[ Downloaded from jast.modares.ac.ir on 2025-02-08 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.16807073.2000.2.1.4.0 ]

J. Agr. Sci. Tech. (2000) Vol. 2: 55-65

Using Dichotomous Distribution to Assess the Efficiency
and Social Modeling of Agricultural Extension
Projects in the Islamic Republic of Iran

I. Malek Mohammadi

ABSTRACT

There is undoubtedly general agreement that the efficiency of educational invest-
ments should he maximized through the managerial process as far as possible.
Agricultural extension is one of the crucial tasks in developing agricultural societies
calling for considerable consumption of intellectual investment. The management of
agricultural extension projects (AEPs) however, needs careful planning in utilizing
this investment specially in terms of meeting the right clientele. This paper reports on
the use of a statistical device which can be applied for planning the social modeling of
agricultural extension programs. This statistical device, the so-called Dichotomous
Distribution of the Extension Clientele (DDEC) was designed and used by the author
to determine the social modeling of agricultural extension projects in Iran and the
degree to which the extension projects have been successful in reaching their target
clientele. The procedure consisted of four major criteria: farmers, educational needs,
participation in AEP: access to utilities needed for adoption and utilization of the
innovation (advice given by the extension agents). As a result of using this method
and interviewing 912 farmers throught 57 randomly selected AEPs, it was found that
66 percent of the projects in 1988 and 60 percent in 1989 were thoroughly efficient,
and 16 percent in 1988 and 12 percent in 1989 were efficient. Four projects in each
year were found to have a very low efficiency rate while one project in 1988 and four
projects in 1989 were inefficient in terms of their social modeling. This procedur has
been applied to study the social modeling along with the efficiency of the extension
projects dealing with the biological control of rice stenborer in eastern part of
Mazandaran province where rice is the dominant cash crop. Acording to this result
obtained from the recent research projects, it was shown that the less differences
among the number of trained farmers and the target groups the more efficient were
the extension project In addition, there was statistically significant difference among
those of target groups and none target groups in term of applying the extension
boicontrol guidlines in rice production practices. The related extension projects were
also efficient (r=0.73) in term of their social modelings.
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modeling.
INTRODUCTION ponsive to clientele demands and relies on
their voluntary participation. Those farmers
Agricultural extension is, by design, res- least inclined to seek assistance have not been
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served as well as those who have been moti-
vated to and able to ask for and utilize the
program [11].

The solution may be found in the careful
study of planning for a more effective service.
The point is thai someone outside the process
can often help to frame the question and thus
improve the value of the answer. Extension
can use its understanding of broad sociocco-
nomic trends and its experience with them to
help community decision makers ask the right
question in terms of extension efficiency and
/or effectiveness [12]; that is, how responsive
and effective has extension been in identifying
and serving clientele and in providing new
programs for new social and economic
problems and priorities [11]?

Efficiency is easily measured by computing
the ratio of output to input. Alternatively,
effectiveness is not easily measured and is
even less easily defined. It focuses on "doing
the right things" rather than "doing things
right". It seems logical that to do the right
thing the clientele for an extension program
should be identifiable and identified [9j.
Another point is that in extension programs,
program planners should consider and cont-
ribute to agricultural productivity as well as
(he human development of their clientele and
iheir acquisition of more effective living
skills [13]. To respond to both dilemmas,
extension specialists and administrators should
improve the quality of the social modeling of
AEPs.

In fact, before running an AEP, it is
important to determine which sector in
rural, or even urban areas, benefits from the
project in order to find out how extension
sets its projects, directions to meet the needs
of the people. Or, more specifically, how
agricultural extension activities may be directed
to handle the right section of society. Intell-
ectually, this kind of socio-technical endeavor
has to be handled seriously, especially when
sometimes extension does not receive enough

funds. Tight budgets, hiring freezes, and even
layoffs are the reality for today's extension
service.

Today's extension clientele are wider, more
sophisticated, and more demanding. A theme
receiving considerable emphasis is that of
marketing extension, making what we do and
how we do it visible, particularly to those
with influence on our budgets [3].

The question to be answered is; "How do
we survive, much less flourish, in times of
limited resources?" [3], Good extension mar-
keting plans also include efforts to understand
the clientele. However, extension has neglected
this essential marketing step for two reasons.
First, promotion is often erroneously consid-
ered to be synonymous with marketing. Kno-
wing your customer is frequently overlooked
in the rush to promote extension programs.
Second, because extension is an older agency,
we tend to believe that after all these years
we know our clientele [4].

