A SYSTEM FOR ALLOCATING COOPERATIVE
EXTENSION RESOURCES TO COUNTIES

Thesis for the Degree of M. 8.
MICHIGAN STATE COLLEGE

Daniel C. Pfannstiel
1952



This is to certify that the

thesis entitled S

2 ity
' W%%:’z S

presented by

T, /j/

-

has been accepted towards fulfillment
of the requirements for

_;_/A_degree inM &Zﬂ‘;

Gk 7 Lo

/ Major professor

Date h? 7.37/75.7/

0-169

S 7 3

Ll Y RS,

—a.



=

o

@

N -0 |

CARES _simmegr Ao g







A SYST& FOR ALLOCATING
COOPEQATIVE EXTENSTION RISOURCRES

TO COUNTIES

Ey

DAYIEL C. PFANNSTIZL

A THESIS
Subnitted to the School of Gradunte Studies of Michisan
State Collere of Azriculture and Applied Sclence
in partial fulfillument of the reguirements
for the dezree of

MASTER OF SCIENCE

Dapartnent of Arrieultaral Exiension

1952






TARLE OF CONTTNTS
CHAFTER

I. I}:THC:Y\:CTIOH CF THa FRGELF ® c0 00000000 °0°0°0c0c0c0c000 e

Dofinitione Of TeImMBecececesecscccceoecaseancanennsns ..
Rel&ted “ﬁterials.oco ooooo @00 e 00000 c0c000s 00000 esenne e e
General Methods 0f Resesrcheee e eeeeeeeeneeeenenns :....

IT1. CBJZCTIVES CF THE EXTINSION STRVICE.eeeeeeeccocceocncnsnne

Faceral Legislative Actsecee..o...... e e eesescenccns .o
Financing of ErtensioNececiniecececeennnne. teeceaansus .
Intercretation of Extancing Objsctiveseieeieeneeenanns .
SUMMATY eeetssesecsssasssastsncas crtereascaaanas cesanas .

III, EVALUATION OF PRESEZNT COUNTY CLASSTIFICATICN S73TFNS3..veee
Evaluatinn of the Michliran Svetoameiee.cceercreecoesonses
Evaluniion of Systems Usad by Othor 3tateSee.eecceecees
SunzAaryee....... O cesesann reeases

IV, SELECTINN OF FACTORS FNR COMNTY CLASSIFICATION. . veeecoss
Criterla for Selacting Factorfeeesecreccecececccneecees
Annlysls of Factors That Misht Ye Usedeeeeeeeeeeennsnns
S T AT Y 6 0 oo evvoonooocsosscoanoonnsnannennsonancennss ‘e

Ve MICHIZAN POPULATION CLASSES. . ivvvercnsnnanns
Population of Mizhiran.eeieeee... Ceecesercettenaaaann
Urban Population Catesrsriasae. et ieieenrneecenneennnne
Rural Fara Pooulation......eieeeeceenns,

R‘J.I'a.l Nf)n-Fam PO[)U.lat’.Oﬂ'.........--.o...--...

S‘Jﬂ‘mar_v..o......-....-'..........

44

FACE

‘N

18

23
2%



TadLm CF CONTENTS, CONTINTED

CHAFTER

VI, PROPOSED METHOD FOR ALLOCATING EXT:FSION RI:Z0TRIES. ceeeee
Met0d Bagsed on Federal Annrozriationgeeecieecececan v
Metiiod Based on Welzhted Population ClassesSeseceeccecses
SN AL T eseeocasocsccnccoosassecascssascacenssssoncnceas .

VII, SMMARY AND CONCLUSIONSeeeetiocecssscensrascaossassnacannse
BIBLIOGRAPHEY . s eveencsesaossscesacescarsscosssecsosnnsssansscnne

A:;-’E’m‘-mxz.............-...............-........ --------------- .

124

FAGT

115
117
178
146
130
150

35k



TARLR

I.

II.

I1l.

Iv.

Vil,

VIIf.

1%,
X.

XI.

XIT.

LI:? OF TA3BLES

Baaee for Distrlbution of Federsl Extensinn Funds
to States and Tercitories, 1350=51, by Acts of
CONETO8Feacccsasessscsoncsoassocsosonscccanaas sene

Distridution of Federsl Extansion Funds to Michiran,
1549=50 Fiscal Year by Acts of Consress.ceece.e..s

Cengus Data of 1250 on Six Fact>re used in Prossnt
¥ichigan County Clasaification Systlieeee.ccencses

nkinges of Michigan Counties and Per Cent® of
Averare Flrures as Determined by Present Systea...

Rural and Urban Popaulation of Michigan Coanties,
1950 Census (New Urban Dafinition)ececeesceeeecass

Caterorles of Michigan Urtan Pooulation by
Counties (1957)eeecececcececerccnocaseccsoncnncens

Average Numher of Michiean Farm Persons Per Farm
by Countiss (1340 and 1940 CansuB)eseceeeeeesceees

Estimate of 12350 Michigan Rural Fara Panulatisn
by Counties..uceeeesanasescococscesaccacncansncane

1950 Michigan Rurnl Non~Fari: Populetion by Countles

Fstinate of 1350 Michigan Rural Non-Farm None
Villagze Ponulation by CountieS.eeeeeeeecescceceene

Suwary of 1950 Michigan Urban PopulatioNeeeeceeoo.

Sumnary of 1550 Michigan Rural Pooulation......

iv

2]
e
[y
3]

7

92
1M

111
14

118



TARLES

XI1I.

XIv.

XVI.
XVII.

XVIIL.

XIX.

LIST OF TABLES, CCNTINUED

Anount of 1350«135? Federal and Stats Funds Availatle
to Michigan Counties Detarained by Pases of Federal
Allncation of Funds t0 Michiganeieeeeeesrecececcoccnnens

Ran*ings and Extenslion Units of Michlgan Extension
Administrative Units Deternined by Basis of Allaca-
tion of Fands to Michigan.eeeieeereeeteceeosreccscccns

Michigan Urban Population Classes and Weishitings......

Michigan Rural Farm Population Clasaes and Weirhtines,

Michigan Rural Non-Farm Population Classes and
Welehtinme,oeooeeoooeoceecacsonenceccscoossnsoescnanse

Exazpla of Scoring Procedure for Counties (Ingham
COUREY) e enoncerocecasesscasccasacseasoscanasosnnannnna

Ratings and Extension Units of Michiran A2ainistrative
Units Detearuined by Basis of Welsghted Ponulation

Classeﬂooo.....-....-.....‘......... ---------- e 000000

129



CHAFTZR 1

NGO TITCTICN G mo ChOoOWT ™y
.._R\.Ah‘. - }\ PRl VD u LS4 IR v

Tue county §a tue bosic wnit in the goniricetrativa croarica-

ticn of the MViehigen Cooncretive Exten

,.h.
D

n Service, Tiicre sre

(‘:

differencee in the elre ¢f the Extercicon teschine Job from ceounby
to covrnty. A mejor edniristreiive vvehlen ia to elleccete Tatlie
fundas end Exteneleon verzennel to eech covnty, Beomwuse of these
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1
C. V. Bzllard, Directicr cf tre il“criren Cooverztive Extension
Service, oral comnaxicatiorn,



recognized when making personnel assignments as well as when form-
ulating salary schedules for county professional workers, Because
of their positions state administrators must make thess declisions,
Arbitrary judzments, even if valid, are difficult to defend when
questioned by county workers and local people, The difficulty is
magnified when a courty'as demands are not commensurate with avail-
able funds. An odjsctive means of measuring the Extension teaching
load would assure clearer understanding of allocation methods by
Extension personnel and the people.

Administrators in all states are confronted with the sane
problems of allocating limited personnel and fiaancial resources
to the several connties of their respective states. Although con-
fined to the state of Michigan the study should be of value to any
state desiring a systeanatized means for spreading Extension resources

among its counties.






Definitions of Terms

Allocation of Extension resources. By this is meant the

diatribution of personnel and funis made availabls to the Mich-
izan Extension Service for the counties of the state. It is to
be understood that operating funds for the Extension Service de-
rive from Federal, state, and county sources. However, county
funds were not considered in this system of allocation because
these are not under direct control of the state Extension admin-
istration.

Extension teaching load. This refers to the amount of Ex-

tension educational responsibility in a county. In Extension
learning groups, participation is voluntary, causing difficulty

ia accurate measurenent of particirating numbers., The definition
of an Extension teaching load must not be limited to those actually
sarved, but must include the potential numbers of participaats in
any county. This is unlike the teaching load of a formal school
organization, in which the number of people to be served is ac-
tually kmown, forming a basis for individual teaching assignments.

Clagsification of countises. This term implies the utilization

of a measuring system to determine the size of the Extension teach-
ing load in any county or administrative unit of the Michigan Ex-
tension Service.

The Michizan Coopsrative Extension Service. The division of

Michigan State College charged by law with disseminating agricul-

tural and home economics information to the people of the state,



except those residing at the College, is the Michigcan Cooperative
Agricultural Extension Service, This organization is cooperative,
in accordance with the Smith-Lever Act.2 being a joint undertaking
of the Federal and state governments. The general functions of
this organization are outlined in the Smith-Lever Act.3 This or-
zanization was referred to as the Extension Service, the Service,
and the Cooperative Extension Service. References to the Federal
Extension Service and to the Extension Service of other states

were specifically designated.

Aduninistrative unit. An administrative unit is the smallest

division of the State Extension Service to cover a specific geo-
graphical area. Ordinarily these units are counties, dut exceptions
are found in other units which are composed of two counties combined
or, in two instances, of one and one-half counties. The latter
groupings have been made largely due to the spare settlement in
parts of the northern Cut-over region of the state.

Extension worker. This term applies to any professional mem-

ber of the Michigan Extension Service. These workers are coopera-
tive employees of the nation and the state and are cooperatively

salaried.

2

Alfred C. True, A History of Asricultural Extension Work in the
United States, 1785-1923 , (Washington: United States Government
Printing Office, 1928), pp. 195-197.

3 Loc, cit.




County azent. The title of county agent is used to designate

county Extension workers who are primarily responsible for the
agricultural teaching activities of the Extension Service. Included
in this grouping are the positions of County Agricultural Agent,
Associate County Agricultural Agent, and the Assistant County Agri-
cultural Agent,

County Home Dsmonstration Acent, The term as used refers to

those county workers who are primarily responsible for the home
economics activities carried on within a county.

4-H Club Arent. The county worker chiefly responsidble for

Extension youth programs of a county is thus desigznated.

Extension adminigtrotors. Extension administrators are those

workers responsible for the state leadership of the Michigan Ex-
tonsion.Servlco. Positions included are Director, Assistant Di-
rector, State Agricultural Leader, State U-H Club Leader, State

Home Demonstration Leader, Specialist in Extension Training, and

the four District Supervisors of the Michigan Service.






Relatsd Materials

Literature on county classification. Little study on county

classification has been reported to date. One method of county
classification was developed by a grouphof Michigan Extension
Service adninistrators and specialists. Various factors were
gselected and weighted which these individuals felt would best re-
f£lect the relative Extension teaching load in each county. A more
corplete discussion of thie system occurs in Chapter Three.

A review of existing schemes used by the Extension Service
of other states was found in a circular of the Federal Extension
Servico.5 This report outlines the formulas used by Georgle,
Michigan, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas.
The information contained in this report on these formulas is also
discussed in Chapter Three.

Census data. Most census figures used in this study were
based on the 1950 Bureau of the Census reports. The agricultural
data on farm numbers and related information came from the prelim-

inary 1950 Census of Agriculture,

N
Michigan Cooperative Extension Service, ®*County Classification",
(wnpublished mimeographed report on file, office of the Director,
Michigen Cooperative Extension Service, East Lansing, Michigan).

H.W.Gilbertson, "An Analyeis of the Sources and Uses of Coopera-
tive Extension Funds," Extension Service Circular No, 475 (Washing-
ston: United Stated Department of Agriculture, August 1951), pp.39=43.

"Farms, Farm Characteristics, Farm Products," Preliminary 19%0
Census of Agriculture, Series AC 50-1 (Washington: Bureau of the
Census, September 13, 1351).







Figures on population were obtained from advance reports re-

1

leased by the Bureau of the Census. More complete data was found
8

in a later report. Other census data used in this study are

specifically cited where used throughout the text.

Literaturs on Extension objectives. The chief sources of mater-

ial on the purpose of the Service were the laws and enactments af-
fecting the organization and the interpretation of these given by
Congressmen and leaders of the Extension Service. Specific refer-

snce to these materials is made in Chapter Two.

"Population of Michigan: Anril,. 1950," 1950 Census of Population
Advance Reports, Series PC=8, Bo. 21 (Washington: Bureau of the
Census, October 7, 1951).

8

"Nunber of Inhabitants, Michigan,” 1950 United States Census of
Population, Series P-A22, Preprint of Volume 1, chapter 22 (Wash-
ington: United States Government Printing Office, 1951).







General Methods of Research

Establishment of objectives. The first step in a system for

allocation of Extension resources in counties was to determine the
purpose of the Extenslon organization. The determination was made
by considering the enabling Federal legislation - the Smith-Lever
Act of 1914 - and subsequent Federal legislation affecting Extension
work = the Capper-Ketcham Act of 1928, the Bankhead-Flanazan Act of
1945, the Research and Marketing Act of 1946, and others.

A study of these laws was used in ascertaining the general
purpose of the Service; however, they proved to be written dbroadly
and are not entirely consistent with each other as to a basic pur-
pose of the Service. Therefore, a study was made to determine the
intent of these laws by reviewing statements of legislators and
others who were instrumental in securing passage of Extension acts.
Also, policy opinions of leaders in Extension, from earliest days
of Extension to the present, were inspected. The rationale of the
Extension Service is then summarized as a basis for developing a
system for measurement of the teaching load of the counties in tie
tlliocrtion of Extension resources.

Selection of factors. Objectives of the service were esteb-

lished to aid in selecting those facters to be corsidered in mea-
suring the size of the Extension teaching load. Present systems
for ratircg counties used by Michigan and otker ststes were evaluated

in terms of the objectives of the Extension Service. Those factors



«



viewed as most effective in measuring the Extersion potentisl in
a county were selected.

Populstion clssces. The foregoing analysis resulted in the

utilization of populstion classes as a means for measuring the
teaching load in the counties. A review of populstion categories
esteblished by the Bureau of the Census and other organizations

was made. This permitted categorizing of the population by place

of resicence. The number of pecple in each category for each county
was then determined, based on the 1950 Census of Agricul ture and
Fopulation.

The reletive importence of each established population class
to the totel Extension responsibility was determined with Extension
objectives as a basis, These classes were given numerical weights
values according to their respective importance. The methods used
will be described in grester detsil throughout the remeinder of the

report.
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CHAPTER II

OBJECTIVES CF TEE EXTENSION SERVICE

The develorment of a county classification system and the
evaluation of present systems required that the rationale of the
Extension Service be lucidly established., The aim of this chep~-
ter 1s to examine the legislative enactments and the policy inter-
pretations relating to Extensicn so that the responsitility could de
ascertsined, This was difficult because of the nature of the or=
ganization, Its simultaneous develovmert in various parts of the
country gave rise to some confliecting ideas as to exactly what the
Service ought to be doing. The enabling legislative enactments and
subsequent acts affecting Extension are not entirely harmoniucs as
to a basic policy. Review was made of these laws, as well as the
interpretation of them by instigating legislators and leading Ex-
tergion personnel. Algo this chapter gives an account of the
basis for distributing funds that are aporopriated for the opera=

tion of the organization.

Federal Legleslative Acts

Smith-Lever Act of 1914, This was the epabling leeislative

act of the Extension Service. A complete copy of this law may dbe
found in the Apvendix of this report. Section Two of this law reads:
That cocperative agricultural extension work shall

coneist of the giving of instruction arnd practical dem=
onstrations in agriculture and home economics to persons
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not attending or resident in the said collezes in the several
comnuni ties, and imparting to such persons information on sail
subjects tarouzh field demonstrations, publications, and otier-
wise; and this work shall be carried on in such a mannar as may
be mutually agreed upon by the Secretary of Asriculture and the
state agricultural college or colleges receiving the benafits
of this act.l

The collezes referred to in this act werz those which received
the benafits of tne Morrill Act of 1352, granting Federal ald to the
states for establishing and sunvorting agricultural collegeseand the
Hatch Act of 1387.3wh1ch established experiment statiosns to carry on
ressarcn for the colleges,

The general purypose of the Smith-Lever Act was to carry the
rasults of agricultural ressarch at the state colleres to the farn
peonle, The cooperative naturs of the act provided that the land-
zrant colleze of the state cooperate with the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture in administrating the Extension Service, With-
in the first year a sum of ten thousand dollars, to be continued
annually, was given to each stats, which dii not require offsat v
the state, This provision was made to supply funds sufficient for
establishing a nucleus orzanization in each state to draw plans for
Service adninistration and progranms, Additional funds over the

ten thousand dollars were granted to the states which reguired an

equal amount of offset from state sources. Six hundred thousand

1
Lincoln D. Kelsey and Cannon C. Hearne, Conperative Extnnqion
Worc (Ithaca, New York: Comstock Publishing Company, 13437, p. 398,

N

Alfred C. True, A History of Asricultural Education in the United
States, 1785-1923, (Washinzton: United Stated Government Printing
OfIlcO. 13 9)' pD. 99.1‘31.

(V)

Ibii., pn. 208-219,



dollers wes added the firet year, and five hundred thousand dollars
wes to be added eech year for seven years., The money distributed to

each stete was based upon the proportion of rural povulation of each

state to the total rurilgpopulation of the country based upon the
lagt preceding census.

The intert of this legislation definitely was to help rural
people, At the turn of the century, leaders of government were
coming to realize that the nation's progress and »nrosperity devended
to a large measure, upon the social and economic health of the rural
populace. In particular, interest in helping rural youth stemmed
from the feeling of educators about the inadequate rural schools of
that time, which were not especially related to farm living. One
manifestation of thie educational inadequacy was the flow of youth
from farm to city.s

Senator Vardaman, one of the leaders in Congress supporting
the Smith-Lever Act, expressed his opinion on ite objectives as

followse:

e « ¢ o how, the purpose of this bill (Smith-Lever) is to
help the tillers of the land to discover the hidden riches
of the soll, to devise methods of cultivation which will

leseen the burden of farm life by shortening the hours of
drudgery, and render more productive the land. Its splen-
did purpose is to improve the man, enlarge his mental hor-
izon, and give intelligent direction to his efforts, The

4y
Additional discussion of this act may be found in the book of

Kelsey and Hearne, op.cit., Chapter Three,
[

 Franklin M, Reck, The 4-E Story, (Ames, Iowa: The Iowa State
College Press, 1951), p.vii.
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effort also will add comforts to the country home, lighten
the burdens of woman, afford greater ovportunities to the
boys and girls upon whose shoulders must fall éhe responsi-
bilities of home and the dburden of govermment.

Dr., Seaman A. Knapp, one of the best known early Extension

leaders, hoped the bill would readjust agriculture and give courntry

7
living an incressed dignity. Representative Lever, Chairman of the

Eouse Committee on Agriculture and co-author of the Act, hoped the

%11l would help the farmer with distribution problems, as well as
g

increese his production and aid him in becoming a better citizen.
Theodore Roosevelt was the first president who felt that a
system of Extersion would benefit the farmer, as eviderced by his

statement:

e o o o there 18 no greater agricultural problem then

that delivering to the farmer the large body of agricultur-
al knowledge which has been accumulated by the National and
State Governments, and by the agricultural colleges and
schools. Nowhere has the Goverrmert worked to better ad-
vantage than in the South, where . . « in many places the
boll weevil became a bdlessing in disguise. . . . It 1s
needless to say that every such saccessful effort to or-
ganize the farmer gives a stimulus to the admirable educa-
tional work being done . . . to prepare young people for
an agricultural life. . . . Education (ke concluded) should
not confine itself to books.d

'S
Kelsey and Hearne, op.cit., pp. 33=3U4.
7
Ivid., p. 33.
g
loc. cit.
9

Theodore Roosevelt, "The Man Who Works with His Hands,® United
States Department 8f Agriculture Circular No., 24 (Washington:
Office of the Secretary, United States Department of Agriculture,
1907), pp. 8, 10=-11,
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There appeared to be no doubt in the mirds of these and other
early promoters of the Extension Service that ite first and fore-
rost responsibility was to the rural citizerry of the nation, Dur-
ing World War I emergency avpropriations from Congress enabled
expaneion of the program beyond Smith-Lever provisions. Shortages
of certain essential agricultural products during the war were
resporsible for this action., It was felt that the Extension Ser—
vice could do much to increase production and to educate people in
neeting scarcity of certasin ferm products. The Extension Service
record during that period indicates that it did much to achieve
this short term objective. This situation probadly contributed to
the thinking of many early workers which still persists that the
main objective of the Service was to increese production, and the
higher goals such as better life for the rural people would tske

care of themselves.

Capper-Ketcham Act of 1928, The maximum funds, outside of

emergency war assistance, beceme available under the Smith-Lever
Act in the fiscal year of 1922-1923 and were destined to remain
constant from there on. Overproduction and resulting low prices
were respongible for wi&espread rural adversity that certainly
could not be overcome by increased production, Publiec acceptance
of, aﬁd confidence in, the Extension Service generated feeling that
the Service should be enlarged to facilitate its effective t rect-

ment of these prcblems, This led to psssage of the Capper-Ketcham
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10
Act of 1928, a ccmplete copy of which may be found in the Arperdix

of this report. The provisions of this enectment are much the same
as the Smith-Lever Act. A sum of twenty thousand dollars was grented
to each stste, not requiring offset by state sources. A sum of half
a million dollars was made avalladble to the states in proportion of

their total rural poprulation to the total rursl populstion of the

nation.

The value of U-H Clubs organized under the direction of the
Extension Service wes instrumertal in gaining support of this act.
Committee members of Congress listened to testimonies of enthusiastic
U-H Clud members who had found personsl benefits in Club work., These
rural youth told of the help to themselves and their families in the
aprlication of improved methods suggested by their Extension workers.
This incident is evident within the Act, which specified that the
work was to be "with men, women, boys, and girls.'ll

Concern was seen over the fact that a large proportion of men
agents was employed, as compared with women agents, Consequently
the Act provided that expansion of the Service should be effected
with men and women agents in fair and just preportions. Passage of
this bill resulted in largely increassed U-H and home ecnnomice activ-
ities within the Service.

10

Kelsey and Hearne, op.cit., pp.401-L02,
11

RGCk' gEo cit. » p.231.
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Barkhead=-Jones Act of 193K, The increase in agencies of

the Department of Agriculture that were estzblished for dealing
with devression protlems resulted in the enlargement of the Ex-
tension Service so that it could assist these other agencles through
its educational work, Eight million doliars was apnropriated the
first year, with each sts.te receiving twenty thousand dollars, The
remainder of the apmropriated amount was to bte distributed to each

state in propertion to its total farm population to the total farm

population of the nation. One million dollars was apoortican:i la
this way. None of the amount appropriated by this Act required
state offset. This prodably was due to the prevailing poor finan-
cial condition of many of the states.

The two major differences between this law and the two pre-

vious acts wers that farm population instead of rural population

wag used to apportion the funds, and that the funds provided did
not require off set by the state. The first difference is sigsni-
ficant evidence that Conzress desired Extension activity directad
toward those people whose iacomes derived from agricultural pur-
sults, rather than persons who resiied in rural areas, but who
had other means of income. A copy of this law may be found in tae

Appendix of this report.

12
Kelsay and Hearne, on.cit., pn. LOL-NO5,
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13
he Banitliead-Flana-an Act of 19115,  The purpose of this Act

was to wider expansion of the Extensisn Service, particularly in
county work.lu The Apnendix contains a copy of tihis Act.

This law is rather lengthy and detalled, so attentiosn is only
directed at its major provisions., It provijed for four and one-
half million dollars each year after the first year, plus an addi-
tional four million dollars startinz after the second year. In
general, the provisions followed tae Smith-Lever Act, with some
exceptions. These provisions wers that only two per cent of the
money frou this Act could be used for expenses of the Federal Ex-
tension Service, and that the apportiommuent be based on fara popu-
1ation., A half million dollars could be used by the Secretary of
Agriculture to assist certain states having special needs as de-
termined by him, provided that it did not exceed ten per cent of
the amount already endowed the state by the Act, These "hardship"
funds also had to be offset by funds from stats sources.

This act emphasized bdroad matters relating to improvement of
rural standards of living, such as better nutrition, rather than

15
those relating to increased agricultural production,

13

Ivid., pp. LO8-409.
) L

Ibid., p. 32.
15

Ibii., p. 33.
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Miscellaneous Acts. There are some other acts that providad
Federal funds for the Extension Service. The Farm Forestry Acts
of 1924 and 1337 granted $35,130 to the Extansion Service so that
1t could give increased assistance in educatlonal work pertaining
to forestry activities, The Research and Marketing Act of 1346
provided one-half million dollars to promote educational work on
matters relating to the Act. Both of these require at lesast equal
offset by the states. The Farm Housing Act of 1349 granted $33,050
to the Service to enlarge its educational work in housing problems.

This money does not require offset.

Financing of Extension

Fedsral Sources. The preceding section lists some of the main

sources of funds and bases of apvortionment, The manner in which
they were distributed can best be shown by tae following tablae,
Table I. This Table is dased on the 1950-51 fiscal year (July 1,
1950, to June 30, 1351) of the Federal Governnent.

The significant revelations of this Tabls are the percentages
of the total amount that comprised the various bases of distribu-
tion, Seventy-one per cent of all Federal funds wers distributed
on the basis of farm population, i,e., those persons that the Fed-
sral census listed as actually living on producinz farms, Fifteen
per cent was distributed on the basis of rural population, t.e.,
all persons living outside centers of population having less than
twenty-five hundred inhabitants. This latter group, of course, in-
cluded farm people also. The remalning 14 per cent was distributed

according to special needs to certain states,
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TABIE I

BASES FOR DISTRIBUTION OF FEDZRAL EXTENSION FUNDS TO STATES
AND TERRITORIES, 1950-51, BY ACTS OF CONGRESS*

To be paid Amount of State |Basis of

Acts of Congress without offset|offsat reguired | Distrimtion

Smith=-Lever Act,1914%, $ $4,208,660.,06  $4,208,550.06

and extension to Alaska, 510,000 Proportion of

Hawali, and Puerto Rico rural population

(permanent, annual of State to total

aporopriation) U.S. rural ponu-
lation

Cavper-Ketcham Act,1928

and extension to Alaska,

Hawail, and Puerto Rico $1,020,000 511,823.00 511,2%23.00
Rural nopulation

4,720,483.06 =Total

on rural popula-
tion basis -
15 per cent

Banknead-Jones Act,1935 $1,408,200 11,020,808.00
Basis farm popu-
lation, U3 States,
Alagka, Hawail

Bankhead-Flanagan Act,

1945 None 11,790,862.00 11,790,%62.00
Basis fara popu~-
lation

22,811,570,00-Total
on farn poonula
tion basis =

11 per cent
Farm Forestry Acts,1924 88,130,00 Allocated to in-
and 1937 dividual States
Further Development $ 555,000.00 on bdasis of spec-
Act, 1933. In conformlty ial needs and
with historical base cov- adjustments

ered in U.S.D.A.organic
act of 194k, Title II,
Bankhead-Flanagan Act,
Sec. 23 500,000,00
Research and Market-
ing Act, 1946,Title II,
Sec. 204 (b) 528,000,00
Fara Housing Act,1349,
Title V 23,050.09
Total 32,174,3%8.06
Percentage of total 1k,5U46,853.00 17,627,530.06 1,704,230 = Total
Federal funds 5 per cent K5 per cent distributed on
basis of need =
1l per cent

»
E.¥W, Gilbertson, "An Analysis of the Sources and Uses of Cooperative
Extension Funds™ Extension Service Circular 475 (Washington: U.S. Deot.
of Agriculture, Aggust 1951), p.15. )
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State Sources. Tire Strte 0f Wichigsn is remuired to moich =i

least tre minirum amount of Fadersl funds which reguire cffeet, if
Tederal funds are to te obtaired, Trhis it does atl the present tize
eud exceccés trhis amocunt censiderebliy. Table Twe shows trhe amcurts
received from the Federel sources in the fiscal year of 1GLA=1%7),
A compariscen of Trble Cne and Two revealed that 76 per cent of the
Tederal funde tnat eaccrued te Michican in the fiscal year of 1570~

1251 were bused on the farc pooulation cf the stete as corpared with

1~
71 per cent of the Fecdersl funds trat acerved to the netion ge a whole,

Tne stzte recelved 17 ver cent, or 2 ner cent morec than the avevare,

24

tesed on tolsal rurasl vmorulaticn., Only 7 per cent wrs received bueed
on svecial need, as cemrared with 14 per cent for tre aversse of the
ration,
The larzer amount that the Michigsn Extencion Service acaquired
from stele sourtes compered to that acouired from Federsl scurcee ir
17

the fiscal venr of 19h9-l?50 is stown in the fcllowirng tabtle.

