they realise just idiat Is 

needed in a fertiliser* adrertisemmts then serve to acquaint the 

farmer with the dlffer«it fertilizers that are available. Therefore, 

eeononlc rationality will determine ̂ at Is needed aftw the high adopter 

has beoone acquainted with idiat is available. 

Howwvear, some low adopters indicated that they too followed 

fertiliser advertisements closely. Ihls dlffermee may be due to the 

low adopters looking at tte different fertilizers from the brand stand 

point. This again is the result of the low adopters being irrational 

from the stan<^int of economic returos. 

gpw important Is ^at the grower reads in fana papers and mas:^ 

sines. There is a significant difference at .01 level with 8 degrees 

of freedom between low and hi^ adopters with the high adopter placing 

a low rating on this factor. Ihese findings would indicate that high 

adpptnrs place a low value m what Is oontained in farm papers and 

magazines. To high adopters farm papws and magazines are linportant 

ways in which th^ nay become aware of the validity of new practices. 

8y being aware, and then Interested, they se^ more concrete evldmioe 

from agricultural ageneim and nidL^bors, Therefore, farm papmrs and 

magazines serve as an Influential media in the adoption of improved 

farming practices. 
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Low adopters asay place is^rtanoe on readings In farm papers #>!<* 

mgaaines in order to beoome acquainted witb approved practices# Since 

low adopters do not rely on personal contact with agricultural agoicies 

nore fleq^iasis is placed <m farm papers and aagasines* However# the lerw 

adopter is slow to adopt and depends «q»n his fiends and neLghbors for 

guidance. In other words, they may XHUdise the importance of new 

methods but are lees inclined to follow the reeonmendations# 

J3I£ kXSBd of^fertUiser. there is a eignifioant difference 

at the ,02 level with 8 degreee of freedoe with the low adapter placing 

a higher emphasis on this value# High adopters usually depend upon 

other criteria in determinii^ the type of fertiliser# It was indicated 

earlier that the analysis and cost per unit of plant food are inqjortant 

ocuisiderations to the hi^ adopters# Since the high adopters are acre 

rational in their decision making it would seem less likely that they 

would depsid iqxm brand exolusively in buying fwrtiliser# 

Si conti^st# low adc^ters have liinit<Kl ccaitaet with agricultural 

agencies# Ihsy do not realise the importance of cost and analysis per 

unit plant food in buying fertilisco*# If a brand has proved successful 

in "tile past it is likely that the same will be used again# 

The fertUisers dealer's reeoiTOeodation of a particular kind of 

fertiliser. There is a significant differttwe at #05 level with 8 de» 

grees of freedcmi with the low adopta:* placing a high rating on this 

factor. In explaining this phenomma the high a(k>pters do not need the 



advice of the various dealers as frequently as the low adbpters in 

dsternialng t^ich fertiliser to tmy. Ihey depend aore upon the analysis 

of plant food* They know what they want before they buy* 

The low adopters place a higher rating on this oharaoteristie 

than high adopters* This is probably due to failure to ccamnmicate 

with agricultural agencies* Th^ are forced to seidc Information fron 

other sources, 

Vben advice is needed by the low adopters the fertiliswr dealer 

is most often sought* Low adopters are more inclined to discuss pro* 

bleras with dealmrs than with representatives frcrni agricultural agencies* 

laal iiiSi liaa gjth & papt^pui^ kind oi 

fertilizer. Ihis diaracteristlc proved to be signifloant at the *05 

lev^ with 8 degrees of freedom with the high adopter considering this 

factor as l«»s li^rtant* Since it is known that high adopters depand 

upon the analysis per unit of plant food in buying, past exp^rieioe would 

have little bearing on a particular kind of fertilizer* 

Ijn contrast, the low adopter rates past esqjerlenoe very highly* 

Several farmws indicated that a fertilizer idiidli did not clog and 

idiich produced a good crop of com would be used again neoct year* 

However, any n^ative results from past esqperience of a particular kind 

of fertilizer my serve to motivate the farmer to look for something 

better next yesr* 



22£fe.S2C 7her« Is a signlfloant dlffsrsnos at the *05 

lerel with 1 d^ree of freedom with the low adapter placing a high 

rating on this factor. As indicated earlier it was found that the cost 

and analysis of plant food was vwy important to the high adopter when 

buying fertiliser. Since a number of high adopters may buy by the bag« 

it is only logical that they buy as <^eap]y as possible if the analysis 

is as desired* By being rational in maximizing returns, the high adopter 

is motivated to se^dc the best ̂ ich will return the greater pzvfit with 

a lesser regard for cost. 

The low adopters rate this factor higher than the high adopters. 

As a result of the negative attitude toward borrowing, the low adopters 

are forced to meet their obligations with the available cash on hand* 

Thus, with limited funds and a dislike for borrowing it is svidttit that 

tbiy pay particular attention to the cost per bag* 

In addition there are a iiind»«r of characteristics of whidi the 

rating of iBg)ortanoe by high and low adopters is not significantly 

different dien deciding what kind of fertilizer (brand) to buy. These 

are as followsi (1) the wei^t of the bag it oomes ini (2) the physical 

characteristics (drlUability) of the fertilizer; (3) the kind of equip 

ment the grower has to spread the fertilizer; (4) the kind of fertilizer 

the grower's friends snd neighbors use; and (5) the kind of fertilizer 

the dealer happens to carry (or have on hand). 



CHAPTER m 

SUMMARY AHD OOHCmSlDNS 

Despite the general acceptance of in^roved practices In 

Temeseee there still renalns that seeeent of the farm population 

>hloh refuses to diange or Is vmy slow In changing to the recommended 

methods of farming* This thesis Is concerned with analysing the deci 

sion making patterns of a group of farmers with respect to the lDg>ortanoe 

of certain values idien making decisions concerning the growing of com. 

