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ABSTRACT
DIFFUSING AMONG THE PEOPLE: WHAT DO MICHIGAN RESIDENTS KNOW
ABOUT THE RESOURCES AVAILABLE THROUGH MICHIGAN STATE
UNIVERSITY EXTENSION?
By

Laura Kathleen Probyn

Michigan’s Cooperative Extension Service, now called Michigan State University
Extension, has a long history of serving the state’s residents, especially in agricultural and
rural program areas. Today’s Extension service works to “help people help themselves”
through programs aimed at meeting the needs of urban, suburban and rural residents from
Lawrence to Lansing and L’ Anse. But what do the state’s residents know about the
programs that .are offered through this organization? This thesis looks at other awareness
surveys related to Cooperative Extension and uses the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) to analyze the results of the MSU Extension Market Assessment Survey,
a statewide telephone survey conducted to explore what Michigan residents know about
MSU Extension and its main programming areas. Responses were analyzed according to
respondents’ ages, education levels, racial and ethnic backgrounds, region of the state and
type of community of residence. Analysis showed just over 50 percent awareness of MSU
Extension among Michigan residents, with wider awareness among older, white and rural
residents. Awareness of MSU Extension programs did not follow this trend. This study
will provide information for Extension administrators and educators in planning future

programming and marketing efforts.
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Chapter 1 — Introduction

1.1  Problem Statement

Michigan State University Extension (MSUE) is in the process of developing a
marketing plan for its programs and activities. One of the plan’s objectives is to achieve
80 percent awareness of MSUE and its programs among all Michigan residents. But there
are no current studies addressing Michiganians’ awareness of MSU Extension and its
programs to know where the organization stands in relation to this goal.

This paper offers a study of what Michigan residents know about MSU Extension
and its programs. It uses the MSUE Market Assessment Survey, which was designed by
MSU Extension and administered by the Institute for Public Policy and Social Research
(IPPSR) in the summer of 2000. It includes analysis of survey respondents’ characteristics
and how they relate to awareness of MSUE and its programmatic areas. The study will
generate information useful to Extension in developing a statewide marketing plan and
lays the groundwork for further studies that might lead to consideration of resource
reallocation and possible changes in program direction. The research findings also
contribute to the literature on public awareness of the Cooperative Extension Service
(CES) and its programs. It serves to conﬁﬁn or disconfirm whether previous research
findings on how much residents in other states and at the national level know about the

Cooperative Extension Service and its programs is also true in Michigan.

1.2  Background to the Problem
The United States Congress initiated the Cooperative Extension Service more

than 85 years ago in 1914 with the passing of the Smith-Lever Act. It was the
-1-



continuation of a process begun in 1862, when President Abraham Lincoln signed the
Morrill Act, which mandated that every state set aside land for use in educating citizens,
especially rural residents in “agriculture and the mechanical arts” (Drabenstott, 1999).

When Lincoln signed the Morrill Act, 80 percent of the nation’s people lived in
rural areas and more than half lived on farms. Though a rural population decline was on
the horizon, following closely on the heels of a burgeoning industrial revolution, the rate
of exodus from agriculture was not rapid. At the onset of World War II, the rural
population was still 44 percent, with the farm population about 25 percent (Drabenstott,
1999).

The Extension system was set up for “diffusing among the people of the United
States useful and practical information on subjects relating to agriculture and home
economics, and to encourage the application of the same” (Rassmussen, 1989, pg. 223).
This would be accomplished threugh research conducted by the Land Grant universities
in an educational system jointly supported by the county, state and federal government--
hence the name “Cooperative”.

Through the years Extension’s role has grown and expanded, as has the U.S.
population. By 1940 4-H Programs were being established to serve youths in urban areas
(Rasmussen, 1989), and in 1953 the Smith-Lever Act was amended with language that
broadened Extension’s subject matter to include “agriculture, home economics, and rural
energy, and subjects relating thereto” (Terry, 1995). Much later (1988), the Cooperative
Extension System further broadened its scope by adopting this mission statement:

The Cooperative Extension System helps people improve their lives

through an educational process which uses scientific knowledge focused
on issues and needs (Rasmussen, 1989, pg. 223).






From its earliest role extending agricultural, homemaking and youth development
education to a primarily rural America, Extension’s mission was far beyond
demonstrating and diffusing simple technical skills. Rather, it sought to improve the
quality of people’s lives by contributing to their development through education
(Encyclopedia of Agricultural Science, 1994). To this end, language in the Smith-Lever
Act directly refers to serving “the people of the United States” (Rasmussen, 1989).

