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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine the perceived edu

cational needs in agriculture of the small-scale farmers in Cochise 

County, Arizona. Five objectives were listed which also sought the 

educational and experience background of these farmers and comparison 

of educational needs between small-scale farmers and other farmers.

A random sample of 200 names were taken from the Cochise 

County, Arizona Extension mailing list of 600 farmers. These 200 

farmers were sent questionnaires. Responses to specific questions 

classified the respondents into two groups— small-scale farmers and 
others.

A total of 27 educational needs were identified. Eighty-seven 

percent of the small-scale farmers felt that "methods of record 

keeping" was the most desirable educational need. The next three which 

ranked closely to the farmers' interest were "family estate planning", 

"using energy efficiently" and "beef production". Four topics ranked 

low in interest. These concerned vegetable, swine, dairy and poultry 

production.

The level to which the small-scale farmer marked the 27 need 

topics reflected their present level of knowledge. Host need levels 

marked showed that the farmer had previous knowledge of the topic but 

still desired to learn more. Some areas were marked as lacking
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previous knowledge but still had a desire to know about. These were 

mostly in newer concept areas such as energy use and alternative fuel 

and crops.

Over half of the small-scale farmers had been exposed to a 

college level learning situation. Fifty-three percent had been in

volved in a formal agricultural education course of study. Past non- 

formal educational experience came mostly from agricultural work ex

perience. Twenty-four percent claimed employment in agriculture as 

the source of knowledge, while 50 percent stated that being raised on 

a farm provided agricultural experience.

Twenty-eight percent of small-scale farmers said the "finances" 

was their major problem in business. A few other areas under concern 

were time use, management and marketing.

Small-scale farmers and the other farmers in the study ex 

hibited different perceived educational needs. Business-related topics 

appear to be of the most concern to small-scale farmers, whereas topics 

related to technical skills were selected most frequently by other

farmers.



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The advent of commercial farming and agribusiness has taken 

over the largest part of food production in the United States. Edu

cational services have adapted to production agriculture by developing 

programs and materials to assist farmers in large commercial busi

nesses. However, many farmers exist who do not farm on a large 
commercial scale.

Programs, such as those conducted by the Cooperative Extension 

Service, were begun as a means to serve the rural populations. In 

1914, and the early years of the Cooperative Extension Service that 

followed, the agricultural program was aimed at the family farmer.

This was the most practical thing to do since most farms were owned 

and operated by families. As the years progressed, research in agri

culture made it possible for a single farmer to produce more effi

ciently on less land. The migration of people to cities and abandon

ment of rural living resulted in farms growing larger and producing 

more food for commercial sale.

Educational needs and services had to change to fit these 

situations. Large production and mass marketing became popular. This 

has been especially prevalent in the last twenty-five years. Farms
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have expanded and become large agribusiness operations with the need 

for specialized personnel in most aspects of agriculture.

Since these farms have grown, the commercial farm has depended 

less upon Cooperative Extension Service educational programs. They 

need to rely mostly on the advice of experts in specialized fields as 

nutrition, fertilization and herbicide use, to mention a few. Recog

nizing the need for specialized information as agricultural technology 

increased, the Extension Service obtained state specialists to work 

with the county programs. These specialists produced programs and 

specialized publications to meet the larger farmers' needs. The net 

result was that programs became geared to serving the larger commercial 

farmers' needs.

Overlooked by this change was the small-scale farmer who still 

retains the characteristics of the family farm of the past. The family 

farm consists of small self-sufficient operations to commercial, yet 

family run, farm businesses. In most cases, these farms do not employ 

specialists, but are managed by one or a small number of people with 

the responsibility of performing varied skills in all areas of 

production.

The educational needs of such people are perhaps served best 

by a more varied, less specialized approach to agricultural education 

yet incorporating modern technology so necessary to small-scale and 

large-scale farmers alike.
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Need for the Study

During the years of the "agribusiness boom", a certain number
X

of people remained steadfast to the small farm idea. Some of those 

were born and raised on family farms; others were non-farm families 

who wanted to farm as an alternative to other lifestyles. Since these 
groups of people were not farming on a massive scale, much of the in

formation for large commercial farming did not meet their needs.

In order to develop materials and training for this population, there 

must be identification of specific educational needs in the area of 
agriculture.

The 1978 Annual Report of the Joint Council on Food and Agri

cultural Sciences identified "small farms" as an area for special 

consideration and coordination efforts by the Council. At the April 

1979 meeting of the Joint Council, members voted to establish an "Ad 

Hoc Committee on Small Farms" to provide the following: an inventory

and objectives of existing work; an identification of work needed but 

not underway; and methods of coordinating these needs (Research, 

Extension and Higher Education for Small Farms: A report of the Ad

Hoc Committee, December 1979).

During the past few years, there has been several efforts to 

identify and inventory existing gaps in research and extension 

activities. The Ad Hoc Committee of the Joint Council stated in their 

report that they believed the best approach would be to gather and 

summarize the results of the past research and extension activities. 

The Joint Council could then develop: 1) an overall framework of



policy for small farm activity; 2) suggestions on priorities and re

source levels; and 3) more permanent planning and coordinating 

mechanisms (Report of the Ad Hoc Committee, 1979).

E. F. Schumacher writes in his book, Small is Beautiful: 

Economics as if People Mattered, of the "disappearing middle" in 

American agriculture. This is where the United States has evolved to 

the stage of the existence of only large massive agribusiness cor

porations or small family farms to produce food and fiber. If our 

food production is taking this turn, there must be a concern for these 

small-scale farmers by providing assistance to them for education to 

continue their existence under such competition.

William E. Meyers discusses in the December 1979 issue of 

American Journal of Agricultural Economics that we need a better re

lationship between levels of government and universities to avoid 

problems which could develop and hinder ability to conduct tangible 

projects and research on small farms. He feels that "We need more 

research about the next step we can take (concerning small farms) and 

especially need more studies of successes of small farmers who succeed 

and small farm programs that are successful."

The results of small-scale farm research can lead to the 

development of actual programs to aid the small farmer. Mary Mahoney 

wrote in the January 1971 issue of Extension Review of an intensified 

agricultural education planning program to help farmers and ranchers 

in obtaining educational assistance. The program was met with success 

by 200 small-scale farmers in Starr County, Texas.
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C. Edward Bible of the University of Tennessee wrote in the 

January 1973 Extension Review that special interest classes proved to 

"be the key to teaching Shelby County farmers with limited acreage how 

to make more money." Census figures in the county showed 808 farmers 

with incomes less than $5,000 per year. After the programs, which 

consisted of a series of classes, demonstrations, and media presen

tations , Bible explained that many of the families increased their 

incomes. In fact, in five of the families, incomes doubled to over 

$10,000 a year.

One of the areas emphasized in the Report of the Ad Hoc Com

mittee on Small Farms (1979) is the need for more research concerning 

small-scale farmers. They believe this will assist in the development 

of programs through agencies such as the Cooperative Extension Service. 

The council states:

no definite data is available on the extent of small-scale 
farmer participation in regular Extension activities.... 
small-scale farmers will participate in and benefit more 
from intensive educational activities conducted by someone 
they can more easily relate to on a level they readily 
comprehend.

The study conducted by the Joint Council proposes a list of 

areas in which more investigations should be done to provide infor

mation on small-scale farming. In this report of the Ad Hoc Committee 

published in 1979, on page 34 in the section addressing regular ex

tension programs, letter C states explicitly, "What are the specific 

educational needs of the small-scale farmer?"

