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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background and Setting 

Agriculture plays a vital role in our society and many different aspects tie into that 

role.  On the High Plains region, said to cover the northernmost Panhandle of Texas, 

northeastern New Mexico, eastern Colorado, and westernmost Kansas (Encyclopedia 

Britannica, 2014b), one of those aspects that is, and will remain, a pressing issue is water.  

Water is essential for life and subsequently for most agricultural operations, but water is 

also an exhaustible resource.  According to the High Plains Underground Water District 

(HPWD) the High Plains area represents 65% of the total irrigated acreage in the United 

States (HPWD, 2014). 

Ogallala Aquifer 

In the Texas Panhandle, irrigation water comes predominantly from the Ogallala 

Aquifer which is one of the largest aquifer systems in the world.  It stretches across all or 

portions of eight states generally from north to south to include South Dakota, Nebraska, 

Wyoming, Colorado, Kansas, Oklahoma, New Mexico, and Texas and underlies about 

174,000 square miles (HPWD, 2014).  Approximately 95% of the water pumped from the 

Ogallala is for irrigation (HPWD, 2014). 

It has been estimated that as much as 60% of the total storage of this huge aquifer 

has already been extracted primarily for agricultural use (Encyclopedia Britannica, 

2014c).  The remaining water, if it continues to be mined this way, will become more and 

more expensive to extract (Encyclopedia Britannica, 2014c).  With the natural recharge 
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rates being slower than usage rates of the Ogallala Aquifer and not knowing when the 

supply will run out, this also causes stress to users and creates even more concern.  This 

is making water conservation a necessity.  

The Texas Alliance for Water Conservation 

The Texas Alliance for Water Conservation (TAWC) is a unique partnership of 

area producers, data collection technologies, and collaborating partners that includes 

industries, universities, and government agencies (TAWC, 2011b).  In 2005, the Texas 

Water Development Board funded The Texas Alliance for Water Conservation project 

through 2013, and it has recently been renewed until 2020.  The project uses on-farm 

demonstrations of cropping and livestock systems to compare the production practices, 

technologies, and systems that can maintain individual farm profitability while improving 

water use efficiency with a goal of extending the life of the Ogallala Aquifer while 

maintaining the viability of local farms and communities (TAWC, 2011b). 

This project is a producer-led partnership between area producers in Hale and 

Floyd Counties, people involved with the agricultural industry, TAMU AgriLife 

Research and Extension, the United States Department of Agriculture, and Texas Tech 

University to provide information about water conservation while critically examining 

new technologies.  The Texas Alliance for Water Conservation’s mission is to “conserve 

water for future generations by collaborating to identify those agricultural production 

practices and technologies that, when integrated across farms and landscapes, will reduce 

the depletion of ground water while maintaining or improving agricultural production and 

economic opportunities” (TAWC, 2011b). 
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Included in the project are more than 4,000 acres in 29 fields owned by the 20 

producers involved in the project.  The land represents a range of crops and irrigation 

practices.  The project sites are being intensely monitored for water use, soil moisture 

depletion, crop productivity, and economic return (TAWC, 2011b). 

Each member of the alliance has an important role in the research and 

development of our project sites (TAWC, 2011b).  The partnership that emerged is 

displayed in Figure 1.1, which shows the unique triangle the alliance creates.  

 

Figure 1.1. Texas Alliance for Water Conservation Partnership Triangle (TAWC, 2011b) 

Through the efforts of the project, best practices are identified and emerging 

technologies are examined with results being disseminated to area producers through a 

number of channels including field days.  Periodically, the attendance of these events has 

been examined.  One such study was completed by Wilkinson (2009) who examined the 

communication channels used by the participants of the 2008 TAWC farmer field day.  In 

Wilkinson’s (2009) study, attendance was dominated by older (50% over the age of 50) 

white (n = 51, 98.1%) males (n = 49, 94.2%).  Participant education level ranged from 
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high school diploma/GED (n = 7, 13.7%) to doctoral degrees (n = 4, 7.8%) with the 

majority of the attendees having completed a bachelor’s degree (n = 26, 51%).  This 

information coupled with the remainder of the study has helped guide information 

dissemination efforts. 