Sovrceg Totel Per Cent of

Funds frem Federel sources

(offeet required) $ 509,567.74 24 per cert
Funide from Federal scurces
(offuet not reguired) 365,225.40 18
Funids from stete and ccilece
sources gk, FOR. LY L)
Funds within stete from
countv scurces 352 E:E:fﬂ a7
¢, u“;,ub&.b) 100 per cent
K fII}_‘ -
ese tebles, althouwh based on two 4! fferent yesrs, are conincrshie

becauvse the 1940 cersus erumersticn was used in both cases for the
teses of distritution. No changes occurred in either year as a recult
¢f otrer conditious.

17 ¥"Revort of Cooperstive Extension Work in Asriculture and Hore Feoo-
romics, 1951," United Stetes Denartuert of A.riculture (Teshincten,

\ .

D.Cet United States Governnernt Printins 0¢fice, 1G52) on, L0.61.
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DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL EXTZVSION FUNDS TO MICHIGAN,
1949=-50 FISCAL YZAR BY Al

SOFCO RZ3S*

r—
Acts of Conzrass To be Paid Amount of Bases of
Without State Off- [Distridbution
Offaet set reguired -
Smita~Lever Act,1914 $ 10,000.00 $129,007.00  Proportion of
Mich.Rural
Pooulation to
Total U.S.Ru-
ral Pooulation
Cannar-xetchum Act 1328 20,000,00 15,68%.95 game ag above
Pronortion of
Mich. Fara Pop-
ulation to To-
Bankhead=-Jones Act 1335 332,829,440 nore tal U,S.Farm
Population (in-
cluding Alaska
and Hawail)
Rankhead-Flanaran Act jﬂhS none 23,5922 same as ahove
Farn Foreatry Act 132V nona , 620,00 Speclal Neesd
. Adjustuent
U.S.D.A, Organic Act of
1944, Title II, Bankhead- none 1,620,00 same as adove
wla,."‘ ran Act ' rY S_‘::,C. 23
Research and Marketing
Act, 1346, Title II, none 28,079.56 same as adove
Sec, 204 (b) .
Farm Eouging Act Title V 2,u00,0 nons sata as ahova
Totals $374,797.1k4 $365.229.uo $509,567. 74
Poer cent of total funds U2 per cent 58 per cent -
Sources Total Per cent of Total

Anpropriated tased on rural population $1u4l,595,95

Aporopriated based on faram

Appropriated based on special needs

Total

population

656,331,62
€3,713.55

$2374,797.14

17
76
L

100

Table reproduced from statistics found in “Report of Cooperative
Extension Work in Agriculturs and Howe Economics, 1551,% United States
Department of Asriculture (Yashington' United States Government Print=

ing Office, 1357), pp. Lo=§

51,
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The teble shows that the liichisan Extension Service ecouired
5% per cent of its operating funds from scurces within the state.
Tr.e minimum amount for offset was more than twice that required.

The funds arwropriated by the state are part of the Michigan
State Colleze budget, and as such are free from state legiclative
specification.lSThis money was made available to constitute the off=-
eet necessary for acquiring Federal money, theredby indicating that
the Service should operate in the manner srecified by Federsl lars
and enactments. It would, however, be hazardous to come to the same

conclusion regarding the amount aporooriated by the stzte over thet

required and the amount contributed dby county goverring boards.

13

He A. Berg, Assistant Director of the Michigan Cooverative Exten=
sion Service, orzl communicetion.
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Intervretation of Extersion Objectives

Joint Committee Reonrt. In 1946 a committee was avvointed to

study and meke recommendations on vrograms, policies, and gomls of the
19
Extension Service. The anpointment of thls committee wes recomrenced

in October 19&5 by Secretary of Arcriculture Clinton P. Anderson to the
20
Presidernt of the Association of Land-Grsnt Collezes and Universities.

™his recommencdation stated:

Many of the basic extension ideas, particularly with refer-
ence to orcanization, programs, and orocedures, were develored
prior to and during the First World War, I feel that there are
now a number of immortant basic prodlems in conrection with the
Cooverative Extension Service and its relationships with the De-
vartment of Asriculture thet need careful study and re-evalustion,
Some of these problems are fundsniertal to the effective cooreration
of the Department of Acgriculture =and the lané grant colleges to
attain maximum results in their joint efforts towards common goels.
It seems to me that this is the time for both the colleges and
Denartment #0 apnralse carefully the services and the exnerience
of the Cooperative Externsion Service for the vest third of a cen-
tury and to regimmend broad extension volicies, rrocedures and
relationships.

The committee consisted of an equal number of members from both
22
the Devartment and the Association. An exsminction of this study and

its findirngs was of value to this revort,

13

"JToint Committee Revort on Extension Programs, Policles, and Gosle"
(7ashinzton: United Stntes Governmert Printing Office, 1942), p. iii.
20

Loc, cit,
21

Loc, cit.
22

For nemes of committee members, see Apvendix.
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The comnittee felt that "the primary functicn of the Cooperative

°3

Extension in agriculture ard home economics is education." It groumed
the contributions of past Extension activities into twelve areas.

These were:

1. Aovlyving the Findings of Regsearch

2. Solving Problems through Group Action

3. Understandinz Economic and Social Factors

4, fmproving Family Diets

5« luproving Other Functions of the Homemaker

6. Work with Rural Youth

7. Counselling of Farm Problems

8. Hobilizing Rural Peoole to Meet Emergencies

9., Contributing to the Science of Government snd Education
10. Aiding Esthetic and Cultural Growth of Farm Peovnle
11, Contributing to Urban Life ol

12. Develnping Rural Lesdership

The committee recognized that the major responsibility of Exten-
sion was to farm neonle; however, it cited the phrase of the Suith-
Lever Act which states that Extension's resvonsibility is to the peo-
vle of the United States, and 1t used this as a basis for indicating
that Extension should work to some extent with 211 peonle interested
in agriculture and home economics.25 The fact that the total farm pop-
ulation is steadily decreasing vroportionately was given as the reason
for directing Extension efforts toward part-time farmers and non-com-

mercial faruers, to city workers residing in rural areas, and inhadbi-

tants of small towns, as well as to actual farm peonle. The phrase

23
" "Joint Committee Revort," on. cit., p. 1.
2
Ibid. » pp- 3-5-
25

Ibid., p. 8.
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clted was also given for justification of Zxtension time srent with
city dwellers on gardening, lancscaving, and home interests, IZxternsion
emphesis on rural work is substantiated by:

The stake of extension in good education, country and even
city, is clear, With the increasing complexity of our interwoven
life and the increesing apnlication of science to agriculture,
anythinz less than educational parity between country and citr is
comvletely unjustified. « « o« Until such equality is achieved,
extension, as an educotionzl acency, will heve to deal with a ~on-
ulation group, which in comparison with the city vonulation, will

be disadvantaged in terms ofoghe amount and the quality of formal
education they will receive.”

The committee considered the existing staff of workers too smell,
but it considered this smallness of size a stimulus to effective org~n-
ization which would facilitete better assignment of personnel ané re-
sources according to need.

Foderal Committee BRemort. Prior to the anrvointment of the joint

comrnittee, the Federal Extension Service of the United Ststes Depart-
ment of Arriculture oreanized a committee from its omn internsl orean-
. -
ization to corsider the scove of Extension educational resnonsibility.CY
The committee then catesorized these resronsibdilities into three sroums.
These were content, onerational, snd functional. Under the he~dins of
“functionnl responsibilities were placed these groups: the diffusion of
information, develonment of interest in sienificant problems, encouragse-
ment of planring, and stimulation of action unon decisions. The overa-

tional resvmorsibili®y was coi3idered to all peonle of the country inter-

ested in information on agriculture and home economizs on an out=nf-gchocl

26 1144,, p. 66.

21 "Reoort of Committee of the Federal Extension Staff on the Scone of
Extension's Educational Resmonsibility" (Vashington: United States Gov-
ernment Printing Office, 1245), p. 1.



basls, regardless of place of residence, age, economic status, or other
restricting factors. The committee felt that the operational resnon-

gibility was first to the peoole living on farms, but not solely to
28
theu. The content responsibility was felt to be in an evolationary

state, ever changing. The content of Externsion programs was deternined

by the peonle; theref-re, they usually were willing particinants in

29

Extension prograas,

30

Other interpretations, Brumner and Yang state that the word

objective 18 freguently used by the Extension worker, For some of these
worzers one ovjective was the increase of production through the use of
reconmended practices. "The real objective of all these lesser object-
ives is the irnrovement of the peoDIe.él These two authors felt that
the main task of the Service was helving of rural neonle by the ammli-
cation of science to thelr daily lives so that ther could heln them-
selves.
Smith and Wilson listed the main objectives of Extension as
follows:
l. To increase the net income of the farmer throuch more
efflcient uses of capital and credit,

2. To promote better homes and a higher standard of living
on the farm.

23

Ibvid., p. 2.
29

Ibvid., Pe 2.
30

Edmund deS. Brunner and E. Hsein Pao Yanz, Rural America =nd the
Extension Service (New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers Col-
lere, Colunbia University, 1949), pp. 147-1ug,
31

Loc, cit.




. To develop rural leaders.

. To promote the mental, soclal, cultural, recrestional, and
community life of the rural people.

To implant a love of rural life in the farm borys end girls.
To acquaint the public with the place of acriculture in
the national 1ife.

To enlarge the vision of rural veonle and the nation on
rursl matters.

. To imrove the educational end sniritual 1life of the

rural veople,

OQNIO\&J’I N

BEoffer and Gibson state, "the purvose of azricultural work is to

33

help farmers improve rural life.®

32

Clarence B, Smith and Lieredith C, ilson, The A-ricultural Extensisn
Srsten of the United States (Yew York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1530,
ppe 5=0.
33

C. R. Hoffer and D. L. Gibson, "The Community Situation as it Affects
Arricultural Extension Worik," Special Bulletin 312 (Zast Larsing, lichi-
gant HKichigmn State College Agricultural Experiment Station, October,

19)41) » DPe 5.
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Sunnary

The purpose of the foregoinz presentation was to s'tetch the ob-
jectives of the Extension Service, It is seen that individual oninions
varied considerably. Broad in scovne were the basic laws affecting
Extension; ther-fore, any of the interpretations given micht be justi-
fied according to taese documents,

Qualitatively, certain conclusions that anpenr to be consistent
with the overall intent of these Federal acts and the intent of other
avpropriating bodies were reached, based on Extension objectives. One
readily percelved objective 1s education. The Extension Service's
educatioral res-onsibility is: first, to rural fam peonle, second, to
rural non-farm veonle, &nd third, to urban peovnle. This ranking could
be defended from the standvoint that well over half the funds apnro-
priated by Federnl legislative bodies is based on the pronortion of
farm people and rural people, but none on proportions of urban peonle.

Quantitatively, the demarcation lines are difficult to delineate.
Exactly how much of Extension resources should go to each population
class will be considered by this study. That Extension has demands
for service from others besides fara peovnle is annarent, Thelr claims
for service as taxpayers to public-supnorted Extension are not to be
overlooked. On the other hand, many governmentsl organizations exist
which benefit only limited seguents of the totsl nonulation.

The difficulty in arriving at a solution of this dilemna stems

in part from the broad wording of the Smith-Lever Act which charzes
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the Service with the teaching of agriculture and home economics to
"the peorle." This is an extensive, liberal charter which apvears to
be inconsistent with the basis of fund distribution outlined by the
same law. The phrase "the people" provides, however, some justifica-
tion for working with non-farm residents. Contrariwise, the besis of
fund distribution, of tris and subsequent acts, offers defense for ex-
cluding non-farm groups from Extension services.

For many years Extension administrators have been concerned over
this gquestion, which is becomning more pressing because of the decreasing
pronortion of farm vopulation to the total vpopulation and because of the
heavier demands on the Service from non-farm peonle,

The fact that the organization has not been able to meet the de-
nands of its »rimery res onsitility - the farm peonle = should preclude
considerantions of work with other grouns. When the first goal has been
approached, activities with other groups might more justifiably be con-
templated. But until that time, Extension is charzed with directing
the major portion of its resources toward rural farm people. Local
non-farm peonle desiring service misht contribute to the maintenance
of special workers for theuselves, thus making aided service to them
advisable., Unless Extension receives specific direction to work with
non-farm peonle from Federal and stote eppropriatinz bodies, the Service
ghould first strive to assist the farm peonle. When their demands are
reasonably well met, service to other groups would be permissable.

Baged on the review of basic Extension lezislation and odjectives

it seems clear that Extension resources must be allocated among tre



counties according to the rural and the rural farm ponulations. Exten-
sion is financed to perform its educstional functions to these peonle.
As a public service Extension has a moral obligation to serve 211 resi-
dence groups as far as possible, However, until lesislation is enacted
and finances ere provided to serve other groups, nreference rust be
given to rural groups in the allocztion of Extension resources., This
is especinlly true wien funds are inadequate to meet all the demands of

this group, which Extension is charged specifically to serve.



CHAPTER III
EVALUATION OF PRISANT COIMNTY CLASSIFICATION SYSTRUS
Vet10ds of county classification usad in Michigan and nther

states for allncating Extension resources may be evaluated in teras
of the Cooperative Extansion Service odjectives discussed in the ovre-
ceding chanter, The other states that have developed classification
systems are Georeia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tenneasee, and
Texas, In this chapter some of these systems are examined and are

evaluated.

Evaluation of the Michigan Systam

The prezent Yichisan svetem., The Michigan Extension Service

1
was one of the first to develop a system for county classification.

This method was developed by & group of Extension administrators and

specialists who selected certain factors on which reliable dnta were
2
available, They listed six factors as a basis for comparing work sit-

uations within tnhe countlies, These factors and their reasons given
for selection ware:

1. Nundar of ferms.
This factor was considered because

() Each faru, large or small, presents a set of prob-
lems, in manazement, peculiar to itself.

(b) The interests of rural families center around the
farm as a place to live and make a living.

(c) The number of farms provides a measure of the num-
ber of farm families in a county around which the
county extension program is built.,

1
Michigan Cooperative Extenslion Service, "County Classificstion”
(unpublished mimeographed renort on file, Office of the Director,

Michigan Cooperative Extension Service, East Lansing, Michigan),
2

Ibld., p. 3.
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2. Nmver of comrercizl f-rne
“Tris facter was used for the same ree~son as the "number
of frrme™ but in sone warg it epives an eveon tetter ovicture
of the ferms served by a county extension worlter reczuse
of tra2 defirition of a farm used in the census. [f%is 1540
Census of Agriculture defines e comercial farm as any
fer: that renorted a gross irncome cf over tvo huncred fifiw
dollars in the year 1939 from sale of ecricultural rroducts
and vhere the operztor worked legs than e hundred dars off
t' e ferm or rezorted less income from non-farm wer'c than
from sale of his agricultural products]

3. Rursl Porvulation
The rurel ponulation of the counties includes 21l veomle
living outside cf towns having a ropulation of more than
2,800,

(2) Peonle living in smell tovns and others living in
rurel areas, even thourh ther do not devend on the
ferm for a livelihood 244 to the extensicn teschirg
locé., !lany extensicn activities, esvecislly Eome
Economics Clubs, ere organized in end 2round a small
towm.

(b) It is the resuonsitility of the extension arent to
serve toth the farm end non-farm reonle.

(¢) Tre funds allocated to the Coonerntive Extension Ser-
vice uncder the Smith-Lever Act are bessed on the rurnl
pooulation,

4, Urban Fo-ulation
Whereas extension workers spend a major pnortion of their
tire workirg with rural neonle a large urban nonulation
materially ircreases the nunber of veople to te served by
an extension arent,

(a) City farmers, vet ormers, backvard gardeners ~nd hor-
ticulturel enthuciessts mrke ever-ircrensing demands cn
a county agent's tinme,

(b) Acents working in counties dominated by large cities
have different nroblems than those working in strictlv
rural areas.

(1) They have access to vowerful racio stations and
they work with large urban newsnaners rsther than
the small town weekly,

(2) They must maintain working relationships with a
grester veriety of organizaticns bothk in and out
of the city.

(3) Usually the tax base is greater in the counties
with large urban ponulations, thus makine i1t nogs-

ible for agents in these counties to obtein bie-
ger county ap»nroprisztions from the Boards of Su-
pervisors, etc,




5. Ferm Income
Ferm income is & mejor criteria of the extensicn a-ernt's jod
wvithin a givern county. It reflects:
(a) The economic importancs of the extension a:ert's job.
(b) Svecislized and highly developed farm erternrises de-
manding considerable technicasl knowledee.
(c) Arricultural »roduction.

In thet the extersion job is a continuous one it cannot be
accuretely measured with an elastic yardstick, TFsrm incones
fluctuete widely between:

(a) Different growing seasons

(v) Differert price levels

The relative differences in the total farm income between

counties is fairly consistent excevt in yesrs of crecp fsil-

ure in some local sarea, To minimize this possible bies the

average farm income of the years 1929 and 1939 were used.,
6. Area of the Counties

This factor was used because of tle great veariation in sigze

of Michigen counties.

(a) In larger counties, all other factors beirg ecunl, it wes
recognized that the agent would have to serve more ceom-~
munities and more of his tize would be used in travelinc
from place to place.

(b) In some sparsely settled counties the rosds are noor,
farmers are scattered over a large area and are diffi-
cult to reech by county workers.

(c) The larger the county the less accessible the county
extension office becomes to the outlying areas, reauvir-
ing the agent to sverd more tize away from the office,
etc.

Thig data for the categories of this system were the most recert

when the system was devised. Some of the data would have been available,

tut all were not, so all data were based on the 1940 Census of Penulation

and Agriculture. The committee felt that these six factors were not of

equal importance in reflecting the size of a county Extensien tezching

loed, 80 a formula welght was given to esch of the factors as follows:

3

Ibid.’ Pe 1-20



Fecter The Formula Wel~ht

Tunber of farms

Number of comuercisl farms
Rursl povulation

Urban ponulation

Farm inccme average, 197°G-1G39
Area of county

HEE N

Any city having a pooulation of over sixty thousand nersons wss
considered to vresent arproximately the same sort of Extension nrotlerms,
regardless of the varistions in size. Some Michigan counties are com-
tined as single administrative units because of the extremely low Ex-
tension potentisl existing in certain counties alone.5

The method of computation consisted of determining the data for
each of the six factors from the 1940 census, celculating the averase
of the entire stste for ezch factor. The next step was determination
of the per cent of the state averace, for each county.

These percentages factors were then weighted according to the for-
rmula welght for each item and totaled for esch county. The county totsle
wvere summed and the averase was determined. The resulting figure wns
considered to be the average Michigan Extension county load, which wrs
elso considered to be one hundred per cert for purvoses of evalustion.
The per cert of average of tie filcure was tabulated, the result of

which tabulation wes used in renking courties, Resulting values renced

)n
Ivid., p. 3

These county combinations are: Alger-Schoolcraft, Luce=Kackinsc,
Eoughton-Xeweenaw, Alcona-Oscoda, Crawford-Kalkaska, Missauee-Rosconmer,
Montmorencyv-Ctseso, Osceola-(ore-helf of) Lake, Mason- (one-helf of) Lake.






from 228 at the highest to 25 at the lowest ranking county. Tne ceommit-.
tee deemed the finel results to be indicetive of the true situation.v
The final values desnls; ed rather obvious breaks in sequence which were
used es a basis for division of the rankings into four classes, Grours
One, Two, Three, and Four, Contrarv to the original intent the number
of counties in each division was not ecual. Group One cont:ined 12
counties, Group Two contained 18, Group T:hree h=d 20 coucties, and Group
Four contained 25. These ratings have been used for formulsting pay
schedule for workers and for assigning wecrkers to the counties. Gerer-
elly sueeking, Group Onme counties have been assigned four workers,

Group Two counties have received three workers, Groun Three counties
have had two, and Group Four counties have been assigned one worker,
Tnoble Four shows the final rankincs and per cent of averaze fisures

for the counties based on 1540 census data.

The Michicen svstem (1950 census). The renort sugcested that the

precent rating system be revised as soon as the 1950 census figures were
evailable. Trese figures were becoming available about the time this
study was begun. The former method of tabulation beinz rather laberious
and time-consuming, it was examined with the idea of devising a simnler
system which would also produce satisfactory results,

The first computation was division of the totsl nunmter a county

haed in a perticular factor by the product of its per cert of averare

and the weighting used for the varticular factor, For instance, Kent

6
Ivid., pp. 6-13.



County hed a totzl of 5,623 farms sccording to the 130 agriculturel
census, vwrhich was 225 per cent of the averarce total farms in the stete.
The factor total farms had a weightine of two essiemed by the comnmittee.
Computation was as follows:
2 X 225 = 450
5,623 + L50 = 12.5
This 12.5 figure was obtained for every county me=zsured. liacemdb hed
3,969 farms, or 1539 per cent of the state average, Using the sane
orocedure the results were:
2 X159 = 318
3,969 + 318 = 125
Iosco County had 623 total farms according to the 1940 census, or 25
per cect of the state average. Tre results for this county were:
2X25 =50
623 + 50 = 12.5
This provided the besis for assigning one point to esch 12.5 farms in
a county.

By the same procedure the point svstem for commercial farms wes
obtained. Arenac had 800 comnercial farms according to the 1940 cersus,
wvhich was 55 ver cent of the state average.

2 X 56= 112
800 + 112 = 7.14

Branch County h~d 1,219 comuercial farms, or 127 per cert of the esvernre,
2 X 127 = 254

1,319 + 254 = 7.16
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Monroe County heé 3,006 commercial farms, which was 210 per cent of thre
averace,
2 X210 = k2o
3,006 < 420 = 7.16
In every case the value was near the 7.16 figure. As the measurements
were somewhat rough, this was rouncded to 7.0 farms for one vpoint,.

The rural nonulation factor was weishted but one voint. Therefore,
the per cent of averare figure in the cese could be divided into total
rural vooulation directly. DTerrien Couvnty =ad 45,192 rursl versons in
1940, or 200 per cent of the state average,

Lg,102 + 200 = 240.5
Isabella County had 17,563 rural persons which was 73 per cent of the
averaze.

17,563 + 73 = 240.7
In all iastances other than these two the value was consistently near
240,6. T-is number was rounded to 240 so that one poiat was given for
each 240 rural persons in a county.

These examples are sufficlent for illustration. Tais procedure
was used for the remalaing factors, and their assigned points were:

One point for each 12.5 total farms in a county

One point for each 7:O comnercial farms in a county

One point for each 240 rursal persons in a county

One boint for each 206 urban persons in a county5

One point for each $3,000 fara income in a county
Ore point for each 4,800 acres in a county

5

In this case it was necessary to consider each county which had over
gixty thousand urban versons as having only sixty thousand because the
comnittee felt that any urban area of over sixty thousand populstinsn
presented similar problems to Extension,






The utilization of the vpoints involved dividinz the total nunter
of each factor for each county by the corresvonding point value. To
sinplify the vrocedure the reciproczls of each were deterwined by di-
viding each point value into one. This resulted in the followinz values

which could be used as constant multipliers:

Factor Recinrocel Value
Total farms 0.030200
Commercial farms 0.1L2857
Rursl population 0.004166
Urban population 0.004254
Farm income 0.00C125
Area 0.,00020%

These constants were then multinlied by the corresponding factor

for each county, and the resulting voints were summed as i1llustrated

below:

Clinton County
3,141 total farms X 0.0%0000 = 251 points
2,286 commercial farms X .14P257= 327 points
22,249 rural pooulation X .00U1RG= 108 voints
4,422 urban populgtion X 004854 = 21 points
$5,169,500 farm income®X .000125= 645 points
365,000 acrea of county X .000208= g0 points
Total 1,422 points

Since the total number of points used in weighting was elevén.
tais total of 1,433 points divided by eleven gave the value of 130.
The result of the value using tre former method was 132, Tre differ-
ence between the values is only two, prodably resulting from the

rounding off of numbers. For instance:

6

Averagze of 1929 and 1939 farm incomes,



Genesee County

5,281 total farms X ,080000 = L23 noints
2,019 connercisl farus X .1Li23857= 233 points
73,024 rural »opulatiog X ,00L156= 304 points
60,000 urban vonulatioh X .00LSSL = 291 points
$4,523,500 fara incomed X ,000125= 565 points
412,000 area of county X ,000208= €7 points
Total 1,958 points

1958 points <= 11=< 1738
Tne value as determined by the former method was 181, the difference
being three. In every case the value determined by this method for
each county corresponded closely with the numerical value placed by
the previous method.

The new data maje available by the 1350 census were obitained for
e=2ch county, and this system of tabulation was used with a file card
beinz kept on each county or administrative unit. The census figures
were arranred in rows and each factor wos multiplied by the corresnond-
reciprocal constant. These values were totaled and multiplied bv the
reciprocal of 11, which was 0.309091. This process was used to estab-
lish the final order of ranking,.

Table Three contains the 1950 census data that was used to tabul-te
the rankinzs. The total number of farms, commercisl farums, fara incous,
and county srea were found in the 1950 Census of Agriculture.9 The totel
nunber of farms, accordinz to census definition, given by this renort

included all units having three or more acres, prcducing agricultursl

1

The actunl urban population was 154,920,
g

Average of 1929 and 1339 farm incomes,
9

"Farms, Farm Characteristics, Farm Products," Preliminary 1959 Census

of A-riculture, Series AC 50 = 1 (Washington: Bureau of tihe Census,
October 7, 1951).