Data used In this analysis w«re collected through Interviews 

idth 189 com growers selected at random In Bradley and White Coxmtles 

of Tennttssee* The respondmts were then classified as high or low 

adopters on the basis of adoption or rejection of part or all of nine 

recommended farm practices Included In the Interview schedule* 

The study was oonoemed with cellaring values Involved In the 

decision making process of the low and high adopters* As anticipated. 

It was found that the low adopters differ significantly from the high 

adopters in the In^portance placed on a number of the values rated* 

In deciding how nuch ear com to grow the folloviing were very 

l!!g>ortant considerations for the low adopterst the size of the cash 

outlay* the number of acres of cropland available, and the niunbor of 

acres of com the grower's friends and neighbors grow. On the other 

hand, the high adopters mted the availability of a com picker and 

the feed requirements of livestock as important considerations* 
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The yield obtained from com dflmonstration In the county was the 

only characteristic iMch was of any importance to the low adopters 

deciding how many bushels of com per acre to try to get* Although low 

adopters do not adopt a large number of approved practices, they are 

alert as to the possibilities of increasing yields* contrast, the 

high adopters rated the kind of yields the irost successful farmers in 

the county are getting and the extra tine and care it would take to get 

a higher yield as Ij^rtant considerations in deciding how mai^ bushels 

of com per acre to try to get* 

In deciding that kind of fertilizer (brand) to buy the low 

adopters regard the following as iiqjortant considerations: (1) what 

th^ read in fam pikers and magazines^ (2) the brand of the fertilizer; 

(3) the fertilizer dealer's recommendation of a particular kind of 

fertilizer: (4) the past experience they have had with a particular 

kind of fertilizer: and (5) the cost per bag* Howerver, the high 

adopters rated the cost per unit of plant food, the analysis of the 

fertilizer and idiat advertisemmts say about fertilizers as ii^rtant 

considerations in this decision* 

As the result of the analysis of this study it was necessary to 

reject sixteen of the forty sub-sub-hypotheses that no difference efxists 

between low adopters and high adopters in the values placed on how ia^rtant 

the various characteristics are in deciding how much ear to grow, how 

many bu^^^s of com per acre to try to get, and the kind of fertilizer 

(brand) to tyQr* Since one slwuld expect only 5 pwr cent (two out of 
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forty) of thaso findings to be due purely to chance, the sub^iypothesis 

that the values involved in making decisions concerning the fan opera 

tor are no different for low adopters as ccMs^ared wi'Ui high adopters 

was rejected* The sub-sub^ypotheses were derived frtna the sub-

hypothesis, and the sub-hypothwis in turn was derived from the general 

hypothMis* Since the sub-sub-hypotheses and sub-tqnpothesis were re 

jected, and since they wwre derived from the general l^rpothesis, the 

goieral hypo^esis could then logically be rejected. 

Thus, the gmeml hypothesis that the value system held by 

farmers is not responsible for the decisions to adopt or not to adopt 

specific improved faiw practices was rejected* As a result the alter 

nate hypothesis that the values imrolved in decision making are 

differmt for the low adopt«>s as eo^pared wilh the hi^ adopters was 

scooted* 

The low adopters do not consider the availability of a com 

picker or the feed jrequlrements of livestock as as high 

adopters ̂ en deciding how math ear com to grow* Vih«m deciding how 

many bushels of com per acre to try to get the low adopters rate 

lower in Inportance the kinds of yields the most successful farmwre 

in the coimty are getting and tha etsctra time and cam it would take to 

get a high yield than do high adopters. Con?>arlng low adopters with 

high adoptffips whm deciding idiat kind of fwrtiliaer (brand) to buy, the 

low adoptwre do not rate the cost per unit of plant food, the analysis 

of the fertilizer and idiat advertisenumts say about fertilizers as 

Ijg^rtant as high adopters. 
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■Hie results of this study Indicate that the low adopters* outlook 

on borroving, the lack of coBsmmication with agricultural agencies* 

along with the lack of knowledge of approved nethods of faming, and 

various other factors have a negative or irrational influmce on his 

decision naking process when confronted to adopt or not adopt. 

The findings of this study have practical iii?>lication for the 

various agricultural agoicies and organizations «igaged directly or 

indirectly in changing people's behavior* They have important theore 

tical inplications because they «y be used for developing subsequent 

research in such things as idiat kind of individuals respond to different 

kind of media, and why various farmers use different sources of informa 

tion, R^eerch in this area should contribute greatly to the understanding 

of how people are influeneed to acquire new knowledge and tedmiques* 

This would suggest that education is needed to change the value 

systeDi of this serpent of the population. There is a need for more 

contact with these people «ho need assistance if their traditional 

system of values are to be broken. 

This would imply that more research is needed on the decision 

making procems involved in adoption, better understanding of the 

values involved, the eoctension service alwtg wi'Ui other agiricultural 

agencies could devise more appealing programs awi policies in ord«r to 

stimulate interest in those most in need, Severtheless, it is hoped 

the results of this study will be used by extension and oth«:* agencies 

and organizations to influence the low adopters to adopt improved farm 

practices. 
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TABIS I 

RATE OF ADOPTION BT RATKO OF THE IMPORTANCE OP THE 
AVAIUBILITT OP A CORN PICm AS A FACTOR IN 

DBCID2NQ HOW Mm EAR OORN TO QHOW 

AdoDter Category 

Low (0»3) 

High (>9) 

Total 

Rated Xmoortance of the Factor 
Low High 

37 3 

106 43 

46 

Total 

40 

149 

189 

TABLE II 

RATE OF ADOPTIOH BT RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE FEED 
RE2UIR@!BNTS OF THE (BOWER'S LIVESTOCK AS A 

