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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

For years, agrimarketers have considered large and small farms as separate
divisions and thus represented individual needs and marketing opportunities. While it has
been historically important to recognize segments within the production agriculture
industry (e.g. large, mid-size, and small farms), there is another group emerging that are
garnering the attention of agricultural companies (Davis, 2004). Within the traditional
rural agriculture landscape, an emerging group of people seeking a country lifestyle on
small acreage tracts of land (5-100 acres) are being identified as a rural segment with its
own needs and wants. As this new group continues to emerge, they are being labeled with
a number of different names, from ruralpolitans, to sundown farmers to flashlight feeders
to hobby farmers to homesteaders to part-time farmers. For the purpose of this study, the
term ruralpolitans will be used.
Ruralpolitans are a steadily growing market of former suburbanites and city
dwellers that are drawn to the country to pursue their passions that are not being
facilitated by urban living. These passions may range from a slower pace of life to being
able to garden and raise pets and livestock. As such, these rural residential landowners
are often described as people who are more concerned with lifestyle than profit (Davis,
2004). They value things like privacy, independence, and open spaces. While they do not
expect to make a profit from the land, they do feel a connection with it and want to be
closer to it.
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Individuals living this ruralpolitan lifestyle have been characterized as middleaged, educated, and married with traditional values. In some circumstances, children still
live at home while others may be empty nesters. Within this population segment you will
find gardeners, wildlife enthusiasts, lawn buffs, and people who want to experiment in
the livestock industry on a smaller scale.
As opposed to full-time farmers, these ruralpolitans generally work fulltime away
from their homes in addition to working at their residence. As such, they typically have
higher than average incomes with the bulk of their income and assets not related to the
farm. There is not one type of career that typifies a ruralpolitan as you will find business
professionals, doctors, educators, lawyers, publishers, and consultants - all who are
choosing a rural lifestyle and can afford it.
Many factors may be contributing to the recent growth of nonmetro county
residents. Among the explanations provided in the literature are: (a) continued growth of
metropolitan centers and their expansions (spillover) into adjacent rural areas; (b) the
decentralization of manufacturing in pursuit of lower land and wage cost; (c) increases in
service occupation sectors; (d) early retirement coupled with high retirement incomes; (e)
increase per capita disposable real income; (f) increased pursuit of leisure activities and
the resultant development; (g) leveling off of loss of farm populations; (h) youth
revolution with an anti-materialistic movement; (i) anti-urbanism and increase in
alternative lifestyle gaps in urban and rural lifestyles; (j) more long distance commuting;
energy and mineral exploitation; (k) completion of interstate highway system; (l) lower
cost of living in rural areas; and (m) increased fear of crime and concern with urban
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disseminates (crime, congestion, and population) (Dejong & Sell,1977; Beale, 1977;
Wardwell, 1977; McCarthy & Morrison, 1979; Morrison, 1979; Carpenter, 1977;
Blackwood & Carpenter, 1978).
Dillman (1979) indicated that “if people were free to choose, they would prefer to
live in rural areas rather than in cities” (p. 962). Many urban residents are choosing more
rural locations that can offer similar benefits to those within the city while leaving the
crowded urban living conditions behind. As these changes occur in rural areas and
communities, what are the needs and wants of this emerging population segment that
communities need to satisfy? Further, what changes in products and services will
agrimarketers need to consider to remain successful in rural areas?

Statement of the Problem
Ruralpolitans are a steadily growing market segment and are a relatively new area
of study as researchers are just now beginning to look at the behaviors and attitudes of the
ruralpolitan lifestyle. Consequently, there have not been many studies conducted on this
particular subject.
Quality of life has become particularly relevant consideration for these small rural
communities. Many Americans would prefer to live away from the congested
environment of metropolitan areas, which are becoming increasingly fraught with the
effects of overpopulation (Middlebrook, 1999). For example, the population of Texas has
grown to 21 million with the U.S. Census Bureau (2005) projecting this population to
increase to 27 million in 2015. While Texas has a large population with projections for
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further growth, the distribution of population in Texas illustrates the contrast between the
sparse areas in West Texas and the high population densities of metropolitan areas in the
eastern and southeastern portions of the state (Figure 1.1).

•

500 people

________________________________________________________________________
Figure 1.1: Distribution of population in Texas. (United States Census Bureau, 2005)

The changes within the agricultural economy has affected the overall livelihoods
of many West Texas residents. Larger farms and improved technology have resulted in
the loss of farms and agriculturally-related jobs. Further, the depletion of water supplies
such as the Ogallala Aquifer and rising cost of production-cost of labor, chemicals, and
energy have all made farming and ranching less lucrative in West Texas. In result, some
large land owners have subdivided their land to make it more aesthetically pleasing to
attract small rural land owners.
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In effort to identify resources that could be brought to bear on the growing
ruralpolitan segment in of rural West Texas communities, agrimarketers and researchers
are beginning to collaborate to identify needs and wants of this segment. Some of the
research has include: (a) understanding the factors that are increasing out-migration to
rural areas; (b) describing the wants and needs of this new type of resident to rural
communities; and (c) how to best meet these needs. By identifying the critical factors that
influence ruralpolitans, agrimarketers will better able to meet their needs (Carpenter,
1975).
Since most ruralpolitans spend the majority of their time off the farm, they may
have two primary needs: information and sources (on where to find the information in
which they are seeking out). This broad topic could include information about trends in
agriculture, how to maintain their small farms, or how to access relevant products and
services. “Folks who move from the city to the country have a passion” (Viney 2006, ¶
5). That is they are making the move to get more space and to do the things that they
want and really value in life. Most are lifestyle and hobby-oriented and have different
needs (Viney, 2006).

Purpose and Objectives
The purpose of this study was to identify variables that may influence the quality
of life perceptions of ruralpolitans.
This study determined the following objectives to achieve its purpose:
1. Describe ruralpolitans in terms of demographic characteristics;
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2. Describe ruralpolitans in terms of their attitudes towards their water
management and, community factors, information channel behaviors, and
thoughts on rural lifestyle;
3. Describe ruralpolitans in regards to being and becoming, two constructs of
quality of life;
4. Examine potential being and becoming needs of ruralpolitans in terms of
community factors and county of residence.

To achieve the purpose and objectives of this study, the study was limited to an
examination of ruralpolitan lifestyle in rural Floyd, Hale, and Lubbock counties of West
Texas (Figure 1.2). These three counties represent three degrees of population density
including the presence of a large metropolitan community (Lubbock in Lubbock County),
a smaller community (Plainview in Hale County) and a county with no large
communities present (Floyd County). As the shift occurs for people to migrate to rural
areas, an examination of these three counties will provide insight as to what to expect in
other similar regions.

6
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________________________________________________________________________
Figure 1.2: Floyd, Hale and Lubbock counties in Texas. (County Maps of Texas, 2006)
Definitions of Terms
Agrimarketer: A person who produces the highest-quality product possible. An
agrimarketer also provides these services: advertising, public relations, new distribution,
and product sales. These services are often considered useful after ensuring that (1) the
product being marketed truly satisfies the needs of the marketer’s customers, and (2) that
the product is the quality that it claims it to be.
Community: The sociological term “community” should be understood as meaning (a) a
group of people (b) who share social interaction (c) and some common ties among
themselves and the other members of the group and (d) who share an area for at least
some of the time (Hillery, 1955).
Hobby: An activity or interest pursued for pleasure or relaxation and not as a main
occupation.
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Lifestyle: The way a person (or a group) lives. This includes patterns of social relations,
consumption, entertainment, and dress. A lifestyle typically also reflects an individual's
attitudes and values.
Nonmetro: Rural area away from the city.
Out-migration: To move out of one community or region in order to reside in another.
Quality of Life: (a) The degree to which a person enjoys the important possibilities of life
or offers a favorable answer to the question “How good is your life for you?” Quality of
life applies to all human beings, is subject to change, includes components that are
common for all individuals, and is a measure of importance and satisfaction that includes
both objective conditions and personal evaluations from the individuals’ perspective of
their current conditions. (b) “Quality of life (QOL) encompasses both job and life
satisfaction as well as the choices an individual makes” (Smith, Briers, and Smith, 2003,
p.1).
Ruralpolitans: The rural residential landowner who own between 5 and 100 acres of land
and derive most of their income from off-farm sources. Other descriptive terms that are
often used interchangeably with ruralpolitans are sundown farmers, flashlight feeders,
hobby farmers, homesteaders, and part-time farmers.

Limitations of the Study
Particular limitations of this study must be taken into consideration by the reader
in the application of the results. First, this study was limited to Floyd, Hale, and Lubbock
county residents within Texas. Second, the study utilized participants who lived on 5-100
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acres tracts of land as indicated by records obtained from the individual county tax
appraisal offices. Finally, the results of this study are limited by the number of
instruments that were accurately completed and returned. Even with these limitations, the
sample had the potential to yield information that would be beneficial to this body of
selected research.

Basic Assumptions
The following basic assumptions were used in this study: (a) each respondent will
fill out the instrument honestly; and (b) the sample is capable of reading and
understanding English language.

Significance of the Problem
A ruralpolitan is comprised of a mixture of metro and rural attitudes and the rural
lifestyle marketer will have to unlock some unique sales techniques. It is likely that the
needs and wants of a ruralpolitan will differ from those of a career farmer.
Companies who will achieve the most success in this new market will do so by
understanding the desires of the customers and have willingness to customize a service to
fit their needs. “I think the companies, particularly at the retail and product levels are
going to have to do a better job differentiating to whom they are marketing, how they
market, what they market and why they market a product” (Duffy, 2004, ¶ 8).
If a consumer trusts that the marketer is credible and knowledgeable about their
lifestyle, they will be more likely to develop a positive relationship with the company and
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their product or service and will feel more confident in completing a purchase. Research
that exposes the wants, needs and behaviors of this growing population segment will
benefit agrimarketers and information providers such as the Extension service.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Life in the country is a rich and rewarding experience that is treasured by many
people. The rural lifestyle has been a major influence on the city dwellers, because for as
long as people lived in the cities, they have seen rural land as primitive yet also
unspoiled. The values of integrity and self reliance guide their decisions, actions, and
interactions of rural residents. But it must be understood that rural life is different from
life in the city. People should enjoy the country life, but at the same time, understand that
they are not living in the city.
Rural America has witnessed a remarkable range of demographic changes
recently. Now with migration as dominant force influencing population redistribution, the
future is likely to bring even more change. Rural land is also an extremely diverse place.
Where future demographic trends will also depend on the economic, geographic, and
racial/ethnic characteristics of each local community. However, there are large forces
working as well. Rural America’s demographic future is closely intertwined with the
social and political changes underway in the nation and world.
Rural land has had a dramatic growth in population in the last decade. Nearly
three-fourths of the 2,303 counties classified as rural in 1993 gained population between
1990 and 2000. These areas collectively boasted a population of 56.1 million (about one
and five Americans, and 5.2 million more in 1990) (Brown & Swanson, 2003).
The United States is becoming increasingly urban as city dwellers are no longer
the only ones facing long commutes. In 2000, about 30 percent of rural area residents
11
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commuted more than 30 minutes one way to work. Four percent of the commuters from
these areas traveled more than 90 minutes one way. This is higher than the three percent
of residents in metropolitan areas or small cities who made such a commute (Nitschke,
2004).
Ruralpolitans are a steadily growing market segment and are a relatively new area
of study as researchers are just now beginning to look at the behaviors and attitudes of
ruralpolitans lifestyle (Duffy, 2004). Consequently, there has not been many studies
conducted on this particular subject.
This review of literature, combined with models, will assist with investigating the
possible relationships between the variables in this study. An understanding of how all
the variables relate to each other will help to understand ruralpolitans quality of life. This
literature review will also provide support to the objectives of this study.

Rural Lifestyles

Rural/Urban Migration
Kim (1983) reported that since the early 1950s, the farm-to-city movement in the
United States has grown continuously creating a heavy concentration of population and
of urban-based industries in most urbanized areas. This migration pattern has been widely
recognized as the cause of much of the population loss from many rural areas. However,
between 1970 and 1980, there was an unexpected change in this migration growth
pattern. For the first time in our recent national history, rural areas grew faster than
metropolitan areas. According to preliminary results from the 1980 decennial census,
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population in nonmetropolitan areas increased 15.4 percent, whereas population in
metropolitan areas increased only 9.1 percent, between 1970 and 1980 (U.S. Census
Bureau, 2005).
Kim (1983) speculated that a portion of this new migration stream is composed of
individuals for whom employment is not a particularly compelling force, but who hope to
achieve a higher quality of life in a rural area. For this reverse stream of migrants, job
motivations or other economic factors have been replaced by considerations such as
environmental and site characteristics or amenities.
Some of the other conclusions provided by Kim (1983) about the migration shift
are that (a) employment growth in rural areas results from the industrial decentralization
which accompanies the migration; (b) super-suburbanization or exurdanization attends
the transportation improvements which accompany migration; (c) the urban elderly move
frequently to rural retirement areas; (d) rural recreation areas and industries develop as a
result of mass movement; (e) opportunities for higher education grow in nonmetropolitan
areas; (f) residential preferences change, and preferences for amenities located in more
rural areas; and (g) the attractive industries often become more important in areas where
the new migration is prevalent.
According to an article published in Rural Development Perspectives, Rudzitis
(1999) found “more people are moving to rural areas for reasons that have nothing to do
with employment” (p. 9). He suggested that people move out of urban areas because of
dissatisfaction with their previous location, resulting from crime, congestion, pollution, or
other “urban ills”. Although, there are some differences between people’s decision

13

Texas Tech University, Jessica Carr, August 2007
whether to move to a rural area, only 25 percent of all migrants had higher incomes after
moving. Instead, 46 percent had decreases in income, while 28 percent had no significant
change.
Rudzitis (1999) revealed that one of the attractive forces pulling people to rural
areas is the presence of Federal lands. Federal lands are seen citizens as rural areas of
natural beauty which is untouched and unused areas of land. The second most important
reason cited for moving was outdoor recreation. Other factors which influence the
migration include: the importance of place attachments, the value of good neighbors,
social interactions, and the values people place on their social/physical environments.
McGranahan and Sullican (2005) agree with the pulling force to rural areas, but also
added:
young adults with children or older adults in retirement will not flock to rural
areas for higher income. Instead, they will do so to seek a higher quality of life
which encompasses schools, community life, pleasant landscapes, and
opportunities for outdoor recreation, all of which will contribute to the economic
vitality of the area. (¶ 21)
Population growth is only one of many changes affecting rural areas. Rural
America today has moved from predominantly agrarian to postagrarian with fewer than
one in ten rural families earning their livelihood from the land, and various economic,
technological, and social changes having fundamentally altered rural life (United States
Census Bureau, 2006).
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Rural Water Management
An article entitled Water Conservation by National Wildlife Federation (2006)
stated that “water conservation is the reduction of the overall demand for water and/or an
increase in the efficiency of a water system” (p. 9). Water conservation may be practiced
by an individual by curbing his or her personal water use or may be implemented by a
water provider by creating programs that improve system efficiency and/or discourage
wasteful water use.
National Wildlife Federation (2006) found the following:
Conserving water by consuming less, wasting less, or reusing more reduces costs
and postpones or eliminates the need for expensive and environmentally
damaging new dams or similar water supply projects. Conservation is superior to
new infrastructure development like dams and pipelines as a water management
strategy because it is normally economical, environmentally benign and, frankly,
wise. (¶12)

“We cannot afford to use a resource as precious as water inefficiently” (National
Wildlife Federation, 2006, ¶ 15). For Texas to support a population double its current size
in 2050 and still protect our natural heritage, all Texans must use water efficiently all of
the time. The State Water Plan recommends many strategies (ranging from very limited
amounts of conservation to major dam construction) to meet the projected demands of a
growing population. In most regions, and among all users, there is great potential to
reduce demand through serious water conservation. Since the release of the 2002 State
Water Plan, the potential contribution of water conservation as a water supply solution
has been receiving increased attention. With the passage of U.S. Legislature (2001) in
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Senate Bill 2, increased consideration of conservation efforts will be required in the next
round of planning.
Senate Bill 2 states the following:
Mandates that regional plans must include water conservation practices and
drought management measures that are at least as stringent as those required
under water rights permitting statutes. That common sense requirement mandates
that in planning to meet water needs we should at least assume that water
suppliers will implement the water conservation measures already required by
other state laws. (p. 4)
According to an article titled For Texas Now, Water and Not Oil is Liquid Gold
by Jim Yardley (2001), stated “for decades the gold beneath the ground in Texas was oil.
But if oil built modern Texas, water is now needed to sustain it” (p. A8). Water has
become so valuable that a complicated scramble is under way for the rights to
underground aquifers.
Yardley (2001) stated the following:
In many parts of the country, water is considered a life-sustaining public
resource. So there are already public policy concerns about whether pumping
water for profit could threaten supply in some areas. Rural officials fear that large
cities could simply outbid them in a profit-driven market. And Texas law offers
few restrictions; groundwater is considered private property, and any landowner
can pump the water out even if it leaves neighbors high and dry. (p. A8)

