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Abstract

The objectives of the study were : (1) to assess the quality of
agricultural extension program as perceived by extension clientele and
program administrators in Chiangmai, Thailand (2) to study the relationship
between agricultural program ratings and personal factors, and (3) to test
reliability scoves of the evaluative instruments

Data were collected from farmers by personal interview and from
the program administrators by questionmmairs, during march - May 1987,
Respondents included 19 program administrators, 53 tambol extension agents,
110 contact farmers, and 331 average farmers in the District of Sansai,
Maetang , Sanpatong, Hot , Chiangdown, and Mae-eye.

An instrument developed by Young and Cumningham (1977) was
identified and modified. The instrument pretest resulted in coefficients
of reliability ranging from .88 - .95,

Major results of the study were :



The overall mean evaluative scores of the Informaticn Section was at a
“apod®’ level. The "Personal assistance from extension agent' received
the highest mean score, while the “Information is quickly available on
request’ received the lowest rating.

The total mean score of the Extension agent Section was at a "Good"

level. The "Human relaticnship of agents witn the public 'had the highest

mean score; The YSeeking knowledge and training of agents® had the
lowest mean.

The total score of the Extension methods Section was at a "fair' level.
"Farm visits by agents ''was rated higest, while "Field Trip" was rated
lowest.

The Extension Program had a strong impact upon thae farmers in new
technology utilizatlon, however, it had only'moderate" influsnce on
improving farmers' standard of living.

The everall rating of the total Agricultural Extension Program was at
a "fair' level. There was no statistically difference in perception
among the four groups surveyed

The following farmer's personal factors were significantly associated
with program evalgation scores : {(a) number of personal contacts with
the agents, (b) position in groups, (c) agricultural group membership,

(d) frequency in attending group meeting.