The information generated by the project producers as well as researchers is 

shared among the people involved in the project as well as to others through outreach 

projects that include handouts, online, farm shows, field days, farm walks, farm radio, 

and television.  The Texas Alliance for Water Conservation also disseminates 

information through a website.  This website can be accessed using the URL 

http://www.depts.ttu.edu/tawc/.  The website has many free decision-making and water 

management tools and information related to water conservation on the High Plains of 

Texas, more specifically the Ogallala Aquifer.  The website offers a home page with 

upcoming meetings, recent news, and the online water guide featured on it.  The website 

also has tabs for additional information: About Us, For Producers, Resources, Public 

Events, and Contact Us.  Social media buttons are also on the website and link to the 

Texas Alliance for Water Conservation social media pages.  The footer of the website has 

all the contact information for the project for an easy reference.  Figure 1.2 shows a 

screen shot image of the home page of the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation 

website. 

http://www.depts.ttu.edu/tawc/
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Figure 1.2. Screen Shot of the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation home page 

(TAWC, 2011a) 

 

Throughout the summer of 2013, a series of four field walks all held in the same 

field in Floyd County, shown in Table 1.1.  These dates included June 12, July 10, July 

31, and September 4, with attendees numbering 27, 31, 29, and 17, respectively.  The 

field used for the walks was a drip irrigated field growing cotton and corn.  The field had 

an Eco-Drip™ moisture probe on it to better collect and share data on the soil moisture 

profile of the field.  During these walks, area producers, people involved with the 

agricultural industry, TAMU AgriLife Research and Extension, the USDA, and personnel 

from Texas Tech University would attend.  Two to four people would present 

information followed by a question and answer portion involving all presenters.  The 

event allowed attendees to look at the field itself and the growth of the crops and 

printouts from the soil moisture probe.  During these field walks the website was 

mentioned to attendees hoping to generate more traffic to the website. 
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Table 1.1 

Texas Alliance for Water Conservation Research Dissemination Activities that Served as 

Intervention Points for this Research Study 

Dates Interventions 

June 4, 2013 Google Analytics™ applied to TAWC 

website 

June 12, 2013 Field Walk 1 in Floyd County 

July 10, 2013 Field Walk 2 in Floyd County 

July 31, 2013 Field Walk 3 in Floyd County 

August 15, 2013 Field Day in Muncy 

September 4, 2013 Field Walk 4 in Floyd County 

December 3-5, 2013 Farm Show in Amarillo 

 

One field day was also held the summer of 2013 where the website was 

mentioned to the producers, shown in Table 1.1.  This field day was held at the Muncy 

Community Center between Floydada and Lockney, and was a longer event than the field 

walks.  Presenters and attendees also included area producers, and people involved with 

the agricultural industry, TAMU AgriLife Research and Extension, the USDA, Texas 

Tech University.  According to S. Y. Borgstedt (personal communication, March 5, 

2014), the Communications Director for the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation, 

there were 76 attendees at the field day.  

The Texas Alliance for Water Conservation also had a booth at the 2013 Farm 

and Ranch Show, December 3-5 in Amarillo, also shown in Table 1.1.  According to the 

Ideag Group’s website, the Farm Show in Amarillo had close to 30,000 attendees and 400 
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plus local and leading companies in the farming and ranching industry present (Ideag 

Group, 2014).  At this show, the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation handed out 

folders with handouts full of information about the alliance.  Due to inclement weather, 

however, the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation did not have a presence at the Farm 

Show on the last day of the show, December 5. 

Starting in May of 2013 and going through May, June, July, and August of 2013 

radio spots ran on All Ag, All Day, an AM station hosted by KFLP FM out of Floydada, 

Texas, by Texas Alliance for Water Conservation.  These four-minute segments were run 

twice a day every weekday throughout these four months.  Radio interviews with 

producers in Hale and Floyd Counties and people involved with the agricultural industry, 

TAMU AgriLife Research and Extension, the USDA, and Texas Tech University were 

the bulk of the airtime.  Starting in September and going to the present the radio slots 

went from every weekday to every Wednesday and were run twice, once at 12:30 pm and 

once at 3:30 pm.  The website was mentioned in these radio segments. 

There have also been multiple mailers and quarterly reports sent throughout the 

year featuring the website.  The Texas Alliance for Water Conservation also has social 

media platforms, including Facebook and Twitter.  All of the above events and actions 

were hopefully driving traffic to the site.  