This study was conducted to allow extension
administrators and program planners to gain
a suitable understanding of social modeling
and its influence on program effectiveness.
Also, in this article, matching theories of
management and organization [7,9], with
research methods in agricultural extension
produces a model to assess AEPs and the
direction these projects may take in society
regarding their economical efficiency.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Target Group Criteria

Target group criteria are the basic factors
identifying a specific social group and distin-
guishing if from other groups. These kinds
of criteria should be identified in extension
programs to let agents serve the right people.
Determinant group criteria are those which are
related to the accomplishment of project goals.
In ejeh case, determinant group criteria are
clearly set up to define a specific population
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in an AEP for the sake of the efficient and
effective delivery of extension program plan-
ning to the clientele. These criteria also make
it easier to prepare research designs and
assessment tools to study AEP outcomes. To
choose the appropriate criteria, it is important
to consider their totality, sensitivity, generality,
limits and easiness [6|.

One considerable dilemma in designing an
evaluation system is determining the sources
of the rural development outcomes. These
outcomes are usually found through four
sources as the projects' general goals, basic
goals, the experimental group and finally,
their basic needs [6]. Since all those who live
and work in rural areas are obviously not
relevant for all AEPs, but mostly participate
in these projects along with the right clienteles
just for fun and regardless of their professional
interest, it is therefore vital to come up with
clear criteria to identity the proper target
groups, However, in societies under the exte-
nsion projects there are actually two groups
of clienteles that can be recognized; the first
group comprises of those who are a truly
relevant clientele and second those who,
regardless of not being a relevant clientele,
participate in extension projects merely for
fun. In this study, the first group is considered
as experimental, and the second group is
taken as a control. Obviously, all members
of both groups were working at the same job
(i.e. growing wheat, barley, alfalfa, vegetables,
fruit, and so on). At the same time, the
component of the modeling criteria lor grou-
ping them, was prepared in a way that they
could be considered as the experimental units.
The criteria selected in this research were as
follows:

1. Relevance of the AEP to the professional
needs of the participants.

2. Participation in the AEP.

3. Access to the facilities (utilities) needed
by participants to apply innovations.

4. Application of the innovations.

So far, only four criteria were used in
modeling extension clients, hence, in total,
16 cases were recognized with the probability
of P=0.0625 for each, based on binominal
distribution [5]. Each one of these criteria is
described as fllows:

Participation

The first factor which was considered in
grouping the extension clientele was their
participation in extension trainig projects. In
this case, the subject clientele was divided
into two groups in any rural area under study.
Firsl, those who participated in the project
and second, those who did not.

Utilities

Another factor, which played an important
role in social modeling in this study, was
access to the utilities needed by the partici-
pants to apply the innovations. For this, the
clientele was also divided into two groups:
first, those who could prepare the utilities
needed and second, those who could ot afford
additional utilities to adopt the innovations
offered through the AEP. Using the above
two criteria together, four experimental groups
were formed as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Grouping AHP clientele based on
Ihcir participation and utilities needed"

LIl

Par +

Group I consists of those clienteles that
participated in the AEP and could afford the
utilities needed to apply the innovations. Group
2 are those who already had access to the
utilities needed but did not participate in the
AEP. Group 3 are those who participated in the
AEP but could not afford utilities needed for
adoption; and finally group 4 are those who
neither participated in the AEP nor had access
to the utilities needed.
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Training Needs

Basically, the subject and content of the
AEP should be devised such that professional
needs of the clientele are met. Also, the
voluntary participation of the clientele is a
fundamental principle in extension education
as the very first motive. Essentially, when
only the training needs for an AEP were
considered, the extension clientele was divided
into two groups: first, those who needed
training, and second those who felt no training
was needed for that specific AEP. Again
four groups of clientele were recognized as
the result of putting participation and training
needs together as shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Grouping AHP clientele based on
their participalion and professional needs.

Util
Par + -
+ 1 3
- 2 4
Adoption

Adopting the innovation offered by the
extension agents in any case would be among
those factors which can affect farm products.
Of course, usually not all of those who parti-
cipated in AEPs (regardless of the reason)
adopted the innovations offered (even adoption
at low rates was considered a successful AEP
in this study). As the result of interacting
adoption with participation, again four groups
of clienteles were identified as shown in
Table 3.

Table 3. Grouping AEP clientele based on
their participation and adoption

Adop
Par + -

+
- 2 4

[
w

Social Modeling

In order to approach the basic goals of this
research, it was necessary to use a design
showing the normal grouping of the relevant
clientele arising from the interaction of four
criteria at the same time. Thus, as a result of
the interaction, 16 cases were recognized.