TASLE III

CENSUS DATA OF 1950 ON SIX FACTORS USED IN PRIESINT HICEIGAN
COUNTY CLASSIFICATION SYSTE{

o Agriculture data

Kame of County or
Administrative Unit

Numnber of To-
tal Farms®*

Mumber of Con-
mercial Farms
BEaving Income
of $1200 and over*

Farm Income Av-
erare of 13LlLws
and 1349*

Alcona=-0scoda
Alger-3choolcraft
Allegan
Alnena

Antrim

Arenac

Baraga

Barry

Bay

Benzle
Berrien
Branch

Calhoun

Casgs
Canrlevoix
Cheboyzan
Chippewa
Calre

Clinton
Crawford-Xal caska
Delta
Dickinson
Eaton

Enmet

>enesee
3lad=in
Gogedic

Grand Traverse
Gratiot
Hillsdale
Houghton-XKeweenaw
Huron

Ingham

Ionia

Iosco

Iron

Isabella
Jackson
Kalamazoo

Kent

1,039

702
L, Ll
1,077
1,087
1,164

553
2,390
2,842

541
L, 774
2,404
3,059
2,269

976

855
1,154

777
2,706

546
1,140

423
3,107

901
3,691
1,145

Lgl
1,200
2,815
3,235
1,232
3,716
2,531
2,557

636

679
2,249
2,854
2,518
4,302

529
305
2,792
594
547
590
232
1,41)
1,912
186
2,885
1,668
1,747
1,233
396
276
29

29
1,914
201
683
258
2,007
333
1,653
622
178

2,155
2,023
706
3,091
1,625
1,736
321
oul
1,576
1,552
1,354
o,ul

$ 1,A40,108
1,175,592
13,3u3,L50
1,914,923
2,323,447
2,257,51
735,€9
5,571,710
7,660,833
1,523,713
16,670,649
7,153,4L5
8,143,995
5,031,875
1,5&7,1&3
1,132,723
1,791,456
1,739,505
8,713,495
826,336
2,702,276
1,019,332
7,873,710
1,300,333
7,107,011
1,862,867
640,949
4,335,133
10,077,258



TABLE III, A, CONTINUZD

L1

iTame of County or
Administrative Unit

Number of To-
tal Farms*

Mumber of Com=-
mercial farms

Farm Income Ave
erage of 1gul.*¥

Iavire Income and 13Lg*
of $1290 end cver®*

Laveer 3,00 2,043 $ 9,363,062
Leelanau 83 L61 2,779,335
Lenawee 3,772 2,752 14,336,987
Livingston 1,963 1,179 5,515, 405
Luce-haczinac 547 273 943,83k
Macomb 3,112 1,702 10,030,403
Manistee 971 Lo 1,728,724
arquette 53k 229 1,133,081
Liason=-3 Lace 1,708 970 3,825,213
Mecosta 1,672 962 3,633,916
Menominee 1,850 1,134 4,145,214
Midland 1,737 759 3,211,736
Migsauikee~Roscommon 1,154 649 2,6@&,?12
Monroe 3,598 2,079 10,769,733
Mpntcalm 3,061 1,933 7,575,150
liontrorency-Ctsego 809 L5 1,396,134
Muskeson 1,477 673 3,515,020
Newayveo 2,156 1,089 4,694,495
Oakland 3,107 1,233 8,487,587
Oceana 1,793 950 5,045,928
Ogemaw 836 520 1,595,923
Ontonason 834 439 1,217,132
Osceola-3 Lake 1,726 971 3,110,796
Ottowa 3,6R5 2,731 10,908,321
Presque Isle 937 6°u 2,272,415
Saginaw 4,ug6 2,950 12,841,000
Sanilsc 4,385 34377 15,192,997
Shiawassee 2,842 1,935 8,267,958
St. Clair 3,631 2,058 8,153, 7hg
St¢. Joseph 2,034 1,326 5,574,008
Tuscola 3,911 2,706 13,362,460
Van Buren 3,697 1,936 9,943,377
Tashtenaw 2,834 1,833 10,114,546
Wayne 2,546 829 5,509,19%
Wexford gl 371 1,172,567

Totals 155,539 91,094 $ 419,623,313
]

"Farms, Farm Characteristics, Farm Products," Prelimlnary 10°0 Census
of Arriculture, Series AC 50-1, (7ashinzton: Bureau of the Census,

Sentember 13, 1951).
T

WFarug, Acerage, Value, Characteristics, Livestocc, Livestockt Froducts,
Crops, Fruits, and Value of Farm Products," 13L5 Census of A.riculture,
Vichiran, Volume I, Part 6, (@ashinston: United Siates Govermient rrinte
ing Office, 1946), pp. 135-153,







TaBLE III, CCOITINUZD

B, Population* and Lend Area Data

]

Name of County or Rural** Urban** Land Area in
ﬁdministrative Unit Population Population Acres¥**
Alcona-Oscoda 2,990 0 794,830
Alger-Schoolcraft 9,739 9,l25 1,351,680
Allegan 35,935 11,558 530,560
Alpena 9,054 13,135 363,520
Antrin 10,721 0 305,280
Arenac 9,6L4 0 235,520
Baraga 8,037 0 578,560
Barry 20,037 6,096 351,360
Bay 32,771 55,690 285,440
Benzie 8,306 0 371,200
Berrien 21,608 %.594 323,840
Calhoun 55,9H4 64,849 453,760
Cass 21,6u3 6,5u2 312,320
Charlevoix 7,752 5,723 264,960
Cheboyean 8,0uUYy 5,687 LEL, 70
Chivvewa 11,294 17,912 1,011,200
Clare 10,253 0 365,02D
Clinton 26,21 4,954 365,L40
Crawford-Kalksska 8,7u8 0 721,280
Delta 12,912 20,001 755,200
Dickinson 6,869 17,975 Lol uzo
Zaton 25,402 14,621 362,8%0
Emnet 10,066 6,468 295,00
Genesee 100,704 170,259 412,160
Gledwin 9,L51 0 321,920
Gogebhic 8,734 18,319 711,680
Grand Traverse 11,624 16,974 295,960
Gratiot 21,741 11,688 362,240
Hillsdale 24,619 7,297 334,640
Houzhton-Keweenaw 30,426 12,264 1,007,360
Huron 30,176 2,973 526,0%0
Ingham 56,973 115,963 357,750
Ionia 24,503 13,655 368,000
Iosco 10,906 0 350,080
Iron 13,64k 4,043 766,080
Isabella 17,571 11,393 366,080
Jackson 56,837 51,033 451,200
Kalamazoo 69,003 57,704 362,808
Kent 105,374 182,918 551,680
Lapeer 29,651 6,143 L21,760
Leelanau 8,6u7 0 223,360
Lenawee 39,443 25,186 425,560






TABLE III, B, CONTIIUZD

L3

NTame of County or Rural** Urban** Lend Area in
éministrative Unit Fepulation Fooulation Acreg***
Livingston 22,372 4,353 365, LOY
Luce-¥ackinac 11,6%6 5, T48 1,233,920
Macomb 100,190 g4,771 307,840
MAnistee 9,822 g, kU2 357,120
Marquette 15,013 32,636 1,173,2L0
Mason-} Lake 13,597 9,506 Laz, 560
Mecosta 12,232 6,736 360,320
Menominee 14,1L8 11,151 (60,420
KMidland 21,377 14,285 332,800
Missaucee-Roscommon 13,374 0 £95,0u0
lionroe 54,199 21,457 353,550
Vontcalm ok, 3u5 £,668 L5, €20
Montmorency-Otsezo 10,560 0 694,400
Muskegon 54,283 67,257 322,560
Newaygo 18,511 3,056 5u3,Lg0
Oskland 186,401 209,500 561,280
Oceana 16,105 0 343,040
Osemaw 9,345 0 367,360
Ontonagon 10,282 0 g5, 440
Osceola-}lake 16,426 0 554,870
Ottawa 45,282 28,459 350,960
Presque Isle 8,123 3,373 h1g,560
Saginaw 60,597 92,918 519,680
Sanilac 30,837 0 615,040
Shiawassee 26,825 19,142 345,600
St.Clair 4p, 233 4g,266 473,600
St.Josevh 20,500 14,571 325,120
Tuscola 32,264 5,994 522,240
VanRuren 33,555 5,629 388,U80
‘fashtenaw 62,705 71,901 Lsg, 240
Wayne 203,456 2,231,779 383,430
Wexford 8,203 10,425 3£0,320
Totals 2,327,456 4,0k, 309 36,454,020
]

014 census rural and urbsn definition.

Ll

"Population of Michigron: April 1, 1350," 1950 Census of Pooulatinn

Advance Renorts, Series PC-8, No. 21 (Weskirztor: Furesu

Octoler 7, 1951).
e

Fermg,Farm Charascteristics, Farm Products," Frel
of Acriculture, Series AC50-1 (ashirgton:

ter 13, 1951).

S——

imirary 1S50_Cersus

——— - -

cf tha Cersus,

Buresu of the Census, Septem-



oroducts selling for one hundred fifty dollers or more. Placee havirg
fewer than three acres, but having a totel sale of agricultural »roducts
cf one hundred fifty dollars or mcre, also were counted es farms, This
ig d@ifferent from tre 1940 defirition which counted e1l vleces over three
acres a farm, regardlees of income, and cownted those havirg less than
three acres as farms vrovided the 1939 income was over two hundred fifty
dollers.

Comizercial ferms were defired by the 1250 census as being all farms

.bringing an ircome cf over two hurdred fifty dollars, provided the oner-
etor worked less than one hundred daye off the frrm and made lees from
non-farm work then was made from the sale of agricultursl oroducts.
Extensicn admiristrators felt, however, that farms having an inceme of
over trwelve hundred dollers woculd better revresent commercial fesrns, and
therefore, this defirition was emplecyed rether than the one given by
the census, Anv farm havirg an income of over twelve hurndred doliers
was considered a comrercial farm, as listed in Table Three.

The farm ircome listed in Trble Three was the aversege of the irccre
for 1944 and 1949, This was the gross value of all ferm products sold.
County area was listed ty acres accerding to the census.

The vopulaticn data were obtaired frem the 1350 census powulation
rqports.lo The 0ld censue definiticns of rurel and urban ponulations
were used instesd of the rew ones. The 0ld definitinon clsssifies all

inhabitents of incorporated cities of 2,500 or more as urtan and the

10
"Ecopulation of Michigan: April 1, 1G50%, 1950 Censue_of Pormulstion

Advence Renorts, Series PC-Z, No. 21 (Sasr‘n-ton' Bureau of the Cens cug,
October 7, 14951,




remalnier of tn2 ponulation as rural, The rural and urdan fisures wer
arrived at by summing the nunber of veraons livirng in incorveratel clt-
‘{es of 2,500 or more for each county, Thls figure subiractad from the
total county povulation ylelded the total rural ropulation,

The snacond column of Tablas Four shows the rankings and the per cen
of averare figures for each Michigan county based on data availadle from
the 1340 consus. Some time after the counties were ranked by the short-
sned method the administrative workers of the Extension Servica tabulgted
the rasults which were listed by rank and per cent of averase fisures for
each county. The fourth colunn contains the rankings and per cent of
average figures as determined by the shorter method of commutation. A
commparison of these two solwmns revealed that in no case was a county's
rank affected by the shortened method and that usually the valuea were
very clearly equal. Differences probably resulted from rounding off cf
nunders, Should the pressnt system be continuad, the short method of
computation would save much tine in computins the final results,

The four groupinegs of counties as determined by the oririnal tab-
ulation based on the 1940 census were noted in the second colunn of
Table Four, The comnittee reportllstated that the division between
Group One and Group Two countles was selected because of the wijde bressh
in the per cent of average figures of the twelfth ranking county,

Ottawa (172), and the thirteenth rankine county, Washtenaw (166). Divi-
eion between Group Two and Group Three counties was selected between the

thirtieth ranking county, Montcalm (130), snd the thirty-first rankire

11

"County Classification," op. cit., p. 5.



TAELE IV

RAYKINGS OF MICHIGAN CCUNTIXS AMD PxR CiXNT CF AVZEAGE FIGURES
AS DETER.INED BY PRESANT SYSTEN®

Rank| 1%LO Census Based on 1950 Census Bused on 13950 Ceusus
Data Dsta. Long Method of Data, Short Method
Tabulation of Tebulation
1 Kent -T Berrien Berrien
228 . 315 315.5
Sacinaw . Kent Kent
222 . 285 2¢5.1
3 Berrien . Sacinaw Saginaw
210 . 276 276.4
Y Lenawee . Senilac Sanilac
196 . 272 271.6
5 Sanilac . Leraves Lenawee
195 . 261 261,2
6 Oakland . Alleran Allegnn
188 Group I 249 2ug,9
1 Huron . Huren Hurcn
188 2Ly aky,1
8 Tuscola Oskland Oszkland
182 23 ou3,5
9 Genesee Tuscola Tuscola
131 2Lo 2Lo.1
10 Allegan Macomb Macomb
178 229 2725.9
11 Mncomb Washtenaw Yasrntenaw
176 215 218.6
12 Ottawa Ottawa Ottawa
172 -1 216 216.2
13 Washtenaw -—i Monroe Monroe
166 214 213.5
14 St. Clair . Wayne Wavne
164 . 207 207.3
15 Monroe . Genesee Genecee
161 . 201 2014
16 Calhoun . Calhoun Calhoun
152 . 196 196.0
17 Wayne . St. Clair St. Clair
150 . 156 195.9
18 Jackson . Van Buren Van Buren
1ug Gre 188 187.5
19 Ingham . Jackson Jaczson
149 . 184 183,6
20 Kalamazoo Gratiot Gratiot
141 . 183 183.4
21 Van Buren Ingham Ingham
140 . 1383 183,1



TABLE IV, CONTINUED

47

Rank| 1940 Census Based on 1950 Census Based on 1950 Cens:
Deta Data. Long Method of Data. Srort Method
Tabulaticn of Tabulation
22 Gratiot Group II Lapesr Laneer
137 Cont'd, 177 176.7
23 Eateon . Kalamazoo Kalamazoo
135 e 176 175.8
ok Bay . Bay Bay
134 . 175 175.0
e5 Lapeer . Hillsdale Fillsdale
134 . 169 168.4
26 Hillsdale . Shiswassee Shiawassee
133 . 165 16,9
27 Shiaswassee . Clinton Clinton
132 . 162 162.5
28 Clirton . Eaton Eaton
131 . 161 161.1
29 Ionia . Kontcelm Montcalm
131 . 154 15k, 2
30 Montcalm Ionia Ionia
130 -1 153 152.9
31 Isabella -1 Branch Branch
107 . 138 13%.5
22 Branch . Isabella Isszbella
105 . 135 135.5
23 Barry . Barry Barry
104 . 116 116.0
3y Muskegon . St. Josevh St. Joseph
99 . 115 115.4
25 Livingston . Kuskegon Muskegon
90 . 112 112.5
36 Newaygo . Livingston Livingston
88 . 109 109.5
37 St. Jesevh . Cass Cass
g3 . 107 107.3
33 Cass . Newaygo Newavgo
g5 . 102 101.9
39 Osceola-}Lake. Menominee Menominee
80 . 99 9847
o) Hough ton=Keweenaw Oceana Oceansa
78 Group III &7 87.4
41 Mason=}Lake . Mason=3Lake Mason~3Lake
78 . g7 87.4
Lo Menominee . Grand Traverse Grand Traverse
75 . gL gk.0
43 Mecosta . Houghton-Keweenaw Houghton=Xeweernew
T4 . gl g, 2




TABLE IV, CCMNTINUED

uﬂ
O

Renk | 19LO Census Bssed on 1950 Census Based on 13950 Censug
Data Data. Long lMethod of Data. Short Method
Tabulation of Tebrlation
Ly Chippewa  Group III Mecosta Mecosta
71 Cont'd. g0 g0k
L5 Ocecns . Kidland Midland
70 . &0 79.5
L6 Midland . Oseola-}lake Osceola=}Lake
68 . 77 17.2
47 Marquette . Deita Delta
65 . 76 76.1
Lg Delta . Chippewa Chippewa
62 . 70 66.9
Lg Grand Traverse Missaukee-Roscomron }issauvkee-Roscemnmon
€1 €5 €4.8
50 Vissaukee-Roscémmon lMarguette Marquette
59 63 62.9
51 Alger-Schoolcraft Aleer-Schoolcraft Alger-schooleraft
54 . 56 56.0
52 Alpena . Alpena Alvena
50 . 53 53.5
53 Alcona-Cscoda . Presque Isle Presaue Isle
Lg . 53 53.5
sy Luce-Kackinac , Al cona=Cscods. Alcona=Cscode
L7 . 52 51.8
55 Manistee . Leelanau Leelanau
Ls . 52 51.6
56 Arexnsc . Antrim Antrim
Ls . 51 51.5
57 Antrim . Arenac Arenac
us . 50 Lg,8
58 Gladwin . Luce-Mackinac Luce-lackinac
Ly . Lg Le.1
59 Wexford . Gladwin Gladwin
Ll . L7 u7.3
60 Presque Isle ., Kanistee Manistee
L2 . L7 L6.3
61 Otsego-liontnorency Cntonsgon Ontonegon
. h6 1.'5.9
62 Gogebic Group I¥ Otsego-liontmorency Otsego-lortmorency
0 . Y 4,3
63 Leelanau . Ogemaw Ocemaw
5] . up 41.8
€4 Ermet . Clare Clare
Lo . L2 b1.7
65 Iron . Charlevoix Charlevcix
39 . L1 L1.5



TABIE IV, CONTIU'UZD

Rank | 1910 Census Based on 1950 Census Bzged on 1950 Cemnsguy
Data Data, Long Hethod of Data, Snhort Metlod
Tebul=tion of Tobulation
66 Cheboygan Grouv IV  Iron Ircn
38 Cont!'d. Lo 39.7
67 Ogemaw . Vexford Wexford
38 . Lo 29.6
€8 Charlevoix . Dickinson Dickinson
33 . 38 33.1
€9 Ontonagon . Gogebic Gogebic
37 . 33 33.0
70 Clare R Emmet Emmet
36 . 38 37.9
71 Kalkasxa-Crawford Chebovgzan Cl.eboyvgzan
35 . 37 37.0
72 Dickinson . Kalkaska=-Crawford Kalkaska-Cravford
35 . 33 32.9
73 Baraga . Iosco Iosco
30 . 32 32.1
T4 Iosco . Benzie Benzie
28 . 31 30.6
75 Benzie . Barage Baraga
o5 . 30 29.7
»

Mickigan Extension Service, "County Classification," (unpublished
mimeographed rewort on file, Office of the Director, Michies=n Extensicn
Service, East Lansing, lichigen).
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county, Isabella (107), because of an obvicus break in the per cent of
averare values, The division between Group Tnree ani Group Foar coun-
ties was selected somewhat arbitrarily beiwesen the forty-ninth rarking
county, Grand Traverse (61), and the fiftieth, Missaukee-Roscommon (53},
as there were no distinct breaks in per cent of averare values, No such
delineation was made for the county rankings which resulted from 1350
census data up until the time this report was written, It may be noted
in this instance that definite breaks in value were not as vronounced

as they were formerly.

Evaluation of the Michigan county claesificatisn syetem, The

gix factors and their relative weights used in classifying thae Vichisan
counties appeared to generally reflect the differences in Extersion
teaching loads. This was believed because the system's validity had
not been seriously questioned in the years of its employment., Erpiri-
cal study sudbstantiated the difference between anv two countlies that
were considerably avar! in final standing when comparison was made,
This difference is not so easily aprarent when comparing counties that
rank close together.

One weakness of the system was found to bte the high imnortance
attached to factors which were not harmonious with the objactives dis=-
cussed 1n Chapter Two, Neither lagisglative scts nor intercretations
of these acts have stated that the wealthiest and most prosperous farm
peonle were entitled to a greater share of Extansion benefits, Yet,
out of a total of eieven points used in weiehting, four points, or 37,7

per cent, are given to the total farm ircome of a county, To sore ertent
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farm incone may indicate the numver of farm perscuns, but justification
on this basis would be unreliable because of the wide diverszence in
incones per farm throu hout the state., A total weirsht of two wnz civen
to commercial farms, also emmhasizing monetary standing, Only faras
having income over twelve hundred dollars in 1349 wers considered com-
mercial farns, Clearly these two factors would be hizhly related., To
find the relationship, rank correlation of these two factors was deter-
mined by rankinz every county from hizh to low values in the numher of
farms and fara income. The differences tetween the ranitings of emch
county wers detcormined and squared., Tre sum of these squared differ-
ences for all counties or administrative units was then found, which

12
was D2. Spearman's rank correlation coefficient was used in deter-

mining the rank correlation. The number (N) was 75 in this case.

re 6£D°
N2(N°-1)

The rank correlation between the total nunber of commercial fsrms
(ferms reporting an income of twleve hundred dollars or more in 1343)
and the farm income (average farm income for the years 1944 and 1943)
was found to be +.9609. The high correlation between these two fac~
tors substantiated the hyvothesis,

The weighting of four for total farm income and two for comaer-
cial farms gave a total of six feor the factors together, which is six-

elevenths or over one-half the entire weishting of the foruulm, based

12
E. F. Lindquist, Statisticzl Analysis in Educational Research,
(Boston: Houshton Mifriin Comoany, 1940) D. EhY.
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vrimarily on the monetary nature of a county's asriculture. The commit-
tee revort reasoned that the farm incoue for a co§nty reflected the
economic imnortance of the Extension arent's job, ’ Tealthy counties
micht concelvably have a hicher tax bease, enabling them to contribute
more to Extension programs than the poorer counties could. Income does
not merit such a heavy consideration in view of thke bases of anvronra-
tion from state and Federal sources. The legislative acts pertaining
to Extension could hardly be contrued to intend such a memning, In
fact, as was pointed out in Chanter Two, sunnort of the Extension Ser-
vice as a help to farmers arose partly from recogenition of educatisnnal
diso-rity existinz between urban and rural peonle., There is evidence
that the medium high inCOﬁe farm eroups take the grester share of an
Extension worker's time.1 Gibson's interpretation of this situation
vas that, Extenslion participation beins involuntary, the more prosner-
ous faruers are more apt to avall themselves of useful information
offered bv the Extension Service than less nrosnerous farmers.l5 Gibson
maizes the conclusion:
It 1s not a simple answer to the nroblem to assert that the common
welfare of all rural society would be better served by denving the
assistance of county agents to the successful farmers who asw% for
and use the extension service, and reauiring those arents to devote
their efforts to arousing the interest of farmers who are not asking
for heln, perhavs do not think ther need it, and may even feel that

they are leading more enjoyable lives, measured bty their own stsn-
dards, without it.1

13
Y "County Classificaztion," owv. cit., v. 2
1
D. L. Gibson, "The Clientele of the Asricultural Extension Service,"
Vol. 26, Yo. U4, (East Lansing, Michigan: Michigan Arricultural Experi~
ment Station Quarterly Bulletin, May, 1344), p. 7. )
15
Ibidc 9 po 9'
16

Ioc, cit,
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The additional Federal funds that wer- made available to the Ex-
tension Service durinz the arricuitural denression of the late 1520's
were doubtlessly intefdded to benefit the hard-pressed rural peonle.l7
Those critics of Extension who claim that its progsrams sre desimed to
help the more vrosnerous farmers could maice a good roint by citinz the
present Michigan rating system in which over half the classification
gscheme is based on tne financisal condition of agriculture within the
counties.

The older and lesser objective of Extension, thst of increasing
agricultural orodiction, anpears to be reflected in this dollar-
conscious rating scheme., One of the reasons given for considerinz farm
income was that specialized and highly developned farm enternrises demand
more technical knowledze on the part of a county worizer. The total farnm
income wns recorded, but this did not indicate the diversity in type of
agriculture, Conceivably the farm income 0f any one county mizht be
larze because of high value products, such as livestock and certain
goecialized fruits, without reflecting the gre:ster Extension teaching
resnonsibilities. The objectives of the Service are not more and better
crops and livestock, but the improvement of the people served. Tuis
consideration would certainly disqualify any rating system which used
farm income as an index to Extension responsibility.

Cne difficulty faced in evaluating this county classific~tinn

systen was the inter-relation of most factors. It was, therefore,

17

Carper-Zetcham Act, 1923, and Bankhead-Jones Act, 1935,



difficult to determine the exact influence each had in the total ratins
scheme, The relationship between farm income and total numder of farms{
w=8 rouwhly measured br using Snearman's rank correlation coefficient.l:
The rank correlation between farm income and total number of farus was
4.9688, Tuis gave a better justification for usinz income because

the total number of farms is some indication of the farm povulation.

It will be recalled that the farm population provided 76 per cent of
the basis for anvnrooriatinz Federal funds. However, the average number
of persons per farm varies from county to county.lgwhich discounted

this interpretation. The total number of farms gave the best indica-
tion of the farm ponulation to be found among the six factors,

The rank correlationeobetween total number of farms and commercial
forms was +.9540. This was true because the number of comiercial furms
is a part of the total number of farms. The rank correlationelbetween
rural pooulation and area was +.0938, which was so small tnat the two
factors could be considered independent. In sumation, there w2s no
evidence that the larger counties had a greater number of rural persons.

No other rank correlations were tabulated between the existing

possible combinations of factors. The factors of rursl oopulation,

farm income, total number of farms, and total number of commercial

18
Lindquist, ovn. cit., v. 247.
19
See Chanter Five for further discussion.
20
Lindquist, op. cit., p. 2U7
21
Loc, cit.



farms were obviously relsted. Area nnl urban povulation were the most
in “enendent factors,

In order %to determine the relationship of any factor with the finsl
rankings, the rank correlation coefficients were determined:

rank correlation between farm income and final ranks <+ .9605
rank correlation between total number of f:rms and final rank= ¥.9%37

P

rank correlation between commercial farms and final ranks 4,92C?
rank coorelation between rural pooulation and final ranks4.9200
ranic correlatisn betweecn wbai yor-lctien and final rank--k.?LP°
rank correlation between sres of county and finsal ranks-f.01fé~
An enalysis of these correlations suvvorted the hypothecis that s
county's final rank in this rating scheme was determired mainly by its
total farm ircone, which was apverently intended. The secend highest
positive correlation with final rank was the totsl numbter of farme,
Inclusicn of this factor could te better justified tecause, as steted
in Chanter Two, 7€ per cent of the total Federzl funds that are svnro-
pristed to Michigan are tased cn farm vovulaticn. Commercizl farums
correlated rather highly with the finsl rankirg, This would be trus
because farm ircome and comuerciel farm nunbers are closely related.
Rural vovulation was correlated mositively and hizhly with the
firal rankirg, which could hardly be criticized in view of Service
objectives, Urban ponulation correlated vositivelv with tre final
regsults, That it was correlated to 21l with the firal rank wre reore
a result of the fect that the larger urbanized counties were also snie
of the larser arricultursl counties. The main flaw in usins this Fac-
tor at all was that any county having over sixty thousand urhan moou-

lation was not eiven any credéit for the additional numbers. Thris

22
Icc. cit,



rating scheme intended to consider lightly the urtan facter, If Ex-
tension had any reesronsibility st all to urtan vecule, and if this were
to be measured, it would not seem consistent to discount numbers over
gsirxty thousand altogether. Tiis may have been planred to avoid givirg a
hich final steznding to the few highly urbanized counties. Zven a little
weight on thie factor would bring the tctel value up very hicgh because
of the exceedirgly larce number of urtan versons residing in e few
counties.

Area was weichted tut one unit out of the eleven, and the size of
a county had little to do with the final rank, as evicenced ty 1ts cor-
relation with the firal stending, This foctor might possitly have been
omitted entirely without affectirng the final renk of any county.

In no way was this analysis thousht to te commlete., The purrvose
w-8 to obtain some generel irformation about the present ratine schenme
and to see the consistency of the factors used with Extension objectives
The weakness of the svstem was that most of the facteors considered were
not mutually exclusive. There was also difficulty in analyzing the
system because of the nature of the units of mezsurement used. Numbere
of versons, nunbers of farms, amount of income, and scres in area were
all thrown together for consideration., This was vossitle because the
ver cent of averare fisures of esch factor were used befere weichting,
but comnerisons of two factors possessinz different scales of messure=
ment was difficult. Even if the system cculd actually measure tezchinc
loads, the arbitrary delineaticnof the four groups is not essy to sub-

stantiste. The svstem, however, apneared to be more concerred with tle



relative ranking of counties than with mezeurement of the ZIxtenslen

teaching load,

Evaluation of Systems Used by Other States

North Carolina. A number of other states have develormed systems

for county classification according to a revort of the Federal Externsicn
23
Service.

North Csrolina wns renorted as using a method of clasecification
tased on the county proverts valuation. The counties that had an
assescsed nroverty of over twenty million dollars were granted fifty
ver cent of the total county worker's salary from state and Federsl
funds., The counties havings between seven and twenty million dollars
nroperty valuation were granted one per cent more for each million under
twenty million from stste and Federal sources. Counties with less than
six million valuation were granted 65 per cent of their ccunty workers!
salaries, with two ver cent additional for esch million under six
million veluation.

