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. APPLICABILITY OF ANAD(PI‘ ION-DIFFUSION MODEL TO RESOURCE CONSERVATICN:

‘\ { A SUPPORTING VIEW /

e o Peter J. Nowak
Iowa State University

INTRODUCTION |
At issue is the extent to which one can employ an adoption and'diffusion‘
ol 1nnovat10ns model(s) to explain and predlct the use of soil and water
conservatlcm practlces A number of criticisms, many of ‘these sumarized by
Warner - (1974), Downs and Mohr (1976), Rogers (1976) and Goss (1979) have been
' d1rected toward what has been called the "tradltwnal" model of 1nnovat10n
diffusion. In additiaon to these general cr1t1c1sms it has also been argued
_that this model has little applicability to the specific area of soil and .
| _ water conservation -(Pampel and van Es, 1977 Lovejoy and Parent, 1981).
However, "the position taken in this paper is fhat much can be 5alned from
using these models in the area of soil and water conservatlon ) "
In;t1ally this position will be developed by commenting on some criticisms
directed toward research on the d1ffu51on of 1nnovat10ns The currency and
validity of sane'of these criticisms are questioned by bpec1fy1ng how ¢on-
temporary models differ from earlier efforts. Flnally, the issue of whether
an adoption- d1ffus1on model can be applled to the area of resource conserva-
tion is transcended by dem6?xstrat1ng how 1t has beemn: utlhzed The paper

concludes by strong,ly supportlng further researeh w1th adoptlon and dlffublon

"
’

models in the area of resource, conservatlon.




'Criticisms of the Traditional Model U )

Two general observations can be made about tﬁe criticisms directed tgward
the trad1t1anal model of 1nnovat1on adoption and diffusion. First tﬁe critics
often assume that this model is someth1n5 well ebtab11shed chaxacterlued by
definitional consensus and bounded across time. In’actuality there is a
tremendous amount of variat;on in the assumptions;uéoncepts”and their relation-

5h1p5 contained w1th1n different depictions of the model; that is; m} version

of the traditional model is unlikely _to be the same as yours. Thlb vailab1l1tv
“is especially evident in same of the classic attempts to bvnthes1ue the researuh
in this area (compare the work of the North Central Rural Soc1ology Sub-
comittee on Diffusion of New Ideas and Farm Practices;l Lionberger, 1960;
Rogers, 1962; Havelock, 1969; Rogers with Shoemaker, 1971; Browh, 1981).

Relative to the critics, one must wonder which of these"models tﬁéy are

criticizing. If their criticisms are tofbe_offany_vqlue, then it is suggested

that present and future critics beg1n.bv bpec1tv1ng what they mean by the
trad1t1on31 or classical model of 1nn0vat1on ddopt1oﬂ\and dlfobIOH Well-
founded criticisms are needed to test and challenge the model, whereas vague,
_strawﬁan arguments may only promote the fame of the critic. If that is their
intent, then let us begin to recognize it as such.

A second observation is related to the role of research in the process

H

of model generatiah. Although there is not a consensus on a definition of
~
a model, most will agree that a model should at least lead to the development

of a set of working hypotheses so that the utility of the model can be tested.
Conbequently the theory reprebented by this model would be influenced from
the results of testing these hypotheses. Then, as these 1esealuh findings

£
acamulate, the model is adjusted accordingly. Nonetheless, many critics




expect contemporary researchers of iﬁﬁovation diffusion to work wiih a model

| which is t1Xed and constant through time. Their criticisms,éréuoften directed

- toward a model as 1t was initially formal1ued in the early 1950's ta111ng
to recognize that the model has continued to develop since that time. Even
the semantics involved with refe;jin5 to it as the ”traditioﬁal" model invokes
a well- kncwn sou101051ca1 bias in that the traditional (read as btatlL/dnd
'undeveloped) cannot uanpare to the modemn (read as advanced “and dévcloped)

Yes, there is a research tradition in investigating the ddéﬁtlon -and

‘diffusion of innovations, but contemporary research cannot be chélacterlzed
as a blind imitation of past efforts. More critics need to reglize that
Contempbrary researchers have evaluated these past efforts, thé strengths as
well as the faults, and adjusted their efforts accordingly. Ijt is time to
stop reciting the standard litany ot criticisms of the adoptién-diffusion

" model until one has made the effort to determine their Lurrent leldlty

- H
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A Debate on the Innovation Diffusion Model

The debate as to whether we can use conservatlon practices as rhe inno-
vation in an adoption- d1fEUS1on model is a false issue. The question should
not be whether we can use the model, rather it should be one of determining
the utility of Ehi§wmodél in this particular research %rea. Ideally the

Y utility will be evalu;ted through the presentation of an intevrated set ‘of
Iesearch results reprebentm&, difterent ujmponents and pTOL of ‘the model.
Those results are now being generated. Thereiore I will not debate if we
should apply it to‘this area. Iﬁstead I will explain how it is being applied,
and at the same time, demonstrate how this applicatiox; neutralizes some of

the major criticisms against the model.