As shown in Table 4, the results of the
normal grouping of the extension clientele,
based on the criteria discussed above, created
16 totally different groups. The characteristics
of each group may be determined by the
relevance or attribution of each criterion to
them. Meanwhile, the probability for each
one of the 16 cases would be 1/16 |5].

Since factors influencing the grouping of
the clientele, in each subject AEP, followed
a normal binominal distribution pattern
(accommodating for the situation of the
population under this study) combination of
binominal distribution of T was used (freq-
uency of the factor in the population X its
normal probability in the society) [13]. In
this distribution though, T=16, N=4 and
p=1/N=1/16=0.0625 in case each one of
the four criteria was involved.

Table 4. Binominal distribution of AEP clientele
based on selected four criteria

Group Participation Accessto Education Adoption
Utilities Needed

; + + + +
2 + + +
3 + + +
} + + - -
5 + + +
6 + = + .
7 t+ - +
8 + - -
9 + + +
10 + + -
11 + - +
12 + -
13 + +
14 + -
15 +
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Table 5. Number of cases and their probability

based on ihe number of criteria involved

Criteria Cases Probability
4 1 0.0625
3 4 0.2500
2 6 0.3750
1 4 0.3500
0 1 0.0625

Assuming nine experimental units among
16 units from the same area need an AEP,
based on the extension equation (i.e. prese-
nting educational guidelines to meet the needs
of the clients according to the utilities available
to them) it should be expected that at least
nine experimental participants adopt inno-
vatios. Then P«—0.5625. In fact, in a sym-
metric population, when in the distribution
of T=4, the probability of building each one
of the 16 cases will be P=0.0625, naturally
the standard probability of the target experi-
mental units, in the area population, will be
P=0.0625. On the other hand, the proba-
bility of bringing up each single model in a
uniform population is P,=— in which n,

"2
is the number of experimental units which
require training. To test the hypothesis in
this study, (H; P!<P,) the standard score
test was used through the following formula
[13]:

; —— ——

([Pa-p) [L+1)

r|| Ma

1n which:

X+Y , _ Y

! -_—‘])_.
n+n,’ ' np T,

and, X is the number of target clienteles in
the sample; 7, is the sample size (n = 16 in a
symmetric population): Y is the number of
clientele in each one of the rural areas known'
as the target clientele: and n, is the number
of the subject clientele under the same
subject AEP. Results from this part of the

study are shown in Table 6.
Also, to calculate the efficiency coefficient
the following equation was applied:

In this equation, r is the efficiency coeff-
icient; nj is the number of farmers who needed
AEP training; n, is the number of the target
clientele; and finally, N is the number of
farmers interviewed in each subject AEP.
Table 8 shows AEPs social modelin efficiency
coefficients.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Results from utilizing the Z test to compare
the number of respondents who needed AEP
training with the frequency of the target
respondents are presented in Table 6. At the
second stage, the hypothesis of the population
being asymmetric under a certain AEP, that
is, comparing the number of target clienteles
in social modeling in each AEP wiht normal
cases (when basic criteria are homogeneous
and the population is symmetric), was tested.
To approach this goal, the probability of the
target group who participated in the AEPs
was studied (the number of experimental units
in the symmetric population under a normal
situation was taken as a control group and
the number of those under each AEP as the
experimental). Results from this part of the
study are also presented in Table 6 under Z
based on the years of the study. As shown in
this table, at the first stage, the hypothesis
for those AEPs in rows: 12, 15, 18, 20, 30,
46, 48, 56, 57 and 63 in 1988, and AEPs in
rows: 7,9, 12, 15, 18, 27, 29, 30, 34, 36, 46,
48, 56, 57, and 63 in 1989 were rejected.
Hence, it was proved that at P=0.05, the
probability of target clienteles being among
AEP participants was less than that for
those who needed AEP training, specially
when the number of clienteles covered by


https://dorl.net/dor/20.1001.1.16807073.2000.2.1.4.0
https://jast.modares.ac.ir/article-23-4093-en.html

[ Downloaded from jast.modares.ac.ir on 2025-02-08 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.16807073.2000.2.1.4.0 ]

J. Agr. Sci. Tech. (2000) Vol. 2: 55-65

ihe AEPs was small. Therefore, target clients
in the rest of the AEPs in Table 6 wre
statistically facing the same probability as
those who needed AEP training. This
suggests that the efficiency of social modeling
for the relevant AEPs should be high.