FACTOR IN DECIDim HOW M0CH EAR OORN 
TO GROW 

Adooter Category 

Low (0-3) 

Medium-low (3-^) 

Medium ((f.5) 

Medium-hi^ (5-6) 

Hi^ (6-9) 

Total 

Rated Imnortance of the Factor 
Low Iliarh 

20 20 

9 30 

Vk 27 

8 31 

7 22 

58 130 

Total 

40 

39 

41 

39 

29 

188 
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TABLE III 

RATE OF A]X)PTIOH BY RATINQ OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE SIZE 
OF THE CASH OUTLAY THE GROWER WOULD HAVE TO MAKE FDR 

SEED, FERTIUZER AND FUEL OR FEED AS A FACTOR 
IN DECIDING HOW MUCH EAR CORN TO GROW 

Rated Ijrr>ortance of the Factor 
High Total 

Low (0-3) 9 16 15 40 

Mediun-low (3*^) 16 6 17 39 

Medium (h-5) 16 12 42 

Medium-high (5-6) 22 7 10 39 

(6-9) 18 5 6 29 

Total 79 50 60 189 

TABLE IV 

RATE OF ADOPTIDH BY RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE NUMBER 
OF ACRES OF CROPLAND AVAILABLE TO THE GROWER AS A 

FACIOR IN DECIDING HOW MUCH EAR CORN TO GROW 

Total 

Low (0-4) 65 14 79 

Hi^ (4-9) 70 39 109 

Total 135 53 183 
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TABLE V 

RATE OF ADOPTION BY RATINQ OF THE IMPORTAHCE OF THE NUMBER 
OF ACRES THE GROWER'S FRXENDS AND NEIGHBORS Gi?OW AS A 

FACTOR IN DECIDBa HOW MUCH EAR CORN 10 GROW 

Ratea foportance of the 

Low (0*6} 136 23 159 

High (6-9) 20 9 29 

Total 156 32 188 

TABLE VI 

RATE OF ADOPTION BY RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE FERTILITY 
OF THE SOIL WHERE THE GROWERS GROW CORN AS A FACTOR 

IN DECIDING HOW MD(»{ EAR C0IQ3 TO GROW 

Rated litmortance of the Factor 

Low (0-5) 79 41 120 

High (5-9) 35 33 

Total in* 74 188 

68 
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TABLE VII 

RATE OF ADOPTION BT RATINO OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE AMDOHT 
OF LABOR THE GHOWEK EXPECTS TO HAVE AVAILABLE AS A 

FACTOR IN DECIDIHO HOW MUCH EAR CORN TO OHDW 

Rated Importance of the Factor 
Adopter Cateeory Low Medium HlKh Total 

Low (0-3) 10 19 11 40 

LowKmedlum (3-4) 11 16 12 39 

Medtom (^5) 14 17 11 42 

Hedltun-hlgh (5-6) 11 15 13 39 

High (6-9) 5 13 11 29 

Total 51 80 58 189 

TABLE Vni 

RATE OF ADOPTION BT RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE 
AVAILABILITY OF A TRACTOR AS A FACTOR IN 

DECIDING BOW MUCH EAR CORN TO GROW 

Rated Lnportanee of the Factor 
Adonter Cateeorr Low Hish Total 

Low (0-3) 21 19 

Low-medium (3-4) 15 24 39 

Hediam (4-5) 15 27 42 

Mediunwhigh (5-6) 16 23 39 

High (6-9) 12 17 29 

Total 79 no 189 
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TABLE IX 

RATE OF ADOPTION BY RATINa OF THE IMPORTANCB OF THE AMOUNT 
OF TIME IT'S OOINO TO TAKE TO WORK AND HARVEST THE 

CORN AS A FACTOR IN DECIDIHG HOW MUCH EAR 
CORN TO GROW 

Adopter Category 

Low (0-3) 

Medium-low (3-4) 

Medium (^5) 

Medium-high (5-6) 

High (6-9) 

Total 

Rated faiportance of the Factor 

10 21 9 

11 19 9 

12 a 9 

13 17 9 

6 18 5 

52 96 41 

40 

39 

42 

39 

29 

189 

TABLE X 

RATE OF ADOPTION BY RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE KIND OF 
WEATHSl THE GROWER EXPECTS TO HAVE DURlNa THE GROWINa 

SEASON AS A FACTOR IN DECIDING HOW MUCH EAR 

CORN TO GROW 

Adopter Cate^ry 

Low (0-3) 

Medium-low (3-^) 

Medium (4-5) 

Hediun-hig^ (5-6) 

High (6-9) 

Rated Irroortance of the Factor 

Low High 

22 18 

26 13 

29 13 

24 15 

15 14 

Total 

40 

39 

42 

39 

29 

Totad 116 73 189 
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TABLE n 

RATE OP ADOPTION BY RAT2HQ OF THE IHPORTANCE OF THE MARKET 
PRICE FOR CORN THAT THE GROWER EXPECTS AT HARVEST 

TIME AS A FACTOR DJ DECIDING HOW MUCH EAR 
CORN TO GROW 

Rated InDortance of the Factor 

AdoT)ter Cateaory Low High Total 

40Low (0-3) 23 17 

Modium-low (3-'^) m 15 39 

Hodittm (^5) 23 14 42 

Medlura-4iigh (5-6) 25 14 39 

High (6-9) 15 14 29 

Total 115 74 189 

TABI^ xn 

RATE OF ADOPTION BY RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE AMOUNT 
OF ENERGY THE GROWER WKJLD HAVE TO PUT OUT TO MAKE THE 

CROP AS A FACTOR IN DECIDING HOW MUCH EAR CORN 
TO GROW 

Rated Imoortance of the Factor 
Adonter Cat^orv Low Mediuia Hieh , Tom. 