AN APPLICATION
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It should not be necessary to document the resource exploitation and

envirommental degradation relative to our natural resources. It would be
difficult to dispute the neéd for canservation. It would also be difficuit
to ignore the fact that many‘soil and water conservation practicés have .
alrehdy been adopted and are being maintainéd. Consé%@atioh is an ongoinéﬁ
reality tor many farmersS, famm fims and agricultural organizations. This
ameans that the essence of this debate is not to argue iikthey will adopt,

tather it should be to cumpare explanations of the fact that they are alfeady

adopting the needed practices. After a careful examination of all that our .
discipline has to offer, I believe thatgan adoption and diffusion of inno-

t

vations model offers the best possible explanation.

The Innovation

S Why are soil and water conservation practices being adopted or rejected
as innovations?3 How do we explain the diffusion of these practices? The )
answer to both of these questions has to involve the character of the innova-
tion itself. There is little disagreement that the nature of the innovation
influences the adoption and diffusion processes. Yet one of tbe major
criticismé,oflprevious diffusion research was that it was based on a restrictive
definition of an innovation. That is, the innovation was supposedly viewed
as a gle 1tem of technology which was bounded and rigid through the
dltfé:\\ pr ess. Further,thls immutable innovation was viewed as originating
through a progess of technological deteminism in that it was introduced from
outside the system of potential adopters while supposedly having productive,
beneficial and positive consequences for all. These criticisms are ndt valid '

relative to current research in the area of resource conservation.

-
Q b
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There are no pre-packaged 'conservation machines.' Nor aré there any
conservation 'cookbooks' or ofher formms of quick technological fixes. Conser-
vation results from a system or‘procesghﬁiich involves the skillful blending
of the old with the new. It is a blend from agronamy, engineering, econamics,
and at times, superstition and luck. Conservation is maintained by changing
this blend to accomodate seasonal or managerial variations, e.g., what work§
in a dry year may not work in a wet one, and what works for One:operaior may

be a total failure for another because of soil or managerial differences.
L}

There is nothing fixed, constant or manolithic about .the innovations in the

conservation arena. Thetefore, instead of focusing on the innovation as it
has been implemented, it is frequently necessary to examine the manipulation
or re-invention of the innovation which ocaurs prior to its implementation.
How do we account-for this re-inventian process (Rogers, 1978; Rice and
Rogefs, 1980)? Three different areas are currently being examined relative
to the adoptian of conservation practices:

1. The managerial ability of the operator. One cannot assume that all

operators huve access to. equal TébOUTCég or abilities when working
w1th LOHbéTV&tan systems. Rather than focus:n& only on the amount

ot resources available, a more important research question is deter-
-

mining what can be done with any given amount of resources. That is,’
A’ i g

to examine the interaction between resource availability and managerial
" ‘ ~
ability. How are these related to the successful use of conservation

\\

systems? And, as will be noted later, ane must also be concerned
with the dlstrlbution of this dbllltv relat1ve to the manager's

p051t1on within the larger social system.
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The mutability of the jnnovation. Mutability refers to the degfée

to which the innovation itself can be ‘c}mnged. For example, an
operator may shift to a reduced tillage syst;n anly if the present
planter can be modified to remain stable in heavy residue situations.
Or the method of injecting fertilizers and herbicides may also have |
to be modified 0‘1 the planter. How does or{e conceptualize or measure
mutability- -the extent samething old® can be changed into something
new, of the extent to which something new can be made di‘fferenf?

How is this related to the notion of appropriate technology? Will
research support the hypothesis that the degree of mutability of an

item or practice is positively related to the extent of re-invention?

The adopting unit's position within indigenous knowledge systems.