Concern and expression of need in this government report and 

through other published sources confirms the importance of the need
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for more research on the educational needs of the small-scale farmer. 

Since the small-scale farmer is an important part of the agricultural 

community, educational needs must be identified. These needs then can 

be met through informal and formal educational programs. This knowl

edge will serve as a basis for developing programs and preparing in

structional materials for dissemination to the small-scale farmer.
/

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study was to determine the perceived 

educational needs in agriculture of the small-scale farmers in Cochise 

County, Arizona in 1980-81.

Specific Objectives

The following were specific objectives of this study:

1. To synthesize a list of educational needs in agriculture for 

the small-scale farmer in Cochise County, Arizona.

2. To list educational and experience background data of the 

small-scale farmer in Cochise County, Arizona.

3. To identify the educational needs of the small-scale farmer 

in Cochise County, Arizona.

4. To compare knowledge levels of Cochise County small-scale 

farmers with their educational needs.

5. To compare perceived educational needs between those identified 

as small-scale farmers and other farmers in Cochise County.
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Assumptions

In conducting a descriptive study of this nature, a researcher 

needs to assume some factors to be true that are not evaluated but

were as follows:

1. That the Cochise County farmers were capable of identifying

2. That the questionnaire developed to generate information was 

reliable.

The extent to which findings of a study can be generalized is

evidenced in the study's delimitations. The following served as de

limitations in this study:

1. The farmers in the study were only those who resided and 

farmed within the area of southeast Arizona known as Cochise 

County.

2. The farmers in the study were those who have been listed on 

the Cochise County Cooperative Extension mailing list.

3. The study only focused on the point of time of December 1980 

and January 1981.

In this study, the underlying assumptions

their educational needs in agriculture.

Delimitations

Limitations

The style of this study lends itself to certain limitations.

The following are considered to be these limitations:
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1. A questionnaire was used to collect data for this study and as 

such, it has been subjected to weaknesses inherent in this 

particular method of survey.

2. Since the participants were from a list provided by the Co

operative Extension Service, people known to the Service could 

probably have fewer educational needs than those not involved 

with cooperative extension.

Procedure

A study's objectives have direct influence on a researcher's 

methods of investigation. The procedures which were used to follow 

the objectives of this study are described in this section as follows: 

1) Population and sample; 2) Design and instrumentation; and 3) Data 
analysis.

Population and Sample

The target population was all of the small-scale farmers in 

Cochise County, Arizona. The accessible population consisted of 

farmers who were on the Cochise County Extension Service mailing list. 

The instrument developed for this study separated farmers into small- 

scale farmers and other farmers. The information gained on small-scale 

farmers was used to project educational needs. The remaining infor

mation gathered from the other farmers was utilized to meet objective 

five of this study.

Of the 600 farmers listed on the Extension mailing list, a 

sample of 200 was taken using a chart of random numbers. These were 

sent questionnaires.
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Design and Instrumentation

This study was a descriptive survey study. A questionnaire 

was utilized to gather the information. This questionnaire listed 27 

main areas of educational agricultural needs. The participant then 

had three levels of knowledge to choose from concerning how he or she 

felt relative to each need. Five short, non-specific questions were 

asked about agricultural background of education and experience of 

the participants. The last three questions asked pertained to labor, 

percent of income and time involved in farming. These last three 

questions were the basis used to classify the participants as small- 

scale farmers or others.

This questionnaire, printed on colored paper, was mailed to 

the sample of farmers. The packet consisted of a cover letter from 

the Cochise Extension Office director explaining the survey’s purpose 

and introducing the author. On the top of the enclosed questionnaire 

was the permission form and a small amount of further information.

The third item enclosed was a stamped, return envelope addressed to 

The University of Arizona, Department of Agricultural Education, in 

care of Jane Connors.

In order to trace questionnaires which were not returned 

(non-response), a code number was assigned to each questionnaire 

which corresponded to the name on the mailing list. A follow-up letter 

with a repeat questionnaire and return envelope was sent three weeks 

from the date of the first mailing to non respondents.
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Data Analysis

Data for this study were compiled manually. These data 

provided:

1. an identification of educational needs of participants in 

the study.

2. an identification of educational experience background of 

the participants in the study.

3. a division for classification purposes between small-scale 

farmers and other participants in the study.

Definition of Terms

Cochise County: The county located in the southern-most area and

eastern corner of the state of Arizona.

Farm: In accordance with a joint agreement between the U. S.

Department of Agriculture, the Office of Management and Budget 

and the Bureau of the Census, announced August 12, 1975, a farm, 

for statistical purposes, is any place from which $1,000 or more 

of agricultural products were sold, or normally would be sold, 
during the census year.

Small Farm: The current U.S.D.A. definition of small farm is

based on the following factors:

1. Family net income from all sources (farm and non-farm) is 

below the median non-metropolitan income of the state.

2. The family is dependent on farming for a significant, though 

not necessarily a majority, of their income.

Family members provide most of the labor and management.3.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Ever since the days of Thomas Jefferson, the expressed intent 

of the nation's agricultural policy has been to support family farms, 

particularly small land-owning farms (Madden and Tischbein 1979).

Yet, as the years progressed, the concerns of the American farmer 

changed and the methods used in the food production system changed 

along with them. This led to a deviation from the idea of having only 

small farm owners toward one of large producers. The situation today, 

however, has swung back, and once more concern is being expressed 

to aid in the survival of the small-scale farmer.

It has been estimated that nearly 72 percent of the working 

force of the United State in 1820 was employed in agriculture and only 

28 percent in occupations outside. By 1920, or after the end of World 

War I, only 27 percent of the people were involved in agriculture as 

a major occupation. Twenty years later, this figure dropped to 19 

percent (Cooper, Barton and Brodell 1947). The population of the 

United States was increasing, yet the number of people involved in 

producing food was decreasing.

In 1850, a farmer produced enough food to feed himself and 

4.5 other people. In 1910, this increased to include eight other
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people. By 1953, a fanner was feeding himself and 18 others. This is 

a small amount compared to 1961 when the average farmer provided food 

and fiber for 28 people besides himself. By 1971, 48 people were sup

plied with sustenance by one single farmer (Edwin 1974). In 1980, 

the farmer fed 68 people (U.S.D.A. 1980). Each day, as we meet with 

more crop improvements and mechanization, that figure is on the 
increase.

Although modern methods have allowed the present-day agricul

turalist to produce more and more, this does not imply that all farms 

have turned into massive agribusinesses. There are still in existence 

farms which, although use modern equipment, consist of family members 

as the main operators. These people, who farm on a small basis, can 

be considered the United States’ small-scale farmers.

Since 1940, the number of farms has declined by more than half, 

while the agriculture productivity index has risen nearly twofold. 

Average farm size has more than doubled. There are bigger, more pro

ductive farms now than ever before in this century (Brewster 1978).

Yet, the American small-scale farmer still has a steadfast grasp on 

his place of importance in the agricultural community.

The Rural Development Act, passed by the Senate in 1972, con

sidered the small-scale farm not as a home, hobby or retirement res

idence, but as a production operation with special technological and 

informational needs (Rural Development Act 1972, 86 Stat. 658). In 

a more recent act, the Food and Agricultural Act of 1977 separated 

small farm work entirely from rural development and included it under



authorization of agricultural research and extension (Food and Agri

cultural Act 1977, 91 Stat. 913).
Within the last ten years, the United States government has 

recognized the strong need and concern for small-scale farming. The 

small farms existing in these years have diminished slowly as major 

food producers, while corporations and agribusinesses have expro- 

piated the task of providing America with food. The 1978 Annual Report 

of the Joint Council on Food and Agricultural Sciences identified 

"small farms" as "an area for special consideration and coordinating 

efforts by the council in 1979" (Report of Ad Hoc Committee on Small 

Farms 1979). As a result of this consideration, an Ad Hoc Committee 

was formed to investigate the needs of the small-scale farmer.