At the next stage, due to testing the second
stndard score or Z, results also showed that
the hypothesis that the population under
certain AEPs is symmetric was tested and as
a result of this the hypothesis concerning
AEPs in rows: 1, 6, 7, 12, 14, and 20 in 1988
and AEPs in rows: 1, 7, 9, 12, 14, 20, 37, 38,
40, 43, 48, and 56 in 1989 was rejected at
P=0.05. Therefore, statistically it was accepted
that the probability of target clienteles parti-
cipating in an AEP was the same as the
probability of normal binominal distribution.

Obviously, this latter point had some
shouncomings in the social modeling of those
projects due to the limited number of target
clienteles who participated. Or in other words,
the relevant AEPs were actually lacking in
efficiency. However, at the same time, the
hypothesis of asymmetry for the population
under AEPs (at least, because of the larger
number of the target clienteles rather than
their frequency in normal binominal distri-
bution) for the rest of the AEPs was accepted.
Of course, recent findings can play an effective
role in increasing the efficiency ratio of the
social modeling for related AEPs. Actually,
according to the information in Table 6, 74
percent of the AEPs in 1988 and 74 percent
in 1989 were homogeneous in terms of the
basic social modeling criteria.

To study the homogeneity of the criteria
used in the AEPs social modeling and also
assess the balance of this modeling, participants
with good access to utilities needed to adopt
innovations were considered as the control
group, and those who participated in an
AEP ftraining session and adopted innovations
received from extension agents were taken as
the experimental group in utilizing the X*

(goodness of fit) test.

Results from this part of the study are
given in Table 7 under the heading of X .
The same test was also utilized to assess the
balance between basic social modeling in
AEPs and to compare the frequency of the
clienteles in different groups under AEPs as
the control group and the frequency of other
basic criteria as the experimental group.

In fact, if the AEPs were modeled in a
proper way so as to meet the right target
group prior to being exposed to the clienteles,
then they should be more efficient in terms
of covering more relevant groups rather than
just being exposed to the masses. It should
be noted that under those circumstances,
joining four criteria together is not highlighted,
although it should be the main focus of an
AEP as will be discussed later.

Moreover, the first and second X° values,
with df=3 and P=0.025 should be greater
than 4.11 in order to accept the hypothesis
of the difference between the probability of
involving each criteria.

But, regarding data in Table 7, all cases
under x/ and x* (except the AEP in row
12 in 1988) were smaller than 4.11.
Therefore, the hypothesis was not accepted
and, as a result, the assumption of equal
frequencies for each criterion was adopted.
On the other hand, in all cases except one,
each criterion involved in the population in
such a way that no significant difference
existed between its frequency and the
frequency of the population needing AEP
training, was reported.

This procedure has been applied to study
the social modeling along with the efficiency
of the extension projects, dealing with the
biological control of rice Stenborer in eastern
part of Mazandaran province, where rice is
the dominant cash crop. In this area, there
were about 1215 rice growers in which 160
of them were randomly selected for this
investigation. In order to evaluate the social
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Table 6. Comparing frequency of AEP clientele needing AEP training and target clienteles based on AEP