One quickly réélizes that some of the n;ost creative research being
carried out on conservation innovations is not caming from the land
grant colleges or the USDA conservation agencies. Farm operators,
either through a process of invention or re-invention, often generate
vtﬁhe practical answers that other operators are éeek:’mg.? This genera-
tion and dissemination process does not appear to coincide with the
more traditional opinion leaders (i.e. ,V the two-step commmicatian »‘
flow). If this is the case, then what is the relationship between
these indigenous knowledge systems and the more formal kngvledge
systarfs in pramoting the adoption of canservation practices? How
does one measure an operator's position within an ihdigenous kﬁowledge

system?

These, of- course, are only several of the many questions associated with\

\ the research in this area. However, it should be clear that conservation




"innovations must be viewed 'as a dynamic entity. 'Traditional' criticisms

have 11tt1eyra11d1t» for the current repgprch on these 1nnovat10q? Perhapb

© it is t1me for a little 1nnovat1venes> on the part of the critics.

Much of the corroborative research for the adoption-diffusion models has
been derived fram investigating innovations with a clear economic gdvan%age.
Thus, there is some question if these ;nodels can be applied to what has been
called "unprofitable" inndVations (Pampel and van Es, 1977). This challenge
was made in specific reference to soil and water conservation prautlces

The profitability argument relative to the adoptlon of LOﬂb@TV&thﬂ
practices is an echo fram the past (Griliches, 1957; Rogers and Havens, 1962).
Here the critics are guilty of igﬁbring their an)§riticism. One of the
deficiencies of previous research was to assume that a characteristic of an
innovation had a sim?lar inflhe&ce an all potential adopters. But protita-
bility, or aﬁy other characteristic of an innovation, is not a dichotamous
attribute which has a unlversal application to a tunut1anal catesor) of inno-
vations (e.g., soil and water conservatdon practlces either:are or. .are not
‘profitable). This is because profitability is not an intrinsic or primary
attribute of an innovation, it is an extrinsic or secondary chéracteristic.
Because of this, the profitabiiity of an innovation is determined by phe
interactiqnvof»the innovation with the potential adopting ynit as well as

with the positien of that unit within the larger social system. Of course

the institutional context surrounding the development and promotion of the

jnnovation also influences its pofential‘profgﬁability. Further, research

" in the areas of health, education, politics and religian all demonsttate that
[ e i )

‘profitability may have little to do with the adoption of an innovation. When. -
it cames to conservatiar, profitability is a variable and Sﬁould be treated
as such when étué;ing different practices being considered for adoption.
Profitability must be 9eterm%ped thfough research and not by proclamation.

)
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Profitability is a narrow economic concept. It is samething easily
measured and cammunicated (much talked about), vet rarel§ related to the more
;

general cdncept of utility.  Utility relative to the adoption of conservation

practices can include the econamic as well as the social and agronanic benefits.
All three--profitability, prestige and fertility and/or tilth--influence adop-
tion and diffusidn processes. Two different«areas'are currently being
exa&ined relative to utility in the adoption and diffusion of 60nse¥VaFion“

practices:

o &

1. The decision-making processes surrounding the trade-offs in utility.

Contrary to cammon belief, potentidl adopters do not always trade

K off agronamic benefits for economic ones consequently rejecting
conservation practices. Moreover same conservation practices have
the potential to enhance profitability, prestige and stewardship.

©

However, we cannot assume that the decision-making processes surround-
iné’these three utilities ére made in the same way for all potential
adopters (Barlett, 1980).Y‘Tﬁerefore, how do decision-hakingwstylesv
vary when different conclusions are regched relative to similar sets
of utilities? How do we account tor these different decision-making

styles? Again, this explanation should include characteristics gf

€

the adopting unit (personal, farm fimm and ecological) ‘the position™=
'\

of the adopting unit w1th1n the larger 50L1a}/5)5téh\and the features

of the social system 1tself *

Investlgat;ng how d1fferences 1n the plann1ng horlzon influences

[ §8]
.

these uﬁlllty dec1blons. Adopt1on and diffusion models 1nLorp0rate

4
time as ‘a crucial element.. Research has established that the planning

: horizonfinflUénces the adoption of conservation practices. What

) = b

4 v .

il

4
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influences the development of an operator's planning horizen? Of
course there are purely econamic answers to this question, but there
is also an important sociological dimension as well. The degree of
integration to the land through kin and social networks has a powerful
influence on planning horizon, and consequently the adoption of con-
servation practices. This factor, often represented by Some measure
of tenure, explains the trade=off of economic benefits on a short -
term basis for long-term sécial and agronomic utilitieg. How can

/
we better represent the degree of integraticn to the land' through
kin networks? For example, we know. that those who rent land from
kin are more caﬁservation oriented fhan those who rent land from
non-kin. Besides the type of k@ﬁ inyolved.(hnmedia§¢ versus extended
family meﬁbers), do the charactéiistics of the kin network (size,
authpr{ty structure; wealth, positionﬂin ccnmun{ty, etc.) influence
conservation decision;processes? Do these same fq;tors explain any
of the_Yariaticn in the conservation behavior of owner-operators, or

e

owner-operators versus renters?