A very important concept was devised by this committee, that 

being a universal definition of small-scale farming. This definition 

consists of three parts or guidelines in separating small and large- 

scale farmers. The first part is that the median non-metropolitan 

income would be the cutoff point for family net income from all sources 

(farm and non farm) in the state to be considered a small-scale 

operation. Next, the family must be dependent on farming for a sig

nificant, though not necessarily a majority of their income. Lastly, 

family members must provide most of the labor and management on these 

small-scale farms. This definition finally gave all agencies working 

with small-scale farmers a comprehensive guide for identification of 

a small-scale farmer.

According to the United States Department of Agriculture 

(U.S.D.A.), there are 1 to 1.3 million farms falling within the context

13
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of this definition (Report of the Ad Hoc Committee 1979). Yet, small 

farm definition and resultant policy are relatively new ideas among 

agriculturalists. In the last few years, attention has been called 

to the plight of the small-scale farmer. This attention has made the 

United States government and private agencies aware of the small-scale 

farmer as a valuable resource which has so long been ignored.

Hadden and Tischbein (1979) wrote there is a recent alarm in 

the failure of public policy to achieve the goal of supporting family 

owned and operated farms and providing means to meet their needs.

This separation of needs for small-scale farmers from large-scale 

farmers has been the subject of much investigation. A small-scale 

farmer's needs may be at times extremely similar to a large-scale 

farmer's needs. Because of this, many people question the need to 

isolate the concerns for small-scale farmer activities.

Steven Sonka (1978) in his writing on the research needs of 

the small-scale farmer, commented that some technologies can easily 

be transferred between large and small operators, but other skills 

cannot. He sites an example of seed and fertilizer information as 

relatively the same if used by a large-scale farmer or a small-scale 

farmer. He feels even computer use and decision-making processes 

are readily transferable. Many other technologies, he believes, are 

very different in use, however, between the two groups of farmers. 

Livestock, machinery use and financing farm needs are some areas 

which he feels vary between the two. Sonka considers the development 

of machinery and livestock technologies which have low costs and do



not demand a large volume of operation to achieve those low costs as 

one of the high priority ideas for the small-scale farmer.

Radoje Nikolitch (1969), in his comments on family-owned and 

operated farms and their compatibility with technical advancement, 

believes the improvement of the needs of the family farm will be the 

key to the preservation of small-scale farming. He believes these 
farms "must reach larger, more adequate business size or disappear 

from agriculture." Nikolitch concludes that "family farms are most 

numerous where mechanization of the farm production is at least 

well developed."

These concepts lead to the idea of improving the method of 

providing small-scale farmers with skills to help them avoid dis

appearing while large corporation take over. This technology then can 

develop them into units of business working along with the larger food 

producers with separate goals for each. These skills and attributes 

must come to the small-scale farmer through the identification of his 

specific needs. After doing this, these specific needs can best be 

met in only one way— education.

The educational needs of the small-scale farmer was identified 

by the Ad Hoc Committee on Small Farms of the Joint Council on Food 
and Agricultural Sciences report (1979) as an area of needed research.

A limited amount of research has been done on educational needs, 

mostly because it exists only as part of a subsection in the large 

topic of "small-scale farming". Since the topic of small-scale 

farming is just reaching public concerns, it is safe to assume that

15
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possible studies in the area of small-farm education will follow in 

the future.

Education of the small-scale farmer must exist as a most im

portant method to be utilized in meeting the farmer's needs. As 

technology advances in our society and the methods of food production 

become more complex, the small-scale farmer must be exposed to re

sources for assistance to survive these opposing forces. Increased 

costs, production marketing, land use and many other areas are all 

major topics of concern in agriculture. Since the small-scale farming 

operation is run by a small amount of people per farm, these people 

must understand all areas of production. This is unlike a large 

corporation farm which can employ a specialist for each area of 

agriculture.

The Cooperative Extension Service is beginning to recognize 

the needs for specialized agricultural education programs for small- 

scale farmers. Besides conducting small farm conferences and de

veloping small farm task forces, several states have employed 

Extension agents whose major job entails the provision of education 

to small-scale farmers. The University of Connecticut, for example, 

has developed an educational program for small-scale operators. It 

consists of a practical program reflecting the needs of the clientele 

obtained through personal contacts. In one case. Extension methods 

such as newsletters and workshops were used to deliver agricultural 

plant and animal care information to 3,000 small or part-time 

farmers in the state (Gavitt 1978).
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Similar programs of agricultural education for the small-scale 

farmer have been successful In other states such as Tennessee (Bible 

1973) and Texas (Mahoney 1971).

Small farm education programs have been experimented with pre

dominantly in the South. Small farms are located In every state of 

the Union, but are most prevalent in the southern part of the United 
States (Larson and Lewis 1978).

Joe Kurtz (1973), an Extension Specialist with the University 

of Kentucky, commented that Extension programs which were geared to 

larger and more commercialized farms were not effective in reaching 

the Kentucky rural small-scale farmer. In 1968, an attempt at a small 

farm educational program was carried out by the state. By using what 

he called the "total family approach" of involving the entire family 

group in the educational process, the program met with success.

Although there has been many recorded cases of successful 

educational programs for the small-scale farmer, it is still an area 

which requires more research. However, many subject areas of possible 

instruction, based on the farmer’s needs, must have more extensive 

research before they can actually be taught. To illustrate this idea, 

"marketing of products" will be utilized as an example of a possible 

need. This educational need could stem from the chance that the cur

rent marketing system presents problems for small-scale farmers.

Allen Thompson (1980) writes:
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the concentration of market power among buyers of primary 
agricultural goods means the small farmer has poor bar
gaining strength and few options....small volume, limited 
options and low incomes all reduce the bargaining strength 
of the small farmer and also create potential for abuse.

Thompson recommends that the education of small-scale farmers 

in market requirements, expectations, use of contracts and other such 

topics would greatly improve the small-scale farmer in marketing 

methods. This information, however, must be researched first before 

it can be presented for use by the farmers.

The above cited example can justify the desire to identify 

the small-scale farmer’s needs and research these needs. These needs 

can then be met through agricultural education provided by colleges 

of agriculture through the Cooperative Extension Service.

In the summary and conclusions of the proceedings of the

E.S.C.S. Small-farm Workshop held in May of 1978, it was stated that:

research should determine the characteristics of the small 
farmer and his family (that is, race, education, work ex
perience) ; the resources available to farming operations; 
the goals of small farm families and the attributes of 
rural communities containing small-farms....(this) will 
also identify segments of the small farm population which 
need particular assistance and, thus, will aid policy 
makers in devising alternative approaches to help specific 
groups of small farm families.



CHAPTER 3

PROCEDURE

The research involved in this study of the educational needs 

of the small-scale farmer was concerned primarily with three areas. 

These were the identification of educational need topics, background 

and experience of farmers, and classification of participants as 

either small-scale farmers or other types of farmers.

This study was classified as a descriptive survey. This 

chapter is divided into four parts: 1) Design; 2) Population and

Sample; 3) Data and Instrumentation; and 4) Analysis.