The North Carclina syvstem would assume that valuations were equal-
ized throucghout the state. As county valuation includes proverty be-
sides that which is acricultural, it could not be arcued that such a
measure reflected the Extension teaching load very well., Poseibly this

system wes desicmed ln the realization that the higher valuated ccunties

23

H. W. Giltertson, "An Anslysis of the Sources and Uses of Cooverative
Ixtension Funds,® Extension Service Circular No. 475, (Tashingten: United
States Department of Aerriculture, Ausust 1351) po. 39-43.
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had hicher tax inccmes and so cculd pay the greater nart of a worker's
salary. Such a system distributes Federal funds in a menner inconsist-
ent with the intent.

Texrs. Texas had a system whereby counties having a vroverty
valuation of less than seven million dolliars were termed "hardship
counties.® If thece counties contributed more than twenty per cent of
tnelr genersl funés for Extension, they were given additional assistance
from state and Federsl funds in order to assure a minimum salary for
Extersion workers.

I1linoie. In Illinois tke Federal funds from the Banthead=Flannazs=n

—

Act were used for employing youth and U=FE Club arents., These furds were
distributed so that thr2e cents was grented feor each rural person, five
cents for every farm person, and two dollars for eechk completing L-I
Club member. Speclel allotments were macde to counties of small ponu-
lation. This procedure placed large ermhasis unon present work, rather
than on the votential teaching load.

Cther exnmples. Other states were listed in the renort and wer-

usually similar to the three systems cited. In none of thece systems
wes there any evidence that much effort was made to measure the size

of the Extension teaching load.
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The Michigan Extension Service has a clasgsification system at the
present time which is used as a gulde for allocating resources, Tuls
syatem employs the vse of six factors which are combined to deterxine
the rank of all counties. These six factors are: total number of farme,
number of commercial farmms, rural populatioa, urban voonulation, farm
income, and land area. Tnese factors are welphted numerically so that
some factors are more important than others,

This method places a hisgh importance on the monetary valne of agrie
culture in a cmmnty. The Brtension objective i1s education, ZEducaticen
is to help people help themselves, FPeople are the subjects of educaticz,
not the dollars that they possess, Any method for rating counties which
does not consider the number of persons to be served as important is
inconsistent with the objectives of the Service,

Systens used by other states also do not place much importance on
nunber of individuals which are to receive service. For this reassn,
all the systems considered in this chapter were considered to be inad-
snuate for measuring the teaching load in a county so that proner allo-

cation of Extension resources can be made,



CHAPTER IV

SELEZCTION CF FACTORS FCR CC2TTY CLASSIFIC-TION

The two-fold purvwose of this chanter is to review scme of the
factors utilized in present systems and to exmmine scme other factors
which might show relative Extensicon recsnonsitilities to the various
connties. As a basis for evaluatine the nossible indicators, the char-

acteristice of sn improved mezns for classific-tion were established.

Criteria for Selecting Factors

Chzracteristics of an improved svstem. As was shown in the v re-

vious chanter, the liichigsan system was difficult to evaluate beczuse
of the nature of the six included factors. In certzin ways any one of
tl.ese factors dencted differences in Extension recsvworneitility from
county to county. However, four of these factocrs wer=s clnsely irter-
related, meking it difficult to isolate tne effect of any one of the
related factors on the totsl ratinz scheme. Considerinz this diffi-
culty, it was concluded that an imnroved method of classifying ousht to
corsider only those factors which were mutuslly exclusive = that is,
the numerical value of one was not directly denendent on another. The
mutually exclusive catesories werc desired to be reliable, based on
mersurable data from every county and esnecially incficative of Ixtercizn
Service foals and objectives. These four reouisites, (1) rmutusllv ex-
clusive catezories, (?) reliable and messurable data, (2) reflection of
Extension otjectives, and (U4) similar units of mensuremert, were deci~-

n~ted as criteria in juéeing the suitatility of factors.






Annlveia of Factors Tret Mipght Be Used

Tatal namber of farns, If considered alone, this fasctor Les the

asvantace of comnlete ability to catesorize exclusively. The 12950
Census of Arriculture save the totel numbter of farms in each county

1
of the state. This total number was broken down further into grouus of
coicnarcizl Tarms arnd other farms, Commercial farms were those from wiich
the sale of agriculturzl products in 1949 broucht the onerator an in-

come of $2750 or more and on which the operator woriked less than a hun-

dred days off the farm or earned less from outside sources than from the
)

sale of his agricultural onroducts. Connmerclal farms were classified =s

follnwa:
Commerclal Faras

Class I (Value of products sold, $°5,000 or more)

Class II (Value of vroducts sold, $10,000=4$2k,929

Class III (Valae of nroducts sold, $5,000-%3,999)

lass IV (Value of wroducts sold, $?,500-34,339)

Class V (Value of products sold, $1,200=32,L99)

Class VI (Value of nroducts sold, $°50-31,199)

The groun of other farms was divided into three sub-classificationa:
nart=-tine, residential, and abnormal. Part-tine farmers were tnose
wnose velie of products sold wns between $°50 and $1,139, or thoss whap
reported more than a hundred days work off the farm, or who remorted
more income from anosther source than sale of agricuitural vroducts, Ees-
identli~2l farus were thoss selling less than $250 in a~ricultural »raduce.

Abnormal farans were those belonging to public or orivate institutions

or tinss wiich vere community projects.

l .
"Farws, Farm Characteristics, Fara Froducts, Prelizirary 12370 Censeeis
of A~riculture, Series AC50-1 (lashington: Bureau of ¢

er 7, 1351).

ne Censug , Ceto-

3
2
Loc, cit.

N

Loc, cit.
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he different groups of toitzl farms have the characteristic of
nossessing mutually exclusive ca‘ezories a&nd reliadle data, Since
Ixtension is primarily resnonsibls to farm veonle, this factor would
show merit. In lizht of total Service objectives tais counld seem some-
what ineonnlete because sone Federal a pronriations were btased on rural
vonulation. A mesns of classification based on catesnries of farms
does not include persons living in rural areas who sre not farmers,
such as rural residents who work off the ferm and resilents of snall
villazes and towns, The Smith-Lever Act c~n be read to imnly thsat
Extension has some responsibility to city dwellers desiring its serv-
ices. The oroblem then wa: to include some just measurement of these
pooulation sesments, One means would be caterorizing this eroun, fiv-
inz weizht sccording to the relative imporit nce to tiae Exteonsion task.
The difficulty here would be in measuring numbers of persons with num-
bers of furus, which would be inconsistent with the established eriteria
of an identical form of measurement. Tnis handicaop night be overcome
ty convaerting the non-rural segments into numbers of places of resi-
dence, corresnonding with numbers of farms as thev relste to the rara
novulation, It would be assumed by this reasoninz that the number of
persons per farm residence would not te sienificantly altered in chans-
inz locations., This assumption would be invalid because the averase
nuwiber of persons per farm varies considerably from county to county.
This conversion would not be justifiable, when it is remembered tint
Federsl anvroporiations are made on the bases of rural farm ponul=ztion

and total rural population,

L

Smith-Lever Act of 1314, Cavver-Ketcham Aet of 1328,



N
\x

Farm Incane., Tne gzricultural census t-ken every five years gives
data on the total value of faram produce in each county for the year
Imsiediately precedins the census, Generally it is true that hish asri-
cultural income within a county imvlies a corresvondingly larze number
of farm versons in that same county., Tais fisure does sunyly some in-
foruntion on the relative irmnortance of faruing to counties, but it is
vossible to visualize a county with commaratively few farm persons in
pronortion to the farm income should each family have a total fara in-
comne substeontially above the state averaze. Within the course of a

few vears there is much fluctuation of faram nrices, particularly in
rezard to certain oroducts. It is conceivable that a county havinz one
hiehly sneclalized crop mich:t be the victim of exceedingly low vrices
while another county which also snecialized micht be teemendously fa-
vored with hizh orices at the time rating occurred. Other nossible
weaknesses were menfioned in Chapter Three. For these several reasnns,
farm income wovld not ansnenr to be a desiradble factor for inclusion in

a ratineg schene,

Area of counties. This factor alone is not one which reflects the

Ixtension teaching load of a countv. If all farms were of uniform size,
its use mirht be better justified throughout the counties. But in
Michigen some of the larzest counties have the smallest farm pooulatirns.
It was recopnized that a larger county orovided extra work for an Ix-
tension worker because of the additional traveling time for eeachings ris
clientele and the increased difficulty to participants in contactir~

him at the county Extension office. The gize of a countv in acres or
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snuare nlles does not reveal adecuately tre nature of its rrobvlems.

A large countr co0u1ld have only a concentrated settlement of neonle in
one area, or a small countv bv having a few or voor roads misht oresent
difciculty in accessibility of Extension resources to particivants,

Also relevant ts the site of the county seat. Large counties generally
create more difficulties in work for the Zxtension arent, but thisg fact
in itself could not indicate the number of nersons served. Tris factor
miznt be included amongz others, dbut its use would necessitate emnlov-
ment of two different kinds of measurement within one svstem.,

Social grouns of neonle. County Extension work is sometimes made

difficult by immigrant groups or grouns of forelgn extraction. Differ-
snces of lanzuage and cultural background reouire more understzniin~

and effort on the agent's vart in meeting and serving thece wmeonle.

The presence of such groups 1s easily recosnized, but it would be another
matter to as:isen a value tn them sn that one county could te commared
with another in tais resnect.

Svecinl consiferations, There are other factors that are not

without influence on the Extension teaching load of a countv. One rea=-
son is the many tvpes of farminz to be found tarourhout the state,

Some counties have grester land use probleus, soume havs more diversi-
fied farming reauiring a variety of knowledze br en agent, =ni other
cornslderations vary = for exammnle, the amount of soil erosion. Unider
such conditions the agent must be a competent advisor in myriad fields,
and he must also spend more time in coordinatinz the Extension orosrsm.
Extra time is required by any number of grouns, such as the special

counodity groups.
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These factors are but a few which siznify differences in the
Extension job among the counties, While the conditions may have some
importance attached, no satisfactorv means for measurement is known,

Fonulation classzss. A study of the basic lesislative acts re-

vealed in Chapter Two that Extension has more resnonsibility to sone
groups of the pooulation than to others, These laws aoveared to be
nrimarily directed toward assistsnce for faru peoole, as evidenced bx
the basis of annronriating funds on farm pooulation. To bther peonle,
but to a lesser degree, Extension has resvonsibility. These others
often desirins service are rural non-farm peovle and urban veonle.

The expressed objective of Extension is education in aericulture
and home economics. The county Extension worker is, therefore, a teschaor.
This vosition as teacher differs from the traiitional one. The Ix-
tension worker's students are voluntary varticipents. Usually an Ex-
tension worker serves a larger group than does the formal classroom
instructor, as the organization has aimed to be available to all those
desirinz its helo. The percentare of the ponulation who avail themselves
of its services may vary from county to county, denending amons other
things unon the past influence wielded by Extension and the ability of
the workers to srouse interest. In Chanter Threce it was seen that sone
states avoropriate Federal snd state funds to the counties partly on
the basis of current particivation in Extension programs. Illinois
used a formula whereby twodollars was aprnropriated for each 4~H Club
menber completing a project. Otier instances of giving extra weitt

to the size of the current clientele of a particular county can be
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found, The vnrocedure may be of value in stimulatinz county workers to
meet more peovle, but this factor would remain unjustified in the
ancortioning of Federal funds. The monevy is not made available on the
basis of the nunber of particisants, but on the basis of the total nun-
ber of persons.

Allotment of Federal funds to the states is made mostly on the
bases of farm and rural ponulations, For this reason, a method of dis-
tribution incomuensurate with the orisinal intent could hardly be just-
ified.

The advantage of using pomulation grouns in a classificstion svs-
tem is that data are easlily accessible and are reliable, comingz as they
do from census renorts. These may be divided irto mutually exclusive
catezories, Use of this factor alone nrovides an identical unit of
measurement - that is, ponuiation nunhers. The objectives of Extension
can surely be reflected bv use of different classes of vopulation,

The vonulation can be broken into such classes as urban, rural nen-farm,
and rural faria people., By nunerically weizhtingz these roouletion
groups in a proportion that is indicative of Extension's resvonsibili-
ties to them, the Extension tenching load of a county could be deter-
mined. A decided acvantage in using population nunhers for ratinz
counties 1s that this basis is the same as that used for Federal a~ rs-

priations.
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STRIARY

l'any are the factors which might create differznces in thre Zrten=-
sion teaching losd amongz the counties, Althoush of imuortance some of
the factors were difficult to measure in a manner which would permit
compsrison with annther county, Also some fectors alone cculd not sicow
the total Extension reswvonsibility. The best of these misht be com-
btined so that the total res.onsihility could te measured, but the dif=-
ficulty in this »nrocedure would be that these factors would renuire
dissimil 'r means of measurement,

A svstem of classification based on povulation classes seems to
offer a factor that cnuld best be used to measure relative LExtension
teachinz loads. It is a simple vrocess, not involving the combination
of unrelated factors or sub-factors having different means of messure-
ment., The ultimate ohjective of Extension is the imvrovement of the
veonle. The res-onsibility of Extension does not become srecter as
farm income increases, or area increases, or vroduction increases, btut
1t does become greater as the nuwber of nersons the orzarization is

dedicated to serve increases.
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CEAFTEIR V

ICTIGAY PCEFULATION CLASSES

The number of nersons in different vponul-tion classes was deemed
tcbe the best means for measurinz the Extension teaching load. County
classification systems now in use in some gstates for nurnoses of allo-
cation of resources did not sufficiently corsider this factor, and
therefore are inadequete vhen evalusted in terms of the Service otject-
ives. Extensicn 1s charced by law with educetion to necvle., It 1s at
the present time primarily resvponsible for provision of educationsl
programs with rursl and especislly rursl-fsrm peovnle. To a lesser ex-
tent it has some resconsibility for serving the remaining movulation.

The conclusion was reached in the nrevious Chapter that numbers
of peovle according to classes of nonulation gave the best basis for
distributing Extension resources to the counties., The classes of nom-
ulation then could be weighted numericelly in a provortion that re-
flected the impcrtance of any class to the total Extension resronsi-
tility.

Before this was fe=sible, a delineation of the classes ané deter-
minetion of the numbers of persons in esch class was essential., This
is done in this Chapter on the bases of the 1950 Census of Ponulation

and Agriculture.
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Porulation of Michigfan

Source of d=nta., Information from 1950 census revorts, as made

avallable every ten yeanrs by the Buresu of the Cersus of the United
States Derartment of Comerce, was used in this report, At the tilme

of this study complete data were not forthcoming. Two publications,
1

one containing advance renorts and annther cortainins more detail on
2

Michigan ichabitants, were used. An agricultural census is tzken every

3

five years, and its preliminary reports were avallable.

Yethnd of nrocednure, Places of residence nrovided the basis for

divisions were pstterned after a plan employed by Beegle in a bulletin
on Michigan ponulation. In his first table he lists the ponulation
numbers and percentaces of pooulation by vlaces of residence arnd dby
counties, using 1940 census data. County populntions were divided into
two main categories, rursl and urban. Rural populastion was further
divided into rural farm and rural non-farm groups. The rural non-farm
portion was additionally cetegorized into rural wvillage and rural non-

villege groups.

1

WForulation of Michigen: April 1, 1950," 1950 Census of Ponul~tinn
Advence Rerorts, Series FC-E, No. 21 (Tastincton: Buresu of the Census,
Octoter 7, 13951).
2

"Xumter of Inhabitants, Mickigan," 1050 United States Census of Pan-
ulstion, Series P-A”?2, Preprint of Volume 1, Chenter 22 (#ashington:
Burezu of the Cersus, United States Government, 1951).

"Ferms, Farm Charecteristics, Form Frocducts,® Preliminary 1950 Cerncus
of Asriculture, Series AC50-1 (Washington: Bureau of the Cersus, Sev-
teuber 17, 1951),

4 J. Allen Beecsle, "Michigen Poonulation, Compositiorn and Change," Svecial
Bulletin 342 (East Lensirg, Michizan: Kichizan State College Asrricultursl
Experiment Station, Fovember 13L7), pp. 76-78.




Use of places of resicence seemed to be the best means for estab-
lishing ponulation classes. Rural farm ponulation numbers were vrener-
ly used in this mersuring scheme, as rural farm nonulation ~rovides the
basis for apnropriating most Federal funds to the Extension Service.
The rural non-farm populace may be included because they tco would be
included in those Federal ap-rovriations made for all rurszl veonle,

As corplete information was not available from 1950 census rele=zces
on these norulation classes at the time of this study, the numbers rere
computed by a method described in this chanter. Rural and urbsn nonu-
lations for each county were corntained in the census, and these figures
were utilized in the commutation., Other categories influercing the Ex-
tension load of a county were es*tablished and their respective ponula-
tion nunmbers were alcso determined.

Rurel eré Urben Ponulations of liichizan, Information on riral and

urban numbers for the state of liichigan hes been given by the Bureazu of
the Census ever since 1810.5 In 1950 the definition of urban ro-ulation
vas altered from the meaning given in 1940, but the 1950 reports listed
urban population according to ezch definition so that connrrisons could
easily be made.

The older definition ccnsidered all versons living in incor-orated
places of twenty-five hundred or more inhatitsnts to be within the ur-
tan population. It also included persons living in obvicusly urben

areas which were unincorporated. Any cf the no-ulation falling outsice

these limits was considered rural.

1950 Census of Fonulotisn Advance Revorts, o»n. cit., »n. 2,
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Tae 1350 definition of urban nowulation wes ermloyed by this revort.
Ry definition it included all persons living in:

. « o (a) places of 2,500 inh=bitants or more incornornted
as cities, borouchs, towns, and villases; (b) the dersely settled
urban fringe, including both incormorated and unincorvorsted areas,
arouné cities of 50,000 or more; and (c) unincorporated plages of
2500 inhabitants or more outside of any urban fringe. . . »

Te rest of the total popul-tion was specified as rural,

Table Five listed the census data on 1950 rural and urban vopula-
tions for each Michigan courty. The chance of definition affected orly
16 of the 8% counties: Berrien, Calhoun, Clinton, Eaton, Genesee, In-
gham, Jackcson, Kalarazoo, Kent, liacomb, ltuskegon, Oaklard, Cttewa, Sasi-
naw, T,shtenew, and Woyne. A compsrison of Table Three and Tadble Five
would illustrate the effect of the definition chance. The o0ld defini-
tion was used in Chapter Two because the present Michigan sgstem wes
developed before the chanse of definition, Future Federal avnropriations
are to be based on official Bureau of Census figsures, listings vopulation
sccording to the new definition, vhich la nnore ranlistic, Accorldiag to
the earlier definition many persons whose residences indicated an urban
war of 1ife were classified as rural, perhaps because they lived just
bevond the citv limits., Finally, the new definition permitted the iso-
lation into a separate grouring of suburban persons, who usually make
greater demands on Extension workers tian do actusl city residents be-
cause they usually have mors acreage, often suvnorting horticultural ~nd

livestock interests.

b
Loc. cit,



RURAI AYD URBAN POPULATION OF LICHIZAYN COTUTIES,

TABIE V

1950 CI'SUS (NE¥ URBAYN DEFINITION)*

County Rural Urban Total ]
Alcona 5,356 0 5, 256
Alzer 5,663 4,339 10,007
Allegan 35,935 11,553 L7,Lg3
Alvena 9,054 13,135 22,139
Antrim 10,721 0 10,721
Apenac 9, kL 0 g,hLl
Baraga 8,037 0 8,037
Barry 20,087 6,096 of,123
Bay 32,771 25, 520 82,161
Benzie g,306 0 8,306
Berrien 57,520 58,132 115,702
Branch 21,608 g,594 30,202
Calhoun 32,632 2,131 120,313
Crss 21,6L3 €,542 22,185
Charlevoix T+752 5,723 13,475
Cheboyzan g,0ul 5,627 13,731
Chivvewa 11,294 17,912 22,206
Clare 10,253 0 10,753
Clinton oYy, 522 6,673 31,195
Crawford 4,151 0 4,151
Delta 12,912 20,001 32,913
Diclcinson 6,863 17,975 oL, gy
Eaton oh,911 15,112 Lo,ne
Enmet 10,066 6,463 16,53
Genesee £9,106 201,257 270,963
Gladwina 9,451 0 SRS
Gogebic 2,734 12,319 27,053
Grand Tpnverse 11,624 16,974 28,558
Gratiot 21,74 11,683 33,429
Hillsdale 2L, 619 7,297 31,915
Houzhton 27,508 12,263 39,771
Huron 30,175 2,973 33,149
Insham 37,585 135,356 172,941
Ionia 24,503 13,655 39,158
Tosco 10,206 0 10,204
Iron 13, 6Lk 4,0u3 17,692
Isabella 17,571 11,353 28,9RY
Jackson 46,600 61,325 107,925
Kalamazoo 13,375 83,332 126,707
Kalkaska 4,597 0 4,537
Kent 61,475 226,817 273,292



TABLE V, CONTINUZD

—

-

-1

A

County Rural Urban Totol .]
Keeweenaw 2,913 0 2,913
Lavre 5:257 0 5257
Lapeer 29,651 6,143 35,794
Leelanau g,6u7 0 8,FL7
Lanawee 39,u4l3 25,136 EL, 609
Livinzston 22,372 L,35 26,725
Luce 5345 2,802 8,147
¥ackinac 6,341 2,946 9,287
Maconb 56,229 128,722 13L,961
“anistee 9,852 g, 6uo 18,50u
Marouette 15,013 32,636 u7,454
Mason 10,963% 9,506 20,u47L
Mecosta 17,232 6,736 18,953
kienominee 1,148 11,151 25,709
Midland 21,377 14,285 25,662
Missauree 7,458 0 7,458
Monroe 53,504 02,1562 75,656
M,ntcalm 2L, 345 6,668 31,013
Yontmorency 4,125 0 4,125
lluskeson 36,300 85,245 121,545
Newaygo 18,511 3,055 21,557
Oakland 109,073 286,923 336,901
Oceana 16,105 0 15,105
Ogenaw 9,345 0 9,345
Ontonaszon 10,282 0] 10,732
Osceola 13,797 0 13,797
Oscoda 3,134 0 3,134
Otseso 6,435 0 6,135
Ottawa 42,535 31,215 73,751
Presque Isle 8,123 3,873 11,995
Roscommon 5,915 0 5,916
Saginaw 47,576 105,933 153,515
Sanilac 30,837 0 30,837
Schoolcraft 4,062 5,085 9,143
Shiawagsee 26,825 19,142 45,967
St. Clair L2,333 49,246 91,529
St. Joseph 20,500 14,571 35,071
Tuscola 32,264 5,934 35,258
Van Buren 33,535 5,62 39,184
Yashtenaw 47,908 £6, 693 134, A6
Wayne 76,332 2,358,903 2,435,735
Fexford g,203 10L25 1%,608
Totals 1,869,682 4,503,084 6,371,766
Percentase of Total
Michisen Poruletion 29,33 70.67 190.0

‘"Number of Inhabitants, Michizan," 1950 United Sintes Census of Prrn

lr=

tion, Series P-2?, Preorint of Volume 1, Ciapter 22, (7~sninzton: Unitod
States Printing Office, 13951),



Tit

Te chanse in nwiber of urban and rurel vonulrtions resulting from
the chance in definition w=s noteworthr. Table Five showed that the
urban vonulation of Xichigan in 1950 was 4,503,034, or 70.67 per cent of
the total ponulation. The urban posulation showred a ste dy incrense in

provortion to the total pooulation, as illustrated below:

Year Per Cent Urban
1950 (new definition) 70.7

1940 (014 definition) 6k.3

1930 €8.2

1320 f1.1

1300 47.2

1330 2.8

1350 7.3 1

Urban Population Categories

Ponulation of cities. The number of urban vergons living in Mich-

igan 18 not 2t all used as a basis for avprovriating Federal funds to
Extension., There fore, considerinz this fact alone, no consideration
of this group b7 Extension would be justified. However, the urban
ponulstion does bear some siznificeance to the Extension teaching load.
First, it was stated by the Smith=Lever Act th=t Extension was resson-
sible for certaln educotional services to the peonle. Second, these
urban people do contribute a larze share toward the‘taxation which males
Extension possible. The lezislative acts vertailning to Extension also
appeared to have been directed toward rurel peonls, farm people in par-
ticular, At the expense of the entire public was the general welfere

7

1950 Census of Ponulntion Advance Renorts, ov, cit., v. 2.




of the peonle, all of whom were affected economically ty rural condi-
tions,

The importance of urban peonle to Extension having Teen cited, it
was necessary to further divide this groun into city and suhurban cate-
gories, It wns assumed that these two classes were of unagual imnortance
to Extension, maller citles also micht devend to a gresater extent on
the rural areas than larser citles, and their citizens vprobadly have
more ascricultural interests because of larger home lots and closer asso-
ciation with rural areas. It is easy to reach greater numbers in the
larger citlies because of the mass communicntion facilities available,
such as newgvnaper, radio, and television.

For these reesons the urban ponulation was sub-divided on the
tasies of ei,e. Table Six illustrated these sub-divisions. The county
and name of each city in the county were listed. Part A of Table Six
listed those counties with cities contnining from 2,500 to 4,099 ia-
habitants. Part B simlilarly listed cities having 5,000 to 9,999 in-
habitants; Part C, 10,000 to 24,999; Part D, 25,700 to 49,999; Part E,
50,000 to 99,999; Part F, 100,000 to 242,999:; and Part G, cities of
1,000,000 or more. The totals for each category were given. All cities,
incornoreted or not, were nlaced in their rescectife catesories, even
if they were in an urban fringe ares for a larger city.

Census re»norts available at the time of this study listed the
po—~ilation of all incorporated and unincoroorated areas of a thousand
inhabit;nts or more alphabetically by city (or other urban area) and

county.

1
Irid., vo. 3-7.




S-bhurban panul-tion. Trhe suburben nomulation wns the remainder of

the total ur an ponulation after the foreroing portions had besn re-
moved, Those left wvere the inharitsnts of the frinze areas of cities
having fifty thoussnd or more pomulation, which may be seen in Fart H
of Teble Six. The minor civil divisions with sudburban inhabitants were
included, with the informntion coming from photostatic covies of work
sheets from the Rureau of the Census.8 The sheets listed 211 the addi-

tional nlaces thst were classified as urdban tr expansion of the urban

definition, The total suburban porulation, shoemn on Table Six, is

345,127,

8

These photostatic cnples were obtained from J., F. Thadden of the
Department of Sociology and Aathrovolosy, Michiesan State Collece, Enst
Lansing, Michigan., He received these conles from Foward G. Brunsmean,
Chief, Population and Housing Division, Bureau of the Census, Denarte-
ment of Commerce, Washingtoa 25, D.C., in a letter dated December 7,1371.