40Low (0-3) 11 21 8 

Medium-low (3-^) 14 15 10 39 

10 41Mediwa (i^-5) 15 16 

Medlum-hi^ (5~6) 14 16 9 39 

High (6-9) 12 12 5 29 

42 18866 80Total 
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TABLE XIII 

RATE OF ADC3PT2DN BT RATINa OF THE MPORTANGE OF THE AJCUHT 
OF CASH THE OROWER MAY OET FOR IT A3 A FACTOR IH 

DECIDING HOW MDCH EAR OOM TO GROW 

Rated &nx)rtance of the Factor 
Adopter Catefforv Low HiKh Total 

Low (0»4} 29 50 79 

Medium(^) 42 38 80 

High (6-9) 10 19 29 

Total 81 107 188 

TABLE XIF 

RATE OF ADOPTION BY RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE AMDONT 
OF ISONEY THE GROWER MIGHT HAVE TO BORROW TO QHOW THE 

CORN AS A FACTOR IN DBCIDIHG HOW WGR BAR 
CORN TO GROW 

Rated Importance of the Factor 
Adooter Cateeorv Low Total 

Low (0-4) 34 45 79 

High (4-9) 61 48 109 

Total 18895 93 
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TABLE XV 

RATE OF ADOPTION BY RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE EXTENT 
TO WHICH THE CORN PRODDCTIDN WILL INTERFERE WITH 
OTHER THINGS THE GROWER LIKES TO DO, SUCH AS 

GO FISHINQ, HUNTING, TALKING WITH FRIENDS 
AT THE STORE. ETC. AS A FACTOR IN 

DECIDING HOW MUCH EAR 
COM TO GROW 

Rated Importance of tlte Factor 
Low Total 

Low (0«3) 

Medlun-low (3-^) 

Medium (4-5) 

Medium-high (5<-6) 

High (6-9) 

27 

23 

28 

31 

n 

13 

11 

13 

8 

a 

40 

39 

41 

39 

29 

Total 135 53 188 

TABLE XVI 

RATE OF ADOPTION BY RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE KIND OF 
YIELDS THE MOST SUCCESSFUL FARMERS IN THE COUNTY ARE 

GETTING AS A FACTOR IN DBCIDINa HOW MANY 

BUSHELS OF CORN PER ACRE TO 
TRY TO GET 

Rated l^ortance of the Factor 
Low Total 

Low (0-3) 

High (3-9) 

22 

55 

17 

93 

39 

148 

Total 77 110 187 
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TABLE XVn 

RATE OF ADOPTION BT RATING OF IMPORTANCE OF THE EXTRA 
TIME AND CARS IT WDUID TAKE THE GROWEK TO GET A HIGHER 

YIELD AS A FACTOR IN DBCIDIHa HOW MANY BUSHELS 
OF CORN PER ACRE TO TRY TO GET 

Adontep Catozorr 

Low (0-3) 

High (3-9) 

Total 

Rated Imoortance of the Factor 
Low Hish 

20 20 

101 47 

121 67 

Total 

40 

148 

188 

TABLE XVHI 

RATE OF ADCrrlDS BY RATING OP THE IHPORTJHCE OF THE YIELD 
OBl'AINED FROM CORN DEMD^BTRAT1DN IN THE GROVffiR'S 

COUNTY AS A FACTOR IN DECIDINa HOW MANY 
BUSHELS OF CORN PER ACRE TO 

TRY 10 GET 

Rated Importance of the Factor 
Total 

Low (0-3) 

Medium-low (3-^) 

Kediura (4-3) 

Hedium-hlgh (5-6) 

High (6-9) 

Total 

27 

25 

23 

16 

n 

102 

8 

4 

11 

9 

5 

37 

4 

10 

7 

14 

13 

48 

39 

39 

41 

39 

29 

187 
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TABLE XIX 

RATE OF ADOPTIDH BT RATINQ OF THE JMPORTANCE OF THE SIZE OF 
THE TIEIJ) THE GROWER GOT lAST TEAR AS A FACTOR IH 

DECIDING HOW MANY B03HEI5 OF CORN 
PER ACRE TO TRY TO GET 

Bated ImDortanc© of the Factor 
Adootor Categonr Low Hieh Total 

Low (0-4) 38 79 

High (h-9) 37 72 109 

Total 75 113 188 

TABLE XZ 

RATE OF ADOPTION BY RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE EXTRA 
CASH THE GROWER MIGHT GET THROUGH A HIGHER YIELD AS 

A FACTOR IH DECIDINa HOW MANY BUSHELS OF 
CORN PER ACRE TO TRY TO GET 

>rtance of the Factor 
Total 

Low (0-4) 17 62 79 

High (4-9) 37 72 

Total 54 134 188 

109 
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TABiE XXI 

RATE OF ADOPTKN BY RATIHG OF THE IHPORTANCE OF THE EXTRA 
GASH OUTLAY THE GROWER WOULD HAVE TO MAKE FOR SEED 

AND FERTILIZER TO GET A HIGHER YISU) A3 A 
FACTOR IN DBCIDINQ HOW MANY BUSHEI5 

OF CORN PER ACRE TO TRY TO GET 

Bated Jjuportance of the Factor 
Adopter Category 

Low C0-.3) 15 11 14 40 

Medium-low (3-4) 17 10 12 39 

Medium (4-5) 16 15 10 41 

Medium-high (5-6) 16 12 U 39 

High (6-9) 12 10 7 29 

Total 76 58 54 188 

TABUS ixn 

RATS OF AD(a»TIDN BY RATINQ OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE AVAILABILm 
OF LABOR WHICH THE GROWER COULD COUNT OS TO FOLLOW HIS 