Design

A descriptive survey was utilized for this study. A copy of 

the survey instrument can be found in Appendix A. The survey con

sisted of three parts. Part I was concerned with a list of 27 dif

ferent agricultural education topics or needs. Participants had three 

levels to choose from in considering each need and deciding upon their 

reaction. Part II was comprised of questions two through six. These 

five questions inquired about the background of the participant rel

ative to work experience and formal school training. The questions 

involved the identification of participants' past sources of educa

tional information on farming. One question addressed the area in 

which farmers felt was their biggest problem in farming operations.
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Part III was considered to be the last three questions on the 

form. These were used to classify the participant as a small-scale 
farmer or other type of farmer. Other types of farmers consist of 

those who farm but in some way do not meet the U.S.D.A. guidelines to 

be considered a small-scale farmer. They may, however, not necessarily 

be large-scale farmers but also include small "hobby" farmers.

Population and Sample

The population defined for this study included all farmers on 

the Cochise County Cooperative Extension Service agriculture mailing 

list as of December 1980. There were 600 names of agriculturalists on 

this list.

A probability sample was used for this study which involved 

the technique of random sample. Each of the 600 names was assigned a 

number with a list of 200 numbers taken from a chart of random numbers. 

These numbers were then matched to the names with the same numbers on 

the mailing list. Thus, 200 participants were chosen from the 600.

This was done randomly so each of the 600 names had an equal and in

dependent chance to be selected.

The survey instrument was mailed to each participant with a 

stamped, return envelope. It was mailed with a cover letter ex

plaining the nature and purpose of the research and intended benefits 

(See Appendix B). This cover letter was sent with the cooperation 

and assistance of the Cochise County Extension Office. Each question

naire was coded by a number so when it was returned, it could be
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recorded on the master mailing list as a response. A follow-up letter 

was mailed to non-response participants in early January of 1981 (See 

Appendix C).

Data and Instrumentation

The top of the survey instrument was devoted to instructions 

and assurance of anonymity. The instructions reiterated the cover 

letter’s description of the purpose of the study and the benefits of 

the resulting information derived from it. It also identified the 

author once more and her association with The University of Arizona.

Part I listed various educational needs associated with 

farming. These needs consisted of major topics common to all aspects 

of agriculture. They also included some topics felt to be of present 

concern to the small-scale farmer which were identified by Cochise 

County Extension Agents.

Each of the 27 topics listed had three places to mark the level 

of knowledge for the "educational” need topic. The participant was 

able to express if he knew about a topic and wanted to know more, or 

if he or she was unfamiliar with an area yet wanted to learn about it. 

The last level to be marked indicated if he or she was not interested 

in the topic and did not see it as an "educational" need.

The two levels concerning the participants’ knowledge were 

included for an important reason. Knowing whether or not the farmer 

had previous knowledge on the topic and still would like to know more 

provides an understanding at which level his past learning is at 

present. This information can aid in the use of this study to develop



program materials in the future. Space was left at the end of this 

part of the form for the participant to include any comments or added 

ideas he or she wished to express.

Part II consisted of five general questions on the education 

and work experience background of the participant. It also included 

reference to the source of agricultural assistance in education during 

their farming endeavors and problems associated with it. These ques

tions. were designed to allow the participant to provide the minimum 

amount of personal information needed for the study and assure the 

right to privacy. The short yes/no answers and questions with avail

able answers to be marked provided a quick, non-demanding way for the 

information to be requested.

Part III of the survey instrument tended to be a little more 

complex. Several questions were designed to group or classify the 

participants either as a small-scale farmer or another type of farmer. 

These questions were based on the definition of what a small-scale 

farmer is according to the U.S.D.A. The question referred to the major 

parts of the U.S.D.A. definition concerning labor use, income from 

farming and time spent in farming. Following the guidelines of the 

definition, each questionnaire could be placed into a category of 

small-scale farmer or others.

The questionnaire was printed on gold paper with questions 

spaced for easy comprehension and marking. It comprised three pages.

Following the initial design of the survey instrument, it 

was reviewed by Dr. Floyd McCormick and Dr. Phillip Zurbrick, members
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of The University of Arizona, Department of Agricultural Education’s 

staff and Mr. Jim Williams of The University of Arizona Cooperative 

Extension Service. Several modifications were then made to increase 

readability and understanding.

Analysis of Data

Responses to questionnaires were recorded and summarized by 

the researcher. Using Part III as a guide, the completed question

naires were grouped into three sections: "small-scale farmers";

"other farmers"; and "data to omit". Data to omit consisted of ques

tionnaires returned because participants were deceased or retired 

from farming. This group also included a few questionnaires which 

were incorrectly completed.

Answers to Part I were recorded on 27 separate 3x5 index cards 

for easy visibility. Each card listed one educational need topic on 

it with one side for small-scale farmers’ answers and one side for 

the other farmers’ responses. Under each were listed the three levels 

at which the farmers identified their needs. A mark was made on the 
index card in the proper place to correspond with the answer sent 

back on the questionnaire.

Answers from Part II were also recorded on index cards. The 

answers of small-scale farmers and other farmers were recorded in 

their divided categories under each question. This also allowed easy 

reference and visual interpretation in data compilation.

Open-ended questions with comments were recorded separately 

for summary and use by the researcher.
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There was a 25% rate of response in this study among the 

farmers to whom the survey was sent. Results were based on 21 small- 

scale farmers and 23 farmers classified as other. This response rate 

does not include 14 questionnaires which were returned but not able 

to be used. In the responses sent back, the small-scale farmer and 

the other farmer responses were almost equal in the number of those 

returned. The 25% response rate obviously influences the validity 

of the findings, particularly because not as many participated as 

could be possible. Because of the constraints of time and money, 

another effort was not undertaken for a third follow up beyond the 

second reminder letter, survey instrument and envelope.



CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS

This chapter is devoted to the presentation and interpretation 

of data collected as a result of this study. Findings will be pre

sented in the same order as objectives were listed in Chapter 1.

Synthesized List of Educational Needs

A list of educational needs was synthesized based on the basic 

educational needs of a farmer in the areas of skills and knowledge in 

agriculture. These were comprised of three categories.

The first category of needs pertained to topics associated 

with the business of agriculture, i.e. record keeping, management 

techniques, etc. These were lettered (a) through (j) on the question

naire. The next "group" were topics associated with technical skills, 

such as fertilizer use or specific animal or crop production. These 

were lettered (k) through (x). The last group of educational need 

topics had to do with post-harvest utilization of crops and marketing. 

These were the last letters of (y), (z) and (aa.).

Although these topics were developed from topics commonly 

known to farmers, several of these topics were developed following a 

discussion with Cochise County Cooperative Extension Agents. The 

topics, such as "alternative fuel sources" and "energy use in the farm 

and home", are areas of present-day concern for the farmer. The
25
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combination of agent's ideas and basic agricultural knowledge synthe

sized the list of agricultural need topics for the participants in 

this study to choose from. Topics synthesized were: 

an Ways to finance farm needs
b. Family estate planning (will, inheritance, etc.)
c. Government services available to farmers
d. Methods of record keeping
e. Farm management techniques
f. Planning and building farm structures
g. Maintaining farm structures
h. Maintaining farm equipment and tools
i. Using energy efficiently on the farm and in the home
j . Alternative fuel sources
k. Soil fertility
l. Irrigation efficiency
m. Weed control
n. Insect and pest control
o. Use of fertilizers
p. Selecting seed varieties
q. Beef production management
r. Swine production management
s. Dairy production management
t. Poultry production management
u. Vegetable crop production management
v. Fruit and nut tree production management
w. Forage and fiber crop production management
x. Alternative crops (bees, jojoba, guayule, and other exotic crops
y. Post-harvest care of products
z. Marketing farm products
aa. Processing and storage of crops for home use

Background Experience

The initial concern of this study was to identify the educa

tional and experience background of small-scale farmers in Cochise 

County.