TABLE VI

CATZ3CRIES OF IICHIGAN URBAN

POPULATION BY CCUNTIES (1350)*

7

F. Cities of 2,500-4,923 People

County
Alger

Allegan

Eay
Berrien

Calhoun

Charlevoix

Clirton
Delta
Dickirson

Eatcn

Genesee

Gogebic

Gratiot

Houghton

Huron

Inzham

Citvy
Hunising
Allegan
(tsego
Plainwell
Eesexville

Fair FPlain

Englewood Fark-
Bromwnlee Park

Boone City
Charlevoix

St. Johns
Gladstone
Yorvey

Eaton Ravids
Grend Ledge

Fenton
Mt, Morris

Besgsenier
Yakefleld

St. Louis

Foughton
Lauriun

Bad Axe

lason

Penulntinn

4,339
L, 801
3,390
2,767

3,167
L,12k

4,171

3,028
2,695

County Tatal

b,339

~~ oo
~“iy Lo

3,167
4,124

4,171

5,723

L,cel

L, a31

n)
(Ve

3,

2,

[
J

(]
N

1

7,116




TABLE VI, CCMTIYUED
tEL>(Continued)
County City Foruletion
Ionia Beldins L, 436
Portland 2,307
Iron Iron River L, okLg
Jackeon Michigan Center 3,012
Vandercook 3,190
Woodlawn Crchards=
Knollwood Fark 4,035
Lenawee Hudscn 2,773
Tecurseh L, 000
Livirestcen Eovell 4,353
Luce Newberry 2,202
Mackinac St. Ignace 2,9L6
llacomd Romeo 2,5%5
Monroe }¥ilen (vart) 695
Newavgo Frement 3,056
Cakland Holly 2,663
Huntington Woods 4,9kg
Northville (vart) 259
Plessant Ricdge 3,594
Rochester 4,279
Walled Lzke 2,728
Ottava Virginia Perk 2,747
Zeelend 3,07%
Presque Isle Rogers City 3,873
St. Cleir Algonac 2,639
Marine City L, 270
{arysville 2,53U
St. Clair 4,098

-

— e m e - ee — - o> o e—————

Connty Tot-l

7,243

10,237

[
R
L ]
‘N
o
n



T4BLE VI, CONTIINUXD

Elk(Continued)

Ccuntz City

Shiawasces Dur=nd

Tuecola Caro
Vagsser

Yesh:tenaw Crhelzea
Esatlawn

Weyne

Total

Milan (part)

Northkville (vart)

B. Cities of F,000-2,209 Peonle

Barry

Berrien

Branch
Calhoun
Cass
Chetoygan

Dickinsen

Eaten
Enmet
Grstiot
Hillsdale
Eoughton

Ionia

Hastings

Benton Helights
Buchanan

Coldwater
Marshall
Dowagciac
Cheboygan

Iron Mountsin
Kingsford

Charlotte
Fetosky
Alme
Hillsdale
Honcock

Icnia

Parulstion

3,194

3,46
2,530

2,570

4,107
2,073

2,981

6,096

6,1€0
5,224

8,594
5 TT77
6,52
5,687

9,679
5,038

6,606
6,468
8,31
7,297
5,273
6,412

?2,0%1

192,%6%

€,096

11,384

8,59k
5,777
6,542
5,687
14,717

6,606
€,lee
8,3kl
7,297
5,223
é.hlg



TABLE VI, CONTIRUED

B. (Continued)

Ccuntx

Kent
Lepeer
Macomb
Manietee

Kerquette

NMason
Mecosta
Yontcaln
Ottawa

Qakland

Schoolecrart

St. Joeenh

Van Buren

Wayne

Total

City

East Gw~end Ranids

Lapeer
Center Iine
Manistee

Ishpeming
Nezaunee

Ludirgton
Big Ravids
Greenville
Grand Heven

Clewson
Qzk Park

lanistique

Sturgis
Three Rivers

South Haven

Garcden City
Grosse Pointe

Grosse Pointe Farus

Melvindale
Plymouth
Trenton
Warne

Ponulsticen

6,403
6,1L3
7,659
g,6L2

8,962
€,472

9,506
6,736
€,668
9,536

5,196
54267

5,086

7,786
€,785

5,629

9,012
6,283
9,410
9,4e3
6,637
6,222
9,409

5,086

14,571

5,629
56,456

2F%,076



TaE2lE VI,

CONTINVUED

C. Cities of 10,000=PL 009 Feonle

County
Alvera

Berrien

Calhoun

Chipvewa
Telta

Gogetic

Grand Teyaverse
Ingham
Isatella
Lenawee

lacomdb

Marquette
Meriominee
Mic¢land
Monroe
Muskegon

Czkland

Ottawa

City

Alpera

Bentcn Hartor
Yiles

St. Joseph

Altion

Soringfield Place=

Lakeview

Sault Ste, Marie

Escaneba
Ironwood
Treverse City
East Lansing
l'te Pleasant
Adrian

East Detroit

Mt. Clemens
Roseville

St. Clair Shores

Marquette
Menominee
M¥idland

Mor.roe

Pormlation
13,135
18,769
13,145
10,223
10, 406
13,161
17,912
15,170
11,466
16,974
20, 325
11,293

18,393

21,461
17,027
15,816
19,823
17,202
11,151
14,2825

21,467

Muskeeon Helhts Cityvlsg, 28

Berkley
Birmincham
Hazel Park

Hollangd

17,931
15,467
17,770

15,858

Comnty Tatsl

13,135

k2,137



TABLE VI, CCITINUED

C. (Continued)

Comnty city

Shiamassee Owosso

‘Yashtensw ¥illow Run
Ypsilanti

Wayne Aller Park
Ecorse
Grogse Pointe Pesrk
Gresse Pointe Woods
Incster
Livonia
River Rouge

Wexford Cadillac

Total

D. Cities of 25,000-19,999 People

Calkoun Brttle Creek
Mugkegon Muskeson
Oskland Fernéale
Royal Qsak
St. Clair Port Huron
Washtenaw Ann Arbor
Wayne Hamtramck

Highland Park

Lincoln Fark

Wyandotte
Totsl

E. Cities of 50,000-09,959 Peonle

Bay Bay City

Inchan Lansing

Pa~ulatisn
eI IR 30703

15,948

11,265
12,302

12,329
17,9L8
13,075
10,381
16,728
17,534
20,549

10, k25

Le, €66
Lg, kog

29,675
L€, 808

35,725
43,051
13,355
k6,393

29,310
36,846

County Tot=zl

15,9L8

29,667

18,5k




TABIE VI, CONTINTUED

Eh(Continue;) “]

County City Po~uilation County Totel
Jackson Jackson 51,088 51,088
Eslamazoo Kalamnazoo 57,704 57,7C4
Cakland Fontiac 73,681 73,661
Saginaw Sasinew 92,518 92,0618
Tavne Cearborn ok, 95k ol gal
Totel 515,037

F. Cities of 100,000-243,999 Peorle

Genesee Flint 163,143 1€3,1L3
Kernt Grand Rapids 176,515 IZG.FIK
Total - 339,658

G. Cities of 1,700,000  Peovle

WByne Detroit 10 Sh9)568 Mﬁi

Total 1,8L9,568
He. Suburtan Prmmlation

Berrien South Rend Urban
Fringe 527
Niles Township 527
Clinton Lansing Urban Fringe 1,719
DeWitt Township 1,719
Eaton Lansing Urben Fringe Loy
Delta Township Lg1
Genesee Flint Urban Fringe 31,599
Burton Township 10,516
Flint Townchip €, 705
Genesee Township 6,372
Gran® Blank City 3998
Grend Blanc Township B29

Mount Morris Township 6.&78



TARLE VI, COMNTIXTUED

I
=

. (Continued)

Ve -
Courtr

Kalamazoo

Kert

Ingham

Macomd

Oskland

Civil Division Poralation
Kalaniazoo Urban Frinee
Comstock Township 2,374
Cooper Township g56
Kalasmazoo Townehip 19,952
Parchment City 1,179
Portarze Township 1,267
Grand Rapids Urban Fringe
Alpine Township 6u7
Bvron Townshio 655
Gaines Township 828
Grand Ranids Township 6,205
Grandville City 2,022
Pnris Township 5,711
Plainfield Townshin 1,Lek
Walker Township 4,5¢9
Wvoming Townshin 21,748
Laneing Urban Fringe
Delhi Township 2,331
Lansing Township 13,958
lieridian Twonship 3,099
Detroit Urban Fringe
Clinton Township 3,907
Erin Townshio 1,716
H=rrison Township 1,729
Lake Township 18
Warren Township 36,591
Detroit Urban Fringe
Bloomfield Township 269
Farmington City 2,325

Farmington Towrnshin 3,379
Royal Oek Township 18,496
Southfield Township 10,571
Tray Township 2,579

o5, 628

43,829

56,511







o

TARLE VI, CONTINUZED

H, (Continued)

Count Civil Divisien Pprilntion Courtyr Teotsl
Ppntiac Urban Fringe
Avon Township 1,275
Bloomfield Township 1€3
Pontiac Township 3,528
Svlvan Lake City 1,165
aterford Township 9,555

Weet Rloomfield
Townehio 3,2L6

Musegon lfuskegon Urban Fringe 17,958
Fruitport Townshin Lo
Huskezon Township 7,988
North Muskezon City 2,Lol
Norton Township 5,5%2

Roogevelt Park City 1,254

Saginew Saczinaw Urban Fringe 13,021
Brideevnort Township 422
Buena Vieta Township U4,L429
Carrollton Township 3,181

Sacinaw Township 2,349
Snaulding Township 5¢1
Thomes Township 1,018

Zilwavkee Township 1,021

Wayne Detroit Urben Fringe 90,L56
Browntown Township 1,430
Dearborn Township 18,795
Ecorse Township 8,545
Gratiot Township 9,1u4g
Grosse Ile Township 3,956
Grosse Painte Shores
Villace 1,014

Riverview Villase 1,k72
Nenkin Township 17,360
Redlord Township 17,128
Romulus Township 3,677
Taylor Township 7,970
Total 3)‘“,:’ 1?).’.

== = ===
"Populationof Michigan: Anril 1, 1950 195D Census of Fonulation

Adverce Rerorts, Series PC-8, No. 21C (Washinegton: Bureau of the Censue,
October 7, 1951.)




Rursl Ferm Fonulaetion

lethod 0f estimation ¢f 1G50 rirsl farm nomalation, The remsinins

non-urban ponulation whs rural. Yo fisures were avsilzble for accurate
subdivision of this classification.

The 1950 acricultursl census listed the total number of farms fecr
esch Xichizen county.9 Becauce the rural farm povulation included only
thcse persons living on farms the number of farms in a county gave soue
irdication of the county farm ponulation. The previous cersus was ex-
emi:.ed in order to arrive at a fizure bv which the total numter of farms
could be multiplied to estimzte the ferm vopulation for 1950,

In 1940 reports the total ferm vovulation for the state was 26C,002
and the totsl number of farms was 137,599, Dividing 260,202 by 187,573
gave a result of 4,59, which was the average number of persons per farm.
In 1930 the total numder of farm perscns wes 775,135, and the total num-
ter of farms was 169,372. 3By the same process of division a result of h.SS
was obtained. These two figures wer: virtually the same, so almost no
chanse in tlis nvarage numder of persons per farm occurred between 1930
and 1940, Assuming then that no great chanze in this value occurred
from 1940 to 1950, an estinate of the totrl state farm population was
made by multinlying 4.59 times the number of farms revorted in 1280,
which was 155,523. The result of this multinslication was 714,415, which

was us2d to represent an estimate of the 1550 rural farm ponulation,

9

Freliminary 1950 Cengus of A-riculture, oo, clt.



a2
-

Tae uge of this statz averaze factor would not be justified for the
individual courties because of the considerable fluctuation above and
below tais value. Table Seven listed the number of farm persons end
the number of farms for 1330 and 1340 for each county in Kichigan. The
average number of farm versons for 1230 ranged from a hizh of 6.U0 for
Luce County to a low of 2,20 for Kewecenaw, The value in 1340 varied
from a hizh of 5.6l for Clare County to a low of 2.14 for Keweenaw, Com-
narisons between the values of each of thesce years for indiviiual coun-
ties did not vary much. Mos%t countles changed less than 0,50 from 1320
to 1940, Therefore, use of the value of the averase number of persons
per farm in 1940 for the individual counties to estimate farm pomil-tion
did not seem unwise.

Part A of Teble Eicht listed the average number of persons per fern
for each county in coluan b, In column ¢ the total number of farus re-
norted per county was given. An estimate of a gountv's total farm noo-
ulation for 1550 was made by multiolying the 1940 averace nuuber of ver-
sons per farm times the 1350 mumber of faruas, As soon as the farm pon-
ulation data for 1950 becomes available thev should Te used in this
countv classification system because they would be assuredly accurate
and much more easily obtainable,

Rural farm caterories. The 1350 Census of Asriculture listed

different economic classes of farms, The two main divisions of total
farms were commercial ferms and other faras. Comiercial farms were
further sudivided into classes of farus based on farm incone renarted

in 1949, Other farmus were subdivided into part=tinze farams, residertisl
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ferms, and abnornal fsrms, ZExtension has varvins resnoneibility to
trese groups wnich were for this reeson used to ectimate the mumver
of persons in esch category fer each county.

One such subdivision wes comriercial farms having an income of
twelve hundred dollers or more. So far as the Extension educzticnzl
program wes concerned, this wes the most important groun. The number
of such farms in a county for 1950 was determined by adding the numter
of farms for each income class above the twelve hundred dollar limit,
This number was multinlied by the same factor used to estimate the
totzl farm persons in this class. The number of farms per county in
this cetecory was snown in Table Eizht, Part A, column e. The esti-
mated popul=tion of this class wes shown in colunn f of the same table.
Corrercial farms were the sum of Clags One throuch Class Five farms,

Class Six farms were the only ones remaining urder commercizl
farms., They renorted an income between $250 and $1199 in 1949, Thece
farm incomes indicated a comparable low level of living, implying that
a different educationsl avrroach would te needed for these farmers,
The number of farms in this categsory and the estimates of their noru-
lation were listed in columns g and h of Table Eicht, Part A.

Other farms constituted the other major classification of farms
a8 given by the 1950 census, Part-time farms were here included,
being those farms revorting a 1949 income between $250 and $1,359, or
tliose on which the operator reported more than a hundred days of work

off the farm, or on which he renorted ircome from non-farm sources






(e
pt
»

grester than tle inceme from sgricultural products sold in 1343, Mre
number of farms reported for each Michisen courty in 1950 anveared in
column 1 of Table Eirht, Fart B, with ceclurn j giving an estimate of
the ponulation living on such farms,.

Annther classification of other farms wes residential farxs, or
trose reporting in 1949 a sale of agricultural products of less than
$°50. The number of farms in this catecory and the estimates of von-
vlation livines on such farms were listed in columns k ard 1, resnect-
ively, of Table Eicht, Part B,

The remaininz grouwp of other farms was abnormal farms, which were
vublic ené private institutional farms and community orojects. There
were 142 of these. The number of such farms and their estimates of
ponulation were located in columns m ard n, respectively, of Table
Eisht, Part B.

The totals for each class of farme and the estimates of the total
ponulation for emch class were placed at the end of Toble Ei-t:it, The
estimate of novulation in each case was determined by the averagse nur-
ter of persons per farm in 1940, This procedure rected on the assumn=
tion that there wes no variation in the average number of verscns ver
farm. This urdcubtedly was not entirely true, dut no other mesns of
determination was aveilable. As soon as 1950 farm populstion data are
avallable for each county thev should be used,

It was not the aim of this chanter to develon the actusl vresent

situztions in each county, dut the purvose wes to develop a means
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wheretv the situstions could be measured. Thererore, the estimntes
were used for purvnoses of corparison, although use of the cersus data
would simplify the deterninstion of nopulation clasces. The totanl farm
porulation for 1950 cculd then be divided by the 1950 total number of
farms for ench county. This velue could be multinlied by the numter

of farms in each catezory to determine the farm novulation for eazch
class, This procedure will still be based on the assumption that the
average number of persons ver farm reuained constant among the differ-

ent classes of farm pooulation.
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Rural I'on=Farm Prouzlatiion

Rursl villo-e vrarulation, It wes noecible to arrive st a defi=-

rite value fcr the numter of versors in this clnass for eacrh county
tecaure the nonulation of ench villege was listed in the 1250 census
renorts. Rural villa-e inhzbitants wer: defirzed ss all merscns livins
in incorpersted villages, towns, or cities of less then twenty-five
hundred in-atitants, or all persons livings in unincorvorated vlaces of
over ore thousand and less than twenty-five hundred inhnbitants,

The rural villaze catesory was further dividéd inte rurban and
nor-rurbsn classes. The word rurban was used tecause it simrly ex-
pressed the situation. Rurban village vopulation included only those
village perscns who were located in areas contiguous to an urtan cen=-
ter of twenty-five hundred and less than fifty thousand vonulation,
For Extension purpnoses this grour of peovrle is essentially the seme
as suburban, bteing in reality within an urban fringe. The differcnce
was found in that rurben groups live outside cities of less trhan fifir
thousand porulation while suturbanites are located outside cities of
fifty thousand or more.

The remslning rural village population was classified as ncone-
rurban, incluéing all persors living in villages of less than twenty-
five hundred, as listed by 1950 census resorts, The counties having
such pooulation wer.: listed in Table Nine, Part A, alonz with the vile-
lages of the particular county, their ponulations, ard the total non=-
rurban village ponulation,

Part B of Table Nine listed similarly the rurban populatisn,






Tazll IX

1C0

FULATICN BY COTNTIES®

1970 MICHIZAY RURAL NCI=FARM VILLAGE FC

e

A. Yon Rurban Villare Ponulation

—— e - - ———

County Villaze Porulation Countv Total
Alcona Harrisville ugs 7oy
Lincoln Lng
Alrer 0] 0]
Alle;wa Douzlas L7 L, 325
Fenville 639
Hookins 53
Lartin Loy
Sawratuck 770
Wayland 1,531
Alnena 0 0
Antrim Rellaire €93 3,6u3
Central Lake 692
Ells Ravilds €29
Ellsworth 363
l{ancelona 1,000
Arenac Au Gres Lup 2,722
Omer 321
Standisna 1,135
Sterling Ly
Turner 193
Twining 135
Baraza Barnga 9o 3,313
L'Anse 2,376
Barry Freeport L=o 3,293
Middleville 1,047
Y¥ashville 1,374
Woodland 410
Bay Auburn 849 2,092
Pinconning 1,223
Benzie Benznnia Lo7 4 001
3eulnh usg
Zlberta 597
Frankfort 1,853
Honor 269
lLarce Ann 93
Thomnsonville 313






TABLE IX,CONTIIUZD

101

* (Continued)

County Villagze Poouletion County Total
Berrien Baroda 2yl 11,992
Berrien Sorings 1,71
Brid-eran 977
Coloma 1,041
Eau Claire 429
Galien £10
Grand Beach 105
Michiana 102
Yew Buffalo 1,565
Paw Paw Lake 1,675
S+evensville Lz0
Three QOa''s 1,572
Watervliet 1,327
Branch Bronson 2,106 5,545
Quincy 1,527
Sherwood 262
Union City (vart) 1,550
Calhoun Athens 758 3,055
Burlington 329
Homer 1,301
Teionsha eu7
Union City (part) 14
Cass Cassonolis 1,527 3,517
Edwardsburg 615
¥orcellus 1,014
Vandalia 350
Charlevoix Boyne Falls 235 2,015
East Jorden 1,779
Cheboyzan Mackinac City (nart) 605 903
Wolverine 318
Chiopewa De Tour 611 €11
Clare Clare 2,4l 4,013
Farwsell €9y
Harrison g3y
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a¥Ly IK, CCUTINUED

A, (Continued)

- e -t . —————— - -y

County Village Population Countv Total
Clinton Deifitt gcl 5,083
Eagzle 1ks
Zlsie 1Lsg
Fowler Gl1
Eubbardston (nart) 675
Mavnle Rapids Als
Ovid 1,410
Westohalla 453
Crawford Grayling 2,066 2,005
Delta Garden 399 239
Dickinson 0 0
Saton Bellevue 1,143 4,971
Dimondale 774
Mulliken L
Olivet &37
Potterville €l
Sunfield 400
Vermontville 707
Emnet Alansgon 219 2,752
Harbor Svrings 1,676
lackinac Citv (vart) 75
Pellstnn ﬁﬁ?

Genesee Clio 1,963 7,435
Davison ﬁ54
Flushing 2,276
Gaines 352
Linden 933
lontrose Q37
Otisville RGP
Otter Lake (nart) 23
Gladwin Beaverton T34 0,672
Gladwin 1,873
Gogzebic 0 0
Grand Traverse Fife Laxe 347 771
Kinzsley Loy
Gratiat Ashley Llg L1394
Brecirenridze 935
Ithaca 2,377
Perrinton 383

RE!
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A. (Continued)

- -——

: S——
County Villar~e Population County Total
Eillsdale Camden 320 g, 30U
Jonesville 1,574
Litchfield 812
Hontzomery 297
Yorth Adams Lag
Reading 1,125
Waldron u27
Houzhton Copver City 3356 5,5F0
Buhbell 1,69
Lake Linden 1,462
South Range 712
Trinountain-Painesiale 1,350
Huron Caseville 4go 9,329
Elizton €3
Harbor Beach 2,349
Kuide 571
Owendale 307
Pigeon 1,015
Port Austin 724
Sebewaing 1,911
Ubly 743
Inzham Dansville Yz 5,75
Leslie 1,543
Stockbridgze 1,298
‘Tebberville 600
Villiamston 2,051
I, nia Clarksville 239 4,702
Hubbardston (part) 3201
Lnize Odessa 1,595
Lyons 683
Muir L6k
Pewamo L3>
Saranac 825
Iosco Ea-t Tawas 2,0u0 3,933
Tawas City 1,4
TMittenore ur2
Iron Alpha 378 2,Roy
Crystal Falls 2,316
Isabella Shepherd £29 200






TABLE IX, COVTINUED

A, (Continued)

County Village Ponulation County Total
Jeckson Brooklyn gco L,125
Concrod 130
Grass Lake g873
Eanover 377
Parna ()
Sporingport £ag
Kalamazoo Augusta 838 9,943
Austin Lake 2,032
Climax 52k
Galesburg 1,200
Portage 1,677
Richland 329
Schoolecraft 1,078
Vicksburg 2,171
Kalkaska Kalizaska 1,250 1,250
Eent Caledonia 61 613 9,505
Canovia (part) 153
Cedar Springs 1,273
Kent City 505
Lowell 506
Rocikcford 2,191
Sand Laxe 394
Sparta 2,327
Keweenaw Armeek 350 1,491
Mohawk=Fulton 1,131
Lake Baldwin &3 1,149
Luther 31
Lapeer Almont 1,035 5,291
Clifford 330
Colunbiaville 789
Dryden L76
Inlay City 1,654
Metamora 330
North Branch g3p
Otter Lake 435
Leelanau Empire 251 1,217
Northmnaort 592
Suttons Bay Ligy







TABLY IX, CCYTITTUZD

A. (Coninued)

County Village Pooulation Countyr Total
Lenawee Ardison Lzg 9,643
Blissfield 2,365
Britton El?

Clayton 67
Clinton 1,344
Deerfield 725
Yorenci 1,983
Onsted L35
l.anitou Beach=Devils Lake 1,273
Livinzston Brishton 1,361 4,002
Fowlerville 1,466
Pinckney 695
Luce 0
Mackinac sackinac Island 512 572
Yacomb Armada 961 7,555
Memhis (nart) Leg5
New 3Baltimore (part) 1,32
New Haven 1,082
Richmond 2,025
Utica 1,196
Manistee Bear Lake 354 1,L00
Copenish °55
Kaleva EHG
Onekama 25
Mason Custer 260 1,257
Fountain 247
Freesoil 203
Scottville 1,142
Marquette Republie 1,092 ,Q92
Mecosta Barryton L5 1,352
Necosta 05
Morley 13
Stanwood 129
Monominee Dar~~ett 3L 1,fLo
Fowers 510
Steohienson 7391
¥idland Coleman 1,024 1,024
Vissaukee Lake City 799 1,225
¥cBain 5

506






TAaBLE IX, CCMTINULD

A. (Continued)

]

County Villace Pooulation Countv Total
Monroe Carleton 1,039 5,633
Admore 971
Howard City 791
Laeview 975
McBride 223
Pierson 169

heridan 535
Stanton 1,123
Xontmorency Eillman Lo Lo
Muskegon Cesnovia (part) 159 6,228
Fruitport 628
Montague 1,530
Ravenna 551
Thitenall 1,819
Wolf Lake 1,591
Newayzo Grant 6us 3,332
Hesperia 330
Newayzo 1,325
Waite Cloud 977
Cekland Clarkstown 722 17,372
Commerce 1,075
Lalze Crion 2,335
Lake Orion Heights 1,075
Leonard 391
Milford 1,924
Orchard lLaxke €35
Ortoaville 702
Oxford 2,305
South Lyon 1,312
White Lake-Seven Harbors 1,385
Oceazna Hart 2,172 5,637
Hesperia (part) L30
New Era o4y
Pentwater 1,097
Shelby 1,500
Walcerville 213
Ogzemaw Prescott PE1 2,875
Rose City uys
West Branch 2,098
Ontonagon Ontonagzon 2,397 2,307



TAZLE IX, COITIIUZE

L. (Continued)

County Village Fopulation County Tctal
Osceola Ebart 1,578 1,578 =,=09
HEershey 239
LeRoy oL3
Marion 873
Reed City 2,241
Tuston 2°9

Oscoda 0
Otsego Gavlord 2,271 2,651
Vanderbilt 410
Cttawa Coopersville 1,371 2,L72
Hudsonville 1,101
Fresque Isle Millersburg 2¢1 1,976
Onaway 1,401
Fosen oTW
Roscommon Roscommon 877 877
Saginaw Chesaning 2,264 6,083
Frankenmuth 1,208
Merrill 809
Oaxley 323
St. Charles 1,459
Sanilac Aoplegate oLl 8,410
Brown City g7%
Carsonville Lg7
Croswell 775
Deckerville 713
Forestville 124
Lexinzton 594
Marlette 1,Lz9
felvin 204
¥inden City 359
Peciz ﬁ?l
Port Sanilac ou7
Sandusky 1,219
Schoolcreft 0] 0
Shiswassee Bancroft 615 L, 837
Byron 439
Laingsburg 9&2
¥orricy 01
New Lothromn 459
Perry 1,203
Vernon 673






()

TABLE IX, CONTINUED

A. (Continued)

County Village Poouletion County Total
St. Clair Capack 1,104 3,577
Enzett 230
Memphis (part) 315
New Baltimore 237
Yale 1,641
St. Joseph Burr Oak g1l 6,154
Ceatreville &79
Colon 1,000
Constantine 1,514
l’endon 8yl
White Pigeon 1,113
Tuscola A¥ron 423 6,623
Cass City 1,762
Fairzrove 70
Gazetown 1
Kingston 371
layville £33
Millington 1,043
Reese €32
Unicnville F31
Van Buren Bangor 1,694 10,789
Bloomindale 455
Breedsville 239
Decatur 1,664
Gobles 622
Hartford 1,838
Lawrence €79
Lawton 1,206
Paw Paw 2,382
Washtenaw Dexter 1,207 4,008
lanchester 1,388
Saline 1,523
Wayne Belleville 1,722 4,697
Flat Rock 1,931
Rocwood 1,0LY
Wexford Buckley 194 1,790
Harrietta 152
Manton 1,035
Mesick 359

Total 307,278






TA3BLE IX, CCYTIUUZD

o Rurban, Village Fopulation

County Village Population Countr Total
Ray Winona Beach 1,295 1,245
Berrien Shoreham 391 331
Calhoun Level Park-Oak Park 1,37k 3,300

Sunrise Heighits 1,034
Verona Park 1,32
Dickinson East Kingsford-Skidnore 1,279 1,273
Gogedbic Ramsey=-Arvil 1,u466 1,456
Houghton Calunet 1,256 1,255
Iron Vineral Hills 313 4, Lg5
Stambauch 1,969
Caspnian 1,603
Gaastra 575
Jackson Breoxline 1,504 6,667
Riverside-Iiilledale Gardens 1,C1l2
So-ithland-Woodland 2,28
Woodville 1,526
Manictee Eest Lake 376
Midland Rullock 1,834 1,354
Monroe 3o '*h Lonrce 2,275 6,802
Colunbus Grove 1,013
Detroit Beech=Foudland 1,956
Patterson Garderns 1,548
Caklend Bloomfield Hills 1,beg 1,591
Lzke Angelus 123
Ctiawa Beechweod Oaklswn 1,567 4,2Lhs5
Ferrysburg 1,ﬁ5h
Svring Lake 1,224
Shiawnssee Corunne. 2,358 2,358
St. Cleir South Park 2,251 3,794
Sporlingville 1,343
Fashtenaw East Ann Arbor 1,326 2,902
Fackerd Honeslte 1,096 _
Total Lg Y1)

—————— PR .
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"Fopulaticn of lLiichigan: Anril 1, 1950, 1950 Census of Fopulztion
Alvance Renorts, Series PC~Z, No. 21 (Vashiugton' Bureau of the Cen-

sus, October 7, 1951), PD. 3=7e




Rﬁrzl non=f~ra non-villeze no~alation., The nurler in thls rosu-
lation class was deteruined by elimiaation. The estimate of the total
rural fara population and the total rural villsce pooulation were sub=-
tracted from thie county's total rural moorulation to obtaln sn estiuate