Google Analytics™ 

Google Analytics™ web analytics service (here after referred to a Google 

Analytics™) is a tool that tracks the traffic on websites.  Google Analytics™ was 

released in November of 2005 for measuring the impact of websites and marketing 
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campaigns (Google.com, 2013a).  Site statistics and data are collected and given to the 

user in the form of graphs and charts.  Multiple items can be measured, selected, and 

examined in detail.  The user can look at specific dates and times that web activity 

occurred.  They can also look at specific pages within the website and specific dates.  

Figure 1.3 is a screen shot example of the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation 

audience overview page on Google Analytics™.  On the top right of the screen the dates 

studied are shown.  On the left side it shows a series of menu options that can be 

expanded or collapsed as needed.  In the middle of the screen the majority of the 

information being examined.  Here, the researcher sees total number of visitors to the site 

and further break down of information.  

 

Figure 1.3. Screen Shot of the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation Google 

Analytics
TM

 website (Google Analytic
TM

, 2014) 

 

To optimize use of the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation site and the online 

tools, Google Analytics™ has been applied to the website.  The website has been 
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analyzed in an effort to optimize use.  This study was conducted to describe the web 

usage patterns for the water conservation project’s website.  An examination of the 

Google Analytics™ findings of the URL page tells you more information about visitors 

to the site.  

Statement of the Problem 

There is a lack of published investigations of the relationships between 

agricultural websites and Google Analytic™ analysis.  Website usability in agricultural is 

very important to know and understand.  The Internet is a great source of free information 

and is becoming increasingly accessible.  When websites are credible and easy to 

navigate and explore they can be a great tool in delivering information.  This will also 

help increase referrals to the website.  When websites are designed for desktop usage and 

not mobile and do not translate well it might hurt traffic coming into the site.  

Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this study was to use Google Analytics
TM

 examine the different 

dates the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation had outreach to the public and 

determine if there was significance in those dates when compared to others when the 

Texas Alliance for Water Conservation was not involved in outreach activity.  The other 

purpose of this study was to examine the desktop users compared to the mobile users of 

the website.  This will inform the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation leadership 

where the majority of the traffic visiting their site is hearing about their website and what 

device they use to visit the site on. 
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To maximize use of the website, the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation 

leadership needs to determine what users are responding to, dates of certain events, radio 

air time, and social media.  Knowledge of the usage patterns for desktop vs mobile users 

will assist the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation in telling communication directors 

which information is more accessible and where users are hearing about the project, the 

driving source of the users.  

Objectives 

Two objectives were identified for this study to examine: 

1. Describe the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website users in the state of 

Texas in terms of length of visit, depth of visit, and bounce rate during the 

research time period and in proximity to the project’s face-to-face interventions.  

2. Describe the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website users in terms of 

length of visit, depth of visit, and bounce rate by type of device used (mobile vs 

desktop technology). 

Definitions of Terms 

Bounce - A visit with one page view.  It doesn't matter how long the visitor was 

on the page or how they left.  Technically, it's a visit with only one interaction (Actual 

Metrics, 2013). 

Bounce Rate - the percentage of sessions on your website with only one page 

view (Kaushik, 2010). 

Cookies – data saved by websites within the user’s browser (Encyclopedia 

Britannica, 2014a). 
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Hit - With Google Analytics™, a hit is any request sent to the Google Analytics™ 

data collection system.  This includes page views, events, custom variables, measurement 

protocol uploads, etc. (Actual Metrics, 2013). 

IP Address – Number that uniquely identifies each computer on the Internet. A 

computer’s IP address may be permanently assigned or supplied each time that it 

connects to the Internet by an Internet service provider (Encyclopedia Britannica, 2014d). 

New Visitor - A visitor who did not have Google Analytics™ cookies when they 

hit the first page in this visit.  If a visitor deletes their cookies and comes back to the site, 

the visitor will be counted as a new visitor (Actual Metrics, 2013). 

Page view - A page view is recorded every time a page is viewed.  Or, more 

technically, a page view is recorded every time the Google Analytics™ page view 

tracking method is executed.  When a visitor hits the back button, a page view is 

recorded.  When a visitor hits refresh, a page view is recorded.  Every time a page is 

opened in the browser, regardless of whether it has been cached, a page view is recorded.  

This assumes the tracking code is on the page in question (Actual Metrics, 2013). 

Pages/Visit - page views divided by visits.  This metric shows the average number 

of pages viewed per visit (Actual Metrics, 2013). 