Formal Education
Data presented in Table 1 shows the level of formal education 

of participants in the study. These data were derived from question
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TABLE 1. Responses to the Question: What Is Your Formal
Education? N = 21

Level of Education
No.

Responses
Percent of 

Total

Grade School 3 14.4

High School 5 23.8

Some College 7 33.3

Vocational or Occupational Program 1 4.7

Associate's Degree 1 4.7

Bachelor's Degree 1 4.7

Master's Degree 3 14.4

Ph.D. 0 0

TOTAL 21 100.0

two where respondents were asked to indicate which level of education 

they acquired in school. The question included common levels of ed

ucation in the present-day educational systems.

It can be noted that over half of the participating small- 

scale farmers have been exposed at some time to a college level educa

tional system, either indicated as "some college" or as a completed 

college degree. Although none of the participants in this study 

possessed a Ph.D., 14 percent of them had a Master's degree and nine 

percent had either an Associate's or Bachelor's degree.

While many of the farmers possessed college experience, the 

remainder of the respondents indicated they had grade school or high



school education. The percent of the total farmers in the study with 

only a grade school education was 14% with 23% of the total denoting 

a high school education.

Formal Educational Experience

Question three asked if the respondent’s agricultural education 

experience in high school, college or vocational/occupational training 

was related to farming.

Question four asked if the respondents had obtained any ex

perience in agriculture before he or she had become involved in 

farming. This was included in the questionnaire to indicate if the 

participant had any familiarity with agriculture (techniques and knowl

edge) before attempting their own farm operation.(i.e., work experience, 

raised on farm, etc.).

Table 2 shows the origin of the participants’ formal education 

in agriculture. It also shows if the participants had any experience 

in agriculture before beginning their present farming occupation.

Fifty-seven percent of the small-scale farmers in the study 

were involved in a formal educational program related to agriculture.

The remainder of the small-scale farmers stated that their formal 

education had no association with agricultural topics.

Seventy-six percent stated that they had experience in farming 

before their present-day involvement. The remainder of the farmers 

in the study answered that they did not have any experience in agri

culture prior to entering their farming businesses.
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TABLE 2. Participants' Formal Education and Previous Experience 

in Fanning

Agriculture Studies 
in High School, College 
or Vocational School 

YES NO

%
of

Total

Previous 
Farming 
Experience 
YES NO Percent

Small-scale
Farmers 12 9 57% 16 5 76%

Other Farmers 12 11 52% 18 5 78%

Although not shown in the data, it is interesting to note that 

an estimate of the number of small-scale farmers in Cochise County, 

Arizona can be derived. There were 600 farmers on the Cooperative 

Extension Service mailing list. A random sample of 200 were selected. 

Based upon a response of 21 and 23 for small-scale farmers and other 

farmers, respectively, 47.7 percent of the total responses received 

were from small-scale farmers. It could, therefore, be assumed 47.7 

percent of the total population as listed on the Cooperative Extension 

mailing list could be small-scale farmers. This would represent 286 
small-scale farmers in Cochise County.

Non-formal Educational Experience

Question five addressed the source of the respondents’ ex

perience in agriculture. The question listed several common areas of 

agricultural knowledge sources excluding formal education. The data 

in Table 3 indicate the source of agricultural experience as supplied 
the respondents.
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TABLE 3. Responses to Question: Where Was Your Experience
(in Agriculture) from? N = 16

Experience Sources
No.

Responses
% of 
Total

Workshops and field days 0 0

Contact with county agent 0 0

Commercial representatives 
(salespeople) 1 1

Employment in agricultural field 4 25

Other (not stated) 1 1

Other: Raised on farm 8 50

Friends 1 1

V. A. on-farm training 1 1

Of the 16 small-scale farmers who said they had experience 

prior to beginning their present-day farming experiences, none of them 

felt that the prior experience came from extension agent contact or 
workshop/field days.

Only one percent felt that commercial representatives, friends 

or government (V.A.) programs provided their basic training. Twenty- 

five percent said that employment in agriculture gave them their ex

perience to attempt farming. It can also be noted that in the part of 

the question labeled "other", 50 percent of the small-scale farmers 

marked "being raised on a farm" attributed to the experience they pos

sess for farming.
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Identification of Problems

Small-scale farmers in this study had a chance to identify 

educational need topics; however, a question was also asked on the 

questionnaire to address major problems the farmers may have in their 

businesses. This question was included to add to this study's goal of 

the identification of needs of the small-scale farmer.

The data in Table 4 shows the participants' responses to the 

question relative to identifying major problem areas in operating a 

farm business.

As indicated by the data in Table 4, the farmers felt their 

greatest problem in farming was "finances", with 28 percent of the 

total responding to this problem. Fourteen percent felt that 

"management" was a problem, and "time use" and "marketing" had nine 

percent each of the total participants in this study.
Technical skills, available educational services, irrigation 

(wrote in by participant) and federal/state regulations (wrote in by 

participant) were all felt to be problems that the small-scale farmer 

faced, although not indicated by a large amount of participants.
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TABLE 4. Response to Question: Which of These Subjects Mentioned
Below Do You Feel Is Your Biggest Problem in Farming?
N - 21

Farming Problems
No.

Responses
% of 
Total

Finances 6 28

No Problems 4 19

Management 3 14

Time Use 2 9

Marketing (write-in) 2 2

Technical Skills 1 1

Available Educational Services 1 1

Irrigation Water (write-in) 1 1

Federal and State Regulations (write-in) 1 1

Educational Needs of Small-scale Farmers 

The 27 educational need topics were considered by the res

pondents in two basic categories, those they "want to know about" and 

those they "do not". In the category concerning those they "want to 

know about", there were two levels to indicate if they had previous 

knowledge or not. The first two levels will be discussed individually 

at a later point in this chapter. For the present compilation of data, 

however, levels one and two will be grouped together as those they 

"want to know more about".



33

In grouping together Levels 1 and 2 as "needs want to know more 

about", small-scale farmer needs can be expressed by the ranking of the 

27 educational needs in order of the most selected down to the least 

selected, as shown in Table 5.

Eighty percent of the small-scale farmers participating in this 

study felt that "methods of record keeping" for the farmer was a desired 

educational need. Three other educational need topics followed close 

behind. These were "family estate planning", "using energy" and "beef 

production management".

On the other end of the spectrum, at least four educational 

topics ranked low on the respondents' list of topics for possible 

study. These were "vegetable crop production", "swine production", 

"dairy production", and "poultry production". The last three reviewed 

only 19 percent each of the total participants' choices.

Along with the list of needs identified on the questionnaire, 

other information was compiled using open-ended questions. When asked 

for their opinion of other possible need topics, "dairy calf raising", 

"intensive small-scale farming'(3-5 acres), and "range management" 

were all mentioned at one time by separate respondents. It should be 

noted that this information is not noted in Table 5.



TABLE 5. Educational Need Topics Ranked by Small-Scale Farmers 
from Most Frequently Chosen to Least. N = 21
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Need Topic
No.