Throughout the country, drought and population growth have placed a premium
on water. Such demand is amplified in Texas after four droughts in five years. The state’s
population is 20.8 million, and demographers predict that it will double in 50 years. As
individuals and families move from municipal water supplies to places that may have
individual water supplies (wells) that they must manage, it becomes important to
understand their attitudes towards water (Yardley, 2001).
16
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Communication, Information and Decision Making
As the rural lifestyle grows, agriculture companies will continue to search for new
ways to meet the ever-changing needs and demands of this new market, and many
companies are thrilled about the potential new business that these new demands bring.
“These are exciting times … in agriculture and in this new market as
well…serving the ruralpolitan market through (our magazine) Living the Country Life is a
natural fit” (Davis, 2004, ¶ 6). In addition to the farming lifestyle, theses people want to
know about patios, decks, landscaping, etc.
The ruralpolitan market is evolving into learning about new opportunities and
ideas from voices and programs that both educate and entertain. Erickson (2004)
indicates:
Interestingly, between e-mails and phone calls, more of our contact comes from
non-farm listeners. As we have experienced more people moving out to become
neighbors of agriculture producers, we are seeing a growing curiosity or desire
for more information, more understanding of where the food comes from, what it
takes to produce it. (¶ 8)
Erickson (2004) also states, “Successful Farming has launched a new publication
called Living the Country Life that specifically targets the rural lifestyle individual” (¶
14).
According to the article by Becker (n.d.), Consumer Research in the Advent of the
21st Century, consumers have had an increased interest in agricultural product. Prior to
1992, the demand for agricultural products was determined mostly by the Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP). The intervention agencies and their policy influenced the
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demand for agricultural products. With the reform of the CAP, the agricultural
consumer’s demands have become a more of an important supply.
With an increase in economic well-being has come an increased interest in the
quality of products. Quality management systems, which focus on the consumer needs,
have received increased interest from agricultural economists. The publics’ primary
demand was focused on the intervention of the stores quantity, while the consumer is
mainly interested in the quality. While quantity is important for the world markets,
quality is crucial for the domestic market. Gunderson, Detre, and Briggeman (2005)
suggested that agribusiness marketers’ selling consumer goods have to alter their
products to meet ever changing consumer demands. Consumers desire innovative
products that meet their own personal needs, income levels, or for improving the quality
of life. Firms that recognize these changes in needs can innovate and meet this change in
demand with improved products that capture a premium over existing products. As other
firms become aware of successful innovations, they will try to imitate and drive the price
towards the competitive equilibrium. Gunderson, Detre and Briggeman (2005) stated,
“innovation in current product lines will create other problems for firms currently in the
existing product market” (p.54). This indicates that “cannibalization” occurs when the
new brand or innovation can be considered a direct substitute for an existing brand. A
graph by Arens (2002) describes consumer purchase decision process as the action a
person takes in purchasing and using products and services, including the mental and
social process (Figure 2.1). Behind the visible act of making a purchase lays a decision
process.
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________________________________________________________________________
Figure 2.1: Basic consumer decision process. (Arens, 2002).
Simon (2006) stated “With the fast pace of changing nowadays, identifying your
customers’ needs may seem like trying to hit a target moving at the speed of a Japanese
bullet train” (¶ 1). The article concluded, after recognizing trends and developing close
relationships with customers, that segmentation is essential because there is no typical
farm customer. Rather, there are three types of farmers: the farmer businessman, the
ruralpolitan, and a hybrid of the two (the farmer businessman/ruralpolitan).
Although ruralpolitans may not be thought of as “serious” farmers, they are not to
be dismissed. This group has more expendable income because of the off-farm
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employment. They tend to invest a lot of money in machinery because they like the idea
of a tax write-off. However, because this segment works off-farm, the marketer needs to
deliver different services to them. This farmer segment is looking for convenience and
flexibility in the products and services offered by competitive prices (Briggeman &
Boehlje, 2006).
The top 20 percent of the successful high-growth producers are generally 44 years
old and younger and they are most concerned about expansion and management
challenges. They are also confident, optimistic, and have a higher than average reliance
on local sources in information. “The role of the retailer and distributor chain will be
different” (Simon, 2006, ¶ 7). These farmers want to do business with local suppliers
because their span of control becomes more difficult for them. They are so big they can’t
manage themselves, so help becomes more important. But all of them have different
needs. Their needs are different depending on their goals for the future.
Marketers need to maintain that the value of mix products, services and
information must be tailored into segments. “Who your customers are, where they’re
going to be in the future and how you will deliver different values in the future is the
key” (Simon, 2006, ¶ 12).
Duffy (2004) stated, “that to successfully service this group (ruralpolitans), good
location and good salespeople are critical” (¶ 4). Reaching this segment requires more
marketing and people skills by sales staff than other segments, as the rural lifestyle
individual has different expectations than large farmers.
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Duffy (2004) reported:
It requires good people with both the marketing and merchandizing ability to cater
to those people. I require a salesperson with a bigger skill set that can
successfully serve the variety of people, ask the right questions, and make the best
sale. (¶ 14)
Some of these rural lifestyle people do not really know much about what they
need. They are looking for expertise, for convenience, and for availability. It requires
being available later in the day and on weekends. “They want more full time service”
(Duffy, 2004, ¶ 16). The article also stated “Reach. It’s the all-important, critical element,
particularly in developing a new niche market” (¶ 16). Traditional means for agriculture
input suppliers to reach farmers have heavily involved ag media (farm radio and TV, as
well as farm publications). “According to some broadcasters, the ruralpolitan market is
tuning in to learn about new opportunities and ideas from voices and programs that both
educate and entertain” (Duffy, 2004, ¶ 17). According to the article entitled A World of
Information by John Russnogle (2001) states, “Information is power, no matter where in
the world you farm” (¶ 2).

Personal Computers and the Internet
The Internet was initially established by the military “as a wide area, packetswitching network called the ARPANET” in 1969 (Marine, Kirkpatrick, Neou, & Ward,
1993). ARPA is the acronym for the Advanced Research Projects Agency, a part of the
United States Department of Defense. It was established to “provide efficient
communication between different types of computers over a large geographic area. The
goal was to allow a large community of users to share resources that were available on
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these computers” (Marine, et al., 1993, p. 129). It also served as a means of ensuring
uninterrupted communications in the event of an attack on the U.S. The network was
designed so that if one segment of the country’s communication network was destroyed,
a connecting link would pick up the communication and carry it to its destination.
Rogers (1995) noted, that interactive innovations are dependent on more than one
individual’s owning and using them. For example, if only one person had e-mail
capabilities, with whom would that person correspond? Messages would reverberate
through the empty halls of cyberspace. But, when the second individual gained Internet
access, the innovation became a practical tool by which to communicate and socialize.
Socialization, an important element in communicating, and the Internet has become an
important tool in satisfying the need to communicate.
According to the Telecommunications and Information Policy Institute (TIPI)
(2000), a large majority of the Texas population (67%) currently uses a computer and
60% use the Internet. People who have never used either computers or the Internet
represent only 17% of the sample. The study also finds that demographic factors, such as
ethnic group, age, income, and education differences, affect Internet use.

Rural/Nonrural Comparisons
There is concern nationwide about the effects of less well-developed
telecommunications infrastructure in rural areas. A study jointly sponsored by the
National Telecommunication and Information Administration (NTIA) (2000) and the
Rural Utilities Service raised several issues pertaining to the availability of advanced
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telecommunications facilities in rural area, noting that development of such facilities in
rural areas lags behind that in urban areas. In Texas, while the gap exists between the
percentage of rural and nonrural Internet users, the percentage of rural Texas using the
Internet far exceeds national rural usage.
TIPI (2000) sought to compare rural versus nonrural respondent’s behaviors and
attitudes with respect to their use of computers and the Internet. TIPI’s (2000) results
reveal that people in rural areas are only somewhat less likely to use the Internet than are
people in metropolitan areas: 55% of rural respondents in Texas use the Internet
compared to 60% of nonrural respondents.

Quality of Life
According to Flora (1999), quality of life and standard of living are often used
interchangeably, but they are two different concepts that are not necessarily related.
Standard of living is generally measured by levels of consumption and thus, by levels of
income. Satisfaction of basic needs of food, clothing, and shelter are all standard of living
issues. Quality of life is related to feeling good about one’s life and one’s self. One can
have a very high standard of living and a low quality of life, and one can have a low
standard of living and a high quality of life.
“It is not strange that we tend to confuse quality of life and standard of living”
(Flora, 1999, ¶ 2). It is believed that those living in urban areas experience a higher
quality of life, primarily due to their ability to purchase more goods and services. As a
result, rural development efforts are often orientated toward making rural areas more like
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urban areas, particularly through industrial recruitment, usually followed in the United
States by the placement of box stores. A box store is a trade term that refers to a style of
retail store. A free-standing, rectangular, generally single-floor store built on a concrete
slab, for an example, Wal-Mart.
“However, when we envision our future and our community future, it can be
dangerous to confuse quality of life and standard of living” (Flora, 1999, ¶ 9). Because
standard of living is so much easier to measure, people may sacrifice quality of life at the
same time people think they are increasing standard of living (Flora, 1999).
Smith, Kistler, Williams, Edmiston & Baker (2004)stated “as family
socioeconomic status increased, overall quality of life, control, and opportunities also
increased” (p. 71).

Human Needs
People have been uniting together to improve their individual quality of life since
the earliest days of human existence. Traditional communities have been important to the
survival of societies from the onset of the world. Ancient civilizations banded together
into communities for the benefit of all in regard to safety, socialization, and economy of
living (food, water and shelter).
In the idiom by Abraham Maslow’s hierarchy of needs (Maslow, 1954) as cited in
Campbell, Conversem & Rogers (1972), it can be said that the United States “Surpasses
the world in the degree to which it has been able to gratify the elemental needs of its
people for food and shelter. It has freed its people to deal with the higher-order needs for
social esteem, recognition, and self-actualization” (p.2). The quality of life has taken on
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new dimensions, and the national concern has turned increasingly from its focus on the
needs of the “ill-housed, ill-clad, and ill-nourished to the needs of all the people from
equity, participation, respect, challenge, and personal growth” (p.2). The revolution of
rising expectations is not simply a desire of a larger house and a second car but a growing
demand for the fulfillment of needs which are not basically material but are primarily
needs of the spirit, needs for a larger and more satisfying life experiences (Campbell,
Converse, & Rogers, 1972, p.2).
All humans have needs that must be met, and if all of these needs are met, their
quality of life will greatly improve. These needs are often explored by the average
person, the person who performs their daily activities and habits with no reflection on
why they do theses things. Maslow’s (1954) theory contends that as humans meet “basic
needs”, they seek to satisfy successively “higher needs” that occupy a set hierarchy.
Maslow’s hierarchy of needs is often depicted as a pyramid, as shown in Figure
2.3, consisting of five levels: physiological, safety, belonging, esteem, and selfactualization. Physiological needs are to do with the maintenance of the human body. If a
person is ill, then little else matters until after recovery. Safety needs are about providing
shelter and keeping away from harm. It also consists of being rich, strong and powerful,
or having good friends. Belonging needs introduce a person’s tribal nature. If a person is
helpful and kind to others they will want to be friends. Esteem needs are for a higher
position within a group. If people respect someone, that person will have greater power.
Self-actualization needs are to become what we are capable of becoming, which is the
greatest achievement (Maslow 1954).
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Self-actualization
(Achieving individual potential)
Esteem
(Self-esteem and esteem from others)
Belonging
(Love, affection, being a part of groups)
Safety
(Shelter, removal from danger)
Physiological
(Health, food, sleep)

________________________________________________________________________
Figure 2.2: Hierarchy of needs. (Maslow, 1954)

Health-Related Factors
Some of the quality of life research comes from the medical community.
Schuessler and Fisher (1985) pointed out that quality of life among the elderly and ill
have been studied intensively because these groups are the target population of many
large-scale government programs. This may explain the focus on the physical ability to
do for one’s self in many of the quality of life studies. Another set of measures on
personal quality of life focus on individual’s judgment about their own life quality,
particularly the effects of disease and therapy on ill persons. Thus, quality of life
indicators from the medical community include an individual’s ability to tie one’s shoe,
to bathe one’s self, fix one’s own meal, and free one’s self. These indicators relate
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physical condition to personal self-sufficiency. Self-sufficiency is also a basic aspect of
quality of life measures in alternative agriculture and community development.
New technologies have brought about less stress on the human body, and
advancements in the world of chemistry and medicine have brought about new drugs to
fight diseases which previously would have been fatal. As a result, life expectancy
increased dramatically in the 20th century, especially in developed nations. Life
expectancy at birth in the United States in 1901 was 49 years. At the end of the century it
was 77 years. Similar gains have been enjoyed throughout the world. In 2005, life
expectancy had reached 80 years (Wikipedia, 2006). Most people believe that increased
longevity translates into higher quality of life. Extending the human lifespan may also
have negative effects on society, such as a less productive labor force. Further more, it
will lead to a surge in the population, which would rapidly put a strain on food, water,
and space. On the other hand, overpopulation will bring about new needs that will call for
innovative thinking and developments as problem solving devices.

Non-Health Related Factors
The goal of community development is not simply to increase income, but to
increase the means by which people increase their quality of life. One line of research,
based on quality of life definition arising from people undergoing rapid change, links
quality of life to environmental quality (Eyles, 1990). Much research by geographers
suggests that environmental quality and quality of life may be two sides of the same coin.
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Challenges in Measuring Quality of Life
Quality of Life is a term being heard frequently these days. On the surface it is
simple to understand when talking about quality of life, we refer to the good life. But
when examined a little deeper, it is discovered that it is not always a simple task to
determine how “good” life is to an individual. A good life arises from a variety of
different life conditions that work together in very complex ways.
Quality of life is often quite different for different people. People throughout the
centuries, and in various parts of the world, have defined quality of life in rather distinct
ways. Even within individuals own time and culture, groups and individuals often think
of quality of life in ways that are specific to their own life situation and their own
characteristics (Brown, 1994).
Measuring quality of life can be challenging. “Not all authors are comfortable
with self-reported quality of life” (Moum, 1988, p. 2). Moum argues that systematic
errors, as well as random errors specific in the shape or mood of the day effects, will tend
to suppress, mask or wash out statistical association between objective indicators of wellbeing and self-reported quality of life. His study of Norwegian quality of life uses health
measures as the objective measures. He found the subjective measures overestimated
quality of life among older respondents and underestimated it among well-educated
respondents. The subjective measures he uses for quality of life include satisfaction with
self, lack faith in self, life is worth living, life is meaningless, in very good spirits,
depressed, and a depression score. The objective measures are related to how the
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individuals felt in the last two weeks, including using sedatives and sleeping pills, trouble
with sleep, and being nervous or fidgety.
Many studies of quality of life suggest that interpersonal relations are an
important aspect, or perhaps the most important aspects, of quality of life. For example,
Wilkening and McGranahan (1978) found that change in interpersonal relations appear to
contribute more heavily to satisfaction with quality of life than does either socioeconomic
status or social participation.
A North Central Regional for Rural Development (NCRCRD) (1998) study, led
by Regina Srtiegal, conducted a survey of men and women engaged in production
agriculture. Relating the objective measure with subjective measures of quality of life,
Srtiegal (1998) found: (a) quality of life is not related- either positively or negatively- to
standard of living; (b) having choices in the productive work that you do is the most
important dimension of quality of life; and (c) the respect of family and people who
matter to you in your communities of place and interest is the second key dimension of
quality of life.
Rural development is most effective in increasing quality of life when it can
increase diversity, both in the environment and in the economy, which can increase social
capital- the norms and networks that provide for a collective identity and mutual respect.
It can also increase standard of living. Efforts to promote standard of living that ignore
these dimensions of quality of life may have serious negative consequences for people
and places.
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The book Quality of Life in Health Promotion and Rehabilitation written by
Renwick, Brown, and Nagler, (1996) examined the factors that contribute to the goodness
and meaning of life, as well as people’s happiness. It also explored the interrelationships
among these factors. The ideological thrust of quality of life study is to promote means
for people, within their environments, to live in ways that are best for them. The ultimate
goal of a quality of life study and its subsequent application to people’s lives is to enable
people to live quality lives, that are both meaningful and enjoyable.
The quality of life of a population is an important concern in economics and
political science. There are many components to quality of life. A large portion of quality
of life is standard of living. Standard of living is the amount of money and access to
goods and services that a person has and these numbers are fairly easily measured. Other
components including: freedom, happiness, art, environmental health, and innovation are
far harder to measure and could be more important. This has created an inevitable
imbalance as programs and policies are created to fit the easily available economic
numbers while ignoring the other measures, which are very difficult to plan for or assess,
(Wikipedia, 2006).
According to Renwick, Brown, and Nagler (1996), quality of life is a social
construct and has no real meaning in itself, but only the meaning that individuals give
quality of life. Quality usually means something that is good or superior, so quality of life
would mean how superior one’s life is. The variations in how people perceive the quality
of their lives bring about a difficulty in measuring quality of life objectively and
consistently across the board. Brown (1994) explains as follows:
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It is highly likely that no two people form their own perspectives, think of
excellence [and] superiority…in precisely the same way…The essential
meaning of quality may be understood by all, but when it is related to real
people’s lives, it is interpreted in any number of ways. (p. 23)
Possibilities result from the opportunities and limitations each person has in
his/her life and reflect the interaction of personal and environmental factors. Enjoyment
has different components: the experience of satisfaction or the possession or achievement
of some characteristic.
Renwick, Brown, and Nagler (1996) offer several basic assumptions or themes
concerning quality of life as guiding principles for the ongoing study of quality of life
issues. Bullock (2004) also used the same assumption in her study, An Analysis of
Technology Use and Quality of Life in a Rural West Texas Community. These guiding
principles are as follows:
1.

Quality of life is a multidimensional construct.

2.

Every individual is biopsychosocial in nature (i.e., has physical,
psychological, and social aspects) and is in continual interaction with his
or her environment.

3.

Because quality of life arises out of this complex person-environment
interaction, a holistic approach is necessary for understanding it.

4.

The components of quality of life are the same for people with and
without disabilities.

5.

Disabilities or any other handicapping conduction, by itself, does not
necessarily lead to increased or decreased quality of life for a person.
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6.

The basic components of quality of life are those things that are common
to all people and that constitute the human condition.

7.

Although the basic components of quality of life are the same for all
people, the meaning attached to quality will differ to varying degrees from
one person to another, because individuals attach differing relative
importance to the basic components of quality of life and have differing
opportunities and constraints within their lives.