Does the potential economic utility of an innovation influence its adoption
and diffusion? Of course it“does, but it is not the Rosetta stone for under-

standing conservation behavior.. As demonstrated above, some of the questicns
generated by adopt1on diffusion models ‘offer a much richer, and perhaps flcm

a policy perspective, a more fruitful method of explaanlng and predicting

&

resource conservatlon. Why do individuals adopt or TEJeLt ‘soil and water

e e - N}

conservatlon préatices° How do we explain ‘the diffusion of these practices? .
We will not find the answer to these questions in simple responses based on

a philosophy of econamic determinism.

hr
4

1i




when the faundations of the models were initially being developed, ques-
Xionnaires were often adninistered to a cross-section of individuals in an

‘effort to determine how their social psychological orientations influenced

I3

( -

;o= .

The Resear¢h Design .

adoption decisions. As a result' we often hear that the models are based on'
|
|

) a social psychological orientation which employs a beha;&orist methodology.
¢ while ignoring the comsequences of the adoption decision. By now 1t should

- be clear that current Tesearch in the area of resource consérvation has trans-
/ _ Lended these criticisms. o

Four dimensions should be present in any reséarch design 1t it is to

accont for the adoption and diffusion of conservation practices. %hese are
the ngtyre of the.innovatim, the chéfactefjstics of the adopting unit, the;
‘poqatxon'ef the adopting unit within the social system, and the characteristics
‘Df the social system. The nature‘of the innovation has already been alluded

to in the previous section. Each of the remaining dimensions are briefly ¥

discussed below along with-what are deemed to be relevant questions.

- 1. Characteristics of the adopting unit. The: characteristics of the w

- |
-

’ adopting unit refer to personal, farm fim and ecological factors.

4

Correlational analys1b,hab indicated that managerial ability, risk

-

proneness and stewardghip are three of- the most important persanal

faggérs Yet how can these emp1r1ual f1nd1n&s be 1nterpreted in a
theoretical framework~-espeulally one compatible to an adopt10n~ .
diffusion model? One workingdhypothesis is that stewardship is
“ related to the integration to the land through kim and social networks
as previously discussed. The nommal explanation of risk‘aﬂdnability
) would relate it to socialization and other individual background

4 .
factors. However, adoption research infomms us that the decision-

. 4

O ‘ . ! .
AL | 1<
-
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makmg contextvconstramts as well as opport1m1t1es-—shou1d also
mfluence expressions of risk and ab111ty Thus it initially
appears necessary to mtet‘pret risk and ab111ty in the context of
farm firm and ecological factors, that is, attemptmg to detemmine
the need for r1sk and manager1a1 ability based on economic and
ecologlcal chara@erlsta_cs What is the natuge of thls relationship?
The a{]optmg unit is not necessarily an individual. There\are
a numbelr of organ1zat10na1 forms-of the fann firm Wthh go beyond
the traditional family farm with its 1nd1V1dua1 decision-maker.
In these cases, and because mor€ decision mekers are involved, does
this meany, that the managerial ability of the f1rm also increases
("twc; kheads are better than one'')? Are these more compl’ex farm‘firms
also better able to absorb the consequences of risk- fallure and
therefore they are more risk prone” 1f£-so0, and because ‘of the
complexity and risk often mvolved with conservatmn systems then
these types of farm fimms should be‘more likely to adopt: Is this
. the case® " ot
All too often conservatlon research examines economic and social
factors while 1gnor1ng the ecological context surroundmg these ﬁ
decisions. It makes 11tt1e sense to use personal and farm flrm fac-
tors to explair‘l* adoption behavior without first controllmg on the
need for conservation; thit is, the nathre and strength of the’
fector’s influencing Wadoption deci/sions will vary between 'mp
identical farm firms, one on '“"hilly'f ground and the other on ''fairly

- flat" ground. Another ‘problem with ignoring the ecological context

is that it will result in the distortion of measures of the fam

fimm. It is common for research to classify farm fimms on the basis

15

G
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of the guantitz of land owned, gented or operated. However : if we
are goirig‘to accurately account for the- adoption of conservation
practices, then we must also consider the Lgaalitz of that land (e.g.,.
the Corn Suitability Rating, market value, or fhe RKLS coefficient ;
of the Universal Soil Loss Equation). Quality of the land may be
more important than quantity when expiaining conservation behévior. ‘
It might also add an interestir}g twisdt to those efforts to create
typologies of farming systems-:iand (quantity and quality), 1abor

“and capital.