£ the rural non-far: non-village ponulation, Included were those ner=
sons residing in unincorporated hamlets of less than one thousand rer-
gons and those persons residinz in the oven country wio éid not re-

nort any sale of agricultural products in 1543, Tabla Ten illustrated

the metiiod of deternining the mumber of persons in this catesory.
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Estimate cf
Rurel Yen-
Farm Y¥on=Vile
lage Forula-
ticen

TABLE
ESTIVATE CF 1950 YICFIGA™ RURAL YOU-FaRM
YON=~VILLAGE FOPTZATICN BY CORTIES
County b c e}

a Total Rural |[Egtimated Rurel Yon-
Populetion |Totel Rural | Ferm Villece
from Table V|Farm Feru~ | Fovulation

lation (Urban and
Non-vrtan)
Froem Tatle IX
Alcona 5,856 3,721 gel
Alger 5,668 2,020 0
Allegen 35,93 21,805 4,345
Alperna g,0%5 5,095 0
Antrim 10,7721 , 883 3,6L3
Arenac 9,644 5,339 2,752
Barzga g,037 2,401 3,212
Barry 20,027 , 751 3,283
Bay 32,771 14,550 » 387
Benzie 8,306 2,455 ,001
Berrien 57,520 23,106 12,320
Branch 21,608 10,L32 5,545
Calhoun 28,632 13,64 6,359
Cess 21,6u43 9,73 3,517
Charlevoix 7,752 4,246 2,015
Chetoygen g,0u4k 4,130 923
Chipvewa 11,294 4,201 611
Clare 10,253 4,260 4,018
Clinton oL, 552 12,746 5,083
Crawford 4,151 350 2,066
Delts. 12,912 5,259 399
Dickinscn €, 869 2,121 1,279
Eateon 2)4: 911 13,795 )4,971
Emmet 10,066 4,361 2,752
Genesee 65,106 17,255 7,Las
Gladwin RIS 5,857 2,672
Gogebic 8,73k 2,348 1,465
Grand Traverse 11,624 5,1¢5 771
Gratiot 21, 71 13,319 4, 1ch
Eillsdale oL, 619 14,037 5,304
Eoushton 27,508 5,711 6,315
Huron 30,176 12,358 9,309
Inglian 37,535 12,402 » 725
Ionia 24,503 11,531 W72
Iosco 10,906 3,133 3,933
Iron 13,6LL 2,89 7,179
Isebella 17,571 12,1l €2c9
Jaczson Lg, F00 12,814 10,992

(e= b-c=2d)
1,741
3,64¢
9,745
3,959
2,195
1,543
2,218
7,055

14, 2k
1,250

22,074
5,631

13,130
8,332
1,Lko1
2,5¢
5,480
1,875
£,£33
1,725

I
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o _Ti3IE X, COITIIUXD e
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Kalanazoo 13,375 12,062 9,329 - 21,3hy
Kalkaska » 597 2,093 1,250 1,254
Kent 61,475 13,015 9,505 32,955
Keweenaw 2,918 115 1,591 1,311
Lake 5,257 1,775 1,149 2,323
Lepeer 23,651 13,974 5,991 ,586
Leelanau S,GﬁT )4,355 1,217 2-91‘5
Ler.awee 39,L43 17,465 9,cu8 12,33C
Livingston 22,372 9,105 4,002 9,”Ln
Luce 5,345 g2 0 L,kz3
Mackinac 6,341 1,863 572 3,306
Macomb 56,279 14,036 7,555 34,632
Manistee 9,842 4, ooy 1,776 3,350
lisrquette 15,018 2,k4gg 1,092 11,437
Mason 10,968 6,357 1,857 2,75y
Mecosta 12,232 7,Lu40 1,252 3,440
Merominee 14,148 9,212 1,R4? 3,2GkL
Midland 21,377 8,164 2,918 190,265
Missaukee , 158 5,076 1,225 1,157
Morrce 53,504 16,0L6 12,495 oL, gr3
Montcalm oL, 2L5 13,008 5,955 5,352
Montrorency L, 125 1,713 Lo 1,870
Muskegon 36,300 €,602 6,258 23%,Lk19
Yewayveo 15,511 G, 7¢7 3,338 5,LC5
Oricland 109,073 1k, 253 15,563 74,657
Oceana 16,105 g,115 5,679 2,011
Ceemaw 9, 345 4,0%2 2,825 2,Lzg
Cntonagon 10,2¢2 3,634 2,Eg7 4,141
Osceola 13,797 6,368 5,L09 2,0e0
Cscoda 3,124 1,312 0 1,%72
Otsero 6,u35 2,264 2,681 1,450
Ottara L2,535 16,310 7,317 12,908
FPresque Isle 8,123 4,928 1,976 1,219
Roscommon 5,916 563 877 L, 478
Saginnw L.7,576 21,835 6,083 19,95¢%
Senilac 30,237 18,900 g,410 3,52
Schoolcraft 4,062 1,339 0 2,672
Sriawassee 26,825 13,271 7,195 6,359
St. Clair 12,3133 16,013 7,311 19,009
St. Joseph 20,500 €,835 6,164 5,501
Tuscola 30,064 18,812 6,629 6,523
Ven Buren 2,555 15,564 10,799 7,202
FWasntenaw 7,908 12,391 7,150 27,857
Wayme 76,332 11,532 4,657 £0,103
Wexford g,203 2,074 1,799 2,70
Total 1,868,652 714,528 353,239 80G, 255



]
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SuwamAary
Tze ponualation classes based on nlace of residence were estadliched
becaune each renresented a senarate grouy of veonle reauairing disvronor=-
tionate shiares of Extension resources within a county. ZEach category
was mutually exclusive tecause the value of each class was not denendent
directly on any other class, The total of all these classes within a
county would be the total ponulation of that county. Tatles Eleven and

Twelve give comnlete sumnarizatisn of ponulatinn numbers of the veriosus

classes for the entire state of Michigzan based on 1950 census deia,



TAZLE X1
STMIARY OF 1350 EICHIGAN URRBAN POPULATICH®

Catecory Nunber of | Penulation | Per Cent of Per Ceat of
Cities Michizan Total Michi
Urban Poopu=| s2n Ponula-
lation tion
Cities 2500=L939 55 192,868 Y, 28 3.02
Citilos 5000=0909 38 268,076 5,95 4,21
Cities 10,000-24,939 37 579,12 12.85 9.09
Cities 25,000-49,399 10 413,548 9,18 £.u9
Cities 50,000-100,000 7 515,037 11,44 2.08
Cities 100,000-049,933 2 329,658 7.54 5.33
Cities 250,070-L59,999 O
Cities 500,000-932,839 O
Cities over 1,000,000 1 1,849,568 41.08 29.03
Suburban 16 2Ls 197 7.57 5, L
Totals 4,503,084 100.00 70.67
3 - B

"Number of Inhabitaente, Michigan," 19°0 Urited Siates Census_of
Porulation, Series P-A 22, Preorint of Volume 1, Chavter 22 (.ashirs-
tion: United States Government Printing Office, 1951), p. 10.
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CEAPTER VI

PROPCSED METHCODS FOR ALIOCATING EXTENSICN RESCURCES

It was concluded in Chapter Four that the most important messure
of the Extension county load is a consideration of the population num=
bers in the classes having varying importance to Extension. A means
for determining the relative sizes of the Extension teacking loads was
deemed essential to the proper allocation of funds to the counties.

Two main reasons for using povulstion class numbers were that operating
funds originate on that basis and that the scope of Extension work is
primarily determined by the number of persons to be served, Two methods
are preposed in this chapter for allocating the limited Extension re-
gources.,

One method is based on the Federal legislation aporopriating funds
for Extension. This system can readily be justified from a lezal voint
of view. It also involves simple mathematicel procedures. No consid-
eration 1s given to urban population since this class is not presently
included in the bases for appropriation.

The other proposed method 1s based on Extension acts as well as the
broader concepts of Extension expressed in recent policy statements.l
Some consideration is given to urban residerts. All major classes are
sub-divided.

Either of the two methods would prove useful to Extersion adminis-
trators faced with the ever-rresent problem of spreading limited rescurces

amoung the counties.

1

*Joint Committee Report on Extension Programs, Policies, and Gozlg"
(Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 194g).
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Method Based on Federal Appropriations

Basis of Federa)l aprropriation to Michizen, The amount of Federal

funds apcropriated to the Michigan Extension Service in the fiscel year
of 1950-1951 wes listed on Table Two of Chapter Two. It was seen that
76 per cent of the total amount was based on the totsl rural farm poru-
lation of the state. Seventeen per cent of the total funds in that year
wss based on special needs of the state as determined by the Secretary
of Agriculture.

Procedure, Develorment of this means of allocetion rested on the
agsumption that state Extension furnds coming from the Federal government
were intended to be used in the manner irndicated by the bdesis of their
appropriation. No specification was made as to exact use of funds by
the state, so the method of Federal appropriation seemed a likely guide.
No consideration was made of the county portion of the total budget be-
cause this pert was not under direct control of state Extension admin-
istration.

The purvose of this system was to determine the amount of Federal
and state funds to be allotted to each courty based on the Federal allo-
cetion system. The 1351-1952 budget of the Michigan Extension Service
was used in this procedure. The funds of this budget were:

Federsl Funds (all sources) $ 893,335.00

State Funde (all sources) 1,041,137.00
2
Total $1,934,472.00

2

The 1951-~1952 Michigan Cooperative Extensicn Budget (on file, Office
of the Extension Director, Michigan State College, East Laneing, Michisnsn).
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The object wes to find the total amount to which each rural person
snd eack rural farm person was ertitled according to the Federal system
of allocation. It was recalled that seven per cent of the Federal funds
was based on special needs, having nothing to do with population numbers.
To include this part to equal one hundred per cent, three per cert was
added to the 17 per cent based on rural population, while the remaining
four per cent was added to the 76 per cent based on farm population.
Therefore, the approximation wae made thet twenty per cent of the total
state and Federal funds was appropriated on the basis of total rural
population, and that eighty per cent of the totsl was appropriated on
the basis of rural farm population.

To the nearest dollar, the proportions of the state and Federal

funds for these two categories for the year of 1951-1952 would be:

Besis of Appropriation Per Cert Amount
Total rural population 20 $ 386,894
Total rural farm population _80 1,547,578

Total State and Federal Funds 100 $1,934,472

According to Table Five of Chapter Five, the total Michigan rural
population was 1,868,682, and this group received $386,894% in aporopria-
tions. Dividinz the number of rural persons into the amount of funds
available for them the result was:

$386,894 ¢ 1,863,682 = $0.20704
This was aporoximately 21 cents apporopriated in the year 1951-1952 from
Federal and state sources for each rural person in Michizan. From Tablas

Eight of Chapter Five the estimate of the 1950 rural farm povulation was
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found to be 714,523, Dividing similarly to the previous method the
result was:

$1,547,579 ¢ 714,528 = $2.16537
Aporoximately $2.17 then was appropriated for each rural farm person of
Michizan.

In Tzbla Thirteen these values were multipnlied by the corresnond-
ing number of persons in each class for evary county. Column a contalned
a list of all Michigsn counties. Column b contained the 13950 rural popo-
wlation for each county. Column ¢ wes the result of each county's rural
population multiolied by $0.20704., Column 4 was similarly multiplied by
$2.16587 which gave the result in column e, For example, Alcona County
had 5,856 rural population and 3,721 rural farm population,

$ 0.02704 X 5,856 = $1,°12
2.16587 X 3,721 = §,0F9
Total $9,271
The $9,271 figure represented the theoretical amount of the state and
Federal funds for the year 1951-1952 that should have been available to
Alcona County.

The totals for all the administrative units of the Michisgan Service
were listed in the third column of Table Fourteen. These values wsra
used to rank the 75 units from hishest to lowest.

The amounts for each administrative unit represent purely theoret-
1¢al values. Actually no county received as much as was shown in Table
Fourteen because the procedure did not take into account the summorting

Extension activities carried on for the counties, Such activities



TABLE XIII

29

AMOUNT OF 13%50-1952 FEDERAL AND STATE FUNDS AVAILABLE TO

MICIHIGAN COUNTIES DETERIMINED BY BASIS OF

FEDZRAL ALIOCATION OF FUNDS TO MICHIGAN®

a ) [ 4 e
County 1950 Rural Funds Based | Estimate of Funds based
Population on 1950 Ru- | 1950 Rural on 1950 Rural
ral Popula=- | Farm Popu Farn Popula-
tion lation tion
($0.20704 ($2.16587 per
per person) ~person)
Alcona 50856 ‘ 10212 30721 ‘ 80059
Alger 5'668 1' 171" 2.020 h.}?s
Allegan 350922 7,440 21,805 h7.227
Alpena 1,875 ,095 11,035
Antria 10,721 2,220 »883 10,576
Arenac 9.6hh 1,997 5,339 11,520
Baraza 8,037 1,664 2,401 5,200
Barry 20,087 4,159 9,751 21,119
Bay 32,771 6,735 14,580 31,578
Benzie 8,306 1,720 2,455 5,317
Berrien 57,520 11.903 23,106 5o,oh3
Branch 21.608 Y,u7 0,432 22,59
Calhoun 38,632 7,998 13. a 29,543
Cass 21, 3 4,431 g W13 21,083
Charlevoix 7,752 1,605 9,196
Cheboysan 8,0 1,665 h 130 8,945
Chiopewa 11,29“ 2,338 ll» 801 10.328
Clare 10,253 2,123 4,360 9,443
Clinton 2h.522 5,077 12.7h6 27,506
Crawford 4,151 859 350 758
Delta 12,912 2,673 5,289 11, h5g
Dickinson 6,869 1,422 2,121 4,59
Eaton 24,911 5,158 13,795 29,878
Brmet 10,066 2,084 »361 9,445
Genesee 69,106 14,308 17,3385 37,554
Gladwin 9,451 1,957 5,897 12,772
Gogebic 8,734 1,808 323 5,085
Grand Traverse 11,624 2,%07 5.195 11,252
Gratiot 21,74 4,501 »319 28,8u7
Hillsdale 24,619 5,097 1 ,037 30,402
Houghton 27,508 5,695 5,711 12,369
Huron 30,176 6.2 18.333 39,761
Ingham 37,585 7,782 12,402 26,861
Ipnia 24,503 5,073 11,531 k4,975
Iosco 10,906 2,258 3,133 6,736
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TABLE XIII, CONTINUED
a ) c d e

Iron 13061"1" ‘ 20825 208 ‘ 6o266
Isabella 17,571 3,638 12,14 26,302
Jackson 46,600 9,6u8 12,814 27,753
Kalamazoo h&.}'{‘j 8,930 12,062 26 1’5
Kalkasica 597 952 2,093 i
Kent 61,475 12,727 19,015 hl 18
Keweenaw 2,913 60l 116 251
Lake 5.257 1,083 1,775 3,84k
Lapeer 29,651 6,139 a ,974 30,266
Leelanau 8,6u7 1,790 36 9,497
Lenawee 39,L443 8,156 17, 37,827
Livingston 22,372 4,632 9.103 19,727
Luce 5,345 1,107 862 1,867
Mackinac 6,341 1,313 1,863 4,035
Maconb 56,229 11,6u2 14,036 30,420
Manistee 9,882 2,046 4,204 9,149
Marquette 15,018 3,109 2,489 5,391
Mason 10,968 2,271 6.333 13,790
Mecosta 12,232 2,533 7, 16,114
Menominee 14,148 2,929 9,212 19,952
Midland 21,377 4,406 8,154 17,682
Missaukee 7,458 1,544 5,076 10,994
Monroe 53,504 11,077 16,06 34,754
Montcalm ok, 345 5,040 13,008 28,174
Montzorency 4,125 854 1,713 ,710
Muskegon 36,300 7.516 6,602 14,29
Newaygo 18,511 3,833 9,767 21,15
Osakland 109,073 22,582 14,853 32,170
Oceana 16,105 3,334 8,415 18,226
Ogemaw 9,345 1,935 4,032 8,733
Ontonagon 10,282 2,12 3,634 7,871
Osceola 13,797 2,8 6,368 13,792
Oscoda 3,134 6 1,312 2,842
Otsego 6,435 1,332 2.26h 4,904
Ottawa 42,535 8,806 16,310 35,325
Presque Isle 8,123 1,682 4,928 10,673
Roscomnon 5,915 1,225 563 1,219
8aginaw 74576 9,850 21,535 46, 6u2
Sanilac 30,837 6,334 18,900 40,935
Schoolcraft 4,062 4T | 1,389 3,008
Shiawassee 26,825 5,554 13,271 28,743
St. Clair »333 8,76 16,013 34,682
St. Joseph 20,500 y,2 8,835 19, 135
Tuscola 32,264 6,580 18,812

334555 6,947 15,554 33 710

Van Buren
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TABLE XIII, CONTINUZD

a d c d e
Washtenaw 47,908 $ 9,91 12,891 $ 27,920
Vayne 76,332 15,80 11,532 24,977
Wexford 8,203 1,698 3,934 8,521

Totals 1,868,682 $ 386,894 714,528 $1,547,571
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included state and district administration and maintenance of subject
matter specialists at the college or within the districts, This amount
might have besn subtracted before, but the step would have been diffi-
cult, The main reason for omitting the step was that the purvose of

this method was to detsrmine the relative amounts of Extansion resources
due to the administrative units within the state, standing on the assums-
tion that these suvplementary Extension activities were made avallable

to each county in a manner proportionate with the monies distributed.,

Extension units. Ia evaluating the present Michizan system of

county clasaification in Chanter Three, it waa stated that the four ar-
bitrary classifications of counties were not advisahle because more
differences in Extension responsibhility were seen witain any one group
than between the last county of one group and the first county of the
succeeding group. To overcome the wealmess of this system two proce-
dures were developed whereby counties were not grouped arbitrarily, but
were grouped according to a graduated scale of the determined theoreti-
cal values,

One procedure desiznated the lowest ranking county as one Extansion
teaching unit. From Tadble Fourteen it was observed that Dickinson Coun-
ty provided this base., Dickinson County had $6,016 as its theoretical
share of state and Federal funds, This value was divided into the value
for every other adninistrative unit to determine how much more than one
unit each had, The values for each administrative unit were shown in

the fourth column of Tabld Fourteen, On this basis Extension units



ranged from one unit for Dickinson at the lowest to 10,3 units for Ber-
Tlsn County at the hizhest., The total number of Extension units was
321,

Another means for using the Extaension unit was division of the total
nunber of professional county workers into the total state and Federal
funde, At the time of this study the total numder of county workers eu=-

vloyed by the Michigan Extension Servics was:

T™vpe of Position Nunber of Workars
County Agricultural Agents 75
Associate County Asgricultural Agents 2
Assistant County Agricultural Agents 10
District Horticultural Agents y
County Home Demonstration Agents 56
County 4= Clud Agents EY

Total 2017

The actual number of county workers being in a state of flux, two
hundred agents were considered instead of 201 for facility of calculation.
The total amount of Federal and state funds for 1351-1952 was $1,934,472,
which gave a result of $9,672 when divided by two hundred. The value
represented the amount of Extension funds for each worker. Then $3,572
was divided into the total amount of funds for each county or adminis-
trative unit, the result of which gave the number of Extension teaching
units per county. The last column of Table Fourteen depicted these re-
sults,

The latter means of deterulning teaching unit appeared to have more

merit than the forasr means, The total number of units in the latter

3

Personnel List of the Michigan Cooperative Extension Service (on file,
Office of the Extension Director, Michigan State College, East Lansing,
Michigan).



TABLE X1V
RANKINGS AND EXTENSION UNITS OF MICHIGAN
EXTENSION ADMINISTRATIVE UNITS DETTRMINZD

BY BASIS OF ALLOCATION OF FUNDS TO MICEIGAN
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Administra- Total 1951-1952 tension Extension Units
tive Unit Federal and Stateginits Us- Using Average
[Rani Funds Available [ing Low Ad- | ($9672) Amount
to Each Michigan khinistra- of Funds Avail-
Administrative ive Unit able for Each
Unit. Sum of Col< as Base Professional
unns ¢ and e of | ($5016) Worker
Table XIII
1  Berrien $ 61 g 10.3 6.5
2 sagin&' 90 09
3 Oakland 5h 752 9.1 3.7
)4 Allegan 5’4. 667 9.1 507
5  Kent 53,911 8.9 5.6
6 Genesee 1,962 8.6 5.4
7 Tuscola 7,424 7.9 E.O
8 S8anilac 47,319 7.9 .9
9  Huron 46,009 7.6 4.8
10 Lenawee 45,993 7.6 4.8
11 Monroe ﬁz ,831 7.6 4.8
12 Ottama hﬁl 7.3 4,6
13  St. Clair 7.2 h.g
14 Macomd hz th 7.0 Y,
12 Wayne 40,781 6.8 4.3
Van Buren hO 857 6.7 4,2
17 Bay 38,363 6.4 4.0
13 Washtenaw 37,839 6.3 4.0
19 Calhoun 37.2%7 6.2 3.9
20 Jackson 37,401 6.2 3.9
21 Lapeer 36,405 6.0 3.8
22 Hilledale 35,499 5.9 3.7
2 Kalamazoo 35,105 5.8 3.7
2 Eaton 33.2&6 5.8 3.7
25 Ingham 5.8 3.6
26 Shiawassee jh 237 5T 3,6
2] Gratlot 33,348 55 3.5
28 Montcalm 33,214 5.3 3.
29 Clinton 32,633 Be 3.3
30 1Iynia 30,048 5.0 3.1
31 Isabella 29,940 E.o 3.1
32 Branch 27,068 <5 2.8
33 Cass 25,564 4,2 2.7
3 Barry 25,278 4,2 2.6
35 Newgo 2 0987 uol 2.6
36 livingston 24,359 4.0 2.5







TABLE XIV, CONTINUZD
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Administra- Total 1951=1952 Extension Extension Units
tive Unit Federal and State | Units Us- Using Averase
Funds Available | ing Low Ad- | ($9672) Amount
Rani to Each Michigan | ministrative | of Funds Availe
Administrative Unit as Base| able for Each
Unit. Sum of Col- ($5016) Professional
unng ¢ and e of Worxer
Table XIII
37 St. Joseph ‘ 23.379 309 2.’4'
38 Menominee 22,831 3.8 2.4
39 Midland 22,108 3.7 2.3
40  Muskegon 21,815 3.6 2.3
41 Oceans 21,560 3.6 2.3
42  Osceola~} Lake 19,115 3.2 2.0
ta Houghton=Keweenaw 18,919 3.1 2.0
Mecosta 18,647 3.1 1.9
45 Mason~i lake 18,527 3.1 1.9
46 Missaukee-Roscommon 14,982 2.3 1,6
47  Gladwin 14,729 2. 1.5
43  Delta 14,128 2.3 1. E
43  Grand Traverse 13,659 2.3 1,
50 Arenac 13,517 2.2 1.4
51 Alpena 12,910 2.1 1.3
52 Antrim 12,796 2.1 1.3
5 Alcona=0gcada 12,762 2.1 1.3
5 Chippewa 12,736 2.1 1.3
55 Presque Isle 12,1355 2.1 1.3
56 Clare 11,566 1.9 1,2
57 Emmet 11,529 1.9 1.2
53 Leselanau 11,287 1.9 1,2
59 Manistee 11,195 1.9 1,2
60 Charlevoix 10,801 1.8 1.1
61 Montmorency-Otsezo 10,800 1.8 1.1
62 Ogemaw 10. 668 108 1.1
6 Cheboygan 10,610 1.8 1.1
6 Wexford 109219 1.7 1.1
65 Ontonagon 10,000 1.7 1.0
66 Alger-Schoolcraft 9,398 1.6 1.0
67 Iron 9,091 1.5 9
68 Iosco 9,04l 1.2 .9
69 Marquette 8,500 1. .9
70  ILuce-Mackinac 8.322 1.4 .9
71 ° Crawford-Kalkaska 7,102 1.2 o7
72 Benzis 7,037 1.2 o7
73 Gogedic 6,89 1.1 T
74 Baraga 6,8 1.1 .7
75 Dickinson 6,016 1.0 o6
Total $1,934,463 321.0 201.5
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instance was 201,5, or approximately the same as tne number of county
workers. This method could be used in allscating workers to the coun-
ties, With units exoressed to the tenth, the follof;ng number of work-
erg could be assimmed in that manner:

Number of County Workers Extension Units

525 to 7.4
5.5 to 6.4
4.5 to 5.4
3.5 to 4.4
2.5 to 3.u

N W E—ER | o ~

1.5 to 2.4
1 0.5 to 1.b

This would be the only feasible method of assigning workers to the
counties, unless, in case of fractions, one agent divided his time be-
tween two or more counties or administrative units,

This way of determining Extensioﬁ units has another advantage, If
funds became available which permitted an increase, for example, of fif-
ty workers to the county staff, the total state and Federal dudeet counld
be divided by 250 instead of 200 to determine the amount of money con-
atituting an Extension teaching unit. For this example the result would
be $7,738 instead of $9,672 as was true for two hundred workers. This
value could be divided i1ato the theoretical amount of Extension funds
for each county to deteruine the number of Extension teaching units,

The same procedure would be possidble if circumstances forced a reductiosn

in the county staff,



Matrnd Bacad on Walshted Fopuletion Classes

Jurtification for ucing welshtsd no-nintion clacaes, Four Criteris
were esta®lighed in Chantar Four for determininz factcras tn be utiiir-ed
in maasuring the tesrhing load of a comnty, It was concluded alan that
the hest means of measurine the Extension teaching load within a county
would be by the emplayment of povulation classzes and their welshts, el
nifying thalr relstive importance to Extansion resnonsibility. Thres
Fereral groups of ropulation based on nlace of residence were consijered,

these being urhan, rural farm, and rural non-farm peonls,

Juntification for using urhan rorulation. It has besn cited that

76 per cent of the funda couing to Michigan from the Federal Treasury
was based on the state's rural farm population., There was no anvronrin-
tion svecifically based on urban numbhers from Federal or state sources,
For this roasan the first section of this chapter dil not consider urcan
peonle, but 1t was thourht wise to also davelop a systam which considered
them,

The Justification for considering the urban fastor was bhased on
four items, First, it was noted that urdan residents are taxmayvers cone
tributing to the supmort of Extension, Second, the broad ws ding of the
Smith=Lever Act could be interpreted to mean that service is owed to
evaryone. Taird, funis surplied bty the state 0f Michisan have taen more
than the minr!mm avount required to obtain Faderal funds. Fourth, aa
urban area in a county aids to its teaching load.

It v=3 indicated by Tadle Five of Chapter Five that the urban nOTH -
lation of Miczhigan in 1550 was apnroxizately 71 par cent of the state

total, while the rural population constituted orly 29 ver cert of the
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total. 2Ry confining Extension services to rural peopnle, the majority

of the people would be paying for service to a minority, thourh undoudt-
edly this could be found for many government agencies, But it would
gseem that all persons desiring the services of public supported agencies,
such as the Extension Sertice, should have that service granted. ZEvi-
dence has been found that urban people manifested an interest in the
educational service offered by the Extension Service, It would be dif-
ficult for a public agency in a democratic society to deny service to
people on the grounds that they hanpened to live in an urban area.

The charter of the enabling legislation, the Smith-Lever Act, for
Extension reads "that in order to aid in diffusing among the peosple of
the United States useful and practical iaformation on subjects relating
to agriculture and home economics . . ", which would surely Jjustify
work with urban people,

Most urban people would probably have little need for agricultural
information as compared with their need for home e conomics information
because homes have simllaer problems regardless of place of residence.
Concerning home economics in Extension, Kelsey and Hearne stated:

While home economics as tauzht by the Extension Service was
directed origlinally to the rural vopulation, there is now a growirs
understanding of the enormous opportunities, and need for work amons
homemakers of the cities and suburbs, where the quality and quantity

of the diet of consumers directly affect the liveg of multitudes of
citizens as well as the marxets for farm produce.