The Quality of Life model, as shown in Figure 2.2, was developed to provide a
measure that considers both the components and determinants of health and well-being. It
draws upon a conceptual model that is consistent with recent definitions of quality of life.
The profile emphasizes physical, psychological, and spiritual functioning; their
connections with their environments; and opportunities for maintaining and enhancing
skills.
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Physical
Psychological
Spiritual

BEING

Physical
Social
Community

BELONGING

Practical
Leisure
Growth

BECOMING

________________________________________________________________________
Figure 2.3: Components of quality of life (Renwick, Brown, & Nagler, 1996)
The model used for this study had three life domains being, belonging, and
becoming, which each has three sub-domains grouping together. The model focuses on
the person’s possibilities in these three fundamental areas of life that are common to the
human condition and essential dimensions of human experience. These possibilities arise
out of the ongoing interaction between persons and environments (Renwick, Brown, &
Nagler, 1996). The model represents the relationship of the framework and three broad
areas of life in which life possibilities occur.
Being reflects who one is as an individual. Belonging refers to an attachment that
a certain individual has with his/her social and physical environment. The third domain,
which is becoming, focuses on intertwined activities that an individual engages in to
attempt to accomplish goals, aspirations, and hopes.
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The Quality of Life Profile (QOLP), consisisting of 11 items, showed strong
evidence of reliability and validity, some concerns were expressed concerning its length
and it was suggested that abridged versions be developed. Short (54 item) and brief (18
item) versions of the instrument were assembled and scores from these were correlated
with the full QOLP scores and a number of validation instruments. The high degree of
similarity between the short and brief scores with those seen in the full (111 item) version
suggest these instruments can serve as useful measures of quality of life. The particular
QOLP version suitable for an application will depend upon the amount of detail required
concerning respondents’ lives (Raphael, Smith, Brown, & Renwick, 1996).
The literature and Figure 2.3 illustrates evidence that individuals have physical,
psychological, and spiritual dimensions. All people need a sense of belonging, in both
physical and social senses, as well as to be able to distinguish themselves as individuals
by achieving their own goals and making their own decisions. Although belonging is a
part of this model it will not be taken into consideration with this research. For this study,
the researcher will focus on being and becoming within the quality of life model.
The being domain includes the basic aspects of “who one is” and has three subdomains. Physical being includes aspects of physical health, personal hygiene, nutrition,
exercise, grooming, clothing, and physical appearance. Psychological being includes the
person’s psychological health and adjustments, cognition, feelings, and evaluations
concerning their self, and self-control. Spiritual being reflects personal values, personal
standards of conduct, and spiritual beliefs which may or may not be associated with
organized religion.
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Becoming refers to the purposeful activities carried out to achieve personal goals,
hopes, and wishes. Practical becoming describes day to day actions such as domestic
activities, paid work, school or volunteer activities, and seeing to health or social needs.
Leisure becoming includes activities that promote relaxation and stress reduction. These
include card games, neighborhood walks, or longer duration activities such as vacations
or holidays. Growth becoming activities promote the improvement or maintenance of
knowledge and skills.

Conceptual Model
The conceptual model (Figure 2.4) used for this study will be a collaboration of
all of the variables which will assist with investigating the possible relationships between
the variables in this study. An understanding of how all the variables relate to each other
will help to understand ruralpolitans quality of life.
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Figure 2.4: Factors that determine quality of life.

Summary
Nelson (1999) suggested that areas with high levels of natural amenities have
enjoyed growing populations and income levels in the past decade. Much of this growth
has come from in-migration of people with income. These new ruralpolitans are usually
well-educated and often work as executives or professionals. Communities may find that
policies that enhance the quality of life, such as, better schools, environmental protection,
etc., can attract more of these people who are in a financial position to act upon their
residential preferences. This in turn can stimulate economic development.
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The purpose of this literature review was to provide insight on this study and
relate it to others similar findings, articles and books. In combing through literature
related to these different objectives, one finds that there is junction between quality of
life, consumers behaviors and attitudes, and information sources related to ruralpolitans.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

Research Design
This study was an exploratory correlational study designed to examine the
relationship between the variables (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006). The objectives of this
study were:
1. Describe ruralpolitans in terms of demographic characteristics;
2. Describe ruralpolitans in terms of their attitudes towards their water
management and, community factors, information channel behaviors,
and thoughts on rural lifestyle;
3. Describe ruralpolitans in regards to being and becoming, two constructs of
quality of life;
4. Examine potential being and becoming needs of ruralpoltians in terms of
community factors and county of residence.
To obtain the data needed for this study, a mailed questionnaire was used. Before
collecting data, materials were submitted to the Office of Research Services Institutional
Review Board (IRB) at Texas Tech University for their review to ensure that the research
posed no mental, emotional, or physical harm to the participants. These materials
included a copy of the data collection instrument and all cover letters that were used in
the data collection processes. Approval was granted on December 22, 2006 (Appendix
A).
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Population and Sample
The population for this study consisted of Texas residents in Floyd, Hale, and
Lubbock counties that reside on 5 – 100 acres as indicted by the databases obtained from
the respective county tax appraisal offices. The three counties had a vast difference in
their population demographics (Table 3.1).
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Table 3.1
Selected Census Demographics for Floyd, Hale, and Lubbock Counties
Floyd County
Demographics

%

f

Hale County
%

f

Lubbock County
%

f

Population
Total population
Square miles (land)
Population per square mile

7,771

36,602

251,018

992.19

1,004.65

899.49

7.83

36.43

269.74

Gender
Male

3,761

48.4

18,518

50.6

118,724

48.9

Female

4,010

51.6

18,089

49.4

123,904

51.1

15 or younger

1,999

25.7

9,150

25.0

51,548

21.2

16-24

1,016

13.1

6,089

16.6

50,247

20.7

25-44

1,893

24.4

9.955

27.2

67,603

27.9

45-64

1,607

20.7

6,695

18.3

46,486

19.2

65+

1,256

16.2

4,713

12.9

26,744

11.0

White

5,763

74.2

24,438

66.8

180,269

74.3

Black

263

3.4

2,121

5.8

18,602

7.7

American Indian

59

0.8

335

0.9

1,420

0.6

Asian

13

0.2

110

0.3

3,168

1.3

4

0.1

14

0.0

85

0.0

1,528

19.7

8,697

23.8

34,329

14.1

141

1.8

887

2.4

4,755

2.0

3,569

45.9

17,532

47.9

66,609

27.5

Age a

Race and Ethnicity

Native Hawaiian
Other
Two or more races
Hispanic or Latino b

Notes: a County averages for age were 36.48 (Floyd), 34.27 (Hale) and 34.05 (Lubbock).
b
Hispanic ethnicity is a separate data collection from race. This number should
not be added to race total. Source: U.S. Census Bureau. (2005)
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Floyd County is located in the Texas Panhandle with Floydada serving as the
county seat. Floyd County estimated population in 2000 was 7,771 representing a
decrease of -4.2% from the previous Census. Floyd County was ranked the 212th fastest
growing county (out of 254 counties) in the state of Texas. In 2002, the per capita
personal income was Floyd County was $24,365 representing an increase of 9.2% from
1997. This 2002 figure was 79% of the national per capita income of $30,906. The
median household income was $26,851 compared to the national average of $41,994.
There were 2,912 workers over the age of sixteen in the county. The average commuting
time in minutes to work was 16 with the majority (95.0%) using a personal vehicle. From
1995 to 2000, 60.7 % of the people continued to live in the same household, while 23.9%
changed house location but still settled within Floyd county limits. Floyd county
education attainments consisted of the following: high school graduates (31.1%), some
college or associate’s degree (20.2%), bachelor’s degree (10.0%), master's, professional
or doctorate degree (2.3%).
Just to the west of Floyd County is Hale County with Plainview as its primary
metro area and county seat. The estimated population of Hale County in 2004 was 36,029
representing a decrease of -1.57% from the 2000 census. Hale County was ranked the
184th (out of 254) fastest growing county in the state of Texas. In 2002, the per capita
personal income in Hale County was $21,965; an increase of 14.3% from 1997. The 2002
figure was 71% of the national per capita income, which was $30,906. The median
household income was $31,280 compared to the national average of $41,994. The
average commuting time to work was 15 minutes with the majority (94.3%) using a
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personal vehicle. From 1995 to 2000, 51.0% of the people continued to live in the same
household while 28.3% moved house location remained within the Hale County limits.
Hale County education attainments consisted of the following: high school graduates
(28.7%), some college or associate’s degree (22.8%), bachelor’s degree (9.7%), master's,
professional or doctorate degree (4.6%).
To the south of Hale County is Lubbock County with the city of Lubbock being
its largest city and the county seat. The estimated population in 2004 was 251,018.This
was a decrease of 3.46% from the 2000 census. Lubbock County was ranked the 77th (out
of 254) fastest growing county in the state of Texas. In 2002, the per capita personal
income in Lubbock County was $25,067; an increase of 20.7% from 1997. The 2002
figure was 81% of the national per capita income mean of $30,906. The median
household income was $32,198 compared to the nation’s average of $41,994. The
average commuting time to work was 17 minutes with the majority (93.9%) using a
personal vehicle. From 1995 to 2000, 47.4% of the people continued to live in the same
household while 29.8% moved house location but still settled within Lubbock County
limits. Lubbock County education attainments consisted of the following: high school
graduates (25.3%), some college or associate’s degree (28.7%), bachelor’s degree
(16.0%), master's, professional or doctorate degree (8.4%).
Several similarities are observable between the demographic characteristics of the
three counties including: (a) gender distribution; (b) the commute to work; (c) persons
per household; (d) portion born in Texas (79.3%); and (e) marital status (56.8% married).
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To ensure that ruralpolitan residents in the counties were adequality represented
in the study, a stratified random sampling technique was used. Prior to choosing the
sample, names in the tax appraisal databases that indicated residency within the
respective county or were identified as duplicates were removed from the database to
reduce potential frame and selection errors. To determine the correct sample size for each
county, Krejcie and Morgan’s (1970) table for determining sample size was used. For this
study, a sample size of 766 was selected from the combined three county ruralpolitan
population of 29,803 with the following population and sample numbers for each county:
Floyd County’s ruralpolitan population 31, sample size 28; Hale County’s total
ruralpolitan population 23,786, sample size 377; Lubbock County’s total ruralpolitan
population 5,986, sample size 361 (Table 3.2).
Table 3.2
Ruralpolitan Population and Study Sample Size for the Three Counties That Were
Studied
County
Floyd
Hale
Lubbock
Total

Residents on 5-100 acres a

Sample Size

31

28

23,786

377

5,986

361

29,804

766

Note: Number based on databases obtained from the respective county’s tax appraisal
office.
To select the individual samples, www.randomizer.org was used. This website
randomly generates a set of numbers to help ensure that selection error will be
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minimized. Prior to using the randomizer website, every resident was assigned a number.
If the randomizer website chose their number, they were included in the sample.
After the initial mailing, a frame error was discovered as 300 of the sample never
received the instrument due to incorrect addresses (primarily with the Lubbock County
database). With this problem occurring, our total sample was reduced to 464 which
represented the total number of people who were able to participate in the study.

Instrumentation
To collect data, a multiple page, a saddle-stitched, book-fold instrument that
measured 8.5 in. x 5.5 in. was created. The instrument was printed in color on the front
and back covers while the inside pages were black and white. The instrument consisted of
four sheets of paper copied on front and back for a total of 16 booklet pages. Existing
literature was used to design the instrument. Also, the researcher incorporated the Quality
of Life Brief Profile (QOLBP) adult version; a generic measure of well-being which was
developed by Raphael (1998).
The instrumentation consisted of six different sections (Appendix B). The first
section (A) contained questions seeking career-related demographic information on the
subjects including current employment status and driving distance from their residence to
their work place.
The second section (B) asked participants to answer statements on how they
currently receive information related to their rural lifestyle. The questions were to help us
understand the ways they access information, how often they seek new information, and
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the information seeking behaviors they used to solve their most recent rural lifestylerelated problem.
Section C contained six questions with two of the questions consisting of 16
items. These questions sought to determine the factors that influenced the residents’
choice of their place of residence.
Section D dealt with understanding the respondents’ thoughts towards rural water
management. Water supplies are limited primarily to ground water sources in these three
counties, which have been shown to be declining. This section contained 12 statements
that were designed to determine respondent’s thoughts and attitudes on a variety of rural
water management topics. To determine the level of agreement with each statement, a six
point Likert-type scale (one = very strongly disagree, six = very strongly agree) was used.
The fifth section (E) focused on the respondents’ thoughts on a rural life. More
specifically, the questions sought to determine the respondents’ lifestyle characteristics
and at what stage of life they would consider themselves in. Another section of the
instrument consisted of 22 statements that were designed to determine the characteristics
that are perceived as important to the respondents’ overall quality of life. This question
used a five point Likert-scale (1 = not important, 5 = critical) to determine the level of
agreement with each statement.
Section F contained the Being and Becoming Quality of Life Brief Profile
(QOLBP) (Raphael, 1998). The first profile consisted of two sections (importance and
satisfaction) and six sub-sections including: (a) my body and health, (b) my thoughts and
feelings, (c) my beliefs and values, (d) the practical things I do, (e) the things I do for
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enjoyment, (f) my things I do to improve myself. The respondents’ answered this section
of the instrument by focusing on themselves and rating the aspects of their life. A Likerttype scale (1= not at all, 5 = extremely) was used to indicate the degree each respondent
felt was suitable for him or her. The second profile consisted of a five point Likert-scale
(1 = none, 5 = total) that asked statements about the amount of control each respondent
had over their different aspects of life.
The final section (Section G) collected demographic data to further describe
participants in this study. These questions included: gender, age, ethnicity, education,
martial status, number of children currently living in a household, the size of acreage plot
of land, different animals raised or owned, religious preference, attendance at a place of
worship, and income.
The researcher submitted the data collection instrument to a panel of experts
consisting of faculty in the Department of Agricultural Education and Communications at
Texas Tech University for review of face and content validity. After completion of the
review, the researcher conducted a pilot test of the instrument on November 24, 2006
with 16 rural residential landowners in Montgomery County Texas (southeast Texas).
Figure 3.1 depicts where this county is located in Texas.
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________________________________________________________________________
Figure 3.1: Montgomery County, Texas. (County Maps of Texas, 2006)

The data collected from the pilot test were analyzed through the use of SPSS for
Windows Version. 15.0. The reliability statistics were computed and the Cronbach’s
alpha coefficients were calculated. For the choosing your place of residence section
(Section C), the Cronbach’s alpha was .77. Section D (thoughts on rural water
management) revealed a Cronbach’s alpha of .71. Section E’s (thoughts on a rural
lifestyle) Cronbach’s alpha was .82 with Section F’s (being and becoming quality of life)
Cronbach’s alpha both being and becoming .96. A few grammatical and minor formatting
changes were made to the instrument after the pilot test.

Data Collection
The data collection methods for this study followed the recommendations from
Dillman’s (2007) Mail and Internet Surveys: The Tailored Design Method. Data
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collection began on January 3, 2007 with the mailing of a pre-notice letter (Appendix C).
The pre-notice letter notified the sample they had been randomly selected to participate in
this study. The letter also explained the need and purpose of the study, along with how
the results would be used. The letter was printed on departmental letterhead to increase
trust with the participants. The researcher and graduate committee chair also signed the
letter electronically. The letters were sent out by U.S. postal ground mail in departmental
envelopes.
Two days later, on January 5, 2007, survey packets (Appendix D), which included
a cover letter, an instrument, and a first-class, pre-stamped, self-addressed return
envelope was mailed to the participants. The cover letter reiterated the purpose and need
of the study and was printed on departmental letterhead and contained the same
electronic signatures as the pre-notice letter.
Each return envelope was coded using a number to assist the researcher with nonrespondent follow-up procedures. When a completed instrument was returned, the
respondent’s name was permanently deleted from the mailing database and they were not
contacted again. The coding allowed all of the respondents to remain anonymous to
everyone but the researcher. Respondents’ names and personal information was kept in a
separate database and was never associated with their responses.
Thank you/reminder postcards purchased from the Lubbock post office was
mailed on January 13, 2007 (Appendix E). Sending a thank you postcard to the entire
sample provided an appreciation for responding and indicated that if the questionnaire
was not completed and mailed, would they please do so.
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The third step and second survey packet was mailed on January 16, 2007. The
replacement packet contained all of the same items as the first survey packet except for a
new cover letter (Appendix F). This process indicated the participant had not yet
completed and mailed the questionnaire and the researcher would greatly appreciate their
input. A final second reminder postcard was mailed January 19, 2007 (Appendix G).
One hundred fifty-one useable responses were received by the conclusion of the
data collection period representing a 32.5% response rate (Table 3.3). Data were analyzed
to determine if any significant differences were present between late respondents and
non-respondents (Linder, Murphy & Briers, 2001). Late respondents were identified as
those who responded after January 20, 2007. There were 42 responses classified as late
respondents. One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) procedures and t-tests were
conducted to see if there were any significant differences between the early and late
respondents. Additional analysis was conducted to determine if there were any
differences between respondents based on county.
Table 3.3
Response Rate by County
County

Adjusted Sample Size

Completed Questionnaires

% Response Rate

Floyd

25

18

72.0

Hale

327

110

33.6

Lubbock

112

23

20.5

Total

464

151

32.5
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The one-way ANOVA procedure examined (a) a test of trend, (b) multiple
comparison (post-hoc) tests between the means, (c) planned (a priori) comparisons
between means, (d) a test of the homogeneity of cell variances and (e) it can give
appropriate tests for unequal ns. If an item fails the one-way and the post-hoc test, then
there is a significant difference between early and late respondents and counties. Answers
cannot be assumed to be similar to the others’ answers for that item.
In comparing early to late respondents, current household income was the only
item that failed the t-test. It was found that the early respondents had a significantly
higher income than the late respondents. Therefore caution should be used when
generalizing; this finding is negligible to the study as the question was not followed by
any more questions. No differences were found between respondents based on county of
residence. As such, data collected from the three counties were analyzed as a single
group.