Today’s Extension Service not only provides traditional programs and services to
farmers, gardeners and homemakers, but also features community development programs
for cities and towns, nutrition programs for low-income families and 4-H activities
focused on such topics as careers, communication and character.

And while Extension has a long-held reputation for providing socially valuable,
research-based information to improve rural communities (Terry, 1995), its agents have
also expanded their roles to include such skills as facilitating dialogue and identifying
issues pertinent to communities of all sizes. Agents conduct work on these issues at and
through the community level and relay them to university-based researchers for further
study.

In Michigan, the Cooperative Extension Service has grown and changed, taking
the name Michigan State University Extension (MSUE) and modifying its programming
scope. Today’s MSUE offers county based information in three primary areas: 1)
agriculture and natural resources; 2) children, youth and families; and 3) community and
economic development.

Agriculture and Natural Resources specialists and agents work across the state to
extend research knowledge generated by MSU scientists to meet the needs of Michigan’s

diverse agricultural industry. Planning efforts with industry and commodity
-3-



representatives resulted in identification of four areas of emphasis for focus by Extension
educators in agriculture and natural resources: Integrated pest management, animal
management, waste management and the marketing of Michigan agricultural products
(Michigan State University Extension World Wide Web page, 1999).

Educators in the Children, Youth and Family Program focus on the connections
people have with the environment, individuals and their communities. Specialists and
agents in this area help people work to improve their lives by focusing on three general
topic areas. These areas are family strengths and home economics, food, nutrition and
health, and youth development through 4-H Youth Programs.

Educators working in the Community and Economic Development Program assist
individuals, local officials, businesses and others to enhance Michigan communities.
They provide training programs and educational opportunities for municipalities,
agencies, industries and other businesses of all sizes.

Just as society itself faces changes and challenges, MSU Extension must
continually work to ensure that it is striving to help all citizens meet their needs within its
programming areas. Michigan State University, the nation’s first Land-Grant institution,
has been active in expanding its programs and staff expertise to meet citizens’ ever-
changing needs.

In 1992 the organization undertook a statewide issue identification process to
determine what residents saw as the most pressing needs and challenges facing their
communities. The outcome of this effort led to new educational efforts via area of
expertise teams that include campus-based researchers, county based educators and client
group members. These teams are charged with providing topic-specific information that

continues to reflect audience needs (Suvedi, Lapinski, Campo, 1999).
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Just as it has done since its inception early in the last century, MSUE works to
extend the resources of Michigan State University research to help meet the needs of the
state’s citizens. While it was initially grounded in agriculture and rural home economics,
today’s MSUE seeks to identify and help citizens meet needs related to its programming
areas--whether these citizens are rural or urban, young or old, regardless of race,
education or income. But what do citizens know about the resources and programs MSU

Extension offers them?

1.3  Purpose and Objectives

No known previous studies have examined what adult Michigan residents know
about MSU Extension or how many of them have taken part in any of the organization’s
various educational opportunities. This paper will look at citizens’ awareness of the
organization and compare awareness levels based on where respondents live in the state
(region) and the type of community they inhabit.

Literature including national other states’ studies of awareness of Extension will
be examined. Data generated from this study will be compared to other studies to
determine how Michigan residents’ awareness levels compare to other states’ findings.

In terms of respondents’ demographic information, this paper will use statistical
means (averages) to describe respondents’ awareness and uses with relation to racial
backgrounds, ages, and education levels. It will look for possibly statistically significant

relationships between awareness, or lack of awareness, and these categories.



Extension has a long tradition of serving rural and agricultural audiences, yet
recent program foci have included urban and suburban audiences. This paper will
examine, by looking at statistical averages, whether there are higher awareness and use
levels among traditional audiences (primarily rural and Caucasian) or whether there are
similar results among residents regardless of residential community, or racial background.

The results presented in this paper will give the MSU Extension educator, whether
he/she is located in a county office or in MSU’s Agriculture Hall, a base of information
about what the state’s residents know about the system and its programs.

This information has one use for building an effective statewide marketing
initiative to alert residents to the resources available to them. It will also have use by
Extension administrators and educators who want to better understanding their existing
bases of support, where knowledge of program availability might be lacking, and how
they might best use their strengths and skills to gain awareness among new audiences to
better help meet residents’ needs.