Responses
% of 
Total

Methods of record keeping 17 80
Family estate planning 16 76
Using energy efficiently 16 76
Beef production management 16 76
Government services 15 71
Alternative fuel sources 15 71
Weed control 15 71
Insect and pest control 15 71
Use of fertilizers 15 71
Ways to finance farm needs 14 66
Farm management techniques 14 66
Maintain farm structures 14 66
Maintain equipment and tools 14 66
Forage and fiber production 14 66
Plan and build structures 13 61
Irrigation efficiency 13 61
Fruit and nut production 13 61
Alternative crops 13 61
Marketing farm products 13 61
Selecting seed 12 57
Soil fertility 11 52
Processing and storage of crops 11 52
Post-harvest care 9 42
Vegetable production 7 33
Swine production 4 19
Dairy production 4 19
Poultry production 4 19
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Comparison of Background Data With Needs

Information discussed thus far in the study has been grouped 

together as Level 1 and 2 combined. These were grouped as "need 

topics want to know more about". For the purpose of comparing the 

background of the small-scale farmers to educational needs, these 

levels were separated as they were indicated on the questionnaire.

These two levels were "know about, but like to know more" and "do 

not know about, but would like to know more".

The separation of these two levels shows the background knowl

edge the small-scale farmer had on each topic indicated as a "want 

to know more".

Data in Table 6 indicate the level of need for wanting to know 

more about each topic by the participant.

The need levels chosen by most small-scale farmers as illus

trated in Table 6 show that most farmers had previous knowledge of 

these topics even though they expressed a desire to learn more. Only 

in areas of topics which seemed linked to more newer concepts or ideas 

did the farmers express a desire to know more about and did not know 

about the topic. These included such areas as "energy in the home 

and farm" and "alternative fuel sources and crops".

The respondents were generally complete in marking a level by 
each need to express their opinion. Those answers which were not 

marked at any level were considered to be of no interest to the par

ticipant. Although there was an area for other need topic suggestions, 

few participants expressed ideas in other areas of interest.
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TABLE 6. Level of Need Expressed by Small-scale Farmer Wanting 
to Know More About Topic. N = 21

No. of Participants

Need Topic
Level 1 -

Previous Knowledge
Level 2 - No 

Previous Knowledge

Methods of record keeping 16 1
Maintaining farm structures 14 0
Beef production 14 2
Ways to finance farm needs 13 1
Maintaining equipment and tools 13 1
Family estate planning 12 4
Farm management techniques 
Planning and building farm

12 2

structures 12 1
Government services 11 4
Using energy efficiently 11 5
Irrigation efficiency 11 1
Using fertilizers 11 4
Marketing farm products 11 2
Weed control 10 5
Insect and pest control 10 5
Selecting seed varieties 10 2
Forage and fiber production 10 4
Soil fertility 
Processing and storage of

9 2

crops 9 2
Alternative fuel sources 8 7
Fruit and nut production 8 5
Post-harvest care 7 2
Alternative crops 6 7
Vegetable production 6 1
Swine production 2 2
Poultry production 2 2
Dairy production 1 3
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The level to which a fanner marked on the questionnaire is im

portant in the results of the study. These levels indicate the 

farmer’s background knowledge in the subject areas and provides a 

basis for the designing of program materials. If small-scale farmers 

already possess a basic knowledge in a certain area, programs can be 

more detailed and less basic. If the area is of interest to the small- 

scale farmer, but he or she has no background, a more elementary ap

proach should be undertaken. In this way, the program materials can 

serve the experienced and inexperienced at their own level.

Comparing Small-scale Farmers and 
Other Farmer Needs

Due to the structure of this study, additional information 

was gained on farmers, who were not small-scale farmers, to meet the 

last objective stated. These were grouped into a category called 
"other farmers". They consisted of large-scale farmers and those 

small-scale farmers who do not meet the U.S.D.A. definition of small- . 

scale farmers (i.e., hobby farmers, large-scale farmers, part-time 

farmers).

In the conduct of this study, information was compiled about 

the educational needs of these "other" farmers along with the small- 

scale farmers. The comparison of data is a major objective in this 

study.

In order to compare the educational needs of these two groups 

of farmers, the data for the other farmers must be compiled and or

ganized in a way similar to the data for the small-scale farmers.
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Table 7 shows the rank order of the 27 educational need topics 

by the other farmers. The educational needs were ranked from most 

chosen to least chosen. These data were collected on the 23 "other" 

farmers who participated in this study.

It is interesting to note that skills having to do with the 

technical aspects of agriculture are the ones most frequently chosen. 

However, financing farm needs and family estate planning were of high 

interest by the other farmers. Technical related topics dominated the 

major choices; however, some other topics also were expressed as being 

of least interest or need to the other farmer. Specific topics, such 

as dairy, poultry, or swine production, showed the least choices.

It should be noted that specific livestock production needs 

(dairy, poultry and swine) were rated low by the other farmers as well 

as small-scale farmers. This could be due, in part, to the fact these 
livestock enterprises are not found in abundance in Cochise County.

Data in Table 8 combine the rank of the perceived educational

needs of small-scale farmers and other farmers.
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TABLE 7. Educational Need Topics Ranked by Other Farmers From Most 
Frequently Chosen to Least Chosen

Need Topic
No.

Responses
% of 
Total

Weed control 18 78
Irrigation efficiency 17 73
Ways to finance farm needs 16 69
Family estate planning 16 69
Using energy efficiently 16 69
Soil fertility 16 69
Insect and pest control 16 69
Use of fertilizer 16 69
Alternative crops 16 69
Process and storage 15 65
Alternative fuel sources 14 60
Methods of record keeping 13 56
Farm management 13 56
Selecting seed 13 56
Fruit and nut production 13 56
Marketing farm products 13 56
Maintain equipment and tools 12 52
Beef production 12 52
Government services 11 47
Maintain farm structures 11 47
Vegetable production 11 47
Post-harvest care 11 47
Forage and fiber production 10 43
Plan and build structures 9 39
Dairy production 4 17
Poultry production 4 17
Swine production 3 13



TABLE 8. Comparison of Rank of Perceived Educational Need Topics 
Between Small-scale Farmers and Other Farmers

Need Topic

Rank Order 
Small-scale Farmer 

N - 21
Other Farmer 

N « 23

Methods of record keeping 1 12
Family estate planning 2 4
Using energy efficiently 3 5
Beef production 4 18
Government services 5 19
Alternative fuel sources 6 11
Weed control 7 1
Insect and pest control 8 7
Use of fertilizers 9 8
Ways to finance farm needs 10 3
Farm management techniques 11 13
Maintaining farm structures 12 20
Maintaining equipment and tools 13 17
Forage and fiber production 
Planning and building farm

14 23

structures 15 24
Irrigation efficiency 16 2
Fruit and nut production 17 15
Alternative crops 18 9
Marketing farm products 19 16
Selecting seed varieties 20 14
Soil fertility 21 6
Processing and storage of crops 22 10
Post-harvest care 23 22
Vegetable production 24 21
Swine production 25 27
Dairy production 26 25
Poultry production 27 26
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Table 8 compares the rank order of perceived educational needs 

of small-scale farmers with other farmers. Small-scale farmers rank 

business-related topics, such as record keeping, higher than other 

farmers, while other farmers tend to rank technical need topics, such 

as weed control and irrigation efficiency, higher.

Family estate planning and using energy efficiently were ranked 

high by both groups. Swine, dairy and poultry production were ranked 

low by both small-scale and other farmers. The areas of wide dis

agreement in rank of importance between the two groups were government 

services, soil fertility, irrigation efficiency and beef production.