2
.

The”positim of the adopting unity 1n the social system. Why are

cmﬁervation practi_céé adopted or rej“ected”? Indi‘yidue;l resistance

can be important, but a more likely explanation is represented by
. the constraints and opportmitiés associated w{th the adopting unif{ /
pos‘itio_h within a social system. Research is aétempt,ing to deter-
mine the relationship of same of the 'preveiﬁously discuésed factors
to the position of tHe adopting unit. Do higher status farmers have
V)“J higher levels of managerial ability? What‘is the relation between
status and position with indigenous versus 'conventional" knowledge
systems? Do higher status fammers operate ,‘the*better land (less
need for conservation) while also receiving a disproportionate share
of institutional support (cost-sharing monies and tax benefits)?
Qr, wfxat is* the relation between time of adoptidn and status (Cancian,
1967; 1972)? Following the Cancian thesis, is the notion of risk-
averse behavior during the initial stages of diffusion consistent with
the‘previous hygbtheses concerning upper middle class fammers? Would
N the sprocesses in the C;'-mcian thesis be exacerbated or retarded with a i
more I_%El\l innovation as(represented in same reduced sillage systems?

L\,‘
Q ‘ ) r -

RIC « - L4
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What about the differential consequences of édoption or non-adoption

of conservation practices (Goss, 1979)? If higher status farmers are

an the better land while also being more likely to adopt, then what
are the long-term eco‘logical consequences for lower status farmers?
Other differential consequences of adoptlon assoc1ated with posltlcn

are speuﬂecl,m the next section.

&

'I‘he characteristics of the soual system. Tenure, or the linkage

to the land has been presented as an important factor in explammg

' ccmservatlcn behav10r .On a societal level the dlstrlbutlon of E,enure\ :

#h

categones within agrlculture has been changlng as eV1denced by the

mcreas;mg number of renter- operators and absentee landlords. Not ~

' only is the number of absentee landlords 1ncreaslng, but the features

of these positions also appear to be changmg. The stereotype of

the absentee landlord is the retired farmer, the farm widow or ‘urban

-

members of the fam11y Yet it appears, and this is a research question,

that complex organiz atlons are surpassmg individuals in this category.

' Farm management firms who serve as intermediaries for distant kin

and financial 1nst1tut10ns, farm managers who are hired by non-farm
members of. incorporated farms, and availability of custom farming,
camputerized farm services and efficient communication allows manage-
ment of a farm from a distancze.\~ All this works against the integra-
tion to the land through social networks. If we are Qoingto»explain |
the diffusion o‘f conservation, then the}se structural considerations
of our agricultural sector must be considered. y
_Another research issue could -examine the structural consequences

of pramoting the adoption and diffusion of conservation practices.

J |
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As mentioned earlier, risk appears to be a major inped:i‘ment to the
adoption of conservation practices. If policy were designeci and

. 1 inq:iemented to 'reduée that risk, then we could expeé? several s‘truc~ “

Q. } tural consequences. It is hypothesized that the number of small and
large _farmks (the ends of‘tyhe distribution) would increase due to the-.
‘time and labor savings often associateci with cénsefvation syséems.
Small farmers would use thi‘s time to continue to pursue off -farm
epploﬁmht whereas Jlarger farms would use these resources in éxpan-
‘}‘s’ic‘x‘lary‘éfforts. It would probably exacei'bate existing trends while
;Sutting more pressure on midx\ile'-si'zed fams. Another hypothesis
‘would be that we would see an increasing speclall"atwn of cash grain
farmms. The ccmplex1ty and special equipment needs of same reduced
tlllage systems will probably restrict diversification into other
camodity areas. Both of these trends will probably have their

greatest impact in the Corn Belt region because of existing structural

characterisg%.

Most ‘of these statements are speculative and not supported with data.
Data which would have to be generate&uusmg a variety of methodology. They
are largely questions, hypotheses and guesses generated in attempting to
explain 'the adoption and diffusion of conservation practices. They are, in

fact, an expression of the utility of the model.