It will also open the door to suggestions for future research that might include a
longitudinal study that will gauge residents’ awareness of MSUE through time and
studies that not only look at awareness of Extension, but perceived public value of the

organization and its program.

1.4  Study Plan

The MSUE Market Assessment Survey is a telephone survey conducted with
residents across the state, from a variety of age (adults 18 years old and older),
educational, race, income and geographic (urban to rural) groups. The survey questions

were designed to assess respondents’ knowledge of MSU Extension, its programs and
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products. This paper will analyze the data collected and report results. MSUE
administrators and educators will use this data as baseline information about residents’
knowledge as it develops a marketing plan for statewide implementation.

Following this introductory chapter, the paper will include a review of relevant
literature to identify the findings from other studies on awareness of CES and its
programs, and what can be done to better respond to people’s needs, especially those that
are less aware of MSUE and its programs. Chapter 3 reviews the methodology used in the
data analysis and Chapter 4 presents the findings. The final chapter provides a summary,

conclusions, and recommendations.

1.5 Need for the Study

There are a number of reasons why exploring what Michigan residents know
about MSUE is important. One reason is the lack of research on what the state’s citizens
know about MSUE and its programs. Although national and state studies have been
conducted on people’s familiarity with CES and its programs, Michigan has yet to study
this question. Yet, the information on what Michigan residents know about MSUE can be
used to serve various purposes.

One use of the study and its finding is to confirm or disconfirm some of the
research findings on what residents in other states and at the national level know about
the CES and its programs. The use of the research findings in this way helps expand the
knowledge base on this topic and represents an important contribution to the literature on

the awareness of CES and its programs.



This study’s findings about awareness of MSUE can also be used to help

- determine how well the organization is fulfilling its mission to serve the people of the
United States, especially minorities and those living in urban settings. Extension has had
many critics who have argued that it does not or should not be working with urban
audiences and that it has outlived its usefulness among a declining rural agrarian
population (Terry, 1995 and Peters, 2000). But, as the product of a Congressional act (the
aforementioned Smith-Lever Act), the Cooperative Extension Service is mandated by law
to serve “the people of the United States.” This phrase is not qualified by being limited to
the agricultural or rural populations, and thus the Extension Service should not be limited
to meeting the needs of select groups or populations. Regardless of its detractors, the
organization is mandated to serve “the people of the United States™ and should strive to
do so.

In addition to helping Extension assess how well it is fulfilling its mission,
information on what residents know about MSUE and its programs will also help
Extension identify and develop better ways to ensure it is serving peoples’ needs and
communicating what it has to offer to citizens. If certain segments of society are not
aware of Extension and its programs, confirming this fact should awaken the organization
to the need to take measures to ensure it is .scrving peoples’ needs and to better
communicate what it has to offer to citizens. If, on the other hand, there is high
awareness of MSU Extension and its programs, this gives the organization information
about where it might garmner support and offers ammunition that it can use to justify its
acquisition and use of resources. The study, it suffices to say, lays the groundwork for
further studies that might lead to resource reallocation and or changes in programmatic

direction.



The findings of this study will be especially useful to Extension in its current
project to develop a marketing plan for its programmatic areas. MSU Extension began
the process of building an organization-wide marketing plan in 1997. Extension-user
(stakeholder) input was gathered in 1998 during two planning sessions, and the input
from those two events was gathered and synthesized into a set of marketing objectives.

One of these objectives calls for building 80 percent public awareness of MSU
Extension’s mission, goals and programs. The findings in this study relate directly to
achieving that objective. In order to ascertain whether public awareness about MSUE and
its mission, goals and programs has reached 80 percent after a marketing strategy has
been implemented, it is critical to assess the public awareness level beforehand. This
analysis of the survey results will provide a baseline of information regarding public
awareness of MSUE’s 4-H Youth Programs, Family Strengths Program, Agriculture and

Natural Resources Programs. as well as the umbrella organization (MSUE).

1.6  Study Limitations

Because the MSUE Market Assessment Survey’s primary purpose was to gauge
citizen awareness of MSUE, this is a strong argument for using those data for this study.
Another strength of using the MSUE Market Assessment Survey is the large number of
respondents that participated (1,156 respondents).