subject, project area and year of the study

Row  Suhject Area Zl 22 Row Subject Area Zl 22
No.  AEP 1988 1989 1988 1989 No. AEP 1988 1989 1988 1989
1 Wheat Broojen -24 243 1.14*  1.14* 32 Total 202 177 398 323
2 Bojnurd 3.7 1.86  4.15 3.19 33 Cotton Turkman 609 49 493 438
3 Ardebil 403 383 4.63 4.13 34 Sunflower Bojnurd 1.86  26% 319 224
4 Salmass 3.04 324 384 3.95 35 Soya 279 284  3.13  3.06
5 Dashtestan 463 463 531 4.94 36 Bojnurd 186 1.53* 224 244
6 Malier 3.04 243 224% 114 37 Ghomshed 37 37 04 04*
7 Kurdkuy 171 131% 1.54*%  154* 38  Fruit Brujen 37 389 .04 (1*
8 Total 679 566 413 3.54 39  Pistachio Damghan 389 324 427 395
9 Barley Bandar 243 0* 351 L11* 40  Citrus Bamm -324  3.89 5 S*
Abbas 41  Dale Dashtestan ~ 4.62 4.62 531 531
10 Marvdashl 305 243 351 3.19 42 Almond Esfarien 389 207 395 334
i Sarab 3.04 263 3.19 33 41 Pomegranate Mehriz -3.89 443 -101 -98*
12 Kurdkuy -38*% -83*  e2% 75% 44 Apricot Esfarien 1.64 207 3.69 3.65
13 Total 464 272 36l 3.04 45  Apple Firuzabad 389 324 365 3.05
14 Rice Lordegan -3.7 37 .04% 04* 46 Ghomsheh  -1.01* -1.01* 213 213
15 Gonabad 4.63*%  4.63*% 427 46 47 Total 181 143 3.16 281
16 Total .54 M 427 4.6 4X  Grape Firuzabad  -1.01* 1.01* 0 -1*
17 Beans Brujerd 243 263 351 3.65 4") Brujerd 263 263 427 427
X Ghomsheh 101* 101* 3.34 3.34 50 Total 1.07 107 264 247
19 Total 243 259 38 3.89 51 Cow FUnL 363 3.63 439 439
20 Alfalfa Bamm -1.01* 263 146*  .606% 52 Sarah 263 363 395 439
21 Malier 3.04 3.04 257 2.57 .S3 Marard -3.89 263 -101 395
22 Total 127 18 217 1K 54 Tolal 1.08 77 314 314
23 Potalo Bandar 324 304 395 3X7 55  Sheep Esfarien 324 324 324 324
Abbas 56 Mehriz 1.53*  -5% 146  24*
24 Sarab 389 423 46 474 57 Damghan 1.o1* 101* 275 244
25 Total 547 5 493 5.14 58 Total 146 207 286 3.1
26  Eggplant Bandar 4.63 463 531 531 59  Goat Kohkiluyeh 4.43 443 484 4384
Abas 60 Honey Dehdasht 443 443 449 415
27  Onion Bandar 462 1.08% 494 2.7 ri  Dairy Marvdashl 443 3.7 484 449
Abas Sanitation
28  Tomato Minab 389 324* 46 427 62 Esfarien 324 263 427 427
29  Vegetable Firuzabad 3.7 -26  4.84 2.75 63 Sal mas 1.31* 131* 351 351
30 Sugar Beet Marvdashl 63% 2% 3 1§] 64 Total 551 463 524 505
31 Salinas 207 207 395 395
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Table 7. Comparing frequency of key criteria with AEP clientele needing training (A) and mean frequency of

key criteria.

Row Subject Area X | 2 X22 Row Subject Area X | 2 X22
No. AEP 1988 1989 1988 1989 No. AEP 1988 1989 1988 1989
1 Wheat Broojen 0 0 0 0 35 Cotton Turkman 015 021 o011 Oil
2 Bojnurd 025 .008 .025 .005 36 Sunflower Bojnurd 074 14 048 A28
Ardebil 017 .04 005 old 37 Soya (milJi,ill 095 115 095 112
4 Sal mass 035 .03 .032 027 38 Bojnurd 247 141 232 14
5 Dashlestan 0 .003 0 38 39 Ghomsheh 0 0 0 0
6 Malier 308 275 266 38 40 Fruit Brujen 0 0 0 0
7 Kurdkuy 26 26 277 277 41 Pistachio Damghan 004 .02 003 (6
8 Total .042 035 .035 fas 42 Citrus Bamin 75 0 .89 0
9 Barley Bandar .013 1.5 .013 8 43 Date Dashtcstan 0 0 0 0
Abbas 44 Almond Esfaricn 062 034 027 021
10 Marvdasht 017 .034 016 031 45 Pomegranate  Mehriz 1 0 133 0
11 Sarab .076 .09 .048 083 46 Apricot Damghan 36 18 .07 051
12 Kurdkuy 2 435« 875 1017 4 Apple Firuzabad 048 122 043 118
13 Total 041 122 .042 103 48 Ghomsheh 0 0 0 0
14 Grape Firuzabad 116 141 1(2 21X 4> Total 024 .06 021 055
15 Brujen .023 023 016 016 50 Rice Lordegan 4 4 133 133
16 Total 138 163 133 187 51 Gonabad 017 007 .003 .004
17 Cow Fumann 016 .016 000 ,009 52 Total 01 006  .009 0or,
18 Sarab 065 059 061 04" 53 Beans Brujerd 118 1 121 103
19 Marard 2 0 2 0 S4 Ghomsheh 0 0 0 0
20 Total .03 024 .03 024 55 Total 035 .034 035 .032
21  Sheep Esfarien 066  .066 OD7 067 56 Alfalfa Hamm 25 333 244 363
22 Mehriz .04 02 027 .014 57 Ma layer 248 248 214 214
23 Scinii.ni 22 27 148 214 58 Total 146 16 086 109
24 Total 078 .08 .068 074 59 Potato Bandar 036 0 036 0
25 Goat Kohkiluyeh .008 008 004 00-1 Abas
26 Honey Dehdasht 017 023 014 013 00 Sarab 013 .01 012 005
27 Dairy Marvdashl .004 .01 003 004 61 Total 015 .16 015 109
Sanitation 62 Eggplant BandarAbas 0 0 0 a
28 Esfarien 01 004 .004 1117 63 Onion Bandar 003 172 003 .1
29 Sal mass 25 25 148 148 Abbas
30 Total 025 .039 017 018 64 Tomato Minab .004 .01 003 004
31 Hay Sarab 0 0 0 II 65 Vegelable Firuzabad 01 224 004 06
32 Turkman .045 36 018 07 66 Sugar Beet Marvdashl 166 .25 .04 148
33 Total .01 068 .002 016 67 Salmas 027 027 019 019
34 Pastine Kohkiluyeh 295 295 .14 .14 68 Total 043 064 013 .039
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Table 8. AEP's social modeling efficiency coefficients