Data Analysis
The participants’ responses were coded and entered into a Microsoft Excel
spreadsheet and analyzed using SPSS, Version 15.0 for Windows. Responses to “other”
categories were coded into categories. Data on the variables were summarized using
measures of central tendency and frequency distributions. Relationships between the
variables were also analyzed using correlations and inferential statistical techniques
including factor analysis and a needs assessment matrix.
Factor analysis was used to find factors or components among 22 statements the
researcher asked within the instrument regarding thoughts on important characteristics
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found in ruralpolitans communities and how such thoughts affected their being and
becoming quality of life. Factor analysis grouped the variables with similar
characteristics. Factor analysis produced four factors from 22 variables, which helped the
researcher set subgroups within the sample data.
Factor analysis descriptives default was set for univariate descriptive and initial
solution statistics. KMO and Bartlett’s test of sphericity produced the Kaiser-MeyerOlkin measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test examined whether the population
correlation matrix resembled an identity matrix. Also, the anti-image covariance and
correlation matrices were computed which judged the factorability of the correlation
matrix. The reproduced option was selected which produced a correlation matrix based
on the model. The coefficient option produced the R-matrix, and the significance levels
option produced a matrix indicating the significance value of each correlation on the Rmatrix. The determinant was also selected in this matrix. This option was vital for testing
for multicollinerarity or singularity. The determinant value in this research was 3.78E005 (which is 0.0000378), which is greater than necessary value of 0.00001. Therefore,
multicollinerity was not a problem for this data. As a result, there was no need for the
researcher to delete any questions.
A principal component factor analysis method was used and analyzed by selecting
the correlation matrix tab. Within the display box the researcher selected the unrotated
factor solution tab and scree plot. The unrotated factor solution was useful in assessing
the improvement of interpretation due to rotation. The scree plot was useful because it
established how many factors were retained in the analysis. The extract box provided
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options pertaining to the retention of factors. For the eigenvalues over option the default
was Kaiser’s recommendation of eigenvalues over one. The number of factors extracted
was specified by selecting number of factors tab and typing in the number four.
A rotation was performed to improve interpretability and maximize the loading of
each variable on one of the extracted factors while minimizing the loading on all other
factors. The researcher expected the factors to be independent and chose to use the
varimax rotation. Varimax rotation maximizes the dispersion of loading factors within
factors. It loaded a smaller number of variables highly onto each factor resulting in more
interpretable clusters of factors (Field, 2002). Rotated solution and loading plot was
selected with a maximum iteration of convergence being 30.
The factor scores option allowed the researcher to save factor scores for each
subject in the data. SPSS created a new column for each factor extracted and then placed
the factor score for each subject within that column. These scores were then used to
further analyzed groups of subjects who scored highly on particular factors. The
researcher wanted to ensure that factor scores are uncorrelated, so the Anderson-Rubin
method was chosen.
Sort by size was selected in the options box. SPSS ordered the variables by their
factor loading, and grouped the variables that loaded highly onto the same factor were
displayed together.
Critical needs were determined based upon the use of a needs assessment matrix
developed by Witkin (1984) for assessing needs of importance and significance of
ruralpolitans current being and becoming quality of life. The classification for each
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content area in the construct was defined as being a high-level well-being, a low-level
well-being, a low-level need, or a critical need by plotting them on the matrix analysis.
As described by Miller (2001), the grand mean of importance as well as the grand
mean of inclusion were calculated for each component separately. These means were
then used to construct an X-Y graph by plotting the importance of each content area on
the “Y” axis and the degree of satisfaction for each construct on the “X” axis. By plotting
the grand means (GM) for each content area (importance and satisfaction), four quadrants
emerged as shown in Figure 3.2.

Importance
GM

Quadrant 4

Quadrant 1

Critical Needs

High –Level
Well-Being

Quadrant 3

Quadrant 4

Low-Level
Needs

Low-Level
Well-Being

Satisfaction
GM
_____________________________________________________________________
Figure 3.2: Needs assessment matrix (Witkin, 1984).
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND FINDINGS

The purpose of this study was to identify variables that may influence the quality
of life perceptions of ruralpolitans.
This study determined the following objectives to achieve its purpose:
1. Describe ruralpolitans in terms of demographic characteristics;
2. Describe ruralpolitans in terms of their attitudes towards their water
management, community factors, information channel behaviors, and
thoughts on rural lifestyle;
3. Describe ruralpolitans in regards to being and becoming, two constructs of
quality of life;
4. Examine potential being and becoming needs of ruralpoltians in terms of
community factors and county of residence.

Findings for Objective One

Personal Characteristics and Behaviors
Objective one was to describe ruralpolitans through demographic characteristics.
The demographic information displayed in tables in this section includes gender, age,
ethnicity, education level, martial status, spouse’s employment, agency employed by,
current place of employment, total number of minutes commuted to work, total number
of miles commuted to work, hours worked during previous week, total years lived at
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current residence, current residential acreage, number of people living at current
residence, religion preferences, political preferences, and income.
Of the 151 respondents, 99 (66%) were male, while 51 (34%) were females
(Table 4.1). Age of respondents ranged from 25 to 94 with the mean being 57.4 (SD =
15.56). Age data were grouped into categories for reporting purposes. White (nonHispanics) made up 89.9 % of respondents while the remaining were predominately
Native American (5.4%) or Hispanic (4.7%).
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Table 4.1
Gender, Age, and Ethnicity of Respondents
Response

f

%

Gender (n = 150)
Male

99

66.0

Female

51

34.0

Age (n = 148) a
25-35

7

4.9

36-45

27

18.5

46-55

45

30.5

56-65

26

17.8

66-75

13

8.8

76-85

24

16.3

86-95

6

4.1

Ethnicity (n = 149)
White (non-Hispanic)

134

89.9

Native American

8

5.4

Hispanic

7

4.7

Note:

a

Age ranged from 25 – 94, M = 57.47, SD = 15.561
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The educational level of the respondents ranged from the largest reported group
who received their high school diploma/GED as their highest education levels (42.1%) to
a few who had completed a doctoral degree (3.6%) (Table 4.2). Fifty-five percent of the
respondents had completed some form of post-secondary educational degree.
Table 4.2
Education Level of Respondents (n = 140)
Response

f

%

High School Diploma/GED

59

42.1

Associate’s Degree

19

13.6

Bachelor’s Degree

45

32.1

Master’s Degree

8

5.7

Doctoral Degree

5

3.6

Other

4

2.8

Note: M = 1.24, SD = 1.3330, Others were cosmetology school, master electrician,
real estate license and culinary school.

The majority of the respondents (n = 126, 84.0%) reported that they were
currently married (Table 4.3). Within the household, the number of people living in the
current households ranged from one (n = 18, 12.2%) person to nine (n = 1, 0.7%) people,
while the majority (n = 84, 56.8%) had two people living in their current household (M =
2.48, SD = 1.23).
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Table 4.3
Martial Status and Household Size of Respondents
Response

f

%

Martial Status (n = 150)
Now Married

126

84.0

Widowed

11

7.3

Divorced

6

4.0

Separated

1

0.7

Never Married

6

4.0

Number of Individuals Living in Household (n = 148) a
1

18

12.2

2

84

56.8

3

18

12.2

4

19

12.8

5

5

3.4

6

3

2.0

9

1

0.7

Note: a M = 2.48, SD = 1.232
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The rural area residents were also asked how many children under the age of 18
lived in their house. Of the respondents, 104 (70.2%) answered no to having children
under the age of 18 living in their house. For those respondents indicating that they had
children in their home, 14 respondents (9.5%) had children in ages 0-6 with 31 (20.9%)
indicating that they had children between the ages 7-18 living in their house (Table 4.4).
Table 4.4
Age of Children Currently Living at Residence
Child’s Age

f

%

No Children

140

70.2

1

6

42.9

2

7

50.0

3

1

7.1

1

18

58.1

2

6

19.4

3

6

19.4

4

1

3.2

0-6 years of age

7-18 years of age
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A majority of the respondents (n = 94, 68.6%) reported a protestant religious
preference while nine (6.6%) reported no religious preference (Table 4.5). Out of the 144
respondents answering the question regarding church attendance, the majority (58.3%)
reported that they did regularly attend church services. It was interesting to note that six
respondents were willing to indicate whether or not they attended church services but
would not respond to the religious preference question.
Table 4.5
Religious Preference and Church Attendance Pattern of Respondents
Religion

f

%

Religious Preference (n = 136)
No religious preference or affiliation

9

6.6

Non-denominational Christian

15

10.9

Catholic

17

12.4

Protestant

94

68.6

2

1.5

Other

Do You Attend Church Regularly (n = 142)
Yes

83

58.3

No

59

41.7
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As shown in Table 4.6, a majority, 86 (60.6%) of the 142 respondents indicated
that they considered their political views as being conservative while 34 (23.9%) reported
being moderate. None of the respondents considered themselves to be very liberal,
though one did indicate that they were apathetic towards politics.
Table 4.6
Responding Ruralpolitans Political Preference (n = 142)
Preference

f

%

Apathetic

1

0.7

Very liberal

0

0.0

Liberal

6

4.2

Moderate

34

23.9

Conservative

86

60.6

Very conservative

15

10.6
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When asked their combined household income, the majority of the respondents
reported earning $30,000-$69,999 (n = 45, 32.8%) followed by 26.3% earning between
$70,000 and $99,999 (Table 4.7). Twenty-six percent (n = 37) reported annual household
incomes over $100,000.
Table 4.7
Annual Combined Household Income of Respondents (n = 137)
Ranges

f

%

≤ $29,999

19

13.9

$30,000-$69,999

45

32.8

$70,000-$99,999

36

26.3

$100,000-$159,999

19

13.9

$160,000-$199,999

5

3.6

13

9.5

≥ $200,000
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To understand how the respondents perceive their rural lifestyle, respondents
were asked what was more important to them – the rural lifestyle or how the land was
used. The majority of the respondents (n = 121, 81.8%) indicated that an equal balance
between lifestyle and land use was what they preferred (Table 4.8). They were also asked
to reflect on their current lifestyle and indicate which term would best describe the way
they live to others who do not know them. Of the 148 respondents, 122 (82.4%)
determined that they say that they are living a rural lifestyle.
Table 4.8
Responses to Preferred Balance Between Lifestyle and Land Use and How They Would
Describe Their Current Lifestyle to Others (n = 148)
Variable

f

%

Preference Between Lifestyle and Land Use
Lifestyle

13

8.8

Land use

14

9.5

121

81.8

Both equally important

How They Would Describe Their Current Lifestyle to Others
Rural
Suburban
Urban

63

122

82.4

23

15.5

3

2.0
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In Table 4.9, the rural area respondents were presented a series of statements to
determine their current stage of life. In terms of career, “Mid-career professional” (n =
54, 35.8%) was the largest individual respondent group. Nearly 56% (55.8%) indicted
that they were or were nearing retirement.
In terms of family or personal status, being at a point in life where “grown
children have left home” (n = 87, 58.0%) was the most common response. This was not
surprising given the portion of the respondents that were at or near retirement age. Nearly
12% (11.9%) indicated that they were caring for parents or older relatives.
As for volunteer activity outside of the home, 66 (43.7%) indicated that they
were volunteering for church activities. The researcher merged community activities
and church activities together, making a separate category named volunteer. The results
indicated that the majority (55%) of the respondents do volunteer and 45% do not
volunteer (Figure 4.1).
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Table 4.9
Current Stage of Life (n = 151)
Descriptive Terms

f

%

2

1.3

54

35.8

Considering a career change

6

4.0

Recently promoted

2

1.3

Recently changed jobs

7

4.6

Nearing retirement

38

25.2

Retired

46

30.5

4

2.6

Recently separated/divorced/widowed

13

8.6

Just beginning/about to have children

3

2.0

Involved with my young children activities

25

16.6

Involved with my teenage children activities

27

17.9

Grown children have left home

87

58.0

Grown children living at home

6

4.0

18

11.9

Volunteering for community activities

58

38.4

Volunteering for church activities

66

43.7

Career Status
Just starting a career
Mid-career professional

Personal/Family Status
Recently married

Providing care for parents/older relatives
Community Involvement
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45
55

________________________________________________________________________
Figure 4.1: Respondent’s who volunteer.

Career-Related Characteristics
The majority (58.9%) of the respondents reported that they did work during the
previous week for pay or profit (Table 4.10). Of those 89 who worked, almost one-half
were self-employed (n = 44, 49.4%) while others worked for a profit-focused group (n =
24, 27.0%) or for the government or a related agency (n = 11, 12.4%). When asked if
their spouse worked, 67 of the 128 respondents (52.3%) said that their spouse did work.
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Table 4.10
Ruralpolitans and Spouse’s Employment Characteristics
Variable

f

%

Did you Work the Previous Week? (N = 151)
Yes

89

58.9

No

62

41.1

Where Did you Work the Previous Week? (n = 89)
Self-employed

44

49.4

Profit-focused group

24

27.0

Government or related agency

11

12.4

Non-profit organization

7

7.9

Hospital or other medical-based organization

3

3.4

Did Your Spouse Work the Previous Week (n = 128)
Yes

67

52.3

No

61

47.7

Respondents varied greatly in the number of hours they worked the previous
week, with the number of hours ranging from 0-103 (M = 42.70, SD = 15.41) (Table
4.11). Most (n = 33, 39.3%) reported that they worked 31-40 hours during the previous
week while only 2 (2.4%) worked only 0-10 hours.
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Table 4.11
Hours Worked During Previous Week by Respondents (n = 84)
Hours Worked

%

f

0 – 10

2

2.4

11 - 20

7

8.3

21 – 30

7

8.3

31 – 40

33

39.3

41 – 50

16

18.8

51 - 60

13

15.4

61 - 70

4

4.8

71 - 80

1

1.2

81 - 103

1

1.2

Note: Hours worked ranged from 0-103, M = 42.70, SD = 15.41

To understand where ruralpolitans lived in comparison to their work, the 89
respondents working the previous week were asked if they worked at home or at some
other location. Twenty ruralpolitans (23.0%) indicated that they worked at their
residence, while the majority (n = 67, 77.0%) worked away from their place of residence
(Table 4.12). The amount of minutes respondents commuted to work ranged from 0 – 60
(M = 16.96, SD = 12.07) with the majority (n = 28, 39.4%) commuting 10 minutes or
less one-way to work. The distance of a commute to work ranged from 0-67 miles (M =
14.08, SD = 12.894) with the majority (n = 39, 54.4%) driving 10 miles or less to their
current place of employment.
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Table 4.12
Results of Where Respondents Worked and Their Commute
Variable

f

%

Did You Work at Residence or Other Location? (n = 87)
Away from my place of residence

67

77.0

At my place of residence

20

23.0

Total Number of Minutes Commuted to Work (n = 71) a
0-10

28

39.4

11-20

27

38.0

21-30

10

14.1

31-40

2

2.8

41-50

2

2.8

51-60

2

2.8

Total Number of Miles Commuted to Work (n = 72) b
0-10

39

54.0

11-20

18

23.7

21-30

9

12.6

31-40

5

5.6

41-67

2

2.8

Note:

Commuted minutes ranged from 0-60, M = 16.96, SD = 12.07; b Commuted
miles ranged from 0-67, M = 14.08, SD = 12.89

a
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The researcher explored the relationship between the respondents’ commute time
to work one way to their spouse’s commute time to work one way in regard of minutes
and found that they were both significant (r = .542) but not perfect. Table 4.13
indicates the three different counties means in which the respondents and their spouses
commuted to work one way in regards of minutes. The Floyd County mean of 12.00
was discovered for the spouse and 25.33 for the respondent, the Hale County mean of
12.45 was found for spouse and 16.43 for the respondents, and in the Lubbock County
the spouse traveled 10.80 minutes with the respondent spending 17.60 minutes
commuting to work one way. The researcher found a respondent in Lubbock County
to be interesting in regards to the one respondent and his/her spouse who both traveled
55 minutes one way to work in the previous week.
Table 4.13
Respondents and Spouse Commute Time One Way to Work
Respondent

Spouse

County

M

n

M

n

Floyd ª

25.33

6

12.00

6

Hale b

16.43

31

12.45

31

Lubbock c

17.60

10

10.80

10

Note: a Commute time M for respondents was 25.3 for spouse 12.0, range 31-6. b
Commute time M for respondents was16.4 for spouse 12.5, range 45-5. c Commute
time M for respondent was 17.6 for spouse 10.8, range 55-5.
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Two different open-ended questions were asked by the researcher in order to
examine what kind of work ruralpolitans were doing and to determine their most
important activities or duties they performed during the previous week. Of the 85
respondents the researcher discovered nine sub-groups that emerged from their
comments about ‘what kind of work you were doing’ and six sub-groups emerged
from the question ‘what were your most important activities or duties’. The researcher
found the larger group which surfaced from the question ‘what kind of work you were
doing’ was producer (n = 17, 20.0%). Two separate groups emerged from the next
question ‘what were your most important activities or duties’. The groups were
production practice (n = 19, 22.3%) and customer care/service (n = 19, 22.3%). The
dispersion of the two questions is represented in Table 4.14.
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Table 4.14
Results of Ruralpolitans Work and Important Activities (n = 85)
Activity

%

f
Kind of Work

Producer1

17

20.0

Clerical/Administrator2

13

15.2

Business/Entrepreneur

12

14.1

Sales

11

12.9

Government

9

10.5

Technician

8

9.4

Educator

7

8.2

Medical

6

7.0

Media/News

2

2.3

Important Activities/Duties
Production practices

19

22.3

Customer care/service

19

22.3

Administrative (tasks)

17

20.0

Supervision/Management

15

17.6

Sales

11

12.9

Education
Note:

1

4

4.7
2

Producer = farmer, gin worker, and etc. Clerical/Administrator = office work,
farming logs, and etc.
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Current Residence Characteristics
To examine the mobility patterns of ruralpolitans in West Texas, a series of
questions were posed to the participants. Of the 150 respondents living at their current
place of residence, 84 (56.0%) had lived there for more than 10 years (Table 4.15). The
majority of the respondents (75.9%) indicated that their previous place of residence was
located in this study’s three-county region of Floyd, Hale, and Lubbock counties. When
probed further, it was found that a larger percentage (88.9%) indicated that previous
place of residence was also in West Texas indicating little migration into the region. The
majority of the respondents (68.1%) also considered their current residency status to be
stable as they felt it was unlikely that they would move within the next five years.
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Table 4.15
Residential Mobility Patterns of Respondents
Variable

f

%

Years at Current Place of Residence (n = 150)
Less than one year

1

0.7

1-3 years

20

13.3

3-5 years

12

8.0

5-10 years

26

17.3

More than 10 years

84

56.0

7

4.7

All my life

Was Previous Place of Residence in Floyd, Hale, or Lubbock County? (n = 145)
Yes

110

75.9

No

35

24.1

Was Previous Place of Residence in West Texas? (n = 144)
Yes

128

88.9

No

16

11.1

Likelihood of Moving Within the Next Five Years (n = 144)
No Chance
Somewhat likely
Very likely (better than 50%)

133

68.1

37

25.7

9

6.3

The amount of acres owned by the respondents ranged from 2-100 acres with
about one-fourth (25.3%) living on 50-100 acres (Table 4.16). Over one-third of the
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respondents (n = 56, 38.3%) reported that they reside on less than five acres, with six
=[[[additional respondents (4.1%) reporting that they resided on more than 100 acres.
This result raised additional questions (beyond the return questionnaire packets described
in Chapter 3) concerning the population frame. As the reader may recall, the researcher
purchased the population database from the respective county’s tax appraisal office. The
database purchased was to fit the parameter of county residents who currently resided on
5-100 acres. As the results indicate, the defined parameters were not completely
consistent between the respondents and the respective county agencies.
Table 4.16
Current Residential Acreage (n = 146)
Acres

f

%

<2

6

4.1

2 – 5 acres

50

34.2

5 – 10 acres

29

19.9

10 – 20 acres

10

6.8

20 – 50 acres

8

5.5

50 – 100 acres

37

25.3

6

4.1

> 100 acres
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As ruralpolitans may chose this lifestyle to create the possibility of raising pets or
livestock outdoors, data were collected to see if this was the case. Of the 151 respondents,
120 (79.5%) reported that they owned or were raising animals or pets (Table 4.17). The
majority of the respondents (n = 97, 64.7%) reported owning dogs followed by cats
(45.0%), horses (26.5%) and beef cattle (19.2%). Furthermore, over one-half (57.6%) of
the respondents raised more than one pet.

76

Texas Tech University, Jessica Carr, August 2007
Table 4.17
Type and Amount of Animals or Pets Own/Raised by Responding Ruralpolitans
Animals/Pets

f

%

Type of Animal or Pet Owned/Raised (N = 151)
Dogs

97

64.7

Cats

68

45.0

Horses

40

26.5

Beef cattle

29

19.2

Goats

14

9.3

Poultry

12

7.9

Hogs

8

5.3

Household birds

8

5.3

Sheep

7

4.6

Rabbits

4

2.6

Reptiles

1

0.7

Number of Animal or Pet Species Owned/Raised (N = 151)
0

37

24.5

1

27

17.9

2

38

25.2

3

27

17.9

4

11

7.3

5

8

5.3

6

1

0.7

7

2

1.3
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Findings for Objective Two
The second objective of the study was to describe ruralpolitans in terms of their
attitudes towards water management and, community factors, information channel
behaviors, and thoughts on rural lifestyle.
Water Management
Twelve water management attitudinal statements were developed and combined
with a six point Likert-type scale (very strongly disagree to very strongly agree) to
determine the respondent’s level of agreement with the statement.
To interpret the results of these individual statements, means of 5.50 or greater
were considered to indicate a very strong agreement by the respondents. Means ranging
from 4.50 to 5.49 were interpreted as having general agreement by the respondents, with
means ranging from 3.50 to 4.49 as being slightly agreed with by the respondents. On the
disagreement side of the Likert scale, means ranging from 2.50 to 3.49 were interpreted
as being slightly disagreed with by the respondents, with means of 1.50 to 2.49 being
generally disagreed with by the respondents. Means equal to or less than 1.49 were
considered to be strongly disagreed with by the respondents.
The statement addressed by the ruralpolitans ‘everyone needs to conserve water’
was the only statement which the ruralpolitans had a very strong level of agreement (M =
5.58, SD = 0.87).
Four additional statements concerning their personal attitudes towards water
management revealed they agreed to the statements asked. The means ranged from 4.58
to 5.22 with the ranges of standard deviation being 1.07 to 1.48.
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The respondents slightly agreed with three statements. The means ranged from
3.58 to 4.39 and the standard deviations ranged from 1.52 to 1.72.
The statement ‘I need educational programs and materials to help me make watersaving changes in my home’ revealed a mean of 3.12 and a standard deviation of 1.68,
which indicated the respondents slightly disagreed with the statement.
The ruralpolitans’ disagreed with three of the twelve statements. The means
ranged from 1.73 to 2.40 and the standard deviations ranged from 1.40 to 1.66.
Table 4.18 gives details of respondents’ attitude toward water management. What
is noticeable from these results is that a paradox appears to exist between the desire to
having autonomy as a homeowner and the desire to be good stewards of the water
resources and the resources potential regulation by a governing body.
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Table 4.18
Respondents Attitudes Toward Water Management
Very
Strongly
Disagree
f
Everyone needs to conserve water

Statement

80

Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

%

f

%

f

%

f

1

0.7

5

3.4

0

0.0

I feel responsible to help conserve water in my community

1

0.7

3

2.0

8

I have a moral obligation to conserve water

3

2.0

5

3.4

It would give me a great deal of personal satisfaction to
save more water

8

5.4

7

Most people who are important to me already try to
conserve water

2

1.4

As a homeowner, I should be allowed to pump as much
water as I want

7

We should restrict consumption of natural resources now to
protect future generations

Agree

Very
Strongly
Agree

%

f

%

f

%

M

SD

12

8.2

18

12.2

111

75.5

5.58

0.87

5.4

19

12.9

36

24.5

80

54.5

5.22

1.07

12

8.2

15

10.2

34

23.1

78

53.1

5.08

1.26

4.8

14

9.5

25

17.0

33

22.4

60

40.8

4.69

1.48

8

5.4

21

14.3

36

24.5

32

21.8

48

32.7

4.58

1.30

4.8

10

6.8

26

17.8

29

19.9

24

16.4

50

34.2

4.39

1.51

18

12.2

11

7.5

24

16.3

26

17.7

23

15.6

45

30.6

4.09

1.72

If I wanted to, I could reduce the amount of water I use

16

11.0

27

18.5

23

15.8

37

25.3

22

15.1

21

14.4

3.58

1.57

I need educational programs and materials to help me make
water-saving changes in my home

34

23.1

28

19.0

22

15.0

31

21.1

14

9.5

18

12.2

3.12

1.68

The amount of water pumped by a homeowner should be
regulated

69

47.3

22

15.1

14

9.6

20

13.7

11

7.5

10

6.8

2.40

1.66

There will always be enough water

75

51.0

31

21.1

19

12.9

11

7.5

6

4.1

5

3.4

2.03

1.37

104

70.7

16

10.9

10

6.8

5

3.4

4

2.7

8

5.4

1.73

1.40

I support the sale of this region’s water to other regions of
the state by individuals or private business

Note: Actual data were on a scale 1 - 6; 1 being VSD (very strongly disagree) and 6 being VSA (very strongly agree)
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Information Sources
Respondents were asked to choose from a list of sixteen potential information
channels all of the means that they use to receive information from their place of
residence. Five of the information channels were being used by more than one-half of the
respondents. These channels were local television (77.5%), local radio (64.2%),
cable/satellite television (62.9%), farm magazines (55.6%), and daily newspaper (52.3%)
(Table 4.19).
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Table 4.19
Information Channels Used by Ruralpolitans (N = 151)
Sources

f

Local television (broadcast)

117

77.5

Local radio (broadcast)

97

64.2

Cable/satellite television (broadcast)

95

62.9

Farm magazines (print)

84

55.6

Daily newspaper (print)

79

52.3

Newsletters (print)

69

45.7

Weekly newspaper (print)

59

39.1

CDs/DVDs (broadcast)

42

27.8

Farm shows/Field day (face to face)

42

27.8

Extension office (face to face)

41

27.2

Corporate web sites (web)

37

24.5

Workshops/seminars (face to face)

31

20.5

Government web sites (web)

26

17.2

Satellite Radio (broadcast)

23

15.2

University web sites (web)

23

15.2

4

2.6

Web blogs (web)
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From these results, it was clear that the responding ruralpolitans were using
multiple information channels to stay informed. It also appeared that broadcast and print
information channels were dominant. The researcher further examined the results by each
channel category, the results revealed that nearly three-fourths of respondents (73.5%)
used two or more broadcast channels to receive information (Figure 4.2). Nearly one-half
(49%) were found to use two or more print information channels. The majority of the
respondents (55.5%) were not currently using any computer/internet-based or face-toface information channels.

60

50

40

Print
Broadcast
Web
Face to
Face

Percent

30

20

10

0
0

1

2

3

4

Numbers of sources by category
________________________________________________________________________
Figure 4.2: Information channel categories used by ruralpolitans.
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With several print and electronic magazines being created specifically for the
ruralpolitan population segment, respondents were questioned as to whether they
subscribed to this type of publication. More than three-fourths of the respondents
(n = 116, 78.4%) reported that they do not subscribe to any print or electronic
publications or magazines that cover small or hobby farm rural lifestyle (Table 4.20).
Table 4.20
Subscribe to Small or Hobby Farm Rural Lifestyle Magazines (n = 148)
Subscriber?

%

f

No

116

78.4

Yes

32

21.6
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If the respondent reported yes, they do subscribe to information concerning small
or hobby farm living the researcher directed them to indicate the publication name. Out
of the 32 respondents who did report yes, 47 different subscription names were identified.
The researcher then found general topics within the subscriptions and grouped them
together in categories (Table 4.21).
Table 4.21
Subscriptions Used to Obtain Information (n = 47)
Source

f

%

Farming

19

40.4

Livestock

12

25.5

Rural Business

6

12.7

Rural living

5

10.6

Landscape

4

8.5

Hunting

1

2.1

To better understand how ruralpolitans use information channels to solve
problems related to their place of residence, a series of questions were posed. When
asked how much time they spend seeking information related to rural living or their
residence, most reported that they spend little if any time in this type of activity with
“Never” (n = 74, 49.3%) being the most frequent response (Table 4.22). There were a
small group of more frequent information seekers (n = 20, 13.4%) who sought
information on a weekly or more frequent basis.
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Table 4.22
Time Seeking Information Related to Rural Living or Residence (n = 150)
Time

f

%

Never

74

49.3

Yearly

15

10.0

More than once a year

26

17.3

Monthly

6

4.0

More than once a month

9

6.0

Weekly

7

4.7

10

6.7

3

2.0

More than once a week
Daily

If the respondent did seek out any information related to rural living or place of
residence they were asked an open-ended question to understand their primary goal or
purpose for pursuing information. While examining the answers by the respondents, the
researcher discovered 16 main areas of concern. Landscaping (n = 8. 12.5%) was the
respondents most popular choice while weather (n = 2, 3.1%) was the least.
Out of the 64 ruralpolitans who responded, over three-fourths (76.6%) of them
reported that they were successful in finding information in which they needed, while
23.4% were not successful (Table 4.23).
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Table 4.23
Ruralpolitans Success in Finding Needed Information To Solve Their LifestyleRelated Problems (n = 64)
Variable

f

%

Type of Problem
Landscaping

8

12.5

Gardening

7

10.9

Home Improvement

7

10.9

Multiple Items

7

10.9

Animal/pet management

5

7.8

Property value

4

6.2

Water Conservation

4

6.2

Community activities

3

4.6

Financial-related

3

4.6

Wildlife management

3

4.6

Wind generation

3

4.6

Crop production

2

3.1

Equipment

2

3.1

Local map/direction

2

3.1

Relocating

2

3.1

Weather

2

3.1

Were You Successful in Finding Needed Information (n = 64)
Yes

49

76.6

No

15

23.4
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Current and Previous Residence
As shown in Table 4.24, respondents were asked a series of criteria about their
current and previous places of residence and were asked to select whether or not if they
were dissatisfied or satisfied and whether or not the criteria was important or not
important. Of the 147 who responded, the majority (n = 112, 83%) chose cost of living to
be the most important category, while 122 (91.0%) respondent were satisfied with their
previous place of residence being near to friend. The researcher found the results
surprising because overall the respondents had no significant difference with their
previous and current place of residence. The majority of the important factors that the
respondents considered important at their previous place of residence primarily stayed the
same after they moved to their current residence.
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Table 4.24
Satisfaction with Factors Related to Previous Residence and the Importance of these
Factors When Choosing Current Place of Residence (n = 147)
Satisfaction with Previous
Factors

Importance in Current

%

f

105

77.8

120

88.9

88

66.7

117

88.0

Cost of Living

107

79.9

112

83.6

Pace of life

110

82.1

109

82.0

Environmental quality

105

78.9

108

81.2

Ability to raise pets/animals

94

69.6

106

79.4

Quality of Schools

98

73.1

98

72.6

Medical services nearby

101

75.9

94

69.6

Near to family

105

78.9

92

69.2

91

68.4

87

65.4

Near to friends

122

91.0

86

64.7

Local scenery

94

70.7

84

62.7

Employment opportunities

98

73.1

74

Shopping options

93

69.4

71

52.6

Recreation options

86

64.2

64

47.8

Entertainment possibilities

87

66.4

55

41.4

Crime Rate
Fit my space needs

Ability to plant/garden

f

89

%

55.2
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Rural Lifestyle
Another area investigated by this study was measured using 22 statements. The
ruralpolitans were asked to rate their level of importance to the statement according to a
scale of 1 – 5 (1 = not important, 5 = critical).
To interpret the results of the individual statements, means of 4.5 or greater were
considered to be critical by the respondent. Means ranging from3.8 to 4.0 were
interpreted as being extremely important by the respondents, with means ranging from
3.5 to3.7 were interpreted as being important, with means ranging from 3.0 to 3.4 being
slightly important by the respondents. Means equal to or less that 2.7 were considered to
be not important by the respondents.
The majority (M = 4.54, SD = .71) of the respondents chose ‘good quality of
drinking water’ to be the most important to them, while least (M = 2.73, SD = 1.140)
amount of respondents chose ‘shopping nearby’. (Table 4.25)
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Table 4.25
Factors that are Perceived to Influence Life Satisfaction
Statement

M

SD

n

Good quality drinking water

4.5

0.71

148

Privacy

4.9

0.73

149

Clean air

4.1

0.87

147

Peaceful neighborhood

4.1

0.90

148

Rapid response by fire & rescue

4.0

0.89

149

Space (I don’t feel crowded)

4.0

0.90

149

Safe place to raise children

3.8

1.26

147

Nearby access to medical services

3.8

0.98

149

Rapid response by police

3.8

0.96

148

Minimal traffic problems

3.6

1.02

149

Church of my choice nearby

3.6

1.17

146

Roads are of good quality

3.6

1.05

148

Housing is affordable

3.6

1.00

147

High quality schools

3.6

1.21

147

High quality phone/Internet services

3.6

1.08

147

Slower pace of living

3.5

1.13

147

Able to raise pets & animals outdoors

3.4

1.16

147

Close to farms and farming

3.3

1.37

147

Trash removal

3.1

1.31

148

Schools is near to my home

2.8

1.42

147

Recreational area are nearby

2.7

1.14

148

Shopping nearby
2.7
1.14
148
Note: Actual data was on a scale 1 – 5 with 5 = critical, 4 = extremely important, 3 =
important, 2 = slightly important, and 1 = not important.
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Using the data received about factors that influence life satisfaction, a factor
analysis was conducted in order to establish a common set of constructs. A principal
component factor analysis with varimax rotation generated a four factor solution. The
solution accounted for almost 54% (53.9) of the variance in the intercorrelations of the
22-statement five-point Likert type scale. The factors were extracted by using the Kaiser
criterion of Eigenvalues over 1.0 and the Catell scree plot test, both examined and
supported the four factor solution (Table 4.26).
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Table 4.26
Total Variance Explained by Factor Solutions
Initial Eigenvalues

Extraction Sums of Squared
Loadings

Total

%
Variance

Cumulative
%

Total

%
Variance

1

6.43

29.25

29.25

6.43

2

2.24

10.20

39.45

3

1.81

8.26

4

1.37

5

Rotation Sums of Squared
Loadings

Cumulative
%

Total

%
Variance

Cumulative
%

29.25

29.25

3.87

17.60

17.60

2.24

10.20

39.45

3.24

14.74

32.35

47.71

1.81

8.26

47.71

2.52

11.46

43.81

6.26

53.98

1.37

6.26

53.98

2.23

10.16

53.98

1.29

5.86

59.84

6

1.10

5.01

64.85

7

1.00

4.45

69.44

8

0.93

4.25

73.69

9

0.76

3.48

77.17

10

0.73

3.34

80.52

11

0.59

2.70

83.22

12

0.52

2.40

85.62

13

0.50

2.30

87.92

14

0.44

2.02

89.94

15

0.40

1.82

91.77

16

0.38

1.76

93.53

17

0.34

1.57

95.11

18

0.31

1.41

96.52

19

0.25

1.14

97.67

20

0.20

0.91

98.58

21

0.19

0.86

99.45

22

0.12

0.54

100.00
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Furthermore, inspections of solutions with fewer factors revealed an unacceptable
amount of residual variation, while solutions with more factors appeared to contain
redundant information (many items loaded onto multiple factors). The four factor
solution produced reasonably distinct factors. Next, the data was rotated, using a
orthogonal (varimax) rotation. This rotation was conducted to further reduce the degree
of overlap between variables. For clarity, factor loading less than 0.4 are not displayed
because Stevens’s (1992) suggestion that this cut-off point was appropriate for
interpretative purposes. The table is also sorted by size, so that all of the variables that
load highly onto the same factor are displayed together. Varimax rotation factor analysis
yielded four factors. The context of the variables that loaded into each different factor
had corresponding themes. Thus, the researcher came up with a name for the four
different factors, which includes physical health, mental health, education, and outdoors.
Two items (high quality phone/Internet services and church of my choice nearby) did not
load because they had factor loading of less than 4.0 (Table 4.27).
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Table 4.27
Factor Analysis¹ of Lifestyle Characteristics
Factors
Statement
Rapid response by fire and rescue