While using the MSUE Market Assessment Survey database to conduct this study
has its benefits, it also has its several limitations related to the fact that it was a telephone
survey. In this case, adults without telephones in their residences were excluded, as were
those with unlisted phone numbers. Telephone surveys do not allow researchers the

opportunity to see and conduct face-to-face interviews with respondents. Telephone
9.



surveys can also be subject to differences in interviewer styles, even with trained
interviewers.

In addition, responses were weighted to bring them in line with 1990 U.S. Census
Bureau data for the state of Michigan. While they were the most recent data available at
the time the survey was conducted and analyzed, they are ten years old and may not as
accurately reflect Michigan’s 2000 population.

Finally, this analysis was intended to examine MSU Extension in terms of
Michigan residents’ awareness and participation in the organization and its programs so it
takes an approach that focuses programmatically. It was intended to provide the
organization with useful information about current programs and not meant to provide an
in-depth look at participation by racial groups, geographic groups (e.g. urban participation
in MSUE programs) or other demographic categories. While such analyses merit deeper

investigation than is presented in this paper, they are nonetheless absent here.
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Chapter 2 — Literature Review

2.1  Purpose of Literature Review

This literature review will explore existing knowledge about awareness of
Cooperative Extension at the national and state levels. It will explore previous studies of
awareness among selected user groups, as well as the general public. It will also examine
the literature focused on calls for wider inclusion and participation in Extension’s
planning and programming activities.

Information from national and state studies helps us understand how different
demographic characteristics influence peoples’ level of awareness of CES and its
programs. Do the factors that influence residents’ awareness levels in other states and
across the nation also influence the level of awareness among Michigan residents? The
research findings from this study will provide a partial answer to this question. It will
permit us to gauge the differences and similarities that exist in awareness of CES and its

programs between Michigan and elsewhere in the country.

2.2  Review of Literature

A review of literature found several studies examining public perceptions of
Extension. Two were longitudinal studies conducted by Warner and Christenson. Others
were state and province surveys conducted in Louisiana, Kansas, Minnesota and Ontario.
Other literature included surveys gauging the perceptions of specific (traditional)
audiences to Cooperative Extension programs. Several pieces also support the need for a

wider inclusion in planning and executing Extension programs.
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Warner and Christenson conducted widely referenced national surveys in 1982
and 1995 looking at public perceptions of Extension. Their telephone surveys included
questions designed to gauge adults’ awareness of Extension and their use of the system’s
services.

In 1982, these authors found 40 percent awareness of the Extension Service. This
number rose to 45 percent by 1995. They also found highest awareness of 4-H (77 percent
in 1982, 69 percent in 1995), even higher than for the Extension organization. They noted
higher awareness of the Cooperative Extension Service in the southern U.S. and the
Midwest. The authors also found that Extension awareness differed by gender, race,
place, and minority status of the respondent. Greatest Extension awareness was
registered among older (40 years old and older) and rural residents. Program awareness
and usage was lowest among young, urban and minority individuals.

In addition to looking at perception and awareness, Warner and Christenson also
looked at support for future Extension funding. Their 1995 study found support for
additional funding in family and youth and natural resources programs. In 1982 they
asked a similar, but not identical question, so results can’t be directly compared, but the
later survey found similar, if not higher support for Extension and its program areas. No
more than 27 percent of respondents wanted to spend less on any area.

The authors of the national surveys use data from both studies to point to

continued value and support for Cooperative Extension.! Wamner and Christenson also

“Some critics in the 1982 concluded that Extension had outlived its usefulness and would not be
around in the 90s. So it is reassuring that Extension still exists and continues to serve the needs of
clientele.” Wamer and Christenson et al.

-12-



pointed to potential shortcomings with Extension.” Warner et al. expressed particular
concerns about the need for Extension to address the specialized needs of groups with
different needs and expectations:
..over the years we have operated as if Extension is the same
thing to all people. And we have expected Extension’s lifelong
supporters to rally around the organization no matter what
programs were being emphasized. With programs now being
designed to address specialized needs and targeted toward
specific audiences, future support will need to be developed
through coalitions of individuals with very different needs and
expectations.

A related set of studies on Extension has focus on return to investment in
Extension rather than on the level of awareness. This body of work shows positive return
on the public’s investment in Extension, though estimates of this return have varied
(Evenson, 1979; Huffman, 1976; Yee, 1992). One study (Huffman and Evenson , 1993)
noted a rate of return on Extension investments of about 20 percent (lower than for
research) though other studies, have shown returns on investment has high as 110 percent
(Huffman and Mranowski, 1981 and Evenson, 1979).