Returning Visitor - A visitor with existing Google Analytics™ cookies from a 

previous visit (Actual Metrics, 2013). 

Texas Alliance for Water Conservation - partnership of area (high plains of 

Texas) producers, data collection technologies, and collaborating partners that includes 

industries, universities, and government agencies (TAWC, 2011b). 

http://www.analyticsmarket.com/menu/installing-google-analytics-code
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Time on Page - Time on page is measured by subtracting the time a visitor hit a 

page from the time they hit the next page (e.g.  If they hit Page 1 at 12:00 and hit Page 2 

at 12:03, time on Page 1 is three minutes) this means that the time on page for the last 

page in a visit is always zero because Google Analytics™ doesn't track pages being 

closed (Actual Metrics, 2013). 

Time on Site - This is the sum of the time on page for all page views in a visit.  

Or, more accurately, it is the difference between the time visitors viewed the first page 

and last page in a visit.  Note that viewing pages in different tabs does not affect this.  

Google Analytics™ simply sees a string of pages being viewed in chronological order, 

without any reference to multiple tabs or windows (Actual Metrics, 2013). 

Usability - it can be located, retrieved, and presented (Encyclopedia Britannica, 

2014e). 

Visit - A visit consists of a series of page views that a single visitor makes during 

a period of activity.  A visit ends after the visitor closes the browser, clears cookies, or is 

inactive for 30 minutes (The timeout length is customizable in the tracking code settings) 

(Actual Metrics, 2013). 

Visitors - Visitors are defined by a unique ID. This ID is usually stored in 

a visitor's cookies.  Whenever the tracking code is executed, it looks for cookies on the 

browser set by the current domain.  If they can't be found, new cookies with a new ID are 

set.  Google Analytics™ emphasizes visits over visitors because of the inherent 

inaccuracies of trying to track individual users.  For example, visitors who delete their 

http://www.analyticsmarket.com/blog/google-analytics-cookies
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cookies use multiple browsers or shares their computer will show up inaccurately (Actual 

Metrics, 2013). 

Operational Definitions 

Desktop - for the purpose of this study, the term desktop encompasses all desktop 

personal computers. 

Mobile - for the purpose of this study, the term mobile encompasses all mobile 

devices, including tablets and handheld devices. 

Assumptions 

 One assumption of the study was that all information being taken from the Google 

Analytics
TM

 page is an accurate representation of the visitors to the Texas Alliance for 

Water Conservation and that all the information is correct.  

Limitations of the Study 

Limitations must be taken into consideration when looking at results from this 

study.  The following were limitations of the study: 

1. The Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website and the information provided 

are directed at West Texas agricultural stakeholders and the Ogallala Aquifer for 

agricultural irrigation.  

2. Free Google Analytic™ tools will be used not advanced tools, which are fee 

based. 

3. Only visitors from the state of Texas were examined in the study. 
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Mobile Devices 

There is a growing reliability on mobile devices.  This trend is one that will 

continue to grow.  Websites should be mobile friendly.  The idea of more fluid and 

mobile friendly websites is one that is growing and will continue to grow.  Website are 

being pulled up when most convenient, which is a lot of times, on cell phones or tablets.    

The content of the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation’s website highlights on 

providing irrigation management practices.  This type of information might be best when 

utilized in the field itself.  When onsite, producers can see the site and their field and this 

might help make water management decisions easier, but is this how the website is being 

utilized most?  Or is the website mostly being looked up on desktop computers in a home 

or office type of setting away from the field? 

Summary 

Water is a precious commodity, especially in the High Plains of Texas where row 

crops are grown and irrigated.  Understanding the best way to send valuable information 

to people is essential in communication for any company.  The Texas Alliance for Water 

Conservation’s free online decision making tools available for farmers in ranchers in this 

area.  Maximizing the websites usability is a great way to help transfer this information to 

the consumers and positively impact water conservation practices.  If, as agricultural 

communicators, we understand which platform (desktop or mobile device) most people 

are coming from, we can better design the website for future use.  
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Overview 

This review of literature is used to identify the theories and literature that guided 

this research.  The Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website will be used for the 

study and the audience will be defined by the users of the Texas Alliance for Water 

Conservation’s website.  Theories included in this review of literature are Everett Rogers’ 

Diffusion of Innovations and Uses and Gratifications theory.  The conceptual framework 

includes web usability and how it applies and has been used in other studies.  Google 

Analytics™ was also examined, specifically, how it is used to examine website data.  