Table 8. AEP’s social modeling efficiency coefficients

Row  Subject Place 1988 1989 Row Subject Place 1988 1989
No, AEP [Area) A B CA B C No. AEP (Area) A B CA B C

Fr % Fr % Fr % Fr %
i Wheat Brujen 15 3 m 1 15 3 20 1 36 Sunflower Bojnurd 15 9 60 .8 is 6 60 7
2 ftojnurd 15 18 8 15 «> 60 .86 37 Soya Gonabad K ¢

3 Ardebil 13 Y s 6» 12 10 83 .83 38 Kurdkuy

4 Salmass 15 IT 72 % 16 12 75 B6 39 Total 28 15 54 .7 31 16 52 7
5 Dashtestan 16 1 to i u 15 94 94 10 Bojnurd 15 6 ml 15 k. 7 44 %
Malayer 13 2 40 15 3 20 .80 41 Ghomsheh 15 1 f7\ T 15 17 T
7 Kurdkuy 15 427 4 15 4 27 =0 42 Fruit Brujen 15 1 7 11 16 1
8 Total 31 (- g L 5 54 .11 43 Pistachio Damghan I 16 10 .9 l’f 16 10 8
1 8 na & n 4 n 6
9 Barley Bandar 15 167 8 4 1 25 .50 44 Citrus Bamm 16 1 6 516 16 1
Abbas } 45 Date Bushehr If- 16 10 rl\ 16 16 10 1
10 Marvdasht IS 1 (7 .7 IS " 60 .75 46 Almond Esfarien K. 12 35 8 16 12 21 S
11 Sarab 15 rl\ 60 7 13 8 (2 .73 47 Pomegranate Mehriz 16 0 i 8 IS 00 3
12 Kurdkuy 7 114 36 117 g 48 Apricot Damghan 14 10 71 1 16 10 63 .8
13 Total 41 1079 37 38 1< Ml .70 49 Apple Firuzabad k. 11 69 .7 H. 9 16 [34
14 Rice Lordegan N 17 ? 15 f 7 1 SO (ihomsheh 16 6 38 T 16 IK 1
15 Oonabad 16 18 816 1 H .88 51 Total 32 17 53 8 32 1517 7
16 Total 31 1\3[ 45 18 il lg 4]1_)13 .88 52 Grape Firuzabad 16 1 6 .11 16 00 (<I
17 lie.mi Brujurd 15 ¢ 67 Ez 16 } “ 1 53 Brujerd 16 1.1 81 Z 16 13 HI 1
K Ghomsheh 16 10 63 1 16 10 (3 1 54 Total 32 14 ml 7 32 11 41 6
19 Total 3125 M 66 55 Cow Fumann 1110 gl é 11 1d 91 ,89
20 Alfalfa Bamm 16 1 a €716 2 1.1 67 56 Salmass Uu [2 75 ]9 16 12 75 ]9
21 Malayer 15 747 51S 7 17 VI 57 Yazd 6 00 0 16 00 0
2 Total 3111 ; 31 9 <l 56 58 ToUl 43 2251 8 43 25| 9
23 Potato Bandar 16 12 75 .% 4 4 100 1 59 Sheep Esfarien 16 10 63 % I(. 10 63 ’;
Abbas ¢ ' 60 Mehriz it 4 25 18 U 7 44 i
24 Sarab 16 1-K 1314 1 93 93 61 Damghan K. 8 50 % lqr 711 7
25 Total 32 21 31 9K 17 94 62 ToUl 48 22 46 g 18 21 50 %
26 Eggplant Bandar 16 lﬁ 10 (1) 16 16 10 | 63 Goat Kohkiluye 15 14 93 69 IS 14 93 79
Abbas n 0 il Honey Dehdasht IS 13 87 38 15 12 S 330
27 Onion Bandar I 1M 91 7 50 .78 65 Dairy Marvdasht IS 1- 93 79 15 13 ‘8"7 9
Abas " 7 Sanitation ! : ?
21t Tomato Minab 16 M8 9 16 1 81 .93 66 Esfarien 16 13 Rl 9 U. 13 8] 1
29 Vegetable Firuzabad 15 1 93 % 15 ; 47 1 67 Salmass 15 10 17 % 15 11 (7 1
30 Sugar Marvdasbt Hi g < 1 11 327 20 68 T..t.1 26 37 S M I< N} 78 1
Beet 69 Hay Sarab 16 16 Q‘U 1 T} 13 10 ?
31 Sal mas 16 1275 1 16 12 75 1 70 Turkman 16 11 K8 1 16 9 20 9
32 Total 26 18 69 1 27 15 56 .83 71 Total 32 30 M 1 29 2277 g
33 Cotton 72 Pasture K.ilikikive [6 4 25 J 16 425 73
34 73 Lordegan 15 0 0 {8 15 00 g
1S Total 32 28 8§32 272 8 74 Total 31 4 13 pr31 413 7
“ K ? 75 Grand/T 9.2 523 59 38 i;i 33 ‘13