INSTRUCTIONS EXACTLY AS A FACTOR IN DECIDING 
HD¥ I^ANY BUSHELS OF CORN PER ACRE 

TO TRY TO GET 

Rated tmportance oYJ^e Factor 
Total 

Low (0-3) 23 17 40 

Medium-low (3-4) 23 16 39 

Ftedium (4-5) as 15 41 

Medium-high (5-6) 23 16 39 

Hi^ (6-9) 12 17 29 

Total 107 81 188 
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TABLE XXm 

RATE OF ADOPTION BT RAHNO OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE NATURAL 
FERTILITT OF THE SOIL WHERE THE (SROWER GROWS CORN AS A 

FACTOR IN DECIDING HOW MANY BUSHELS OF CORN 

PER ACRE TO TRY 10 GET 

Rated Iinportanoft of the Factor 
Low Medium 

Low (0-3) 12 13 15 ftO 

Medium-low (3-^) 10 ih 15 39 

Medium (*k-5) 9 11 21 ftl 

Medium-high (5<-6) 12 10 17 39 

High (6-9) 7 7 15 29 

Total 50 55 83 188 

TABLE XXIV 

RATE OP ADOPTION BY RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE KINDS 
OF YIELD THE GROWER'S FRIENDS AND NEIGHBORS ARE GETTING 

AS A FACTOR IN DECIDING HOW MANY BUSHELS OF 
CORN PER ACRE TO TRY TO GET 

Rated Inroortance of the Factor 
Adcmter Category Low Hish Total 

Low (0-3) 22 18 ftO 

Medium-low (3-^) 15 2ft 39 

Medium (/t-5) 19 22 ftl 

Medium-high (5-6) 15 2ft 39 

High (6-9) 10 19 29 

Total 81 107 188 
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TABLE XXV 

RATE OF ADOPTIDN BY RATINQ OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE SEED 
SALESMAN'S TALK ABOUT THE YIELDS OBTAINED i,VITH THE 

SEED HE SELLS AS A FACTOR IN DEGIDINa HOW 
MANY BUSHELS OF CORK PER ACRE TO 

TRY TO GET 

Rated jlraportance of the Factor 

Low (0-3) 

Kodlttn«low (3-^) 

Meditm (^i-5) 

Medlura-hlgh (5-^) 

High (6-9) 

Total 

19 

17 

a 

18 

n 

86 

20 

22 

20 

21 

18 

101 

39 

39 

ifl 

39 

29 

187 

TABLE XXVI 

RATE OF ADOPTION BY RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE 
TO GET A3 MUCH AS THE GROWER CAN FROM THE LIMITED 

ACmGE AVAILABLE AS A FACTOR IN IKCIDIKG 
HOW MANY BUSHEI3 OF CORN PBR ACRE 

TO TRY TO GET 

Adopter Catesory 

Low (0-3) 

Medliui-low (3*^) 

Medium 

Kedium-hi^ (5-6) 

High (6-9) 

Total 

Low 

26 

25 

25 

20 

16 

113 

Hieh 

13 

13 

16 

19 

13 

7^ 

Total 

39 

39 

^1 

39 

29 

187 
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TABLE XXVII 

RATE OF ADOPTIDN BT RATDK} OF THE IMPORTAHCl OP THE EXTRA 
EFFORT THAT WOULD BE RBQUIRSD ON THE GROWER'S PART 
TO GET A HIGHER HELD AS A FACTOR IN DECIDINa 

HOW MANY HJSHEIS OF CORN PER ACRE 
TO THY TO GET 

Rated Iiroortance of the Factor 
Adooter Cateeonr Low Hijch Total 

Low (0-5) H6 73 119 

High (5-9) 19 49 68 

Total 122 18765 

TABLE XXVm 

RATE OF ADOPTION BY RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE COST 

PER UNIT OF PLANT FOOD AS A FACTOR IN DECIDINO 
W!AT KIND OF FERTILIZER (BRAND) TO BUY 

Rated LriDortance of the Factor 
Adooter CattetorT' l!ow Me(kum High Total 

Low (0-3) 17 15 7 39 

Modium-low (3-^) U 15 12 38 

Medium (4*5) 8 19 14 41 

Mediim-high (5-6) 12 10 17 39 

High (6-9) 7 6 16 29 

Total 55 65 66 186 
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TABLE XXn 

RATS or ADOPTIDH BT RATIHG OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE 
AKALISI3 OF THE FERTILIZmi AS A FACTOR IN DECIDINO 

WHAT KIND OF FERTILIZER (BRAND) TO BUY 

Adopter Category 

Low (0-3) 

Medium-low (3-4) 

Kedlun (4-5) 

Medlum-higjti (5-6) 

High (6-9) 

Total 

23 

17 

17 

12 

8 

77 

of 

16 

a 

24 

27 

21 

109 

Total 

39 

38 

41 

39 

29 

186 

TABLE XXX 

RATE OF ADOPTDN BY RATING OF THE IMPORIAKCE OF 
WHAT ADVWISEMEHTS SAY ABOUT FERTILIZERS 

AS A FACTOR IN DECIDIKQ WHAT 
KIND OF FERTILIZER 
(BRAND) TO BUY 

Adocter Cateeory 

Low (0-4) 

High (4-9) 

Bated Imoortance of the Factor 
Low Hiffh 

42 35 

42 67 

Total 

77 

109 

Total 84 102 186 



71 

TABI£ mi 

BATS OF AJDOPTION BY RATINO OF THE IMPORTAHCE OF 
VSIAT THE GROWER READS IN FARM PAPERS 

AND MAGAZINES AS A FA(3T0R IN 
DECIDING WHAT KIND OF 

FHITILIZEH (BRAND) 
TO BUY 

Low (0-3) 

Hediom-low (3-^) 

Medium (4-5) 

Medium-high (5-6) 

Hi^ (6-9) 