Kaushik’s Web Analytics 2.0 (2010) was used for this purpose and was examined further 

for this study. 

Google Analytics™, a free online program, can be applied to websites to help 

gather data on the site.  This information can be examined and used to determine 

numerous things that increase the efficiency and inefficiency of websites in achieving 

communication goals.  These things can include what times of the year, month, week, and 

day are higher traffic times for the site or what pages are most visited.  Google 

Analytics™
 
information can be very useful when knowing what information is sought, 

such as higher traffic to a site, more clicks on a certain link, or where the traffic came 

from. 
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Theoretical Framework 

Diffusion of Innovations 

Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation (2003) is considered a grand theory and is 

frequently referred to when studying many different topics.  Everett Rogers was a 

communication researcher and the majority of diffusion of innovation research originates 

from a seminal piece on the adaptation of hybrid corn in Iowa (Ryan & Gross, 1943).   

Ryan and Gross’s (1943) study of the diffusion of innovation of hybrid seed corn 

in Iowa is the most influential diffusion study of all time, despite the 5,200-plus diffusion 

investigations conducted since this pioneering study (Rogers, 2003).  The study was 

conducted in two small Iowa communities and studied the rate at which the hybrid seed 

was adopted throughout the farms.  Ultimately, they concluded that diffusion is 

fundamentally a social process (Rogers, 2003). 

Rogers described diffusion as the process in which an innovation is 

communicated through certain channels over time among the members of a social 

system. (Rogers, 2003).  Rogers furthermore described communications as a process in 

which participants create and share information with one another in order to reach a 

mutual understanding. (Rogers, 2003).  Communication can include technology transfer 

involving hardware (computers, websites) and software (the information being 

exchanged).  It is imperative to have this “grand theory” first and foremost for this study 

to understand the information examined. 

Rogers (2003) identified four main elements: the innovation, communication 

channels, time, and a social system. 
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1. An innovation is an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as new by an 

individual or other unit of adoption. 

2. A communication channel is the means by which messages get from one 

individual to another. 

3. Time is a third element in the diffusion process. 

4. A social system is defined as a set of interrelated units that are engaged in joint 

problem solving to accomplish a common goal.  

 These will be identified for this specific research.  The innovation was Google 

Analytics™.  The communication channel was the website itself.  Time frame was 

broken down into seven date ranges and is more clearly defined in Chapter 3.  The social 

system also identified above will be the visitors of the Texas Alliance for Water 

Conservation website. 

Rogers (2003) identified eight main types of diffusion research, which are 

earliness of knowing about innovations, rate of adoption of different innovations in a 

social system, innovativeness, opinion leadership, diffusion networks, and rate of 

adoption in different social systems, communication channel usage, and consequences of 

innovation.  Hill (2013) analyzed the Texas Alliance of Water Conservation and its social 

network and identified some of these types of diffusions.  When scholars follow an 

intellectual paradigm in a research field, it enables them to pursue a coherent set of 

research directions (Rogers, 2003). 
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Figure 2.1 shows Roger’s methods for gathering data.  Diffusion research does 

not have to be conducted after an innovation has diffused completely to the member of a 

system (Rogers, 2013).   

 

Figure 2.1. Methods of Gathering Data (Rogers, 2003, p. 112). 

 Rogers (2003) identified the typical research issues in past diffusion studies: 

1. How are technological innovations diffused in a social system? 

2. What are the characteristics of innovators, early adopters, and other adopter 

categories? 

3. What is the role of opinion leaders in the interpersonal networks through which a 

new idea diffuses in a system like a peasant village? 
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By answering these questions the researcher can better direct the research done for 

the study currently being conducted.  Hill’s (2013) study over the Texas Alliance for 

Water Conservation helped answer some of these questions about the Texas Alliance for 

Water Conservation.  Hill (2013) helped the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation’s 

opinion leaders and other influential people associated with the alliance. 

 Rogers (2003) identified six steps in the innovation-development process and 

those include: 

1. Recognizing a problem or need (or trend) 

2. Basic and applied research 

3. Development 

4. Commercialization 

5. Diffusion and adaptation 

6. Consequences 

 The innovation-decision process is the process through which an individual (or 

other decision-making unit) passes from gaining initial knowledge of an innovation, to 

forming an attitude toward the innovation, to making a decision to adopt or reject, to 

implementation of the new idea, and to confirmation of this decision (Rogers, 2003).  