Physical
Health
.807

Rapid response by police

.758

Nearby access to medical services

.703

Shopping nearby

.611

Roads are of good quality

.611

Trash removal

.595

Peaceful neighborhood

.551

Mental
Health

Education

Outdoors

.518

Space (I don’t feel crowded)

.815

Slower pace

.797

Housing is affordable

.618

Minimal traffic problems

.597

Privacy

.593

School is near to my home

.806

High quality schools

.771

Safe place to raise children

.597

Recreational areas are nearby

.555

Close to farms and farming

.459

.444

Good quality of drinking water

.750

Clean air

.676

Able to raise pets & animals outdoors

.439

Note: ¹Principal Components; Varimax Rotation

95

Texas Tech University, Jessica Carr, August 2007
The first factor, composed of seven items appeared to primarily reflect one’s
physical health. This factor, which accounted for 17% of the scale variance after rotation,
included the following items: ‘rapid response to fire & rescue’ (item 13), ‘rapid response
to police’ (item 14), ‘nearby access to medical services’ (item 10), ‘shopping is nearby’
(item 19), ‘roads are of good quality’ (item 16), ‘trash removal’ (item 22), and ‘peaceful
neighborhood’ (item 11).
The second factor composed of six items reflected on one’s mental health. This
factor, which accounted for 14% of the scale variance after rotation included the
following items: ‘peaceful neighborhood’ (item 11), ‘space (I don’t feel crowded)’ (item
21), ‘slower pace’ (item 20), ‘housing is affordable’ (item 8), ‘minimal traffic problems’
(item 9), and ‘privacy’ (item 12).
The third factor composed of five items showed commonalties on children and
education. This factor, which accounted for 11% of the scale variance after rotation
included the following items: ‘school is near to my home’ (item 18), ‘high quality of
schools’ (item 7), ‘safe place to raise children’ (item 17), recreational areas are nearby’
(item 15), and ‘close to farms and farming’ (item 4).
The fourth factor composed of four items reflected common interest in the
outdoors. This factor, which accounted for 10% of the scale variance after rotation
included the following items: ‘close to farms and farming’ (item 4), ‘good quality of
drinking water’ (item 5), ‘clean air’ (item 3), and ‘able to raise pets & animals outdoors’
(item 1). Table 4.28 indicated on which of the four factors that each item loaded.
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Table 4.28
Individual Item Loading on Respective Factors
Total Loaded

Factor

Item Contributing to Each Factor

A
7

(Physical
Health)

13, 14, 10, 19, 16, 22, 11

B
6

(Mental
Health)

11, 21, 20, 8, 9, 12

C
5

(Education) 18, 7, 17, 15, 4
D

4

(Outdoors)

4, 5, 3, 1

Note: Items 11 and 4 loaded on more than one factor

The researcher selected the top one-quarter of respondents in the four factors and
examined them through 17 selected demographics. Then they were analyzed to each of
the four factors. Table 4.29 indicates the demographics that showed differences within
the four factors. The table only indicates twelve of these demographics differences. The
five demographics that are not shown in the table are the following: gender being
majority male (58%), respondents indicates they were married, two people live in their
current house hold, conservative was their political preference of choice, attitude towards
water was conservative, and the majority of the respondents lived in Hale County.
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Table 4. 29
Community Factor Differences Among Selected Demographics and Information Sources
Factor

Physical Health

Age

61.3

Education

Spouse Employed
Income

Associate

Yes

Mental Health

Education

53.3

56.2

High School
Diploma/GED

High School
Diploma/GED

Yes

No

Outdoors
52.8
Bachelor

Yes

< $70,000

< 70,000

< 70,000

9.1

15.0

6.8

8.9

18.4

19.6

19.1

18.6

Number of print sources used

1.5

1.4

1.4

1.7

Number of broadcast sources used

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.2

Number of computer sources used

0.5

0.9

0.8

0.8

Face-to-face

0.5

0.5

0.8

0.7

Total number of information
sources used

5.0

5.4

5.8

5.8

Overall water attitude score

51.5

52.6

50.9

52.5

Spouse’s Commute time
Commute time

< 100,000

Information Sources

Note: Items not displayed are the following: gender, martial status, number of people living in house hold,
political preference, water attitude, and county ruralpolitans reside in.

Findings for Objective Three
The third objective of the study was to describe ruralpolitans current being and
becoming, two constructs of quality of life. As shown in Table 4.30, the respondents’
being and becoming quality of life was measured by using a five-point Likert-type scale
(1 = none, 2 = not much, 3 = some, 4 = much, 5 = total). Table 4.30 and Table 4.31
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indicates the respondents have a substantially good being and belonging, two constructs
of quality of life.
Table 4.30
Two Constructs of Quality of Life (n = 150)
Importance
QOL Category & Individual Statement

Satisfaction

M

SD

M

SD

Being physically able to get around my home

4.6

0.6

4.4

0.8

Having enough energy to do the things I want

4.6

0.7

4.0

0.9

My overall physical health

4.5

0.7

3.9

0.9

Making my own decisions

4.7

0.5

4.5

6.3

Being free of worry and stress

4.4

0.7

3.7

1.0

Having a positive attitude towards life

4.7

0.6

4.2

0.9

Feeling peaceful within myself

4.7

0.6

4.2

0.9

Being free of worry, stress and sadness

4.4

0.7

3.7

1.0

Having things to look forward to

4.6

0.6

4.1

0.9

My Body and Health

My Thoughts and Feelings

My Beliefs and Values

Note: Actual data was on a scale 1 – 5 with the same adjectives being used to describe
perceived importance and perceived significance. Those adjectives were: 5 =
extremely, 4 =very, 3 = somewhat, 2 = not very, and 1 = not at all.
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Table 4.31
Two Constructs of Quality of Life (n = 150)
Importance

Satisfaction

M

SD

M

SD

Doing work around my home

4.1

0.9

4.0

0.9

Doing things to take care of myself

4.3

0.8

4.1

1.0

Shopping for myself and others

3.8

1.1

3.9

1.0

Getting out with others

3.5

1.1

3.6

1.2

Having indoor activities

4.0

0.9

4.1

0.9

Having outdoor activities

4.0

1.0

3.9

1.0

Adjusting to changes in my personal
life

4.1

0.8

3.9

1.0

Creating new challenges/projects in my
life

3.9

1.0

3.9

1.0

Solving my own problems

4.4

0.7

4.2

0.8

QOL Category & Individual Statement
The Practical Things I Do

The Things I Do For Enjoyment

My Things I Do To Improve Myself

Note: Actual data was on a scale 1 – 5 with the same adjectives being used to describe
perceived importance and perceived significance. Those adjectives were: 5 = extremely, 4
=very, 3 = somewhat, 2 = not very, and 1 = not at all.

The respondents indicated that they had control and opportunities over their
current being and belonging, two constructs of quality of life. The highest rated (M = 4.4,
SD = .73) indicated they have the most control of who they spend their time with.
Although, the majority (M = 4.2, SD = .93) of the respondents indicated that the
opportunities to improve was the spiritual part of their life. (Table 4.32)
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Table 4.32
The Amount of Control and Opportunities the Ruralpolitans have related to Being
and Becoming Constructs
Control

Statement
M

Opportunities
SD

M

SD

My physical health

3.9

.86

3.7

.93

My thoughts and feelings

4.3

.72

3.9

1.00

The spiritual part of my life

4.4

.87

4.2

.93

Where I am living or will be living

4.3

.83

3.8

1.23

Who I spend my time with

4.4

.73

3.8

1.12

Being able to use what my
community has to offer

3.8

1.05

3.5

1.12

The everyday things I can do in my
life

4.3

.82

3.8

.96

The things I can do for fun and
enjoyment

4.1

.85

3.7

1.06

The things I can do to improve
myself

4.3

.81

3.9

.99

Note: Actual data was on a scale 1 – 5 (1 = none, 2 = not much, 3 = some, 4 =
much, 5 = total).

101

Texas Tech University, Jessica Carr, August 2007
Findings for Objective Four
Objective four was to examine potential being and becoming needs of
ruralpolitans in terms of community factors and county of residence. A matrix analysis
(Figure 4.5) recommended by Witkin (1984) was used for being and becoming quality of
life. The means for each being and becoming quality of life score was used to construct
an XY graph by plotting the overall importance of each content area on the “Y” axis and
the degree of satisfaction for each construct on the “X” axis. By plotting the grand means
(GM) for each content area (importance and satisfaction), four quadrants emerged, as
shown in figure 4.3.

Importance
GM

Quadrant 4

Quadrant 1

Critical Needs

High –Level
Well-Being

Quadrant 3

Quadrant 4

Low-Level
Needs

Low-Level
Well-Being

Satisfaction
GM
_____________________________________________________________________
Figure 4.3: Needs assessment matrix (Witkin, 1984).
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Being – Quality of Life Needs Assessment
The content areas that loaded in being were all four factors that were defined in
objective two, and Floyd, Hale, and Lubbock Counties quality of life regarding to being
and becoming quality of life.
By using the matrix analysis, as recommended by Witkin (1984), a needs
assessment was constructed (Figure 4.4). This was done by using the grand mean for
importance (GM = 4.62) and the grand mean for satisfaction (GM = 4.14). These grand
means for importance and satisfaction were place on the “X” and the “Y” axis, which
defined the four quadrants. After plotting the grand means for being the means for each
of the four factors factor and three counties were plotted.

Being Quality of Life

Importance

4.8
4.75

Physical Health (factor one)

4.7

M ental Health (factor two)
Education (factor three)

4.65

Outdoors (factor four)

4.6

Floyd County

4.55

Hale County

4

4.05

4.1

4.15

4.2

4.25

4.3

Lubbock County

Satisfaction
______________________________________________________________________
Figure 4.4: Needs assessment matrix – being, one construct of quality of life
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After plotting the content areas on the matrix, the researcher then classified each
of the seven items into the constructs as being high-level well-being, low-level wellbeing, low-level needs, or critical needs.
Table 4.33 indicates the content areas that were indicated as high-level wellbeing. These content areas were: Mental Health (factor two), Outdoors (factor four), and
Lubbock County.
Table 4.33
High-Level Well-Being – Being, One Construct of Quality of Life
Importance
Content Area

M

Mental Health (factor two)

4.7

Outdoors (factor four)
Lubbock County

SD

Satisfaction
SD

n

M

.44

35

4.2

.68

35

4.7

.36

36

4.1

.65

36

4.6

.35

23

4.2

.53

23

Note: Importance and Satisfaction scale – 1= not at all, 2=not very, 3=
important/satisfied, 4= very, 5= extremely.
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Table 4.34 indicates the one content area that was identified as a low-level wellbeing. This content area was education (factor three).
Table 4.34
Low-Level Well-Being – Being, one construct of Quality of Life
Importance

Satisfaction

Content Area

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

Education (factor three)

4.6

.61

36

4.1

.69

36

Note: Importance and Satisfaction scale – 1= not at all, 2=not very, 3=
important/satisfied, 4= very, 5= extremely.

Table 4.35 indicates the content area that was identified as a low-level need. This
content area was Floyd County.

Table 4.35
Low-Level Needs – Being One Construct of Quality of Life
Importance

Satisfaction

Content Area

M

SD

n

M

SD

n

Floyd County

4.5

3.9

18

4.0

.61

17

Note: Importance and Satisfaction scale – 1= not at all, 2=not very, 3=
important/satisfied, 4= very, 5= extremely.
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Table 4.36 indicates the content areas that were indicated as critical needs. These
content areas were: Physical Health (factor one), and Hale County.
Table 4.36
Critical Needs – Being, One Construct of Quality of Life
Importance
Content Area

M

Physical Health (factor one)

4.7

Hale County

4.6

SD

Satisfaction
SD

n

M

n

.43

35

4.0

.77

35

.52

109

4.1

.68

108

Note: Importance and Satisfaction scale – 1= not at all, 2=not very, 3=
important/satisfied, 4= very, 5= extremely.

Becoming – Quality of Life Needs Assessment
The content areas that loaded in becoming were all four factors that were defined
in objective two, and Floyd, Hale, and Lubbock Counties quality of life regarding to
constructs of quality of life.
By using the matrix analysis as recommended by Witkin (1984), a needs
assessment was constructed (Figure 4.5). This was done by using the grand mean for
importance (GM = 4.07) and the grand mean for satisfaction (GM = 3.99). These grand
means for importance and satisfaction were place on the “X” and the “Y” axis, which
defined the four quadrants. After plotting the grand means for becoming the means for
each of the four factors factor and three counties were plotted.

106

Texas Tech University, Jessica Carr, August 2007

Becoming Quality of Life
Physical Health (factor
one)
Mental Health (factor
two)
Education (factor three)

4.4
Importance

4.3
4.2

Outdoors (factor four)

4.1
Floyd County

4
Hale County

3.9
3.6

3.8

4

4.2

4.4

Lubbock County

Satisfaction

____________________________________________________________________
Figure 4.5: Needs assessment matrix – becoming, one construct of quality of life

After plotting the content area on the matrix, the researcher then classified each of
the items into the constructs as a high-level well-being, low-level needs, and critical
needs.
Table 4.37 indicates the content areas and means of each content areas that were
identified as high-level well-being. The content areas were the following: Mental Health
(factor two), Outdoors (factor four), and Lubbock County.
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Table 4.37
High-Level Well-Being – Becoming, One Construct of Quality of Life
Importance
Content Area

M

Mental Health (factor two)

4.3

Outdoors (factor four)
Lubbock County

SD

Satisfaction
SD

n

M

n

.55

34

4.2

.78

35

4.2

.56

36

4.1

.76

36

4.1

.43

23

4.2

.53

23

Note: Importance and Satisfaction scale – 1= not at all, 2=not very, 3=
important/satisfied, 4= very, 5= extremely.

Table 4.38 indicates the content areas that were identified as a low-level need.
The content areas were Hale and Floyd County.

Table 4.38
Low-Level Needs – Becoming, One Construct of Quality of Life
Importance

Satisfaction

Content Area

M

Hale County

4.0

.69

108

3.9

.77

109

Floyd County

4.0

.67

18

3.6

.89

18

SD

n

M

SD

n

Note: Importance and Satisfaction scale – 1= not at all, 2=not very, 3=
important/satisfied, 4= very, 5= extremely.

Table 4.39 indicates the content area that was identified as critical need. The
content areas were the following: Education (factor three), and Physical Health (factor
one).
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Table 4.39
Critical Needs – Becoming, One Construct of Quality of Life
Importance

Satisfaction

Content Area

M

Education (factor three)

4.1

.77

35

3.9

.83

36

Physical Health (factor one)

4.1

.77

35

3.9

.83

36

SD

n

M

Note: Importance and Satisfaction scale – 1= not at all, 2=not very, 3=
important/satisfied, 4= very, 5= extremely.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary
The researcher examined proposed variables of the demographics of ruralpolitans,
community factors which were considered important, thoughts on rural lifestyle, and
explored the importance and satisfaction of being and becoming quality of life by
respondents in Floyd, Hale, and Lubbock County (Appendix D).
This chapter will be based upon finding presented in the previous chapter, offer
conclusions based on the results of the study, and provide recommendations for future
efforts.
The purpose of this study is to identify variables that may influence the quality of
life perceptions of ruralpolitans.
This study focused in the following objectives to achieve its purpose:
1. Describe ruralpolitans in terms of demographic characteristics;
2. Describe ruralpolitans in terms of their attitudes towards their water
management, community factors, information channel behaviors, and thoughts
on rural lifestyle;
3. Describe ruralpolitans in regards to being and becoming, two constructs of
quality of life;
4. Examine potential being and becoming needs of ruralpolitans in terms of
community factors and county of residence.
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A stratified random sample of producers was selected from three West Texas
counties (Floyd, Hale, and Lubbock). Residents selected through the sampling process
were contacted through a mail survey approach outlined by Dillman (2007). The data
collection instrument contained 104 questions and was divided into seven sections: (a)
rural life and your career, (b) information seeking behaviors, (c) choosing your place of
residence, (d) thoughts on rural water management, (e) thoughts on a rural lifestyle, (f)
two construct of quality of life, and (g) demographics.
After the initial mailing, a frame error was discovered as 300 potential
respondents never received the instrument due to incorrect addresses (primarily with the
Lubbock County database). With this problem occurring, the total sample was reduced to
464 which represented the total number of people who were able to participate in the
study.
Completed questionnaires were returned by 151 rural area residents for a response
rate of 32.5%. Early versus late respondents were analyzed to determine potential nonresponse error. The results for early versus late respondents were similar; therefore the
non-respondents are assumed to be similar to late respondents (Linder, Murphy, & Briers,
2001). The findings and conclusions of this study will be generalized only to the three
West Texas counties examined in this study.