Rated Importance of the Factor 

25 6 8 

19 7 12 

15 n 15 

8 10 n 

5 12 12 

Total 

39 

38 

41 

39 

29 

Total 72 46 68 186 

TABLE XXXII 

RATE OF ADOPTIDH BY RATING OF THE DiORTANCE OF THE BRAND 
OF THE FERTILIZER AS A FACTOR IN DECIDINa WHAT 

KIND OF FERTILIZER (BRAND) TO BUY 

Adopter Catecrojry 

Low (0-3) 

Medium-low (3-4) 

Medium (4-5) 

Mediua-hi^ (5-6) 

High (6-9) 

Total 

Rated IwDortance of the Factor 
Lovt Medium Hijdi 

11 8 20 

7 20 11 

20 9 12 

14 10 15 

10 10 9 

62 57 67 

Total 

39 

38 

41 

39 

29 

186 
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TAM^ xxxin 

RATE OF ADOPTIDH BT RATISQ OF llIS IMPOBTANCE OP THE FERTILIZERS 
DEALER'S OR CO-OP MAHAQER'S REOOMMSIDATDN OF A PARTICULAR 

KIND OF FERTILIZER AS A FACTOR IN DECIDING 
WHAT KIND OF FERTILIZER 

(BRAND) TO BUT 

Rated Inoortance of the Factor 
Total 

Low (0-3) 12 10 17 39 

Medium-low (3-^) 8 12 18 38 

Hediim (4-5) 18 18 5 41 

Madiu»4ii^ (5-8) 12 13 14 39 

High (6-9) 11 9 9 29 

Total 61 62 63 186 

TABLE XXXIV 

RATE OF ADOPTION BT RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF PAST 
EXPSIIENCE THE GROWER HAD WITH A PARTICULAR 
KIND OF FERTILIZER AS A FACTOR IN DBCIDINO 

WHAT KIND OF FERTILIZER (BRAND) 
TO KIT 

Tmnortancft of the Faotor 
TotalLow Medium High|\dppter Category 

11 19 9Low (0-3) 39 

14Meditun-low (3-^) 15 9 38 

4120 13Nedittm (^5) 8 

10 12 17(5~6) 39 

12 29Higji (6-9) 10 7 

18666 60 60
Total 
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TABLE XXXV 

RATE OF ADOPTION BT RATINa OF THE IHPOiflfANCS OP THE C»ST 
PiK BAG AS A FACTOR IN DECIDING WHAT KIND 

OF FIIltlLIZISR (BRAliD) TO BUY 

k&tsd Jjaaortanee of tha'Paetor 

Low (0-4) 

Medium (4-5) 

High (5-9) 

Total 

58 

24 

54 

136 

19 

17 

14 

50 

77 

41 

68 

186 

TABIE XXXVI 

RATE OF ADOPWDH BY RATINQ OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE WEItfflT 
OF THE BAGS AS A FACTOR IN DECIDING WHAT 

KIND OF FERTILIZSR (BRAND) TO BUY 

Low (0-6) 

High (6-9) 

Rated Imnortanee of the Factor 

LoxiT Hiffh 

97 60 

19 10 

Total 

157 

29 

Total 116 70 186 
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TABLE xmn 

RATE OF ADOPTION BY RATING OF THE D1P0RTAHCE OP THE 
PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS (DRXLLABIUTT) OF THE 

FERTILIZER AS A FACTOR IN DBCIDINQ IffiAT 
KIND OF FERTILIZER (BRAND) TO BOY 

Rated IwDortance of the Factor 
Total 

Low (0-3) 20 19 39 

Keditun-low (3-^) 21 17 38 

iHMadltun (^5) 26 15 

Medlwn-hlgh (5-6) 19 20 39 

High (6-9) 18 11 29 

m 82 186Total 

TABUS mvm 

RATE OF ADOPTION BY RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE KIND 
OF EQUIPMENT THE GROWER HAS TO SPREAD THE FERTILIZER 

AS A FACTOR IN DBCIDDKJ WHAT KIND OF 
FERTILIZER (BRAND) TO BOY 

Rated fiit)ortance of the Factor 
TotalLow 

Low (0-3) 10 29 39 

38HediU!iv-low (3-4) 13 25 

Medium (4-5) 12 29 ftl 

MadHuo-high (5-6) 15 2ft 39 

18 29High (6-9) 11 

18661 125Total 
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TABLE mix 

RATE OF ADOPTIOH BT RAHNG OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE KIND 
OF FERTILIZER THE GROWER^S FRIENDS AND NEIGHBORS 

USE AS A FACTOR IN DECIDING WHAT KIND 

OF FERTILIZER (BRAND) TO BUT 

AdoDter Cateeory 

Low (0-^) 

Modinn (4-5) 

High (5-9) 

Total 

Low 

51 

34 

46 

131 

High 

26 

7 

22 

55 

Total 

77 

41 

68 

186 

TABLE XL 

RATE OF ADOPTION BT RATING OF THE IMPORTANCE OF THE KIND 
OF FERTILIZER THE DEALER HAPPENS TO CARRT (OR 

HAVE ON HAND) AS A FACTOR IN DBCIDINa 
WHAT KIND OF FERTILIZER (BRAND) 

TO BUT 

Adonter Catecory 

low (0-3) 

Madlum-low (3-4) 

Medium (4-5) 

Medium-hi^ (5-6) 

High (6-9) 

Total 

Rated IniDortance of the Factor 
Low High 

10 29 

15 23 

13 28 

14 25 

13 16 

12165 

Total 

39 

38 

41 

39 

29 

186 
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of Agriculture Economics and Bural Sociology 

University of Tormessee 

Summert 19*^0 

aORH PBODUCTIDN PRACTZCSS STUDY 

1. flov n»y acres of com are you groeing this yeart Acres 

zy rmm.tbas about fzvs» tbsiziuts mESirmr. 