CONCLUSION _ T
The following statements are presented as a means of summarizing current
 research efforts which are eXamining the adoption and diffusion of conservation

practices:
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--Research is not based an a social psycﬁological orientation, but’
‘attempts to incorporate relevant dimensions of the social and ecological
context at several levels of analysis. |

-4Reéearch is not based 6n an assumption of a trickle-down communication
process, but instead recognizes the importance of_interactive communi-
cation processes a; well as the viabili;y of indigenous knowledgév U
systems. | L

--Research does not use a restricti;e definition of innovation, but ‘tE;N
iné;ead récpgnizes the variability in the manipulation and re-shaping

v

of this innovation to meet the needs of the adopting unit.
f'--Resﬂearf.:h does ggg}aéshme a universal applicability of an innovatian,‘

but treats this as a research question. l | .
--Research in this area is Qgg_research-driven, but insteadyfocuses on

. client needs and problems, aggin at several levelé of analysis.

--Research does not end with the adoption decision, but also focuses on
the socialzand ecological consequences of th?se decisions.

--Research findings have not emphasized individhai resistancé in
explaining the failure to adopt, but examines opportunity and obstacles

. as equally viable explanations.

--Research has Qgg_béen totéily dependent on behavioralist methodologies,
but has fecognizedmthat other mpthodologies may be equally imporfant
depending on the circumstances.

Although it is easy with hindsight to look back upon the model as it

evolved in the '50s-and see shortcanvings, it offered a tremendous utility
then as it does now. Perhaps the m;jor‘fault of the model is the tendency to

accept the model at face value...to take it for what it is. Instead, this

model, or any model, should be constantly challenged and modified to account

| 17
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for new situations and old letllemb The researth becomes more complem and
the answers are not as quick in coming, but that does not mean the. model lacks
utility. Just as the model explalns the adoptlon and d1ffus1on of innovations,
the proponents of the modelxnlst also became innovative in cant1nu1n5 to
extract the utility fitnlthe model. IS the adoption- -diffusion model in
"erisis" (Hooks, 1980)7 Hardiy; as 1cng as a model's proponents can respond
to constructive criticisms, as long as the model's utility can be demonstraté&

in new ways or areas, such as resource conservation, then the model has a

e,
ta

continuing role in the social gciences.
’In cohclusion,“debating the model's applicability was the easy part,

demonstrating it's utility will be»more‘difficuit. However, remember that

explaining“ihe adoption and diffusion of hybrid seed corn was‘also‘considered

difficult at one time.

15
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FOOTNOTES -

Perhaps the most popular publication from this subcamittee was. 'How
Farm People Accept New Ideas" (North Central Regional Publication No. 1,
1955). Although the camposition of this group changed across. time,

the following people are commonly associated with these early efforts;
A. Lee Coleman, C. Milton Coughenour, Joe Bohlen, Herb Lionberger, E. A.
Wilkening, Robert Dimit, and Everett Rogers. If there ever was a
traditional model, then it was probably ¥he regional publications

" developed by this group. However, from these early consensual efforts,

most went on to develop independent, and often unique, research programs
in this area. -

The term fammers will be used in a generic sense to refer to those
individuals who are directly dependent on natural resources to produce
an income. Thus we could also discuss the conservation practices *
associated with loggers, miners, ranchers, etc.

Same conservatian practices are quite '"old." However, it has been argued
elsewhere (Nowak and Korsching, 1979:7-8), they can also be considered
innovations because of a new organization of the cultural items surrounding
these technologies.

'"Many of the existing conservation practices were originally
developed in the 1930s and 1940s to facilitate the maintenance of
the soil's natural fertility. The prevention of soil erosion was
viewed at that time as a technique pramoting a profitable farm
operation. However, in the present agricultural sphere, the
adoption of modern fertilizers, nutrients and other fomms of soil
enrichment has apparently diminishgd the need for the maintenance
of natural soil productivity, at least on a short-temm basis. As
a result, the agricultural conservation practices of the '30s and
140s are now being presented to the farmer, not as a means to \_//
preserve natural soil productivity, but as a means of preventing
soil erosion, sedimentation, water pollution and the destruction

‘ of aquatic recreation sites. In other words, originally, the
conservation practices were presented to the farmer in the context
of facilitating a successful farm operation, but now with current
envirommental concerns, the same practices are being presented to
sthe farmer in the context of preventing some secondary effects of
a fam operation, i.e., pollution." ‘

In essence many old practices are being perceived as new becausq‘thé
cultural context has changed. ‘ :

1y-
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