Conclusions Related to Objective One
A majority of the participants were males (66%) with females accounting for
34%. The mean age of all survey participants was 57 years with the youngest being 25
and the oldest being 94. Seventy-one of the respondents were in the 46-55 year range.
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There were 134 White (non-Hispanic), eight Native American, and seven Hispanic
participants.
The educational level of the respondents ranged from the largest reported group
who received their high school diploma/GED as their highest educational level (42.1%)
to a few who had completed a doctoral degree (3.6%). This finding does not correlate to
what Nelson (n.d.) found concerning education. Nelson suggested that ruralpolitans are
well-educated and often work as executives or professionals. This study suggests that
these ruralpolitans are an older generation who did not pursue his or her education in
their youth.
The martial status reported 84% were currently married. Within the household,
the number of people living in the respondents’ current household ranged from one
(12.2%) to nine (0.7%) people with the majority (56.8%) reporting two people living in
their current household. Seventy percent reported having no children under the age of 18
living in their household.
Eighty three percent of the residents reported they regularly attend church
services with protestant reported as their religious preference (68.6%). Their choice of
political orientation was conservative (60.6%).
Annual salary ranges showed the largest segment (32.8%) of the ruralpolitans
received a combined household income ranging from $30,000 - $69,999. However, 27%
indicate a combined household income of more than $100,000.
In terms of the balance between lifestyle and land use, the majority (81.8%) of the
residents would consider them both to be equally as important. In addition, the majority
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(82.4%) of the ruralpolitans perceived themselves as living a rural lifestyle versus a
suburban or urban lifestyle.
As expected from the age results, the respondents either considered themselves as
mid-career professional (35.8%) or nearing retirement (55.8%). In terms of personal or
family status, most have grown children which have already left home and nearly 12%
(11.9%) were caring for a parent or older relative. As for community involvement, 43.7%
volunteer for church activities and more than one-third (38.4%) do volunteer with some
other community organization.
When it comes to career-related demographics, the majority did work the previous
week (58.9%) and, were commonly self-employed (49.4%), and this work was done
away from their place of residence (77%). The bulk of the respondent’s spouses were
also employed the previous week (52.3%). Kim’s (1983) finding correspond with these
results by stating employment growth in rural areas result from the industrial
decentralization. The total hours worked during the previous week was an average of
42.7.
The demographic data collected by the researcher strongly relates to Davis (2004)
literature that implies ruralpolitans living in rural areas are typically middle-aged,
educated, married and have traditional values. In some circumstances, children still live
at home, while others may be empty nesters. Ruralpolitans generally work fulltime away
from their homes in addition to working on their residence.
A study by the Population Reference Bureau conducted by Nitschke (2004)
indicated that about 30 % of rural area residents commute more than 30 minutes one-way
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to work. This is not the case for this study. The amount of minutes ruralpolitans’ travel
one way to work was an average of 16.96, while the amount of miles was an average of
14.08. In addition, the majority (39.4%) of ruralpoilitans in this study traveled ten miles
or less to work one-way. The researcher compared the respondent’s commute time to
work one way to spouse’s commute time to work one way in regards of minutes and
found that the majority (63.3%) of the responses were from Hale County and that they
drove 5-45 minutes to work.
Because an open-ended question was used in regard to the kind of work and
important activities completed, the researcher developed several different categories from
their responses. The majority of the respondents (20%) fell under the producer category
when describing the ‘kind of work’. There were two popular categories under important
activities/ duties and they were production practice (22.3%) and customer care (22.3%).
Data was also collected on ruralpolitans current residence. The residents were
asked how long they have currently lived at their place of residence. Of the 146
responding, 85 (56%) of them reported they have been living at their current residence
more than ten years. The majority of the respondents (75.9%) indicated that their
previous place of residence was located with in this study’s three-county region of Floyd,
Hale, and Lubbock counties or in West Texas (88.9%). This group also saw themselves
as a stable population with the majority (68.1%) indicating that there was little chance of
moving in the next five years. As such, migration patterns of ruralpolitans in West Texas
is primarily regional in nature.
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While this study purchased a database that represented a population that resided
on 5-100 acres, the data collected showed that 34.2% of the respondents lived on 2-5
acres, thus indicating inaccuracies in the database. The majority of the respondents also
raised animals with 64.7% owning a dog and one-fourth (25.2%) owning at least two
types of animals.

Conclusion Related to Objective Two
Objective two sought to describe ruralpolitans in terms of their attitudes and/or
behaviors towards water management, community factors, information channel
behaviors, and a rural lifestyle.
The rural area residents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with 12
potential statements that indicate their thoughts on rural water management. The highest
average of respondents indicated that everyone need to conserve water (M = 5.58), and
they feel responsible to help conserve water in their community (M = 5.22). The least
amount of ruralpolitans supported the sale of this region’s water to other regions of the
state by individuals or private businesses (M = 1.73). The respondents agreed with the
Nation Wildlife Federation (2006) by conserving water by consuming and wasting less.
However, the responses represented a paradox in that the respondents believe that water
conservation should be paramount to society but also believe that individual autonomy in
how water should be used is important.
TIPI’s (2000) results revealed that people in rural area are only somewhat likely
to use the Internet than are people in metropolitan areas. This was also found to be true
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within the researcher’s data. Residents’ indicated that they did not subscribe to any print
or electronic publications or magazines that cover small or hobby farm rural lifestyle
(78.4%) and when asked how often they spent seeking information nearly one-half
(49.3%) reported to never seeking information related to their ruralpolitan lifestyle.
When respondents did seek information to solve a problem, 76.6% of them were
successful in finding the information that they needed. Of the ruralpolitans who
subscribed to a lifestyle related source, the most popular source was farm magazines
(55.6%) and as many as three different broadcasting sources (34.4%). Duffy (2004)
explained that traditional means for agriculture input suppliers to reach farmers have
heavily involved ag media (farm radio and TV, as well as farm publications). The
findings also relate to Simon’s (2006) statement “With the fast pace of changing
nowadays, identifying your customers’ needs may seem like trying to hit a target moving
at the speed of a Japanese bullet train” ( ¶ 1). This research discovered that the
respondents use multiple sources when seeking information. The research results may
also be indicating that the ruralpolitans lifestyle magazines may be too national in scope
and do not reflect the West Texas lifestyle. Additional examination of a need for regional
customization is warranted.
The researcher asked an open-ended question concerning what type of problem
they were having with their household in regards to why they were looking up
information. The researcher examined the resulting data and developed categories for the
respondent’s different problems. Of the responding, 12.5% indicated their problem as
being a landscaping issue. Davis (2004) stated that rural area residents want to know
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about patios, decks, landscaping, etc., so his findings related to this study’s results.
The respondents did not agree with Erickson (2004) suggestion, which state that
the ruralpolitan market is evolving in to learning about new opportunities and ideas from
voices and programs that both educate and entertain. Our data more closely resembles
Simon (2006), which suggests that marketers need to maintain that the value of mix
products, services, and information must be tailored into segments.
Rudzitis (1999) suggested that people move out of urban areas because of
dissatisfaction with their previous location, resulting from crime, congestion, pollution, or
other “urban ills.” His literature does not agree with the researchers findings. When the
resident’s were asked to think about the factors that were most important to them when
choosing their current place of residence, 88.9% chose cost of living to be the most
important category and when asked about thinking about their previous resident only
77.8% indicated they were concerned with crime rate. Instead, the respondent chose
being near to friend (91%) to be their most important factor. The researcher found this
section in the instrument to be contradicting in regard to their answers not matching up
with their previous and current factors.
The researcher asked presented a series of items concerning factors that influence
life satisfaction. Simon’s (2006) research revealed that recognizing trends and developing
close relationships with your customers, and stressed that segmentation is essential
because there is no typical farm customer. Simon suggested that there are three types of
farmers: the farmer businessman, the ruralpolitan, and the hybrid of the two, and the
farmer businessman /ruralpolitan. The researcher extended Simon’s statement by taking
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the previous 22 statement question (factors that influence quality of life) and conducted a
factor analysis to find other segmentations within the data.
The rotation that loaded the best was the Principal Components Factor Analysis
with an Equamax rotation. This collapsed 22 statements into four that were named
physical health, mental health, education, and outdoors. The statements that loaded in the
physical health factor included: rapid response by fire and rescue, rapid response by
police, nearby access to medical services, shopping nearby, roads are of good quality,
trash removal, and peaceful neighborhood. The statements that loaded in the mental
health factor included: peaceful neighborhood, space (I don’t feel crowded), slower pace,
housing is affordable, minimal traffic problems, and privacy. The statements that loaded
in the education factor include: school is near my home, safe place to raise children,
recreational areas are nearby, and close to farms and farming. The statements that loaded
in the outdoors factor include: close to farms and farming, good quality of drinking water,
clean air, and able to raise pets & animals outdoors. Based on these results, Simon’s
(2006) segmentation may not have gone far enough. The factor analysis reveled that there
may be four distinct segments within Simon’s ruralpolitan segment
This study agrees with the literature from Rudzitis (1999) which indicated that
some attractive forces pulling people to rural area is the presence of Federal lands,
outdoor recreation, the value of good neighbors, and social interaction. McGranahan and
Sullican’s (2005) findings also corresponds with the researchers data. By suggesting that
people move to rural areas for better schools, community life, pleasant landscapes, and
opportunities for outdoor recreation.
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The researcher examined demographic variables to each of the four factors and
found the oldest (61.3%) of the respondents were in the physical health factor, and
respondents who received the highest level of education (bachelors) were under the
outdoors factor. Every factor except for education responded to their spouses were
employed. The largest amount of income was 100,000 which fell under the outdoors
factor. The mental health factor held the largest overall water attitude score (52.6).

Conclusions Related to Objective Three
The third objective was to describe ruralpolitans current being and becoming, two
constructs of quality of life.
The quality of life as perceived by the residents was high. This conclusion was
drawn based on the fact that of the 147 responding, 100% indicated their quality of life
was very acceptable, or excellent. None reported their quality of life, as being adequate or
problematic. By the respondents having a good quality of life it contradicts Flora’s (1999)
literature where she suggested that those living in urban areas experience a higher quality
of life, primarily due to their ability to purchase more goods and services.
Being had three sub-sections (my body and health, my thoughts and feelings, and
my beliefs and values) and the respondent chose their highest level of importance as
being able to have control over their though and feelings (means and standard deviation
ranged from M = 4.7, SD = .53 to M = 4.4, SD = .2). The respondent also chose my
thoughts and feeling as their most satisfied response as well (means and standard
deviation ranged from M = 4.5, SD = 6.3 to M = 3.7, SD = 1.0).
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Becoming also had three sub-sections (the practical thing I do, the things I do for
enjoyment, and my things I do to improve myself) and the respondents chose my thing I
do to improve myself to the most important to them (means and standard deviation
ranged from M = 4.4, SD = .78 to M = 3.9, SD = 1.0). When the respondents were asked
the level of satisfaction concerning becoming they chose the practical thing I do as being
most satisfied with (means and standard deviation ranged from M = 4.1, SD = 1.0 to M =
3.9, SD = 1.0). This data relates to Schuessler and Fisher (1985) findings that point out
that having a good quality of life (especially in the elderly) an individuals wants the
freedom and ability to be able to tie one’s shoe, to bathe one’s self, fix one’s meal, and
free one’s self. These indicators relate to physical condition to personal self-sufficiency.
The research asked a series of statements in regards to the amount of control and
opportunities they feel they have over their being and becoming quality of life. The
statement that had the largest mean under control category was who I spend my time (M
= 4.44, SD = .73) and under the largest mean under opportunity was the spiritual part of
my life (M = 4.33, SD = .93).
The researcher findings closely relates to the North Central Regional for Rural
Development (1998) study that found the farmers had the following dimensions of
quality of life: having choices in the productive work you do is the most important
dimension of quality of life, and the respect of family and people who matter to you in
your communities of place and interest is the other key dimension.
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Conclusion Related to Objective Four
Objective four was to examine potential being and becoming needs of
ruralpolitans in terms of community factors and county of residence.
By using the grand means for both importance and satisfaction in being and becoming
quality of life were used to create a matrix analysis. This matrix was used to determine
whether the constructs were classified as one of the following: high-level well-being,
low-level well-being, low-level needs, and critical needs.
The ruralpolitans identified under being quality of life the following three items in
the constructs as high-level well-being: mental health, outdoors, and Lubbock County.
Education was the only content area that loaded on being low-level well-being.
Floyd County was also the only content area that loaded on being low-level needs.
The respondents identified two items as critical needs, thus being, physical health, and
Hale County.
The researcher also used a needs assessment for becoming quality of life. The
same four constructs that was classified for being quality of was also classified for
becoming quality of life.
The ruralpolitans identified the same three items (mental health, outdoors,
Lubbock County) in being as becoming under high-level well-being.
The respondents identified the following two constructs as low-level needs: Hale
County and Floyd County.
The ruralpolitans identified the following two items as critical needs: education,
and physical.
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Recommendations

Replication of this Study
A replication of this study is recommended because of the vast range of
demographics changes and database challenges. With out-migration being the dominant
force influencing population redistribution, the future is likely to bring even more change.
It is also recommended that this study be replicated in other rural areas of the state to
examine any potential differences.
There are some recommendations for changes with the population frame. The
population currently live on 5 – 100 acres of land the acres should be extend from 2 – 200
acres of land to reflect the wider diversity found in this study. The use of individual
counties tax appraisal databases and the challenges found through this study, should be
taken into consideration in replication efforts. A verification test on the population should
be considered before the initial mailing of the pre-notice letters to determine if the
database is accurate and current.
The existing literature stated that people move out of urban areas because of
dissatisfaction with their previous residence. The vast majority of the responding
ruralpolitans reported not having any dissatisfaction with their previous place of
residence and showed no different factors when choosing their current place of residence.
The perceptions for moving may change overtime with the population in the urban areas
become increasingly higher with more urban ills emerging. Factors which are not
currently important when choosing a current place of residence may vary from their
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previous place of residence as time passes. As such, decisions are possibly being made on
stages of life and a gains verses losses perspective. Additional consideration should be
given in examining the decision making process involved with changing residences
without changing jobs.

Future Research
This study should be used as a base for future research. More in-depth research
should be taken into the three main areas of this study, informational source, current
place of residence, and life satisfaction. A deeper look should be taken into consideration
when examining the values that are placed on the community and the quality of life of an
individual to determine how they influence each other.
Future research also needs to add the third construct (belonging) of quality of life
questioner. This is so the researcher will have a better concept of who the respondent is
concerning their overall quality of life, not just being and becoming constructs.

Recommendations for Practitioners
Marketers can use this study to further develop their perceived knowledge on how
this target population behaves and receives information. The marketers need not to limit
their advertisement and information to just one source but to multiple sources. The initial
step to broaden their current sources may seem to be the adequate step to do and money
concerns may arise, but within the near future a much different and larger group of
subscribers will emerge from the change.
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Those interested in the new upcoming future may also want to try to relate to
different individual groups witin the ruralpolitan population. The marketers may want to
build more of a personal relationship with the ruralpolitans and also provide longer hours,
as ruralpolitans do not really know their information needs. The literature suggested that
they are looking for expertise, convenience, and availability. As such, it requires sales
and service staff to be available later in the day and on weekends.
Furthermore, rural area residents dominantly stay consistent to where they live.
They do not move frequently and if a movement does occur it is generally within the
same area. Consumers desire innovative products that meet their own personal needs and
income levels. Firms that recognize these changes in needs can innovate and meet this
change in demand with improved products that capture a premium over existing products.
So in the long run, both parties will be happy and will better understand each others
needs and wants.
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An Examination of Rural Small Acreage Home Owners in
Three West Texas Counties

Study conducted by Texas Tech University Department of Agricultural Education &
Communications with funding from the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation
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Rural landscapes are ever-changing as more people are seeking country lifestyles on
small acreage tracts of agricultural land (5-100 acres). Recent USDA statistics highlight
this population segment as the fastest growing rural population group with Texas ranking
in the top ten states for this growth.
Little is known about this growing segment of the rural population. It is our belief that
understanding the needs and wants of individuals such as you will allow Texas Tech
University and others to better meet your needs.
A random sample of individuals such as yourself—rural residents who live on 5-100
acres in Floyd, Hale, and Lubbock counties— are being asked to participate in this study.
As such, your response will represent the views of others who live in the three county
areas.
The following questionnaire has been designed to collect information about your
information needs, your attitudes towards rural water supply management, and different
aspects that represent your quality of life.
Please remember that all personal information will be kept confidential and anonymous
and your identity will not be attached to the questionnaire in anyway. A coding number is
being used to ensure that everyone contacted will have a chance to participate. Once the
research has been completed, all questionnaires will be destroyed. As such, no one will
know your individual responses to this questionnaire.
We hope that you will help with this study. We have enclosed a stamped addressed return
envelope for your added convenience.
Thank you in advance for your assistance.
Jessica Carr
Graduate Student

Dr. David L. Doerfert
Associate Professor
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Section A: Rural Life and Your Career
Instructions: The following questions are to help us understand you and your career and place of
residence. Depending upon your response, you may be directed to another portion of the survey.
1. Last week, did you do any work for either pay or profit?
 No (proceed to Section B on page 4)
 Yes
2. How many hours did you work last week?
number of hours worked last week
3. For whom did you work?
 Self-employed
 Government or related agency
 Hospital or other medical-based business
 Non-profit organization (e.g. school, church)
 Profit-focused company
4. What kind of work were you doing?