)N

L. M. Busch and H, E. Smith, YA Study of Rural-Urban Fringe Residents
of Fort Wayne, Allen County, Indiana,® Extension Studies Circular 11
(Lafayette, Indiana: Agricultural Extension Service, Purdue University,
June 1951), p. 2.

P i W~ T - S—

(Ithaca, New York: Comstock Publishirg Comnanv IQAQJ. p. 397.
6 Ivid., p. 8.
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In Chapter Two 1t wee demonstrated that the stezte of Michigan ccor-
tributed L1 per cent to 1ts tctel Extension budget, whiie the Federsl
goverrment contributed 24 per cent requiring offset from state funds.
The state then contributed elmost twice tke amcunt necessery to receive
Federel funds. The state has made no specification as to the use of
these funds, but it might be inferred that the amount above the minimm
required for offset could have been irntended for some urban asctivities.

It could be argued that even thousgh an urban area was restricted
from Extensicn services, its presence within the county would irdirectliy
add to the work of the Extensicn precgrem. An agent's office would usu=-
2lly be in an urban area, removed from the rural populstion. The larger
the city, the more true this would be., A larger nuiber of organizations
vould meke demends on an egent's time than would do so in strictly rursl
areas, In addition the urban and urban fringe residents themselves would
surely make requests of the agent, as they have done in the past. So
the argument for considering urben peovle was surther supplemented.

Distribution of weighte, The welghting empleyed by this system

of measuring the Extension teaching losd considered a totel weishting of
€1l population classes as one hundred per cent. The totel per cent was
divided among the three main classes of population so that eight per cent
of the welght was assigmed to the urbsn population, 17 per cent to rursl,
and 75 per cent to the rural farm poovulaticn. Assignment of welghts was
besed in part on the method of Federal apportionment of furds to the
stete. The 75 per cent weight given to the rurel farm population cor-

resronded clesely with the 7€ per cent of the Federsl funds which was
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baged on rurel farm population, Similarly tke 17 per cent weight ascisn=-
ed to the rural non-ferm poprulstion corresponded with the 17 per cert of
Federal funds based on rural population, The remairing eight per cent
wes assicned to the totel urban populsation of Michigan to give this feac-
tor gore ccnsiceration in the totel weighting scheme,

Differentiation of weights within major ponvlrtion clasees. A panel

of Extension administratcrs helped to develop the distridbution of weighte
for the major ponuletion clssees and for the sub-classes. Their opinicns
were besed on experience and observation as Extension adminietrstors.

The differentiation of weights for all sub-classes were mede on ttre
assurption that the important group of the Extension clientele wes the
full-time commercial farm population because they seemed to have the
greatest need and use for information available from the Extension Ser-
vice, esrecielly for agricultural subjecte, While their hore economics
reed mizht not be grester than that of other clasees, it was obviously
the desire of lawmekers that the group be served first, Judging from the
method of Federsl appropriation. Therefore, tkis class received tre
heaviest weighting.

The remaining cleasces were correspondingly given lighter welghts.
The lightest welghting was given to the large metropolitan popwlation who
seemed to have the least need for Extension information,

Distribution of weishts within the rurel farm pepulatien. T.e rural

farm poruletion wes defired in Chapter Five to include all rural veorle

living on ferms rerorting the sale of agricultursl preducts in 1649, An



estimate of the 1950 Michigan rurel ferm porulation was given, and the
class was further divided into four categories. These were: rural farm
people living on ferms reporting sale of $1,200 or more in azricultural
products for 1949, rurel farm people living on ferms reporting $250 to
$1,199 sale of axgicultursl products for that year, rursl fem peorle
living on part-time ferme, and rurel ferm peovle living on residertisl
farms,

Out of the total of 75 per cent weight assigsned to the total rursl
farm populstion, peorle living on comrerciasl farms selling over $1,200
were given a 25 per cent weighting, Another 2§ per cent weight was
assigned to commercial farms reporting a sale éf agricultural products
between $°50 and $1,199. At one time it was supposed that the lower
income group had some outeide ircome, but tke agricultursl census def=-
inition indicates that persons in this group had less income from other
sources than they did from the sale of agricultural products and that
the operator had worked less than a hundred days off the farm.7 It was
Judged that this group must have a cowvarable need for Extension assigte
ance. Although equal weight was given, this low income group was kept
eeparate from the other commercial farm group because kmowledge of its
numbers within a county weuld be helpful, as the assietance required
right differ in nature from that needed by a higher income group.

The third catesgory of farm population was the group in which the

farm operstor revorted an income between $250 and $1,199 and reported

7

*Farms, Farm Charecteristics, Farm Products," Preliminary 1990 Cencus
of Asriculture, Series AC 50=1 (Washington: Bureau of the Census,
September 13. 1951)
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other income in excess of the wvelue of farm prcducts socld, or rerorted
more than one hundred deys of work off the farm.8 This group was scne-
vhat more removed from the full-time farm pecple and consequently lees
in need of Extension information, so it was assigned a weight of 15 per
cent.

0.t of the total 75 per cent welght given to the rursl ferm popula=
tion, ten per cent remained after the three preceding assignments., This
was assigned to the residential rural farm population. According to
the definition given in Chapter Five, this group was conprised of those
farm people living on farms reporting less than $250 income from the
sale of agricultural products in 13UG, Their need for Extension serv-
ices was considered to be the smallest, and a lighter weighting was

therefore assigned.

Distribution of weishts within the ncn«ferm ponulation, All rural

poeple not living on farms were placed in this major class, which in-
cluded three sub-groups: rurban, village, and non-village. The 17 per
cent welght given to this major class was divided so that eight per
cert weighting was assisgned to the rurasl non-villesge inrabitsnts, seven
per cent to the rural non-rurban village inhebitants, and tvo per cent
to the rurban inhatitants. The hesviest weighting was assigned to the
non-villege grcup because they resided in the open country, which pre-

sunzbly would give them some interest in agricvlture, but not as great

8
loc. cit.
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an interest as would be manifested by the residentisl ferm vecrle, The
villsgze non-rurban population was weighted slightly less becauce it was
felt that the agricuvltural irterests might be fewer. The rurban grown,
as defired in Chapter Five, included all inhabitants living in villazes
contiguous to cities of twenty-five hundred to fifty thousand popula=-
tion., It was felt that this group would be much more urbenized than
either of the other groups in this major class; therefore, an even lisht-
er welghting was given.

Distribution of weisghts within the urbean populetion., The eight

per cent weight allotted to urban population was distributed as follows:

Urban Population Catersory Per Cent Weirkt

Cities of 2,500 to 4,999 2.2
Cities of 5,000 to 9,999 1.0
Cities of 10,000 to 24,999 0.7
Cities of 25,000 to 49,999 0.6
Cities of 50,000 to 99,999 0.5
Cities of 100,000 to 249,939 0.4
Cities of 250,000 to 459,999 0.3
Cities of 500,000 to 999,999 0.2
Cities of 1,000,000 or more 0.1
Suburban 2.0

Total | 8.0

The heaviest weighting in this major class was assigned to cities having
2,500 to 4,999 population beceuse these small urben areas were frequent-

ly located close to rural activity, often lacking much industry and
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devending on rural support of economic enterprises. These small towns
have been much used by county workers as centers of orsganized rural
activity, They aleo might have more small livestock and horticultursal
interests than the crowded larger towns,

The suburban group was weighted next heavily., The two per cent
weighting wes the same as that assigned to the rursl nen-farm non-
villege group because their need for Extension was thought to be similar.
These urban frinece residents, althoush under the influence of the larce
cities they surround, were considered to have larger tracts of land and
to desire Extension assistance with agricultural and home problems.9

The remaining city categories based on size were weighted lichter
as the size of the city increased. The decressing welghts were used
because it seemed that the value of Extension assistsnce decressed sg
the population rose.

Procedure. The final weightings for all the vopulation classes
were listed in columns ¢ of Tables Fifteen, Sixteen, and Severteen.

The weightings were listed in decimal form instesd of per cent. The
weights could not be multiplied directly by the correspording popula=-
tion numbers of each class for the county or state, as would have been
feesible had the population been exactly the same for each class., The
assigned percentage welghtings being based in part on the method of
Federal appropriation, care wes taken that these percertases should

not exceed the state total.

9
Busch and Smith, op. cit., p. 2.
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The ertire welszhting scheme was reduced to a score system, therety
effecting clarity and sixplicity. 1In order to deal with smaller num—
ters the total state population was divided by one hundred:

6,371,766 & 100 = 63,718
The 63,718 value was considered to be the total number of points fcr
all population claseses in all the countles. A total number of points
was allotted to esch major category of population dy multiplying the

welght velue of the class times the 63,718 points. The results wers:

Mnjor Poruletion Class Welrsht Sccre
Urban povulation 8 per cent 5,098
Rursl fsrm population 75 per cent 47,788
Rurel non-farm population _17 per cert 10,812

Total population 100 per cent 62,718

Trhe scores were calculated for each major class to be consistent with
the assigned weight values.

The marner of adjustment for these figures was 1llustrated in
Table Fifteen, Column a listed the urtan population, Column b listed
the ceorrespvonding state totals, column ¢ gave the assismed weights, and
column d contained the raw products of column b multiplied by colunm c,
wrich were the unadjusted scores for each value, The total for this
column was 26,147, which was divided into the 5,098 score, giving the
quotient of .195, termed the adjustment factor. The adjustment factor
wag mltiprlied times each welght velue, as shown in column e of Table

Fifteer. These adjusted weights were multiplied by the population of
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each sub=class to give the totsl number of voints allotted it, shown in
colunn f, 3By dividing the rew values of column b by the raw velues of
colunn f, the nunber of persons in the class making one point was deter-
mined. These final velues were listed in column g of Table Fifteen,
The same procedure was used for scoring the rural fzrm ard the
rural non-farm populations. Rural farm results were listed in Table
Sixteen, and rursl non-farm results were listed in Table Seventeen.
The necessity for adjusting the weight vaelues wns demonstrated.
If the weights had not been adjusted, the total number of points would
Lxve baon the totals of columns d in all three tables., The per cent of
the total score for each major class would have been:

Kajor Povulation Class Unadjusted Unadjuated Adjusted

Score Percentare Percentare
Urban 26,147 9.9 8.0
Rural fara 150,661 57.2 75.0
Rural non-farm 86,523 2. 7.0
263,337 100.0 100.0

Had the unadjustsd welzhtings been used, the scors would have besn in-
consistent with the orizinal assigned weizhtings,

Individual adninistrative scores., The adjusted weizhting for

each sub-class of population was multioslied by the corresponding numter
of persons in the class for each county or administrative unit. The
score for each class wag determined, and these wers totaled to give the

final score for each county, as deasonstrated in Table Eishteen, The
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population categoriss for the counties wore listed in column a, with
the mmber of persons in each catezory listed in colun b. Column ¢
zave tne adjusted weightings, and coluin d contained the scors, with
totals being given.

To detarmine the score for each county this procedure was usagd,
Final county scores wers shown in Tabls Nineteen. It wasnoted that the
final county scores totaled 63,721, which was three mors than the
63,713 originally estadblished., Variance probably resulted from tha
rounding of all scores to whole numbers.

Extonsion units. It wes cited in this chapter that the total

nunber of county Extension workers was aporoximately two hundred. The
total score for the stats, 63,721, was divided by two hundred to find
the value of the number of points for an Extonsion unit., The quotient
of this division was 313,61, which was considered to be the value in
points equaling one Extension unit, Each administrative unit's scors
was next divided by 313.651 to obtain the mumber of Extension units, and
the results were listed in the last column of Table Nineteen. Using
this system the Extension units ranged from a hizh of 7.9 for Wayne
County to a low of 0.6 for Benzle County.

The numboer of workers could be assisned according to units in the

folloving manner, expressed in tenths:



Fr-tanginon Unlts Muxibar of Covrtyr Word-evra

7.5 to 8.4

o

6.5 to T.4
5.5 to 6.4
4,5 to 5.4
3.5 to 4.4
2.5 to 3.4

1.5 to 2.4

= N W FEF U Yy~

0.5 to 1.4
By this method at least one worker would be allotted to an administra-

tive unit with as many as elght allotted to the hisghest scoring counties.



TABLE XVIII

EXAVPLE OF SCCRING PROCEDURE FOR COUNTIES

(IFGHAM COUNTY)

113

Populetion Class 1950 Popula-|Corrected| Scere
tion Welght |d= b X e
Factor

a b c a

Cities 2,500-L,999 3,514 004230 15
Cities 5,000-2,959 0 .001¢50 0
Cities 10,000-24,999 20,325 .001365 28
Cities 25,000-L9,999 0 .001170 0
Cities 50,000-59,999 92,129 .000975 90
Cities 100,000=-249,999 0 .000780 0
Cities 250,000-499,999 0 000585 0
Cities 500,000~9499,999 0 .000390 0
Cities 1,000,000 and over 0 0001495 0
Suburben 19,388 .003900 76
Rurel Farm ($1200 £) 7,967 .079300 632
Rural Farm ($250-$1,119) 853 .075300 68
Rurel Farm (Part-time) 1,945 047580 93
Rurel Farm (residential and abrnormal) 1,637 .031720 52
Rurel Non-ferm Rurtan Village 0 .0250L0 0
Rural Non-ferm Non-rurban Village 5,725 .00876L 50
Rural Non-farm Non-village 19,58 .010016 195
Totals 172,94 1,299
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IATINGS AXD EXTENSICN UNITS OF MICHIGAN ADMINIST ATIVE UNITS
DETERMINED BY BASIS OF WEIGHTED POPULATICN CLASSES

Administrative Unit Score Extension Units
318.61 points 3 1 unit
1 VWayne 2,527 7.9
2 Oakland 2,335 7.3
3  Berrien 1,980 6.2
4  Kent 1,959 6.1
5 Saginaw 1,881 5.9
6 Genesee 1,821 5.7
7 Kllegan 1,663 5¢2
8 Macomd 1,611 E. 1
9 Hurcn 1,513 o7
10 Lenawee 1,513 4,7
11 Sanilac 1,ggs 4,7
12  Tuscola 1,486 4,7
1 Monroe 1,393 4.4
1 St. Clair 1,383 4,3
15 Ottawa 1,371 4,3
16 Washtenaw 1,329 4,2
17 Ingham 1,299 4,1
18  Bay 1,250 3.9
19 Calhoun 1,224 3.8
20 EKalamagoo 1,221 3.8
21 Jackson 1,190 3.7
22  Van Buren 1,170 3.7
23 Lapeer 1,149 3.6
2 Eaton 1,106 3.2
25 Hillsdale 1,091 3.
26 Gratiot 1,087 3.4
27 Shiewassee 1,073 3.4
28 Clinton 1,042 3.3
29 Montcalm 1,023 3.2
30 1Ionia 983 " 3.1
31 Isabella 932 2.9
32 Branch 862 2.7
3 Muskegon 83y 2.6
34  Barry 766 2.4
35 Livingeton 764 2.4
36 Cass 73# 2.4
37 St. Joseph 746 2.3
38 Rewaygo 722 2.3
Bg Menominee 695 2.2
Houghton-Keweenaw 652 2.0
41  Miclend 636 2.0
42  Oceansa 621 1.9







TABLE XIX, CONTINUED
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Rank| Administrative Unit Score Extension Units
318.€1 points = 1 unit
tﬁ Oscecla~% Lake 584 1.8
Mason-% Lake 576 1.8
45  Mecosta ETE 1.8
L6  Delta T4 1.5
47 Missaukee-Roscommon Le3 1.3
48 Grsnd Traverse 42g 1.3
49  Gladwin 4og 1.3
50 Arensc Lo2 1.3
51 Chippewa uo2 1.3
52  Alpena Lco 1.3
5 Presque Isle 392 1.2
5 Alcona=Cscode. 370 1.2
55 Antrim 366 1.1
56 Clare 32(3) 1.1
57 Leelanau 3 1.2
58 Manistee 336 1.1
59 Montzorency=-Ctsego 327 1.0
60 Emmet 326 1,0
61 Ogemaw 324 1.0
€2 Marquette 322 1,0
6 Charlevoix 319 1.0
6 Cheboygan 300 0.9
€5 Alger-Schoolcraft 258 0.9
66 Wexford 298 0.9
67 Ontonsgon 289 0.9
68 Luce-Mackinac 282 0.9
69 Iosco 27 0.9
70 1Iron 25 0.8
71  Gogebic 231 0.7
72 Dickinson 226 0.7
7 Crawford-Kalkaska 211 0.7
1 Barsga 197 0.6
75 Benzie 195 0.6
Total 63,721
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Sunnary

Two methods for measuring the county Extansion teachinz loads were
proposed in this chavter for the allocation of resources. Roth methods
were based on population classes, which wera thousht to provide the best
indication of Extension responsibility. Urban population was excluded
from consideration by tae first metnod, while the sacond method was
nroposed on the vremise that Extension owes something also to the tax-
contridbuting urban dwellers.

The first proposed method, patterned after the method of Federal
appropriations to the state, was derived from the percentage of funds
avppropriated for each population class, Approximately 80 pér cent of
the funds was based on the state's rural farm population and 20 per cent
was based on the total rural population., Using a recent Michisan Ex-
tension budget, it was determined that 21 cents was allotted for each
rural person, and $2.17 for each rural farm person, These numbers wera
multiplied by the corresponding population class numbers for each coun-
ty to arrive at a theoretical amount of money to reprosent the share of
the total budget contributed by each county population eclass. This
amount was termed theoretical because it dii not account for the sun-
porting activities of Extenslon work outside the county. The theoret-
ical amounts were used in ranking the counties.

tension units for this method could be odbtained by either of
two procedures, one of which considered the lowest ranking county to

be equal to one Extension unit. The other procedure considerad an
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Extension unit to equal the total state budzet for Extension divided
ty the number of county vrofessional workers in the state. The latter
procedure for determining Extension units was judged to be the better
because it reflected the averaze work load par agzent,

The second proposed metkod, using welghted population classes,
was based on the assumption that Extension has some responsibdbility to
all people because all people are as tax payers sumportingz the Servica,
It was furtaer assumed that the need for Extension services, relating
to subjects of home economics and particularly to agriculture, dimin-
ished as a population class becane further removed from full-time farm-
ing activities. Consequently the population groups least concerned
with farning received lichter welghtings.

Three main population classes established for the second methed
were urban, rural non-farm, and rural farm, With the advice of a
panel of Extension adninistrators and with a consideration of Federal
appropriating methods, the major classes and their resnective sub-
classes were assigned numerical weights., The rural farm clasas was
assirned a weighting of 75 per cent which corresnonded to the 76 per
cent of aporopriations received by this class, Seventeen per ceat was
assizned to the rural non-farm class, and & per cent was given to urdan
pooulation. These weightings were numerically adjusted to account
for differences among the various sub-classes. The adjusted weight-
ings were converted to point values so that a specified number of per-

sons living on a full-time commercial farm were valued one voint, and
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114 rural non-farm non-villaze persons were valued one voint, Each
county or adninlstrative unit was scored by determining the number of
points for each cournty and totaling the points. The resulting final
scores were used to rank the counties,

Extension units for the second method were obtalned by dividing
the numder oL county professional wortzers into the total number of
voints for the state. The resultins value was desisnated as one work
unit, which was divided into the score for each administrative unit
to obtain the nunber of Extension work units per county.

Both provosed methods considered the population factor alone for
reasons given. It was not the intent of this study to imply that fac-
tors other than population are of no importance to the allocation of
resources to the countles. The purpose of this study was to offer
means for rating counties so that a definite objective result was availe
able as a basis for allocation. Other factors not considered could de
logically emnloyed once a county was scored by either of the proposed
means.

The advantage of the first opronosed method ie that it can be mora
readily justified from a lsgal point of view under existing legislation,
Its couputations are simple, and it could be easily explained to Ex-
tension workers and local peonle.

The advantage of the second proposed system 1s that it adheres
mora closely to what Extension has been doing for the past 38 yvears.

Even though both methods are highly correlsted positively, the secord
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ig a more refined means for measuring the teachinsz load. It is more
flexible, and it is directed more toward fubure expansion of the Ser-
vice. It considers some sarvice feasidle to all groups of people.

Admittedly the assigned weightings used in the second method might
not meet with the apnroval of some adminlstrators becausse the direction
and scope of Extension activity vary from state to state. However, the
aim in proposing this method was to present a means for using welrhted
population classes, State Extension administrators and their staffs
desiring to use this method could ea2sily re-assign the class weight-
ings to fit their respective programs,

Either or both of the proposed methods for measuring the Extansion
teaching load should be useful to those individuals responsidle for

allocating resources from the state level to the counties.
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CHAFTER VII

STMIIARY AND CONCLUSIOXNS

One of the resvonsibilities of state Extsnsion administrators in
Michigan and other states is the allocation of state and Federal re-
sources to the countles. Extension objectives should be reflected by
any systaa for allocating resources. To assure praper allocation it is
essential that imformation be available for indicating the size of the
Extension téaching Jobd within the counties in rslation to the total
state responsibility.

The objective of this study was to develop a means for measuring
the teaching load within the counties as a basis for sprsading re-
sources.

The first step undertaken by this study was a determination of
the objectives of the Cooperative Extension Service bv an exanination
of lawg pertaining to the organization. Interpretations of Extension
leaders and instigating lerislators were considered., The Smith-Lever
Act of 1914 was the Federal enactment which created the formal Exten-—
sisn organization. It provided that the orsanization should teach
practical agriculture and home economics subjects to the neople of the
United States. The act provided that the Service be a cooperative
undertaking of the national government and states to be aiministered
Jointly. Federal funds would be made available to varticipating states
based on their rural populations, provided offset was made from state
sources., The subsequent Canper-Ketcham Act ' 1928 made similar pro-

vision for funds,
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In 1335 the Fankhead-Jones Act made more Federal funds availahle,
A notable departure froam previous appropriation procedurss was the
provision that the distribution to states be based on farm povulutisn,
rather than rural population, and that no state offeet bs regquired.
The Pankhead=Flannaran Act of 1345 percitted further expansion of the
Service. Tne method of apportionrent was based on farm porulation,
with state offset reguired,

The cited laws and other minor acts formed a couvlex means for
allocating funds to the states, An analysis of the Federal funds for
Michigan during a recent year revealed that 76 per cent was based on
the farm population, 17 per cent was based on the rural population,
and 7 per cent was based on special needs, No Federal monay was appro-
priated for the urban ponulation.

Policy statements of lezislators and Extension leaders alded in
concluding that Extension's responsibility is, first, to the rural
farm population, second, to the remaining rural ponulation, and last,
to other residentlal groups. Many of the statements, especiaily the
more recent ozes, irdicated that Extension has some reaponsibility to
arban peocle even thouweh this group was not specifically financed,
This recognition was apparently based on the wording of the Smith-Lever
Act, ", . . the pecple of the United States, . . " and the fact that
all citizens, rural or urban, are tax payers s:mporting Extension.

An evamination end evalnation of county claasification svetems

now in u2e by eaveral states was the next stap, aimed at ascertaining
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thalr values in measuring Extension resvonsibility, Those systems
examined were emnloyed in the states of North Carolina, Texas, Illi-
nois, and, chiefly, Michigan,

The Michigan Service has utlilized a system developed some yvears
azo, which emnloyed the measurement of six factors: farm income, rural
population, urhan population, number of commercial farms, total num-
ber of farms, and county land area. The factors ware nunerically
welighted according to thelr adjudeged importance. Out of a total of
11 weighting points, four were assigned to farm income, two each to
total nunber of farms and number of commercial farms, and one each to
the remaining three factors. An evaluation resulted in the conclusion
that this system did not &cequrtely reflect Extension objectives be-
cause undue emrhasis was placed cn the monetery value of a county's
egriculture, Some of tre factors were so highly irterrelated trat it
was difficult to determine the effect of any one fsctor on the firsl
etending of a county. Some justification for using urban porulstion
can te made, but the system currently emplcyed in Michigen Goes not

credit counties having over sixty thousand urbsn people wiih any
nunber in excess of tris. Another weskness was found in the manrer of
grouping counties. The counties were ranked by per cent of avercge
velues and placed erbitrarily intc four groups. More differences were
discovercd within any group than between the low renking county of one

group and the high rankirg county of a succeeding one.



The sretem had a further disadvantege in its cornlex and time-
consumirg method of ccrmputation. To overcome this handicap, tris
study offered a mesns for shortening computetien tasks should the prerent
system continue in use, The short methcd consisted of reducirg the
present procedure to a point system so that one voirt was allotted for
a certsin number of unite for eackh factor. One point each was given
for every 12.5 farms, for 7.0 commercisl fzrme, for 240 rurel peorvle,
for 206 urtan peovle, for $8,000 farm income, and for 4,800 acres of
land area. The nuuber of voints for each county was determined bty
dividing each of the values equal to one voint into the corresvondirg
fector date for each county. The points were summed and divided by
the totel of welghting poirts, yleldéing virtually the same results as
the longer method of computation,

The other states using county clagsificetion systems reviewed in
this study placed large emrhasis on such factors as county property
valuation snd the number of peresons actually served, These systems
ware Judged to fell short in meesuring the actual teacking load so that
prover allocation of resources could te made,

The third underteking of thisstudy was the selection of factors
which might be utilized in measuring the tesching losd. Four criteriea
for evaluating factors were esteblished: mutually exclusive catecories,
relishle and messurable data, reflecticn of Extension objectives, and

similar unite of messurement., Some of the factors considered were
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nurber of farrs, farm ircome, land eres, socliel grourings of pecule,
types of agriculture, diversity of asriculture, and populstion clasces,
Using these criteria, population classes were judeed to be the best
reans for measuring the teaching load.

The population of Michigan in 1S50 was grouped into classes which
seemed to have varying importance to Extension., The three main groum=
irgs, accoridirg to place of residence were: wurbten, rural far, and
rurzl non-ferm. These major clasees were divided into sub=clessee, The
urben class was categorized accorcdirg to the size of the city., Urtan
pecple not living within cities were placed in another urtan sub-claces,
suburtan., The number of persors in each urban sub-class wes determined
for each county of the state, using 1950 census reports,

Cersus data for the rural farm population were not cormlete at
the time of this study, and these fignures were estimsted, The numher of
ferms in easch county wes fourd in preliminary revorts of the 1950 Cen-
sus of Agriculture. The rural farm population and the populations of
its sub-clesses were estimnted by multiplying the 1940 averzge number
of persons per farm in a county times the 1950 number of farms in the
county, Sub-clasces were estsblished according to the agricultural
census listing of faerm tynes. The sub-class groupings were: commercisl
ferms revorting an ircome of over $1,200, commercial ferms reporting
$250 to $1,199 inceme, pert-time farms, residential farme, and abnormal

farms.
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The tctal rurel non-ferm vopulaticn was obtained fer esch county
by subtracting the estimnated totel rural farm ponulaticn frem the tetsl
rurel porulation., The rursl non-farm porticn was divided into three
gub=groups: rurben village, non-rurban village, and non-village, The
pumber of persons in the firct two classes was obtaired frecm census
reports. The non-village portion was the rexainder of the rursl non=-
farm population, The village population located contisuous to a city
was termed rurban fcr this report because the group was thouzht to be
similar to the suburban group and different from village population
located in separete rural areas,

To assure nrover allocation of Extension resources to the counties,
a8 mowledge of the reletive slzes of the Extersion loads is essertial.
Population class numbers were concluded to be the best means fer mea-
surenert, considering %he four criteria estzblished for evalueting
factors. Population classes were also judged to be the most relisdle
indication of the teaching loads beceuse the score of an eduvcational
agercy such as Extension 1s primarily determined by the number of per-
sons to be served. It also skould be remenbered that Evtension rece’ves
crerating funds on the basis of numbers within certsin porulation clas-
ges, For these reasons two methods for detcrmining the size of the
teaching losd were developed using classes of povulation., The major
difference between the two methads was that one coﬂsidered trhe urban

rorulation while the other did not,
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The first preovosed method was patterned after the vrocedure fol-
lowed in allocating funds to the stzte. An analysis of the Federsl
funds available to Michizan revealed that approximately 80 per cent
was based on the state's rural farm ponulation and 20 per cent wes
based on the totel rursl ponulation. Assuming that state funds were
similarly approoriated, it was determined that $2.17 of a recent Mich-
i#an state and Federsl budget was allotted for each rural farm person
end 21 cents was allotted for each rural person. These values were
multivlied by the corresmonding number of persons in the two classes
to determine the amount contributed by them to the totel budget. The
groupings were made mathematically using some bese to avoid artitrary
decisions, such as are necessary under the present Mickisan system,
The base was termed one Extension teeching unit, equal to the theoret-
ical emount of money of the lowest ranking county empnloying full=time
workers. In the other method the base was considered to equal the to-
tal amount of the budget divided by the number of county precfessionel
workers in the state. In both cases the assigned base values were
divided into the theoretical amount of morey to be received by e=ch
county or administrative unit to determine the number of Extensicn
units.