A: Number of interviewes
B: Number and percentage of target interviewes

C: Efficiency coefficient
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modeling of extension projects, the above
four criterion were considered as the basis
for judgement. Primrily, research findings
showed that, 95.6 percen of the rice
producers needed training in biological
controll. It was also concluded thai, "the less
difference between the number of trained
farmers and target group, the more efficient
the extension projects". Moreover, there was
statistically significant difference between those
of target groups and none target groups in
term of applying the extension boicontrol
guidlines in rice production practice. The
related extension projects were efficient
(r=0.73) in term of their social modelin (i.e.
serving the target group more than none
target group).

AEP'S Efficiency Coefficient

According to Bennett [1], formal evaluation
studies employ both qualitative and quanti-
tative attribution. Qualitative attribution refers
to whether the end users' adoption of specific
practices and technologies (and the subsequent
impacts of these adoptions) is due in some
part to extension, research agencies, industry,
and/or intermediated users. Qualitative attri-
bution may also be based on conclusions
drawn from many observations, studies and
inferences.

Quantitative attribution refers to the
extent to which the end users' adoption of
specific technologies and practices, and cons-
equent impacts, is attributable to activities
by extension, research agencies, industry, and
intermediate and/or end users.

In terms of qualitative evaluation of AEPs,
the efficiency of each AEP was studied using
the statistical model described so far in this
article. Results from this stage of the study
are presented in Table 8.

Data regarding each AEP efficiency shows
that 36 AEPs out of 55 (66 percent) in 1988,
and 34 out of 57 (60 percent) in 1989 were

recognized as quite successful; 9 AEPs (16
percent) int 1988, and 12 (21 percent) in
1989 were successful, respectively. At the
same time, four projects in each year of the
study were found to have a low success rate,
and finally only one project in 1988 and four
projects in 1989 were unsuccessful in terms
of meeting the target group clientele.

Furthermore, when the projects, from the
most successful to the unsuccessful, were
assigned scores from 5 to 1, projects conducted
in 1988 received in total 250 scores, whereas
the 1989 projects received 245. Comparing
these efficiency values with those of 1986
and 1987 (208 and 202, respectively) showed
considerable improvements. Again comparing
the average efficiency values 4.36 in 1988
and 4.2 in 1989, with the efficiency value of
1987 (3.9) shows that not much improvement
was recorded.

REFERENCES

1. Bennett, C. 1990. Cooperative Extension Roles
and Relationships for a New Era. Extension
Service. United States Department of Agricu
Iture. U.S.A. PP. 29.

2. Bowers, J. 1986. Which Way, Extension?
Extension Review. United States Department
of Agriculture.

3. Clark, C.R. Spring 1987. Human Resource
Development: Key to Extension's Survival.
Journal of Extension., 22.

4. Dorothy, H.M. and Reverts, M.A. Fall 1988.
Knowing our Customers. Ibid.

5. Edwards, L.A. 1980. Basic Statistical Methods,
(Trans M.R. Sadegh Tehranian). PP. 156-157.
Ferdowsi University Press. Mashhad, Iran.