Other studies on the awareness of CES and its programs have been done at the
state level. A 1995 Louisiana study by Verma and Burns looked at public awareness,
Extension user satisfaction and potential usefulness in Louisiana. The statewide telephone
survey of Louisiana adults found more than 40 percent awareness of the Louisiana

Cooperative Extension Service (LCES), which was similar to Warner and Christenson’s

findings. Again, awareness of the 4-H youth program was higher (49.6 percent) than

%However the findings are also unsettling, since changes made in program directions and target
audiences are not found to be reflected in the 1995 responses. Even though programs have targeted
underserved audiences, urban residents, the young and persons with low levels of income and education
remain the least likely to be aware of Extension or use its services.”

-13-



awareness of the Extension program itself. Rural residents were more aware of Extension
and its programs than urban residents.

Of those respondents aware of LCES, about 15 percent had contacted an
Extension agent or office, with an average of 2.7 contacts having taken place in the
previous year. More than 90 percent of Louisiana users indicated they were either
satisfied or very satisfied with LCES and its programs. Verma and Burns’ conclusions
included a call for a unified marketing approach “to methodically sort out the most
appropriate marketing strategies and to schedule developments in a master Extension
marketing plan to manage growth and to maximize service quality.

Both the Warner and Christenson and Verma and Burns studies’ found higher
satisfaction with Extension from users than nonusers. This was also noted in a 1986 mail
survey conducted by the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture. Though limited because it was
conducted within one historically strong user group (farmers), the data showed higher
satisfaction among Extension users than nonusers, with highest marks in satisfaction
linked with the 4-H youth program.

The Kansas State University Research and Extension Program commissioned
telephone surveys in 1996 and 2000 to examine Kansans’ awareness, use and support for
its activities. In 1996, there was 34 percent awareness among respondents about a
university-based program offering research-based educational programs. This awareness
rose to 45 percent in 2000. When the program was referenced by name, awareness
increased 27 percent in 1996, but only three percent in 2000. Of those who were aware of
their county’s Extension office, 71 percent said they had called or e-mailed the county

office for information.
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Many Kansas survey results were very similar in 1996 and 2000. There was no
change in the percentage of respondents (25 percent) who know there is a K-State
Research and Extension office in their county. The number of Kansas respondents who
had attended a meeting, workshop or field day rose slightly from the 1996 figure of 11
percent to 15 percent in 2000.

The number of respondents who believe information they receive from Kansas
State Research and Extension is “very credible” was at 56 perceht in 1996. This number
rose to 63 percent in 2000. There was even higher positive response to the question
regarding the importance of K-Stafe’s Research and Extension programming. The 1996
importance rating of 96 percent was very similar to the 2000 response of 94 percent.
Current funding level approval was at 85 percent in 1996 and 89 percent in 2000.

Given Extension’s long association with agriculture, it is surprising that in the
2000 survey, ambng Kansas respondents involved in farming, fanching, or agribusiness,
38 percent were not aware of the program Among 4-H volunteers or leaders, 40 percent
were not aware of the program as described. |

The Minnesota Extension Service (MES) conducted a 1994 focus group study that
looked at the organization’s image and identity, expressed met and unmet needs,
outstanding experiences with MES and disgatisfactions with MES.

Researchers found that MES has problems with visibility and images, especially
among nontraditional audiences.’ Beyond the historical farming and 4-H orientation,
organization’s mission and focus were “hot clearly articulated” and even MES staff had

difficulty describing MES and what it does.

¥“Some people associate MES with farming and 4-H, believing it has nothing to offer them. Others see the
part of Extension they access, but don’t know what else MES does.”
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Respondents lauded the organization for meeting needs “related to traditional
programming” and often cited 4-H when describing outstanding extension experiences
However, they also cited needs that MES could help related to meeting life skills,
building individual capacity and community capacity.

While these studies offer the possibility that Extension is doing a good job serving
its existing audiences, there is a body of work calling for the system to broaden its focus
and work to meet the needs of larger audiences. Harriman (1989) states the need for
grassroots organizing and anticipating issues to better meet needs at the community level:
“As the number of farm families continues to decline, are we reorienting enough of our
programming fast enough to broaden our support base and meet the needs of a changing
population?”

Another call for wider accessibility and stakeholder inclusion in CES came from a
National Research Council-convened committee on the future of the colleges of
agriculture in the Land Grant university system. One product of this committee’s efforts
was a book that looked at Land-Grant system’s public service components, including
Cooperative Extension, and made recommendations for strengthening future efforts
among land-grant colleges of agriculture (National Research Council, 1996).