One adventage of the first vrovoeed method is that it corresvonds
closely with the intent of laws, therefore being rerdily justified
legally., Also, the corputations are relatively simple, and the pre=-

cedures involved could be easily explained to Extension workers and



[
n
-~

local peorle., The method could be adjusted yearly to reflect apnro-
rriation charges. One disesdvantage is that rursl peonle only are
consldered. It was pointed out in the study that the existence of
a city within the county increased an agent's work, even thourh the
urban class was discounted,

Recognition of scme of the first methiod's limitztions led to the
develovment of another method for measuring the teacking load. This
alterrstive method ccnsidered 21l population greups to be of scme
importance however disproportionate, to Extensicn resvonsitility.

The second method was further based on the assumption that the need
for Extension service diminished as a class became further removed
frecm full-time commercial ferms,

The three main population groups for this method were: wurban,
rural non-farm, and rural farm classes. They were assisgned numerical
weightings with the advice of a panel of Extension administrators and
with a coneiderstion of Federsl anpropriating methods. The rursl
farm class was assigned a weighting of 75 per cent; the rural non-
farm class, 17 per cent; and the urban class, 8 per cent, The weight-
ings were further divided among the respective sub-classes, with the
resulting welghtings being nuwerically adjusted to account for vopU=
lation differences. The adjusted weightings were converted to point
values for the sake of simplification. A specified numbder of perscns
in each classs constituted one point, with the number of points being
obtained for esch sub-class in a county. The resvlts were summed arnd

used in renking the counties or administrative units.
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Work units for the second method were odbtrined by dividing the
total nmuber of points for the state by the numher of county profes-
sionsl workers, The result was divided into the value for each county
or aéministrative unit to ottain the number of work units in e=zch,

The numbers were uaed to group the administrative wnits,

An advantage of the second pronoeed method is that it offers a
more refined meens for measuring the teaching load. It reflects the
objectives of Extension as presently interrreted. The urban popula-
tion was included which seems justifiable in that urban residerts too
are tax-payvers and that they have some need for Extensiocn services,
Trhe system is flexible enoush to permit a change in weishtines,

The aim 1n provosing this method was to present a means for using
weighted population classses. The weightinge uced in this report do not
represent the direction of Extension programs tkhroughout the several
states, as this varies, One more advantage is that tris method opens
the way for further expansion of the Service, particulasrly in urben
areas,

The main disadvantage of the second system is the compiexity of
its comvutations. Population classes and their respective numbers are
much more involved in the second method, as is the final computing
procedure. It would be more difficuvlt to erxplain this method to in=-

terested persons.
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The population factor alone was concidered in doth methods, It
was not intended to imply that other factors are of no lmnortance in
allocating resources. Other fsctors could be ccnsidered once a county
was reted by either of the proposed methods.

The objective of this study was to offer a means for determining
the size of the Extension teaching load as a besis for allocuting Fxe
tension resources, Either method should be of vezlue to thoee chersed

with making such assignments,
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FEDFHAL LEFISLATIVE EWACTYRNITS

Te Sritr=lever Ant of 121b,

AY ACT To provids for cooperative asricultural ertenecison work
between the asricultural collezes in the several States re-
ceiving the benefits of an act of Congress approved July
gacond, eizhteen hunired and sixty-two, and of acts surnle-
mentary thereto, and the United States Denartment of Acri-
culture

Ba it enacted Ty the Sanate and the Fouse of Rapresentativer

of the United States of Arerica in Congress assemblad, That in
ordsr to aid in 6iffusing amonz the people of the United States
us2ful and practical information on subjects relatinz to agri-
culture &nd home ecoromics, ernd to encourace the anclicatina of
the same, there nay be inaugurated in connection with the colles:
or collezes in each State now receiving, or wiich may hereafter
receive, the benefits of the act of Congress appreoved July =rcerid,
eishteen hundred and sixty-twvo, entitled "An ect donatins rublic
lands to the several States and Territories which may provide
colleges for the benefit of asgriculture erd the mechenic arts"
(Twelfth Statutes at Laree, page five hundred and three), and of
tl.e act of Congress aprroved August thirtieth, eishteen hundred
end nirety (Twenty-Sixth Stututes at Large, page four hunired erd
cseverteen ard chopter eight hundred and forty-cne), agriculturnl
extersion werk which shall be carried on ir cooperation with the
United Statee Devartment of Agriculture: Provided, That in any
Stsate in which two or more such collecee have been or hereafter
mRy te established tbe anmmrcpriations hereinatter mace to such
State may direct: Previded further, That, pendirg the iraugure=-
ticn ané develcpmenrt rt of the cccperative extension werk herecin
autlorized, nothing ir this act shall be conctrued to diecontin-
uc eltter tre ferm mansgement work or the farmers! coomersiive
demcnstration work ag now conducted by the Bureau of Flant Indus-
try of the Devartment of Agriculture.

Sec. 2. That cooperstive agricultursl extensicn werk ehrall
ccngist of the giving of instructien snd precticel demenetraticne
in ggriculture and home econcmics to rersens not attendirg or

1

Linceln D. Keleey ard Canron Chiles Eearns, Coorverative Fxtensien
Work (Ithaca, New York: Comstock Publishirg Cownarv, ICLﬁ) Oh. XOI-
19,



regldcrnt in eald colleges in the seversl comaunities, and ismeri-
irg to such rersors infcretion on sald sublects trhroush fleld
demcrstrations, pubiications, and o*rerwises and this work rshald
ve cerried on in such manner as ray tbe m:*iallyv aereed uvvonr by
the Secretary of Agriculture ard the State arricudturel cclliece
cr ccliegers recelvirg the dersiits of thies act,

Secs 3. That for the purtcee of vsying the expenses of ealr
croverative srricultural extensicn work and tre naceseary Lrint-
ing and distridbuticg of irformation in conrection with tre ssre,
there 18 permarently apprcpriated, out of arv mcrey ir the Tremse
ury not otharwise arrrcpristed, the svm of $u80,00G0 for esch year,
$10,07C of which srall te paild annually, in the manner hereizaster
rrovidied, to eack State which ghall by acticn of its legizlatire
eseent to the provisicns of this acte Provided, That pavrerts of
surh instellrents of the apurcpriatior hereintefore made as ghall
tecerre due to any State before the adjourrnernt of tre resular
eecccion of the legiclature meeting next after the paesage of tris
act way, in the abrerce of prior legslielative asesernt, be made urce
the assernt of the goverrer thereof, duly certified to the Secro—
tary of the Treasury: Ercvided furtler, That there 1s alsc amre-
rrieted an additionsl sum of $500,000 for the flscel year folleve
irng that in which the feoregoing svurernriatiion firet beccree aveil-
elle, and for each yerr thereafter for seven yeare a svm excess i
ty $5C0,C(0 the eum apvrepriated for esch vrecedirg yesr, and for
each yerr thereafler there is permarerntly avurepristed fer eech
year the sur of 4,170,000 4r adcdition to the sum of $L20,000
herelnbefore orevidad: Provided further, That before the funce
Fevein anuvrceriated srall become availalle to any collece for ary
fiscal year plane for the work to be carried on uncer thie act
skall be submitted by the prever officiels of ench collece and
antroved by the Secretary of Agriculture. Such aéditional eums
ghall be used only for the purroses hereinafter ststed, ard shal)
be allotted anruslly to esch State by tre Secretary of Asriculture
and raid in the marnner hereinbefore vrovided, in the proverticn
vhiich the rurel vonulaticn of each Stete bears to the tctal rurs’
rorulation of all the States as deternined by the next prececing
Federsl cecsue: Proviied further, That no paymert out of the asri-
ticnal aorrowria»ions herein provided shall be mace in any year
to any State urtil an equal sum hrg been arprevnriated for that
year by the lesiclature of such State, or vrovided by Staie, cour~
ty, college, locel authority, or irdividual contributions frem
within tte State, for the maintenance of the cooperstive agricul-
tural extension work previded in this act,

Sec. 4. That the eums herety arprovriated for externion wer:
shall be pald in equal semiannual payments on the firet cay of Jar-
uary and .ulv of each year by the Secretary of thre Tresaury wpon



-

the werrent of the Secretsry of Asricultire, out of 4le Tressury
cf tre United States, to the treasurer or other officer ot tue
State duly authorized By the laws 07 the State to receive the
sames and such orficer snall be reaguired to report to the Secre=~
terv of Aericulture, on or befcre the first day of Sertember of
each year, a detailed statexent of the amount so recefved durinc
the previcus fiscal year, and of ite dishursement, on fsorre pre-
scrited by the Secretary of Asricul ture,

Sec. Bs That if anv vortion of the moneys recesived by the
deelgrated officer of any Stste fer the suunuort and mainterance
cf coorerative acricultural extension wnvri, as nrovided ir this
act, shall by any actiorn or contingency be diminished or lost or
be mieevnlied, it shall be reclaced by seig State to which it
belongs, and until eo revlaced no subsecuent aruronriation arall
be apportioned or paid to =aid State, and no portion of ezid mor-
cys shall be applied directly or indirectly, to the purchase, e-
rection, preservation, or revalr of any building or duildings,
or the rurchase or rerntal of land, or in cellege-courre temching,
lectures in colleces, proroting agricuvltursl trains, or anv other
vurroee nct specified in this act, ard not mere than five per
centum of each annusl avrropriation shall be apolied to the nrint-
ing and distributior of publicatione, It shall be the duty of
each of seid colleges annually, on or befcre the firet day of
Jaruary, to meke to tl.e governor of the State in which it is lo-
cated a full and detsiled report of its operations ir the direc-
ticn of extension work as definedi in this act, incluiing a de-
talled sta‘ement of receipts and exmernditures frem all sources
for tris purrose, & cepy of which renort shall be sent to the
Secretary of Agriculture and to the Secretary of the Treasury of
tr.e United States,

Sec. 6. That on or before the first dev of July in eech
year after tre passare of tnis act, the Secretary of Asricultire
shall ascertaln and certify to the Secretary of the Tressury as
to erch State whether it is entitled to receire its share of the
arnusl anorcpristion fer cooperative asricultural ertension work
uncer tria act, and the amount which it 4c ertitled to receive.
If the Secretary of Asriculture shall witnheld a certificate fron
ary State of its avcropriaticn, the fects and remsons trerefor
shall be revorted to tne President, ard the amcunt involved eralil
be kept serarate in the Tressury until the exvirestion of tre Con-
£ress next succeedinz a segsion of the lagiclature of arnv State
from wrick a certificate has been withheld, in order that the
State mey, if it should so deeire, armaal te Corcress from the doe
ternination of the Secretary of Arriculture. If the nert Cencrecs
shall not direct suck sum to be patd, it ghall be covered into e
Treasury.



Sec, 7o The Secretary of Agriculture shalil make arn annual
revort to Coneress of the receirts, exmenditures, and results of
the cooverative as~ricuvltural extersicn work in all of the States
receiving the benefite of tnis act, and also whether the arcro-
priaticn of any State has been withheld, and if so, the reaseons
therefor.

Sec. 8, That Congress may at any time alter, amernd, or
rereal any or all of the provisions of this act,

Apcroved, May 8, 1914 (78 Stat. L. 282),
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The Carmer=Fetchur Act of 17232,

AN ACT To provide for the further development of agsricultural
exterecion work btetweer. the acricultural colleges in the reve
erel States receiving the berafits of the act ertitlesd "An
act donating public lands to the several States and Terri-
tories which may provicde cclleges fer the tenefit of asri-
culture and the mecheric arts," arrroved July 2, 18R2, and
all acts sunrlemertary thereto, and tre United Stsaies Tee
rartmert of Agcriculturs.

Br 1t enncted Ty the Sennte and Voura of Remresentatives
of the United S‘ﬂ'es of Arerice in Corrravs acennh)a~ That in
oréder to further develoc the ccoperative extensicn efstrn an
ineugurated under the act entitled "in act to nrovide for coon-
cretive agricultur~l extensicn work btetween the agricultural
colleces in ihe sevaral States receiving the benafits of the act
of Concrese arcroved July 2, 1RE2, srd all acts sunplerentary
trercto, ard the United States Denartment of Arriculture," er-
proved Mav 8, 131L, there is herety authcrized to be erprorriat-
6d, out of any money in the Tre2asury nct otherwise ancorcuriated,
for the vurrcse of paying the exrerses of the cooverative exten-
sicn work in asriculture and hoze econcrics, ard the necessary
vrirting erd dietrituting of information 4in comnection wit:h the
sane, the eum of $780,0C0 fcr each yesr, $°0,000 of which shall
be paid annually, in the manrer hersinsfter procvided, to each
State ard the Territory of Fawail which shall by action of its
lesislature asrent *o the prcvisions of this act, The ravment
of such inetallrents of the annropriations hereintefore made ac
srall becrme due to any State or Territory tefcre the adlourn=-
xmerit of the recular sessicn of the lesislature meeting nesxt aftor
the prssaze of tnis act may, in the atserce of prior legiclative
ascsent, be mace uvon the assent of the governor therecf, duly
certified t5 the Secretary of the Treasury., There is herely
authorized to be anrrovriated for the flecal year following thet
in which the foregoing apcropriation first becomes avsilstie, an<
for each year thereafter, the sum of $500,700. The additisnsl
sums arvrorriated unier the provieions of this act shell be sub=
Ject to the same conditiore ard limitations as the a?ditiorel
suns aprrorriated under such act of Mey 8, 1914, excert that
(1) at lesst %9 ver centur of all arvrovriatiors under this art
shall be utilized fer the payment of salaries of extersion arcerts
in courtiec of the several States tc further develop the coaTara=
tive extersion system in asriculture and heme econcmics with ran,
women, boys, and girle; (2) furnds available to tre several St&*ew
and tre Territory of Hawsii urder the terms of this act shall te
s0 expended that the extencison a-ente aymcinted under its DI o-
visiors shall be men and wemern in fair ard just rronortiones (3}
the restriction on the use of thece funds for the vrenotion of

sricultural treins shall net aoply.

2
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Sec. 2 Tlie suma aroropriated ur’er the orovisicne of thie
act srall be in adiltion to, and not in sutstitution for, curs
atpropriated under such act of Mav §, 1214, or sume othervise
annuelly avoropriated fer cocperative asricultural extensicn weorw,

Adpreved, May 22, 1378 (L5 Stat. L. T11).



T ¢ Terkhea’=Tanes Aot of 1577,

AN ACT To vrovide far research into basic lawe and »nrincivles
relating to agriculture and to provide fcr tre further do-
veloprent of coomerative acsricul tural extensicr work and
tne more commlete erndowmernt and surmort of land-grent col-
leges

TITIE II
Eg it eracted hy the ferate ard Heuse 0f Rorresentatives
EE"LUG Unfted Ststes of Arerica in Ceneracs acwer hlea,

Sec, ?1. 1In order to further davelsn the coomerative ex~
tonsion systam as inaugurated unier the act entitlad "An act to
provide for cooperative agricultural extansisn worc betwaan tn
agricultural colleges in the several Statas receiviang tha bene-
fits of the act of Conaress anoroved July 2, 1352, and all acts
surnlenentary thereto, and the Unlted States Department of Arri-
culture," anoroved May &, 1314 (U.S.0., titls 7, secs. 2i1-3u3),
thare ie herzby authorized t> be avnronriated, out of anv monev
in the Treasury not otharwiie arnropriated, for tha purpnse of
varzing the expenses of cosperative extension werk in arriculture
and home economizs ani the nacessary priating and diztritntian
of inforvation in connectisn with the sama, the sum of 33,000,277
for the fiscal year beginning after the data of the enactment of
this title, and for the fiscal year followine tha firet fisecal
year for which an avnropriation is made in varsuance of tha fora-
soing authorization the additional sum of $1, “O0.0DO, and for
each succeading flscal year thereaftesr an additional sum of
$1,000,000 until the total avoronriations authorized by this
section shall amount to $12, ﬂOOJ)J) annually, the autnorizatln
to coatinue in that amount for each euccealinz fiscal year, T.a
sums arvronriated in pursuance of this sactisn shall be vaid ta
the several Statas and the Territorv of Fawail in tae sana man-
ner and subject to the same conditions eni limitatisng ee the
additional sums anoropriated under the act of NMay 8, 1914, ex=
cent that (1) $320,000 shall be paid to the saveral Stat»q and
the Territcry of Hawaii in the nrovortion that the fara vonila-

ion of each bears to the total fara vopula*ion of the several
Stqtes and the Territory of Hawail, as detzrmined by the last
precediaz dacennlal census, and (3) the saveral Statass and the
Territory of Hawali shall not be required to offsst the allnt-
ments authorized in this section, The sums annronriated pur=
suant to this saction shall be in additisn to, and not in gub-
stitution for, sums appropriated under such act of May g, 191u,
as amended and siwmmlenanted, or suns otherwige aﬂ*“onriated for
asricultural extension work. Allotments to any State or the

3
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Territory of Hrwanil for any fiacal year from ¢he ancropriationg
herein autiorized ehall te available for pavuent to such Stata

or the Territory of Hawali only 1€ such Stale or tha Territory
of Hawail coarlies, for such fiscal year, with the proviaiosns
with reoference to off42t ot a-vrovriationa (other than sonranria-
tisns uncer this sectisn) for agricultural extansion wark,

Sec., 22. Ia order to provide for the mors commmlete endow-
ment and suppnrt of tine collezes in the ssveral Statas ard the
Territory of Eawall entitled to tne benefits of the act entitled
"An act dorating nudlie lands to the several Sta‘es and Terri-
tories which may provide collagzes for the benafit of agrisulture

nd the mechanis arts," avproved July 2, 1342, as amended and
supolanented (U.S.C., title 7, secs. 201=1233 Sunn., Vii, see.
30L), there are hareby authorized to be asvropriated aunually,
out of ary money in tns Treasury not otiaerwise aoprovriated, trne
followinz amounts?

(a) For the fiacal year Yezinning after the date of tne
ennctoent of this act, and for each fiscal year thereafter,
$333,000; and

(b) For the fiscal year following the first fiscal year for
which an appreopriation is made in pursuance of varagrash (a)
$5,009, and for each of the two fiscal years thereafter
$500,020 more than the anount authorlzad to te aodvronriated for
the preceding fiscal year, and for each fiscal year thereafter
$1,500,000, Tre sums aporopriated ia pursuance of parazrarh (b)
stail be 1n addition tn suis appropriated in vursusnce of oara-
graph (a) and shall be allotted and paid annually to each of the
saveral States and the Territorvy of Hawaii in the proportion
which tne totlal porlation of each such State and the Territory
of Eawall bears to tha total ponulation of all the States and
the Territory of Eewali, a3 deterained by the last precedins de=-
cennial :engus. Sums apvropriated in pursuance of this section

nell be in amddition to s:ms mpuronriated or authorized under
such act of July 2, 1352, as amended and supplemented, and shalil
be applled only for the purposes of the colleges defined in such
act, as anended and supplemented, The provisions of law annli-
cable to the usa and paynsat of guma undar the act entitled "an
act to aoply a portion of the nroce2ds of tne pudlic lands to
the more couplete endowment and survort of the colleses for the
benafit of agriculture and tae mechanic aris estahlished under
the provisions of an act of Congress epnroved July second, eigcht-
een hundred and sixty-two," apuroved Aupgust 30, 1830, as amended
and eupplezented, shall arply to the uze and paymeut of s'ms
arpropriated in pursusance of this section,

Arvroved, June 23, 1335,
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e Panikthead-¥lagnasan Act of 1348,

AN ACY? To provide for the furtier develonment of coonsrativa
agrlcaultural extension warx

P"’ it ﬂ“ar‘fp’{ hw 4na q"""{u’ 9*11 '—rw S B pf t’o-wuw ap Qr‘){wpq

ied, That

c? tn a::*‘t :1 Gtatas of Auzrica in (vr.xﬂ.s 753
title IT of tne Act entitied "an Act to proviss for ressarch ints
basic laws and princisles relating to acriculture and to provide
for the furiier development of cooparativa asricultural extension
worc and the more comlete endownent and smprmort of land-zrant
colleras,® approvad June 29, 1525 (ths Bankhead-Jones Act), is

anended by adding at the end taereof the following new section:

*3ac, 23. () In order to further develov the cooverative
extension system as ina'ri-ated under the Act entitled 'An Azt
to orovide for cooperative masricultural eztenzisn wnrk tretween
the asrizulturel collezes in the several States rocelving the
benefits of the Act of Conzreas, aporoved July 2, 1852, and all
Acts supnlenentery thereto, ani the Urnited States Depart=nent of
Agrlcalta:a,' approved May 8, 1314 (U.S.C., title 7, sacs, 3ul-
343, Wh-3hg), particularly for the further dev relonment of county
extension work, there are hereby authorized to be annronristed,
out of any mnney in the Treazury not otherwise aonropriated, for
the vurpoce of naying the ermenses of cooperative extension worx
in agriculture and houme economics, incluiing tachnical and e n-
cationsl assistance to farm peonle in improving their etanisri:
of living, in develoving individual farm and home plang, better
markxetiag and distribution of faruw products, work with rural
youth in U-H Cluds and older out=sf-achonl youth, guldanze of
farm people in improvinz farm and home tmildings, devslovrent of
effective vrosrams in canning, food preservation, and nuiritioa,
and for the recessary printing and distribution of in‘ormation
in coarection with the foregsoinz, the following eurst

"(1) $4,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 19u&,
and each 1Bsnfnant fiscal years

¥(?) An mdiltional $4,000,07D for the fiscal yaar endinz
June 2, 1347, and each subsequent fiscal year; and

3) An alditional $4,000,000 for the fiscal year endine
Jure j’ 1943, and each subsequent fiscal year.

*(b) The sums asvropriated pursuant to this sec-
tion ehall be paid to the saveral States and the Territorv of
Hawaii in the eame manner and subject to the same conditions and
limitations as the adiitional sums anpronriated under such Art
of Mey 8, 1314 (the Swith-Levar Ast), etcent that =

in
Ivid., LOg-LU2g
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“(1) rot 7nrs than ? ver canlum of tre eun s~prorriated
vursuant to tals sectioa for each fiasal year shall be
available tor veving exrengas o the Extension Sarvice in
tiiea Unlted Stales Danartrent of Agrisultures

w(2) $00,000 of the sum so anoromriated for eaca fiscal
year shall be allotted amonz the Statas and the Territory
of Hawnil by the Secretary of Acriculture oa the basis of
si:ecial needs due to pooulation characteristics, area in re-
lation to farm poonulation, or other svectal prodlemns, as
deternined by such Secretary: Provided, That not to excaed
1) par centun shall be allotted under tihls subnaragranh t»
any one State or tne Territory of Fawall for any fiscal rear:
Frovided further, That these funds shall be matched by the
State or Territory recelving them, on the same basis as otner
funds under tals Act; and

%(3) the remainder of the sun =o aunropriated for each
fiacal ysear shall be pald to the several States anid the Ter-
ritory of Hawaii in tne nrosortion that the fara pooulation
of each bears to the total farn population of the several
States and Territory of Hawall, as determined by the ceusue
of 1940,

®(c) The =ums apvropriated pursuant to this rec—
tion shall be in addition to and not in sudetitution for sums
annronriated under ench Act of May 8, 151L, as anended and swuo=
pleaented, or sums otherwise apnrooriated for agricultural ex-
tension work, Allotments to any State or the Territory of Hawall
for any fiscal year from the avprovriations herein authorized
shall be available for paymeat to such State or the Territory of
Hawall only 1f such State or the Territory of Hawali connlies,
fer such fiscal vear, with the provisions with reference to off-
set of asprooriations (other than aporopriatioas under this sec-
tion and section 21 of this title) for agricultural extension
woric,”

Sec. 2. Sectlion 21 of such Act of June 29, 13975, ig amande?
by etrizinz out *(other than apnrepriations under this eaction}®
and insertinz in lieu thereof "(other than ampropriations under
this section and eaction 23 of this title),."®

Aoproved, June £, 1345 (53 Stat, L. 231),



APFENDIX B

MZMBFRS of Joint Committea Which Reported on Extension Progzrams
Policles and Goals,
Armpointed by the Depariment:

EdmmA de S, Brunner, Professor ¢f Rural Saclolagy, Columbia
University, New York,

P. V. Carion, Snocial Aesistant to the Crief, Rureau of Plant
Industry, Soils, and Agricultural Ensineering, United States
Tevartment of Agricul ture,

David Meaker, Director of Fducation, Dearborn Motors Corrmora-
tion, Detroit, Michigan.

W. A, Minor, Asaistant to the Secretary, United States Deuart-
ment of Aecriculture.

Thomas E, Wilson, Chairman of the Board, Wilson & Co., Chizaco,
Illirois.

Aprointed by the land=grant colleges and universitiesn:

Walter C., Coffey, President Emeritus, Unlversity of Minnszsota.

Herman L. Donovan, President, University of Kentucky.

Roy M. Green, Presideat, Colorado Agricultural and Mechanical
College.

Jonn A, Hannah, President, Michigzan State Collere.

Jonn R. Hutcheson, Chancellor, Virginia Polytechnic Institute.

H. P, Rusk, DPean and Director, College of Agriculture, Univer-
gity of Illinois.

6
"Joint Committee Raport on Extension Prosram, Ppliclies, and Gosls,®
(¥ashington: United States Government Printing Office, 1943), p. III,



APEZIOIE C

Devalopment of Welghtinzs Ured ia Pronosed M:=tiicd Paced on
Veichted Populsation Clasies

Ia the eaction descridinz the sscond prorosed methnd for allrearin:
rasoiurces in Chanter Six, reference was maile tihat the fiznal walightines
were developed with the advice of a vanel of Zrteasion Adninlatrators
and with consijeration of the wary Fedaral Monles are anurnoriated to tnae
statas, The ocinions of the adnlristrators, felt mosil cemnetent to naas
Judeezent, ware obtained by asizinz them individaally to indisate the
relative imwoortance of the ponulation classes to Fxlensisn, They ware
asxedl to use the vovulation classzes develoied in Chanter ¥Fiva and to
distridute a total welghtinz of one hunired ver cent amons> the classas.
They were renuested thiat this ehould te done accoriing to %hs way th
balievad tihe Exitension Service should spend ite limited ressurcas to
fuifill its resnonsidbility to the veople of the sta‘e.

The following state administrative personual particicatead: Er=tane
aion Specialist in Trainine: the State U~ Club Leader and four Asslst-
ant State Club Leadars; tne State Home Demonstrztion lLeadsr and four
assistant Stata Hone Demonstration Leaders; the State Leader of Asricul-
tural Programs and three DMistrict Suvervisors., The results of thelr in-
dividual jud-rements as to the weights were compiled and averaged, Thean
final compiled weizhts ware those listed in tables Fifteen, Sixteen, a-d
Sevanteen, Tne Stats Extansion Adninistrative Staff reviewad thece wels'.t-
inzs and as a group tiey agreed that the weightings expressed the object-
ives ¢f the Adnministrative Staff,
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