2* How max^ acres of this do you eoqpeot to use for silage? Acres 

3. Bow many acres of ear com did jrou harvest last year? Acres 

How many acree of ear com do you plan to grow next year? Acres 

If mm THAI nVE, TBOfZHATB ZHTERVIBW. 

5, Uhat is your name? 

6. Uiat is your address? 

7» Do you have more than one field of com? Yes Mo 

IP YES. ASCERTAIN IS THE LARGEST THAT IS USUALLY USED FOR CORN, 
REFER PRODUCXIDN QUBSTIONS TO THAT FIELD. 

*8. Have you had the soil of your present com field tested for fertilizer 

needs in the past three years? 

Yes 

Jfo 

(IF BO) Have you erer had such a teat made? 

Yes 

No 
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10. (IF TBS XO EITHER 8 OR 9) likia 3P0« got tho soil twt rsport btek« 

did yov pttt on th« amomnt of f«rtllis«r rMomfodsd, or did yon 

put nors or loss than the rooooMndod sacnmtl 

(1) rocomonded ssionnt 

(2) more 

(3) Issa 

not applioablo 

* 11* Bow did yovL (would 70a} go about tiUdng a soil saagiloT 

00 NOT SOOGBST AITEBHATIVES* Ssoarsts aanploo 

CHBCl THOSE BICLODSD IN HIB for "different* 

RESPONSE. PUCE "X" BfiSIDG areas 

TBOSE TOR ̂ ffllCH TOO HAD TO Itoiber of locaUons 

PROBE. in the field 

Vertieal seotim 

« 12* (HAND RBSPOHDi«T CARD #1) Uhioh of these ooimneroial nixed fertiU-

sers would you reoomend to a neighbor for 00m at the time of 

planting if his soil test showed thati 

a. his greatest deficient is in potash (k}T 

16.-8-8 (rasPORDEHT HOST SELECT Oil 

(2) ««J-2-2*^-'i2 OF THESE CATBOORIES-^T 

(3) 3-9-27 ANOTHBR nSD OP PEBTIUZBR.) 

(4) 10-10-10 

(T) ^Don't know 
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A V 

19* his greatest deficieney is in nitrogen (N)t 

(1) _l6-8-8 (RESP0HDS8T MUST SEIBCT ORB 

(2) _18-24-12 Of THB5E CATEQORIES—ROT 

(3) %9-27 AHOma KKD <»■ FBBTIUZm*) 

(«») _JL0-10-10 

(T) DonH know 

13. Bow andh nitrogen* pheaphate and potash pear acre did ym put on 

yme com field at planting? 

Broad oast lbs - , • /Acre 

In the row lbs - /Acre 

IF UNK80I®* ASK THE FOUUOWIHai 

I* a) How «any bags of fertiliser did ym broad cast at planting? 

b) What was the wWl^t of eadi bag? bags at lbs* 

o) Idiat was the analysis of the fertiliser? -» 

n, a) How oany bags of fnrtiliaer did you put in the row at 

planting? 

b) lixat was the weight of eaeh bag? bags at lbs, 

e) What was the analysis of the fertiliser? -

lh>* (IP SOKB PUCB© B HOW) Whe the fertiliser you put in the row 

(1) plaeed with tho eood or 

(2) to the side and/or below the seed? 

15. How wttdh nitrogen* phosidiato and potash per acre did you use to 

si(hi dress your oom? 

Side dressed lbs . •• • /Aojre 
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IF UKKSOVai, ASK THE POLLOWIHOi 

in, a) How Ma«y baga of forUlUar dW you use in side 

dressing your oomt 

b) What was the w«dght of each bagl bags at 

c) Vihat was the anaHysis of the fertilizar? •, 

16, How aacqr tons of Manure pw a<are did you use In fertillBlng your 

com? tons 

Is' UNKiiO'vfiil, ASK THE FOIlOWIKar 

IV, a) Hew nany loads of naiinre did you put on the field?. 

b) Miat is the oapadty of your spreader box? tons 

« 17, Bow do you decide how auoh fertilizer to put on your 00m? 
08 not READ ALTSIfflATIVES, CHECK Soil twt 

COVBtB)m HIS RESPOBSE. Money available 

PLACE "X" BESIDB IHOSS FOR WHKS «sqperienoe 

1DU HAD TO PROBE. (Ust) 

18# Hew awBy times after planting do you usually caltisato ywr com? 

(3) One or no more than necessary 

(3)_Jw> 

(4) Three 

(5) Four or mom 

(6) Use dierai<»l weed control 
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•19# W»*t nfta the depth of your laet eoltlvation? 

Shallev (0-2 Indhee) 

(2) Madlun (2-^ lndj«s) 

(3) Sew (*l<-6 Indies) 

Net appUeable (dienleal weed eontrol) 

♦ 20. a) Does eultivation do anything for your corn other than control 

(1) rw 

(2) No 

(3) DonH kaotr 

b) (IP TiS OR DOS'T KHOW) lihat norts of things do you hare in 

DO MOT READ ALTSRBATIPES. _pute air In the eoU 

PIACB "X" BESIDE THOSE ^Lets water In the soil 

fOR HSICH IDO HAD TO Breaks i;^ capillary action 

FRQBl. ^Sares noisture 

lets eeeds get thrcm^ erust 

Redncea cutworm population 

Other (list) 

Refer to asterisked (♦) iteas to fill in following tablesi 

Followed? ^loidedae Resnonse 

Soil test Adequate(1) —Jf«s 

(2) —No (2)_^Inadequate 

Fertilization Adequate 

(2) —̂No (2)- Inadeauate 

(^tlvation a)« (1)« Adequate
— 

<2)« Ho <2) _ Inadequate 
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21» Bow nan^r bushels (barrels) of ear com did you harrest last year? 