The issue of wider accessibility and stakeholder inclusion is a long-standing
concern to the Cooperative Extension system. A 1977 U.S. Congress-mandated
investigation of Extension pointed to the organization’s shortcomings in this area.
Although the study identified Extension’s strength in its grassroots, face-to-face approach
to meeting citizens’ needs and personal, the organization was also cited for not including

low-income groups, minorities, and marginalized portions of traditional audiences, such
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as organic farmers (United States Department of Agriculture, 1980).

2.3 Summary of Principal Findings from Literature Review

This review of the literature about what people know about Extension shows that
it is diverse in methodology, scope, and purpose. However, despite these differences, the
literature shows similar findings across a number of issues. Among the key findings over
which there seems to be general empirical agreement are the following:
1. National and state studies show about 40 to 45 percent awareness for the CES although
some state record lower awareness measures.
2. Awareness of the 4-H Program was greater than for CES in National and state surveys.
3. Greater awareness among the older and rural residents than among young, urban, and
minority individuals.
4. Awareness of CES varies by region of the country
5. Level of satisfaction high among users vs. nonusers of extension.
6. There is a need to met the needs of larger audiences to have broad-based support

outside Extension’s traditional circles.

24  Conclusion

There is a growing body of literature on information about what people know
about CES and its programs. Despite differences in methodologies, scope, and purposes,
the research generally reaches similar conclusions on matters of awareness. But it is not
known if other research findings are also valid in Michigan. One expected benefit from

conducting this study is to confirm or disconfirm for Michigan some of the research
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findings in other states and for the nation on how much knowledge residents possess

about CES and its programs.
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Chapter 3 — Methodology
3.1  Questions from the Literature

The review of literature included state surveys of citizen awareness of Extension
and a national survey about Extension awareness. There was also a host of papers and
publications calling for wider inclusion of nontraditional Extension audiences in program
planning and criticisms of Extension for not meeting all citizens’ needs.

This review informed this paper in that it brought to light a number of questions
that have been asked elsewhere and deserve attention in Michigan related to awareness of
Extension and Extension programs. The national study and at least two of the state
surveys noted awareness of Extension at less than 50 percent. Do Michigan residents
have a greater awareness about MSUE? Also, the 4-H program received more recognition
among survey respondents, both nationally and at the state level, than the Extension
organization of which it is part. Will Michigan follow this trend? At least one state survey
and the national survey found lower awareness of Extension among young, minority and
urban audiences. Can we expect this in Michigan?

What level of use have survey respondents made of the MSU Extension
opportunities that are ayailable to them? Have they attended workshops, read bulletins or
newsletters? How do those who have done these things rate the service they’ve received?

This paper will add to the knowledge base about what is known about citizen
awareness of MSU Extension and Cooperative Exténsion in general. It will examine
whether Michigan residents have similar awareness as other Americans and provide

MSUE with a base of information for use in marketing plans and for future studies.
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3.2  Database Development

A telephone survey to determine knowledge of MSU Extension and its main
program areas was commissioned by the MSU Extension Marketing Committee and
written by Dr. Murari Suvedi and the staff of the MSU Center for Evaluative Studies. It
was evaluated, tested and conducted by the Instituted for Public Policy and Social
Research (IPPSR) in the spring and summer of 2000.

Dr. Suvedi developed the questionnaire after carefully reviewing MSU
Extension’s marketing study needs as identified by the Marketing Task Force. He adapted
questions from the Children, Youth and Family State of the State survey conducted in
1997 and provided the questionnaire to the MSU Extension Marketing Committee for its
review. A group of Extension professionals and faculty members from the Department of
Agriculture and Natural Resources Education and Communications Systems served as the
review panel. Their feedback, along with comments from IPPSR staff, was incorporated

into the survey. Content validity and format was ascertained.

There was no reliability testing of the telephone survey instrument for three
reasons. The first was because the questions were not on a scale or true false, and
secondly, trained professional telephone surveyors administered the questionnaire under
close supervision by IPPSR staff. Additionally, most of the questions were adapted from
the 1996 Michigan State University Extension Children, Youth and Family State of the
State Survey. The survey should yield reliable data. The full questionnaire is presented in

the Appendix.
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3.3 Data Collection

Data were collected and entered into a data set in a Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS) software system file. This paper’s author was provided the data
file late in the summer of 2000 and began lookiﬁg at data frequencies and cross
tabulations. She also ran linear regressions for the continuous variables of age and

education level.