Figure 2.2 depicts these five stages.  The five stages of the innovation-decision process 

are more clearly defined by Rogers (2003) as: 

1. Knowledge occurs when an individual (or other decision-making unit) is exposed 

to an innovation’s existence and gains an understanding of how it functions. 
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2. Persuasion occurs when an individual (or other decision-making unit) forms a 

favorable or an unfavorable attitude towards the innovation. 

3. Decision takes place when an individual (or other decision-making unit) engages 

in activities that lead to a chance to adopt or reject the innovation. 

4. Implementation occurs when an individual (or other decision-making unit) puts a 

new idea into use. 

5. Confirmation takes place when an individual (or other decision-making unit) 

seeks reinforcement of an innovation-decision already made, but he or she may 

reverse this previous decision if exposed to conflicting messages about the 

innovation.  

 

Figure 2.2. Model of Five Stages in the Innovation-Decision Process (Rogers, 2003). 
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 Part of the innovation-decision process stage that was examined in more depth for 

this study was step three, the decision making step, which is divided into two parts.  

According to Rogers (2003), discontinuance is defined as a decision to reject an 

innovation after having previously adopted.  According to Rogers (2003) the two 

different types of rejection are: 

1. Active rejection, which consists of considering adoption of the innovation 

(including its trial) but then deciding not to adopt it. 

2. Passive rejection (also called nonadoption), which consists of never really 

considering the use of the innovation. 

After knowledge Rogers (2003) covers persuasion and he splits it into two 

categories, which are trialability and observability, both relatively important in 

agriculture.  Trialability is the degree to which an innovation may be experimented with 

on a limited basis (Roger, 2003).  Observability is the degree to which the results of an 

innovation are visible to other (Rogers, 2003).  Both of these concepts can be related 

back to the field day and four field walks hosted by the Texas Alliance for Water 

Conservation in the summer of 2013.  

Adopter categories will be taken into consideration.  Some of the different 

characteristics that could affect this include education level, social status, more exposure 

to channels, and many more.  Figure 2.3 shows adopter categorization on the basis of 

innovativeness.  
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Figure 2.3. Adopter Categorization on the Basis of Innovativeness (Roger, 2003). 

 Rogers (2003) defines the five different categories of the five adopters as: 

1. Innovators: venturesome.  Venturesomeness is almost an obsession with 

innovators.  Their interest in new ideas leads them out of a local circle of peer 

networks and into more cosmopolite social relationships (Rogers, 2003). 

2. Early adopters: respect.  This adopter category is generally sought by change 

agents as a local missionary for speeding the diffusion process.  Because early 

adopters are not too far ahead of the average individual in innovativeness, they 

serve as a role model for many other members of a social system. 

3. Early majority: deliberate.  The early majority adopt new ideas just before the 

average member of a system. 

4. Late majority: skeptical.  The late majority adopt new ideas just after the average 

member of a system.  Like the early majority, the late majority make up one third 

of the members of a system. 

5. Laggards: traditional.  Laggards are the last in a social system to adopt an 

innovation.  They possess almost no opinion leadership.  



  Texas Tech University, Kelly Leigh Harkey, May 2014 

23 

 

Rogers (2003) summarized diffusion research in a series of generalizations under 

three headings: (1) socioeconomic status, (2) personality values, and (3) communication 

behavior.  These can be further divided by education level, social status, more exposure 

to channels, more interpersonal channels, contact with change agent, social participation, 

and cosmopolite.  

 Communication channels can be broken down into mass and interpersonal.  Mass 

communication involves knowledge.  Interpersonal communication involves persuasion, 

decision, implementation, and confirmation.  The nature of the information exchange 

relationship between a pair of individuals determines the conditions under which a source 

will or will not transmit the innovation to the receiver and the effect of such transfer 

(Rogers, 2003).  This is a very important factor for the Texas Alliance for Water 

Conservation to consider because the alliance uses both mass media channels and 

interpersonal channels to relay information.  

 Rogers (2003) said mass media channels are usually the most rapid and efficient 

means of informing an audience of potential adopters about the existence of an 

innovation-that is, to create awareness-knowledge.  Mass media channels are all those 

means of transmitting messages that involve a mass medium, such as radio, television, 

newspapers, and so on, which enable one or a few individuals to reach an audience of 

many (Rogers, 2003), such as the radio segments and mailers used by the Texas Alliance 

for Water Conservation project.  