5. What were your most important activities or duties?

6. Where is your current place of employment? (check appropriate box)
 Away from my place of residence
 At my place of residence (proceed to Section B on page 4)
7. In terms of minutes, how long is your commute to work (one way)
number minutes to get to work
8. In terms of miles, how long is your commute to work (one-way)
number miles traveled one-way
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Section B: Information Seeking Behaviors
Instructions: The following questions are to help us understand you and the ways that you
access information. Depending upon your response, you may be directed to another portion of
the survey.
9. Which of the following delivery means have you used to receive information at your
place of residence? (check all the apply)

















Farm magazines
Local radio
Satellite radio
CDs/DVDs
Local television
Cable/satellite television
Workshops/seminars
Extension office
Farm shows/Field days
Newsletters
Weekly newspaper
Daily newspaper
Corporate web sites
Government web sites
University web sites
Web blogs

10. Do you subscribe to any print or electronic publications or magazines that cover small
or hobby farm rural lifestyle?
 No
 Yes (please indicate publication name below)

11. How frequently would you estimate that you look for/seek out information related to
rural living or your place of residence? (please check most appropriate box)
 Never (please proceed to Section C, page 5)
 Yearly
 More than once a year but less than monthly
 Monthly
 More than once a month but less than weekly
 Weekly
 More than once a week but less than daily
 Daily
 More than once a day
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12. In thinking about the last time you sought information that related to your place of
residence or rural living, what was your goal or purpose? (please describe)

13.

Were you successful in finding the information you needed?

No

Yes (please indicate final source used)


Section C: Choosing Your Place of Residence
Instructions: The following questions are to help us understand that may have influence you
choosing your place of residence. Depending upon your response, you may be directed to another
portion of the survey.
14.

How long have you lived at your current place of residence?

All my life (please proceed to Section D, page 7)

Less than one year

1-3 years

3-5 years

5-10 years

More than 10 years

15. Was your previous place of residence located in either Hale, Floyd, or Lubbock
counties?

No

Yes
16.

Was your previous place of residence located within West Texas?

No

Yes

17.

How likely is it that you will change your place of residence in the next 5 years?

Very likely (better than 50%)

Somewhat likely

No chance
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18. Thinking about your previous place of residence, what aspects of the location were
your satisfied with?

Ability to plant/garden
Ability to raise
pets/animals
Cost of living
Crime rate
Employment
opportunities
Entertainment
possibilities
Environmental quality
Fit my space needs
Local scenery
Medical services nearby
Near to my family
Near to my friends
Pace of life
Quality of schools
Recreation options
Shopping options

Check appropriate box
 Dissatisfied  Satisfied
 Dissatisfied  Satisfied
 Dissatisfied
 Dissatisfied
 Dissatisfied

 Satisfied
 Satisfied
 Satisfied

 Dissatisfied

 Satisfied












Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied












Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied

19. Which of the following factors were important when choosing your current place of
residence?
Check appropriate box
Ability to plant/garden
 Dissatisfied  Satisfied
Ability to raise
 Dissatisfied  Satisfied

pets/animals
Cost of living
Crime rate
Employment
opportunities
Entertainment
possibilities
Environmental quality
Fits my space needs
Local scenery
Medical services nearby
Near to my family
Near to my friends
Pace of life
Quality of schools
Recreation options
Shopping options

 Dissatisfied
 Dissatisfied
 Dissatisfied

 Satisfied
 Satisfied
 Satisfied

 Dissatisfied

 Satisfied












Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied












Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied
Satisfied

Texas Tech University, Jessica Carr, August 2007

Section D: Thoughts on Rural Water Management
Instructions: The following questions are to help us better understand your thoughts and attitudes
toward rural water management. Please indicate your agreement with each statement by circling
the one number that best represents your opinion using the following scale ranges:
Very Strongly Disagree (VSD) = 1
Very Strongly Agree (VSA) = 6
Water management statement

VSD

VSA

20. Everyone needs to conserve water

1 2 3 4 5

6

21. As a home owner, I should be allowed to pump
as much water as I want.

1 2 3 4 5

6

22. Most people who are important to me already try
1 2 3 4 5
to conserve water

6

23. I feel responsible to help conserve water in my
community

1 2 3 4 5

6

24. There will always be enough water

1 2 3 4 5

6

25. I have a moral obligation to conserve water

1 2 3 4 5

6

26. The amount of water pumped by a homeowner
should be regulated

1 2 3 4 5

6

27. I support the sale of this region’s water to other
regions of the state by individuals or private
businesses

1 2 3 4 5

6

28. It would give me a great deal of personal
satisfaction to save more water

1 2 3 4 5

6

29. I need educational programs and materials to
1 2 3 4 5
help me make water-saving changes in my home

6

30. We should restrict consumption of natural
resources now to protect future generations

1 2 3 4 5

6

31. If I wanted to, I could reduce the amount of
water I use

1 2 3 4 5

6
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Section E: Thoughts on a Rural Lifestyle
32. In terms of the balance between lifestyle and land use, which is most important to
you?

Lifestyle

Land use

Both equally important
33. As you reflect on your current lifestyle, which term best describes how you live to
others you don’t know?

Rural

Suburban

Urban
34. Thinking about your current stage of life, which of the terms below best describes
you (please check all that apply)








Just starting a career
Mid-career professional
Considering a career change
Recently promoted
Recently changed jobs
Nearing retirement
Retired










Recently married
Recently separated/divorced/widowed
Just beginning/about to have children
Involved with my young children activities
Involved with teenage children activities
Grown children have left home
Grown children living at home
Providing care for parents/older relatives




Volunteering for community activities
Volunteering for church activities
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Slightly important

Important

Extremely important

Critical

Able to raise pets & animals outdoors
Church of my choice nearby
Clean air
Close to farms and farming
Good quality drinking water
High quality phone/Internet services
High quality schools
Housing is affordable
Minimal traffic problems
Nearby access to medical services
Peaceful neighborhood
Privacy
Rapid response by fire & rescue
Rapid response by police
Recreational areas are nearby
Roads are of good quality
Safe place to raise children
School is near to my home
Shopping nearby
Slower pace
Space (I don’t feel crowded)
Trash removal

Not important

35. In thinking through characteristics found in many communities, which of the
following are important to you and your overall quality of life. (please circle the
appropriate response for each item)

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

Texas Tech University, Jessica Carr, August 2007
Section F: Quality of Life
Quality of life simply means, “How good is your life for you?” To answer this section of the
questionnaire, you will focus on yourself and rate some aspects of your life. These are all rated
using this simple scale.

Not at All
1

Not Very
2

Somewhat
3

Very
4

Extremely
5

For each of the following, you will indicate the degree to which you make decisions about the six
areas of your life and the degree to which there are opportunities for improvement. First, for each
item you will ask yourself the question: How important to me is…? Second, for the same items
you will ask yourself: How satisfied am I with…? Please circle the appropriate response for each
item.
IMPORTANCE

SATISFIED
(How satisfied am I with…?)
(How important to me is…?)
My body and my health:

1. Being
physically able
to get around
my home
2. Having
enough energy
to do the
things I want
3. My overall
physical health

2

3 4

2

3 4

2

3 4

1. Being
physically able
to get around
my home
2. Having enough
energy to do
the things I
want.
3. My overall
physical health

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

My thoughts and feelings:

1. Making my
own decisions
2. Being free of
worry and
stress
3. Having a
positive
attitude
towards life

2

3 4

2

3 4

2

3 4

5 1. Making my
own
decisions
2. Being free of
5
worry and
stress
3. Having a
5 positive
attitude
towards life

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

My beliefs and values:

1. Feeling
peaceful
within myself
2. Being free of
worry, stress,
and sadness
3. Having things
to look

2

3 4

2

3 4

2

3 4

1. Feeling
peaceful
within myself
2. Being free of
worry, stress,
and sadness
3. Having things
to look

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5
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forward to

forward to
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IMPORTANCE

SATISFIED
(How
satisfied
am I with…?)
(How important to me is…?)
The practical things I do:

1. Doing work
around my
home
(cooking,
cleaning, etc.)
2. Doing things
to take care of
myself
3. Shopping for
myself and
others

1. Doing work
1 2 3 4 5 around my
home
(cooking,
cleaning, etc.)
2. Doing things
1 2 3 4 5 to take care of
myself
3. Shopping for
1 2 3 4 5
myself and
others

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

The things I do for enjoyment:

1. Getting out
with others
(shopping,
lunch, etc.)
2. Having
indoor
activities
(TV, reading,
etc.)
3. Having
outdoor
activities
(walks,
cycling, etc.)

1. Getting out
1 2 3 4 5 with others
(shopping,
lunch etc.)
2. Having indoor
1 2 3 4 5 activities (TV,
reading, etc.)

3. Having
1 2 3 4 5 outdoor
activities
(walks,
cycling, etc.)

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

My things I do to improve myself:

1. Adjusting to
changes in
my personal
life
2. Creating new
challenges/
projects in
my life
3. Solving my
own problems

1. Adjusting to
1 2 3 4 5 changes in my
personal life
2. Creating new
1 2 3 4 5 challenges/
projects in my
life
3.
1 2 3 4 5 Solving my
own problems

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

Texas Tech University, Jessica Carr, August 2007
The following statements speak to the amount of control you feel you have over aspects
of your life. Using this scale, please indicate your response by circling the appropriate
number for each side column item.
None

Not much

Some

Much

Total

1

2

3

4

5

How much control do I have
over…?

Are there opportunities for me to
improve…?

1. My physical
health.

1 2 3 4 5 1. My physical
health.

1 2 3 4 5

2. My thoughts
and feelings.

1 2 3 4 5 2. My thoughts
and feelings.

1 2 3 4 5

3. The spiritual 1 2 3 4 5 3. The spiritual
1 2 3 4 5
part of my life.
part of my life.
4. Where I am
living or will
be living.

1 2 3 4 5 4. Where I am
1 2 3 4 5
living or will be
living.

5. Who I spend 1 2 3 4 5 5. Who I spend
my time with.
my time with.

1 2 3 4 5

6. Being able to 1 2 3 4 5 6. Being able to
1 2 3 4 5
use what my
use what my
community has
community has
to offer.
to offer.
7. The everyday 1 2 3 4 5 7. The everyday
things I can do
things I can do
in my life.
in my life.

1 2 3 4 5

8. The things I
1 2 3 4 5 8. The things I can 1 2 3 4 5
can do for fun
do for fun and
and
enjoyment.
enjoyment.
9. The things I
can do to
improve
myself.

1 2 3 4 5 9. The things I can 1 2 3 4 5
do to improve
myself.
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Section G: Demographics
Instructions: The following questions are to help us understand you and allow for comparisons
with other respondents.
1. What is your gender?

Female

Male
2. What was your age as of January 1, 2007?
age
3. Please indicate your ethnicity. (check appropriate box)

Native American

Asian

African American

Hispanic

White (non-Hispanic)

Other (please specify)
4. What is the highest level of education you have completed? (check appropriate box)

High School Diploma/ GED

Associate’s degree (2-year college diploma)

Bachelor’s degree

Master’s degree

Doctoral degree

Other (please specify)
5. What is your marital status? (check appropriate box)

Now married

Widowed
If you are not

Divorced
married, proceed to

Separated
Question 7, page 14

Never married
6. Is your spouse employed?

No

Yes
 Does your spouse commute to work?

No

Yes  In terms of minutes,
how long is their commute to work (one way)
7. How many children under the age of 18 live in your current household?
 I have no children under the age of 18 living at home
Number of children 0-6 years old:
Number of children 7-18 years old:

8. How many people (including yourself) live at your current place of residence?
number of living at place of residence
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9. What is the zip code for your place of residence?
10.

What is the acreage of your place of residence? (check appropriate box)

Less than 2 acres

2-5 acres

5-10 acres

10-20 acres

20-50 acres

50-100 acres

More than 100 acres

11.

Do you own/raise animals or pets? (check appropriate box)

No

Yes

if YES, please check all that apply

Dogs

Cats

Horses

Sheep

Goats

Beef Cattle

Dairy Cattle

Hogs

Rabbits

Poultry

Household birds

Reptiles


Other
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12.

What is your religious preference? (check appropriate box)

No religion preference or affiliation

Non-denominational Christian

Catholic

Protestant

Jewish

Muslim


Other (please specify)

13.

Do you regularly attend church services?

No

Yes

14.

What is you political preference? (check appropriate box)

Apathetic

Very liberal

Liberal

Moderate

Conservative

Very conservative

15.

What is the combined annual income for your household? (check appropriate box)

Less than $29,999

$30,000-$69,999

$70,000-$99,999

$100,000-$159,999

$160,000-$199,999

More than $200,000
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APPENDIX C
PRE-NOTICE LETTER

Texas Tech University, Jessica Carr, August 2007
January 3, 2007

Dear Rural Residences:
A few days from now, you will receive in the mail a request to fill out a brief
questionnaire for an important research project being conducted by the Agricultural
Education and Communication Department at Texas Tech University.
The purpose of this study is to examine factors that influence the potential quality of life,
that rural small acreage homeowners desire. The questionnaire will also ask information
about your information needs, your attitudes towards rural water supply management,
and different aspects that represent your quality of life.
This letter is to inform you in advance that you have been selected as part of our study
and you will be contacted in the near future. This study is an important one that will help
improve your future, because it is our belief that understanding your needs and wants will
allow Texas Tech University and others to better respond to your needs.
Thank you for your time and consideration of helping with this study. It’s only with the
generous help of people like you that this research can be successful.
Sincerely,
Jessica Carr
Graduate Student

Dr. David L. Doerfert
Associate Professor
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APPENDIX D
COVER LETTER

Texas Tech University, Jessica Carr, August 2007
January 5, 2007
Dear Rural Residences:
We are writing to ask your help in a study of rural small acreage homeowners
conducted by the Agricultural Education and Communication Department at Texas
Tech University. This study is part of an effort to learn your different aspects that
represent your quality of life, information needs, and your attitudes towards rural water
supply management.
Based on your county’s tax records, It’s my understanding that you live on 5 – 100
acres of land. We are contacting a random sample of residents from Floyd, Hale and,
Lubbock County, to participate in the study. As such, each response will represent 36
other rural land owners and yourself.
Results from the survey will allow Texas Tech University and others to better meet
your needs. By understanding what people want while living on small acre tracts of
land, educators and communicators can do a better job of providing services and
helping to improve the rural resident’s quality of life.
Your answers are completely confidential and will be released only as summaries in
which no individual’s answers can be identified. When you return your completed
questionnaire, your name will be deleted from the mailing list and never connected to
your answers in any way. This survey is voluntary. However, you can help us by taking
a few minutes to share your experiences and opinion about living on rural property. If
for some reason you prefer not to respond, please let us know by returning the blank
questionnaire in the enclosed stamped envelope.
If you have any questions or comments about this study, we would be happy to talk
with you. Our phone number is (806)742-2816, or you can e-mail us at
jessica.carr@ttu.edu.
Thank you very much for helping with this important study.
Sincerely,
Jessica Carr
Graduate Student

Dr. David L. Doerfert
Associate Professor

Texas Tech University, Jessica Carr, August 2007

APPENDIX E
THANK YOU/ REMINDER POSTCARD

Texas Tech University, Jessica Carr, August 2007
January 12, 2007

Last week you should have received a questionnaire seeing your opinion about your
current quality of life and you attitudes towards living on 5 – 100 acres. Your name was
chosen randomly from a list provided by your county’s tax appraisial office.
If you have already completed and returned the questionnaire to us, please accept our
sincere thanks. If not, please do so today.
If you did not receive a questionnaire, or if it was misplaced, please contact me at 806742-2816 or by e-mail Jessica.carr@ttu.edu amd another questionnaire will be sent to
you today.
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APPENDIX F
REPLACEMENT COVER LETTER

Texas Tech University, Jessica Carr, August 2007
January 17, 2007
Name
Address
City, State Zip
A few weeks ago I sent a questionnaire to you that asked your opinion about your
current quality of life and you attitudes towards living in a rural area. To the best of our
knowledge, it has not yet been returned.
The results provided thus far have already shown us a wide variety of reasons for living
in rural areas. We think the results are going to be very useful to researchers and others
seeking knowledge about people who live in rural areas and their lifestyle.
We are writing again because of the importance that your questionnaire has for helping
to get accurate results. Although we sent questionnaires to people living in other
county’s, it’s only by hearing from nearly everyone in the sample that we can be sure
that the results are truly representative.
A few people have called to say that they should not have received the questionnaire
because they no longer live on rural land; or that they are physically unable to complete
the questionnaire. If either of the reasons directly applies to you, please let us know in
the cover of the questionnaire and return it in the enclosed enveloped so that we can
delete your name from the mailing list.
A comment on our survey procedures, a questionnaire identification number is printed
on the back of the enclosed pre-stamped envelope so that we can check your name off
of the mailing list when it is returned. The list of names is then destroyed so that
individual names can never be connected to the results in any way. Protecting the
confidentiality of people’s answers is very important to us, as well as the University.
We hope that you will find out and return the questionnaire soon. If you have any
questions or concerns about this study, we would be more than happy to talk to you
(telephone: 806-742-2816 or e-mail jessica.carr@ttu.edu).
Sincerely,

Jessica Carr
Graduate Student

Dr. David L. Doerfert
Associate Professor
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APPENDIX G
FINAL THANK YOU/ REMINDER POSTCARD

Texas Tech University, Jessica Carr, August 2007
During the last few weeks you have been sent several mailings about an
important research study being conducted about people who live in rural areas
and their quality of life.
This study is drawing to a close and it is imperative that we receive
everyone’s opinions. It is only by hearing from nearly everyone in the
sample that we can be sure that the results are truly representative. If you
could please take the time today to share your views and experiences with
us, we would greatly appreciate it.
If you did not receive a questionnaire, or it was misplaced, please contact me
at 806-742-2816 or by e-mail at jessica.carr@ttu.edu and another
questionnaire will be sent to you today.
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PERMISSION TO COPY

In presenting this thesis in partial fulfillment of the requirements for a master’s
degree at Texas Tech University or Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center, I
agree that the Library and my major department shall make it freely available for research
purposes. Permission to copy this thesis for scholarly purposes may be granted by the
Director of the Library or my major professor. It is understood that any copying or
publication of this thesis for financial gain shall not be allowed without my further
written permission and that any user may be liable for copyright infringement.

Agree (Permission is granted.)

Jessica Carr__________________________________________7-17-07__________
Student Signature

Date

Disagree (Permission is not granted.)

_______________________________________________

_________________