It is obvious from the data presented in Table 8 that the 

educational needs of small-scale farmers are different than other 

farmers in Cochise County, Arizona.



CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter presents a summary of the findings, conclusions 

and recommendations based upon the results of this study.

The primary purpose of this study was to determine the per

ceived educational needs in agriculture of the small-scale farmer in 

Cochise County, Arizona. This study also compared the background 

of the small-scale farmers to their educational needs. Other farmers, 

who did not fit into the classification of small-scale farmers, were 

also compared to the small-scale farmers in their perceived educational 

needs in this study.

The following objectives were established to provide the es

sential information for the study:

1. To synthesize a list of educational needs in agriculture of 

the small-scale farmer in Cochise County, Arizona.

2. To list educational and experience background data of the 

small-scale farmer in Cochise County, Arizona.

3. To identify the educational needs of the small-scale farmer 

in Cochise County, Arizona.

4. To compare knowledge levels of Cochise County small-scale 

farmers with educational needs.
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5. To compare perceived educational needs between those identified

as small-scale farmers and other farmers in Cochise County.

Summary

The summary of the findings from this study is reported in 

terms of the objectives of the study and is organized under the same 

major headings as the presentation and interpretation of the data.

Educational Need Topics

Objective one was to comprise a list of educational needs in 

agriculture. This list covered areas of agricultural concerns in 

farming. It was made up of 27 need topic areas of three groups: 

business, technical skills and post-harvest care or marketing of 

crops. The complete list of these topics can be found on page 26.

Background Experience

The second objective concerned itself with the background 

data and experience of the participants. It was found that over half 

of the participating small-scale farmers had been exposed at some time 

to a college level learning situation. Nine percent of the farmers in 

the study had either an Associate's or Bachelor's degree, while 14 

percent had a Master's degree.

Fifty-three percent of the farmers in the study had been in

volved in some agricultural-related course of study in their formal 

education. Concerning non-formal educational experience, 76 percent 

of the participating farmers stated that they had been involved in 

agricultural experiences before their present-day involvement in 
farming.
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The sources of education for the participants who claimed past 

experience came mostly from working in the field of agriculture. 

Twenty-five percent of these participants claimed employment in agri

culture as their source. Fifty percent of the total participants with 

agricultural experience indicated that being raised on a farm was the 

main source of their past farming experiences.

Educational Needs

The third objective was concerned with identifying which of the 

27 educational need topics reflected the farmers perceived educational 

needs. This included the identification of specific problem areas made 

by the small-scale farmer.

Twenty-eight percent of the participating farmers said that 

"finances" was the major problem in their farm business. This was the 

most expressed problem area. Following this, however, the next largest 

comment by the participants was that they felt they had "no problems" 

in their operations. A few farmers expressed that management, time 

use and marketing were other areas of concern which caused problems for 

them in their businesses.

Eighty-seven percent of the small-scale farmers felt that 

"methods of record keeping" for the farmer was a desirable educational 

need. The next three other educational needs which ranked closely 

to the farmers’ interest were "family estate planning", "using energy 

efficiently" and "beef production management". Four other topics 

ranked low on the order of the small-scale farmers' need topics.

These were "vegetable crop production", "swine production", "dairy 
production" and "poultry production".



Level of Educational Need

The level to which the farmers marked each of the 27 need 

topics reflected the background of experience in those areas of ed

ucational needs. The need levels chosen by most small-scale farmers 

indicated that many farmers had previous knowledge of these topics 

even though they expressed a desire to know more. Certain markings 

indicated a lack of previous knowledge in the more newer concepts, 

although a desire to learn more about them existed. These were in 

such areas as energy use and alternative fuel and crops.

Comparison of Needs Between Small-scale Farmers and Other Farmers

Small-scale farmers and other farmers have different per

ceived educational needs when their choices are ranked in order of 

need. Business-related topics appear to be of the most concern to 

small-scale farmers, whereas topics related to technical skills were 

selected most frequently by other farmers.

The topics of least concern had some similarity between the 

two groups. Both groups expressed a lack of need in areas of pro

duction management, such as those concerning swine, dairy, poultry 

and vegetables. Small-scale farmers, however, did indicate an 
interest in beef production.

Conclusions

Based upon the findings as presented and interpreted in this 

chapter, the following conclusions were drawn:
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1. The educational needs of the small-scale farmer in this study 

can be identified and classified for utilization in program 

planning.

2. Small-scale farmers in Cochise County express a desire to 

learn more about areas which they feel are important to help 

them survive in the field of farming. Although many already 

have a large amount of education on many topics, some areas 

could be improved.

3. Although a few common needs did exist between small-scale 

farmers and other farmers in Cochise County, the small-scale 

farmer has mainly different needs and interests. Because of 

this, different information and methods of presenting that 

information must exist.

4. Most Cochise County small-scale farmers are trained well in 

their field through actual work experience and formal edu

cation. Their knowledge should be considered in program 

planning.

5. It is recognized that although successful farming is a skill, 

much success in farming is a result of proper management and 

agribusiness "know-how". Small-scale farmers need to possess 

more business knowledge in agriculture to be able to begin

to share in the role of national food producers.

Recommendations

The following recommendations concerning the educational needs 

of Cochise County small-scale farmers are based on the results of re

search from this study.
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1. A concentrated effort should be made to meet the educational 

needs of the small-scale farmer through agencies such as the 

Cooperative Extension Service in Cochise County. Since the 

majority of small-scale farmers already have classroom 

learning experience, many of them would be able to adapt to 

learning situations through workshops, talks or other ex
tension methods.

2. Many of the participants expressed that past education did not 

come from extension methods. They need to become familiar 

with extension techniques of education which have been proven 

successful for years. Although many grew up on family farms, 

the remainder did not. These people of non-farm backgrounds 

are the ones who need the material presented to them with 

"hands-on" experiences and practical demonstrations.

3. The content taught in these educational experiences is very 

important. Since this material is for small-scale farmers, 

the information should be geared to them specifically.

4. Many of the small-scale farmers expressed interest in basic 

business-related topics. The author recommends that the first 

step in meeting the needs of these farmers is the collection 

and organization of information on the business operations of 

small-scale agriculture for county use.

5. Family estate planning should be included in business in

formation because it is an area of expressed concern. "Family 

estate planning" was mentioned many times in the study as an 

area of need. This could be due to the fact the average age
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of today's fanner is 50 years old.(U.S.D.A. Yearbook 1976).

In a study done by the U.S.D.A. in 1974, more than one in five 

small farm operators were over the age of 65. Larson and 

Lewis (1978) feel that many of the older operators would be 

reluctant to change and that researchers and policy makers who 

affect small-scale farmers should consider this statistic.

They recommend that there could be a big interest in pre

retirement education or transfer of estate planning. The 

author agrees that a program in estate planning, insurance 

and the business side of farm management could be beneficial 

to the older farmers of Cochise County. Small-scale farmers 

in this study have indicated they were interested in these 
topics.

6. The business techniques involved in any occupational area has 

reached major importance in our society today. Even family 

farming must be classified as a business because it is in 

competition with large corporations. The author recommends 

that any proper and useful agribusiness education given to 

Cochise County small-scale farmers can only help in the 

preservation and development of their operations.

7. Since the small-scale farmers in this study were educated and 

highly experienced, the method in which material is presented 

to them is vitally important. Technical skills and theory 

should be geared only to the small-scale farmers' use and the 

problems and concerns of this group should be considered.