6. Kiakujuri, S. (Translator). 1987. Rural Develo
pment: Control and Exaluation Experiences
from Asia. Secretary of Program and Budget,
Tehran, Iran. PP. 80-81

7. Malek-Mohammadi, I., Monsefi, 1., Kharazi,
K. and Zarifian, Sh. 1998. Effectiveness and
Social Modeling of Agricultural Extension
Projects on Rice Biological Control in East
Mazandaran Province. Iran. [ranian J. Agr.
Sci, 29(2).


https://dorl.net/dor/20.1001.1.16807073.2000.2.1.4.0
https://jast.modares.ac.ir/article-23-4093-en.html

[ Downloaded from jast.modares.ac.ir on 2025-02-08 ]

[ DOR: 20.1001.1.16807073.2000.2.1.4.0 ]

J. Agr. Sci. Tech. (2000) Vol. 2: 55-65

10.

11.

Perrow, C. 1972. Complex Organization, A

hington D.C. U.S.A. PP. 5.

Critical Essay Introduction to Modern Society. 12. Weber, A.B. Spring 1987. Extension Roles in
Scott Foresman and Company, Glenview Illinois, Economic Development. Journal of Extension.,

U.S.A. 16.

Smith, F.S. and Swisher, M.E. Fall 1987. The 13. Wissemann, F.A. 1991. Process Used by
Best Liltle Program Toll in Extension. Journal Selected Illinois Extension Agents (Advisors)
of Extension., 26. to Produce High Quality Programs. Unpublished
Tosi, L.H. 1976. Theories of Organization. St Ph.D. Dissertation, U.SA., 3: 80-81.

Clair Press, Chicago, Illinois, U.S.A. 14. Bhattaeharryya, K.C. and Jonson, A.R. 1987.

United States Department of Agriculture. 1980.
Evaluation of Economic and Social Conseque
nces of Cooperative Extension Prograns. Was-

Concepts and Methods of Statistics, (Trans
M.I. Shahrashoob) Vol. 11, University Press,
Tehran, Iran. PP. 375-496.

95 sk sl gou e g 2 TH )
U ladozrgo 2o 59 jloolaiwl by (65 9l

oS

-

(e Tyl Kot b Gupb ;) J.ij‘._ai slaglifale JJ_])LS ol S o
P ey VI | PR . SRS ST %1 T3y v ORar Jgd 3540 a5 el e
RO PR By VL U B UK . V) DN Lo O3 D 15 ol g 9 45 el
ioliaul glp G 550005 glima Lo (et & 520 (55,008 s 5 Sle b o ke
el emils fams UL Bl l g 9l gy S Sl o i sl (58 e s )
Slaaal o plaaarl ganddes >lb 50 Wl g oo S ol (g lal ) S o)l o i
53 L lades 4o ¥ 3 ealizul =N S bl Sy onl 0,8 ol eslizal 5y pe Bl
aallae jghiie ay yags o sL80 Al o 0 48 n 0dalls g 5 slazarl (g ds
23 Gl ol LS Gt iaman 5 35088 s 5 sl sk eleza! slpdude
Mo sler Jold ) ol ol a8 8 15 sslazd 5 4 ool pampoll 4 ol
(sl ) gl glaaali 5o Ll 25,0 05,508 L5 pel (glajl 13 il a8 e
Pl el Il oy 5 sl ety gl e VL g 60y 8 gl UGl G g
spb a4 s LaS B ANY b ambian Lty ol Sl eslizad g 5 55 el (glanali
Gl Lobas 4 a5 £k OV) a5 Sl b Gl 00l o 5l dolas
Pheoyn e 9 VWP Jlu 3 5 i slg b 3l dao s £F aSals OLES (s g sk 0y B (A2
do 13) Lo g2 35 ya MalS' St a3l _plicaws 5 el it 13 V¥V Sl LT
VY e gl b 3l dae o VY 3\ PPR Ul gy b 3l Ay VP g (Laapa Ve e BAS
ok b e sladl ) K pa o CA e (oo A U F e ol ) Loy [t
ATV JL.u)ac‘JsJLH-J VYPA Jle e C_,.b..&a_,;’-\]h_,(.l..apf" GFe) il o8
4 A 0als a7 i ol 33 48 Iy g i a0 ol 3l sl b lazslis TS
ol 3 a8 ealinad 05, 9LAS Oloe jo G ol il adels glp ) p5e e 10l e Sl
AS il b ol 51 S GLSI g 5 B Olie |y 8550 Sl b 6500 ok
335 oy 33yl (35 el a9 5 Sl b 3 g3l 35] A e 017 e
e 5 500 g 5 Slaan pa S 5o ) gudall 2 2l Sloabl Ol LS


https://dorl.net/dor/20.1001.1.16807073.2000.2.1.4.0
https://jast.modares.ac.ir/article-23-4093-en.html
http://www.tcpdf.org