3.4 Popﬁlation Characteristics

The survey employed a total sample size of 1,156 individuals. The referent
population was Michigan’s non-institutionalized, English-speaking adult population (age
18 and older). Because the survey was conducted by telephone, only persons living in

households that had telephones were interviewed.

3.5  Stratification

For its administrative purposes MSUE organizes the state’s 83 counties into six
major regions. To assure that each of Michigan’s major regions were represented, the
sample was stratified into six regions, each consisting of a set of contiguous counties. The

county grouping corresponds to that used by MSU Extension.
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The six regions are defined as follows (counties listed within regions):

1. Upper Peninsula (Alger, Baraga, Chippewa, Delta, Dickinson, Gogebic,
Houghton, Iron, Keweenaw, Luce, Ontonagon, Mackinac, Marquette,
Menominee, Schoolcraft).

2. Northern Lower Peninsula (Alcona, Alpena, Antrim, Benzie, Charlevoix,
Cheboygan, Crawford, Emmet, Grand Traverse, losco, Kalkaska, Leelanau,
Missaukee, Montmorency, Ogemaw, Oscoda, Otsego, Presque Isle, Roscommon,
Wexford).

3. West Central (Allegan, Barry, Ionia, Kent, Lake, Manistee, Mason, Mecosta,
Montcalm, Muskegon, Newaygo, Oceana, Osceola, Ottawa).

4. East Central (Arenac, Bay, Clare, Clinton, Gladwin, Gratiot, Huron, Isabella,
Midland, Saginaw, Sanilac, Shiawassee, Tuscola).

5. Southwest (Berrien, Branch, Calhoun, Cass, Eaton, Hillsdale, Ingham, Jackson,
Kalamazoo, St. Joseph, Van Buren).

6. Southeast (Genesee, Lapeer, Lenawee, Livingston, Macomb, Monroe, Oakland,
St. Clair, Washtenaw, Wayne).

To allow reclassification of the place of residence (county) into the alternative regional

groupings, each respondent's county of residence was also coded on the data set.

3.6 Sampling

Respondents' households were selected using list-assisted, random-digit dial
sampling procedures. The initial sample of randomly generated telephone numbers was
purchased from Survey Sampling, Inc. (Survey Sampling generates a list of all working
area code/phone number prefix combinations.) In this study, the list of numbers included
only active Michigan phones. From within this list of possible phone numbers, Survey
Sampling eliminated those number groups with four-digit suffixes that are unused or used
only by institutions. Telephone numbers were selected at random in proportion to the

number of households in each county from the remaining numbers.
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3.7  Sample Weights

In order to accurately reflect Michigan’s population, data entered in SPSS were
weighted to bring respondents’ characteristics into line with 1990 U.S. Census data. For
example, according to U.S. Census data, in 1990 Michigan’s Asian/Pacific Islander
population accounted for one percent of the state’s total population. In this study,
responses were weighted to equal one percent of respondents as Asians/Pacific Islanders.

The sample design was a stratified sample based on MSUE regions. Regions
sampled were somewhat disproportionate to actual population sizes within each region.
Stratification was intended to assure a sufficient minimum number of respondents from
each stratum to permit detailed analysis.

To make generalizations about individuals' views and behaviors, it was necessary
to ensure that each respondent in a survey sample had an equal chance for selection, or is
represented in the data as having had equal chances for selection. Because households
with multiple phone lines had more chances of being selected into the sample than those
with only one phone line, it was important to adjust for this source of unequal chances
when analyzing data. The questionnaire included a query about how many separate phone
numbers each respondent’s household had. Each case was then weighted by the
reciprocal of the number of phone numbers and adjusted so that the total number of cases
matched the actual number of completed interviews.

[PPSR made an average of 15 attempts per phone number and used a refusal
conversion. Thus, if a household refused to answer the survey during the first call, a
second attempt to request participation was made within five days. When no one

answered the phone on the first call, additional attempts were made to contact a
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respondent at various days of the week and times of day.

An adult in a two-adult household would have half the chance of being selected to
be interviewed as would the only adult in a single adult household. This required
adjusting to correct for unequal probabilities of selection. The interview included a
question as to the number of adults (18 years of age or older) living in the household.
Each cas