Since "finances'1 were expressed as a major problem to the
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Cochise County small-scale farmer, all areas of educational 

instruction should address this problem. Because the level and 

past experience of these farmers is not elementary, practical 

but intensive agricultural education on present problems could 

be given.

8. The "use of time" was considered by this study's participants 

as an important area of concern. So far, the author has 

recommended a more formal approach to education. However, 

education should be able to adjust to the person's time and 

adapt for the moment. That is the justification for the recom

mending of the development of learning modules (packets or 

pamphlets) concerning major areas of concerns. For example, 

the most chosen need topic by small-scale farmers was record 

keeping. A workbook or homestudy book could be developed for 

use by the Cochise County small-scale farmers to instruct 

themselves in various ways to keep records for small farm 

operations. This kit could conclude workbooks and sample 

records for farmers to adapt and use to meet this individual 

records need. Also included could be examples of record 

ideas in present use by successful small-scale farm operations.



APPENDIX A

AGRICULTURAL NEEDS QUESTIONNAIRE

I am requesting your voluntary help to complete this form for a study 
dealing with the educational needs of farmers in Cochise County, Arizona.
The purpose of this study is to identify agricultural information needed by 
farmers to assist in their business operations. The results of this study 
will be helpful to develop materials and programs in agriculture by the 
Cooperative Extension Service and other agencies. If you decide to participate, 
please answer the questions to reflect your needs. This should take only 10 
minutes and will show that you are willing to help us. Please note that your 
name is not asked on the form, so all data is anonymous and confidential.

Thank you.

Jane E. Connors
Department of Agricultural Education 
University of Arizona

1. Below are listed various educational needs (topics) associated with farming. 
Please circle the one level which you think best describes your needs.

Educational Needs Topics

Know about this 
topic, but would 
like to know 
more

Do not know 
about, this 
topic and 
would like 
to know more

Do not wish 
to know more 
about this 
topic

a. Ways to finance farm needs 1 2 3
b. Family estate planning

(will, inheritance, etc.) 1 2 3
c. Government services available 

to farmers 1 2 3
d. Methods of record keeping 1 2 3
e. Farm management techniques 1 2 3
f. Planning and building farm 

structures 1 2 3
g. Maintaining farm structures 1 2 3
h. Maintaining farm equipment and 

tools 1 2 3
i. Using energy efficiently on the 

farm and in the home 1 2 3
j . Alternative fuel sources 1 2 3
k. Soil fertility 1 2 3
1. Irrigation efficiency 1 2 3
m. Weed control 1 2 3
n. Insect and pest control 1 2 3
o. Use of fertilizers 1 2 3
p. Selecting seed varieties 1 2 3
q. Beef production management 1 2 3
r. Swine production management 1 2 3
s. Dairy production management 1 2 3
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Educational Needs Topics

Know about this 
topic, but would 
like to know 
more

Do not know 
about this 
topic and 
would like 
to know more

Do not wish 
to know more 
about this 
topic

t. Poultry production management 1 2 3
u. Vegetable crop production

management 1 2 3
v. Fruit and nut tree production

management 1 2 3
w« Forage and fiber crop produc

tion management 1 2 3
x. Alternative crops (bees, jojoba,

guayule, and other exotic
crops) 1 2 3

y. Post harvest care of products 1 • 2 3
z. Marketing farm products 1 2 3
ia« Processing and storage of crops

for home use 1 2 3

Other areas of interest or specific 
comments about anything listed above:

2. What is your formal education? (Please check the ones that apply to you)
_____ Grade School • ______ Associates Degree
_____ High School _____ Bachelor’s Degree
_____ Some College _____ Master’s Degree
_____ Vocational and/or Occupational _____ Fh.D.

Program

3. Was your high school* college or vocational/occupational'education related 
to agriculture?

4. Did you have any experience in agriculture before you entered farming? 
Yes Ho
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5. If the answer to question number 4 is yes, where was your experience from? 
(Check as many as apply)

_____  workshops and field days
_____  contact with county agent

_____  commercial representatives (salespeople)
_____  employment in agricultural field
_____  other: ________________________________________________

6. Which of these subjects mentioned below do you feel is your biggest 
problem in farming? (Check one)

_____ time use _____ finances
_____  technical skills _____  no problems

_____ management _____other: _____ _______________
_____  available educational services ___________________ _

7. How many temporary and/or permanent workers, other than family, do you 
employ during the year?

_____  number of temporary
_____  number of permanent

8. What percent do you feel farming contributes to your family Income?
(Check one)

_____ less than 302
_____  35-502
_____  50-652
_____  more than 652

9. What percent of your time do you spend in activities related to farming? 
(Check one)
_____  less than 302

_____  35-502

_____  50-652

more than 652



APPENDIX B

INITIAL LETTER SENT WITH QUESTIONNAIRE
'W ip e  ecreMSlOKJ SERVICE

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
COCHISE COUNTY OFFICE  
COUNTY SERVICE CENTER  
450 S. HASKELL  
W1LLCOX, A R IZO N A  85643 

•PHONE: 384-3594

November 24, 1980

Dear Extension Cooperator,

Properly addressing the needs of the small-scale farmer in the county 
through our Detension educational programs is of major concern to both Larry 
Sullivan and myself.

In an effort to do a more effective job of designing Extension Agriculture 
Programs to meet the needs of our clientele we have entered a cooperative 
agreement with Ms. Jane Connors, a University of Arizona graduate student, 
who is writing her Master's thesis on "Small-Scale Farming in Cochise County."

Larry and I would appreciate your corpletion of the enclosed questionnaire 
and returning it in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope on or before 
December (8, 1980.

Your cooperation of the questionnaire will not only be of value to Ms. 
Connors as she conpletes her Master's program, but will be most helpful to 
Larry and I in the development of Small-Scale Farming Extension Educational 
Program for Cochise County.
Sincerely,

Jinny L. Biles 
County Director,
Extension Agent, Agriculture
JLB/ca
Enclosures

The Umvwnity of Aruone College of Agiicutiure is *« equal opportunity employee authorized to provide research, educational information and 
other services only to individuals end institutions that function without regard to race, color, see or national origin.

University of Arizona, College of Agriculture. U  S. Department of Agriculture and Arizona Counties Cooperating
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FOLLOW-UP LETTERpZ>?
■Bff&KJSIOM SEgVIGE-

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
COCHISE COUNTY O FFIC E  
CO UNTY SERVICE CENTER  
450 S. HASKELL  

. W1LLCOX, A R IZO N A  85643 
PHONE: 384-3594

December 3,3, 1980

Dear Cooperator,
Just a reminder that if you have not com
pleted and returned the "Small-Scale Farmer" 
questlonaire to Ms. Jane Conners, Agricul
tural Education Department, University of 
Arizona, Tucson, Arizona 85721, to please 
do so today.
Just in case you might have misplaced the 
questlonaire mailed to you earlier, I have 
included another copy.
If you have already mailed the questlonaire 
to Ms. Conners, please disregard this reminder.

Again my appreciation for your cooperation. 

Sincerely,

Jimmy L.
County Director 
Extension Agent, Agriculture
JLB/jlj
Enc.

The University of Athene College of Agriculture is am equal opportunity employer authorized to provide research, educations! information end 
other services only to individuals and institutions that function without regard to race, color, see or national origin.

University of Arizona, College of Agriculture. U.S. Department of Agriculture and Arizona Counties Cooperating
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