(1 BARBBL « 5 BUSHELS) BoaAitfa 
at 

^ores (from #3) ^bua/acre 

actual is of potential 

Estimated potmtial yiiOd 

Bow, I would like to ask some questions about the field ubera you are 

growing your com. 

22, Is it (1) ^at 

(2) gcptbr rolling, or 

(3) on a slope? 

23* la it (1) a heavy, elayogr soil, 

(Z) a light, sand7t easily worked soil, or 

(3) about halfway between these two? 

Is it(1) well drained, (warn up quickly in the Spring) or 

does it have a 

(2) teodencBT to stay wet in placm (stay cold and wet 

in the Spring)? 

25# Does the com tend to (1) give low yields and the leaves eurl 

in a dry sumer (droughty) 

(2) or does it do veil in spite of dry 

weather? 
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26. la It (1) bottoMlAiid (aadia land) or 

<2) l«ndT 

27* Is it (1) fr— of stonas or doas it t«nd to be 

(2) roetevt 

Estimated potential yield—aasttaing av«raga weather conditions 

26* Do yott grow oom on this field (1) every year 

.•*•*7 other year, or 

(3) once in three or more years? 

29. ftiin yow plant your oom, what 1» the width between the "ahoea" 

OB the oom planter (or, how many inches between your rows)? 

inchea 

30, Ifftiat is the distance betwem plants in the row? inches 

31, Where did you get your seed com? orlb store.^neighbor 

32. (IF STORE) What variety? 

33. Have you lined ysur oom field in the past 5 to 10 years? 

(1) ^lee 

(2) Ho 

(f) D<m*t know 

Rovt X Wttld lihe to ask you seme qumtions about the things you consider 

idien you nake certain decisions idiioh you havs to maks in the course of 

your fanning. 
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la yowr umm to one of the flwt ^estlons I asked, you Indleatod that 

jwtt plan to grow a eertalA nonber of acres of com for ear com next 

ymr. This represents a dedsltm ytm have nade, Peqjle differ In the 

things they consider in reaching a deoisi«m and I would like for you to 

indicate on this litUe oolman (SHOW HIM CARD) how ingjortant eaeli of the 

following is }iim you are deciding how auch ear com to growi 

a) How important is the anount of labor (family and hired) that 

yoa eaqpect to hare available? 

b) How important is the availabilAtv tyf a tractor? 

0) How important is the availability of a com niak^r? 

d) Bow important a factor is the amount of tine it's going to 

^ take to work and harvest the com? 

e) How ii^pertant is the siae of the y®'* would have 

to make for seed, fertiliser, and fuel or feed? 

f) How ii^rtant is the kind of weather you expect to have 

during the growing seaMn (fzxHn almanac or other soaroM)? 

g) How important is the market nriee for com that you expect 

(anticipate) at harvest time? 

h) How iHportant is the amount of you would have to put 

out to make the crop? 

1) How iirqportuit are the feed requirements of your livestock? 

j) How inportant is the aaount of cash you may get for it? 

k) How Ij^portant is the nuatoer of acres of cropland available 

to you? 
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1) How important is «ie nmribcr of acTM ©f com your frigpds and 

naiffhbora grow? 

a) How in^rtant is the amount of monegr you might have to borrow 

to grow the eomt 

n) How important is the fartmty (nroducti-rity) of the sell 

wltfare you grow your eomt 

o) How important is ̂ e extent to mhi<^ the oom produotion 

wiU Interfere with other things vou like to do. such as go 

fishing, hunting, talking with friends at the store, etet 

How, using the sane little scale, how iiq}ortant is each of the following 

you are deciding how many bushels of com ner acre to try to gett 

a) How linjortant is the siae of the yield you got Ust year? 

b) How ia^rtant is the extra cash you might make through a 

higher yield? 

e) Bow iaportant is the extra cash outlay you would hare to aalni 

for seed and fertilizer to get a higher yield? 

d) How ti^rtant is the extra time a^ care it would take to get 

a higher yield? 

e) How liq>ortant is the availability of labor idiioh yon could 

ooont on to follow your instructions axactly? 

f) Bow important is the natural fertility of toe solfl idvere you 

grow your com? 

g) How important is the kind of yield yotir friends and neighbors 

are getting? 
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h) How li!|>ortant is the kind of vlald the aost sttcoessful faraiere 

In the county aro getting? 

I) How Ij^rtant is the seed and fertiliger sale«nan*s talk about 

the yields obtained with the seed or fertiliser he sells? 

j) How ii^rtant is the need to tret as nuoh as yau can fran the 

limited aeraage available to you? 

k) How inpoirtent is the yield obtained frcnn oom demonstrations 

in this eoon^? 

3») How lrq;)ortant is the eactra effort that would be required on 

your part to get a higher yield? 

liowt X ixnild like to know how important eadi of the following is tdien 

you are deciding what kind of fertiliser (brand) to Iwy. 

a) Row important is the oast egepwrlgnce you have had with a 

particular kind of fertiliser? 

b) How liqportant are the physical charaeteristics (drillabllity) 

of the fertiliser? 

o) How important is the fertiliser dealer*s or oo^-o manager's 

reccaigtendatlon of a particular kind of fertiUsert 

d) How in^rtant is the kind of eguipment you hare to spread the 

fertiliser? 

e) How important is the weight of the bass it comes it? 

f) How isnport&nt is the oost per bag? 

c) How IsQjortant is the analysis of the fertiliser? 
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h) How in^irtant is the cost per milt of plant food? 

1) How Inportant is the brand of the fertilizer? 

J) How lii|)ortant is the kind of fertilizer your friends and 

use? 

k) How in^jortant is the kind of fertilizer the dealer happens 

to carry (or have on hand}? 

1) How important is riiat vou read in fara papers and magazines? 

m) How important is tdiat advertisenents say about fertilizers? 