 Rogers (2003) said interpersonal channels are more effective in persuading an 

individual to accept a new idea, especially if the interpersonal channel links two or more 
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individuals who are similar in socioeconomic status, education, or other important ways.  

Interpersonal channels involve a face-to-face exchange between two or more individuals 

(Rogers, 2003), such as the field walks, field day, and Farm Show that the Texas Alliance 

for Water Conservation hosted or attended. 

 In addition to mass media and interpersonal communication channels, interactive 

communication via the Internet has become more important for the diffusion of certain 

innovations in recent decades (Roger, 2003).  This could be very important for the Texas 

Alliance for Conservation to consider because of the online resources they offer and the 

advancement of technologies.  

 Rogers (2003) defined opinion leadership as the degree to which an individual is 

able informally to influence other individuals’ attitudes of overt behavior in a desired 

way with relative frequency.  Characteristics of opinion leaders are external 

communication, accessibility, socioeconomic status, and innovativeness.  A few of the 

generalizations related to these include: Opinion leaders have greater exposure to mass 

media than their followers (Rogers, 2003).  Opinion leaders have greater social 

participation than their followers (Rogers, 2003).  Opinion leaders have higher 

socioeconomic status than their followers (Rogers, 2003).  Opinion leaders are more 

innovative than their followers (Rogers, 2003). 

 Rogers (2003) described the sequence of the change agent roles in seven steps and 

they are: 

1. To develop a need for change. 

2. To establish an information exchange relationship. 
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3. To diagnose problems. 

4. To create an intent to change in the client. 

5. To translate an intent into action. 

6. To stabilize adoption and prevent discontinuance.  

7. To achieve a terminal relationship. 

An organization is a stable system of individuals who work together to achieve 

common goals through a hierarchy of ranks and a division of labor (Rogers, 2003).  The 

Texas Alliance for Water Conservation identifies as an organization.  Rogers (2003) said 

that a predictable organizational structure is obtained through: 

1. Predetermined goals. 

2. Prescribed roles. 

3. Authority structure.  

4. Rules and regulations. 

5. Informal patterns. 

The size of an organization has consistently been found to be positively related to 

its innovativeness (Rogers, 2003).  The connection of size of an organization to 

innovativeness might affect the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation more than 

realized.  Rogers (2003) goes on to say larger organizations are more innovative.  The 

Texas Alliance for Water Conservation is a smaller organization. 

Uses and Gratifications Theory 

 Uses and gratification theory helps explain the appeal of certain media outlets on 

individuals.  Simply put, if they like it, they will use it.  If the users of the Texas Alliance 



  Texas Tech University, Kelly Leigh Harkey, May 2014 

26 

 

for Water Conservation website like what they see they will continue to use it.  Not only 

will that keep traffic coming to the site, but hopefully they will refer the website to 

others.  

 Uses and gratification theory was created to determine what motivates and attracts 

audiences to a particular type of media according to what satisfies their social and 

physiological needs (Katz, Haas, & Gurevitch, 1973).  The theory is concerned with 

identifying how people are utilizing methods of communication to satisfy needs and 

achieve goals by simply asking them (Katz, Haas, & Gurevitch, 1973). 

 The purpose of uses and gratification research is to identify that one type of media 

or set of mediums that is better at satisfying a specific set of needs than another media 

(Katz, Haas, & Gurevitch, 1973).  Each media type offers a unique combination of 

content, attributes, and location, which in turn offers each media type an opportunity to 

satisfy a different set of needs (Katz, Haas, & Gurevitch, 1973).  Non-media sources are 

frequently cited as more gratifying than typical media sources (Katz, Haas, & Gurevitch, 

1973). 

 Katz, Haas, & Gurevitch (1973) identified five important elements to the uses and 

gratifications model, which include: 

1. The audience is assumed to be active, in that they are actively seeking a goal by 

making particular choices. 

2. The audience is assumed to have free will of choice, and can select the media, 

which most satisfies them. 
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3. Any particular media is in competition with a number of others that might have 

the ability to satisfy a social or psychological need. 

4. People are accurately able to evaluate their decisions and rationale behind those 

decisions. 

5. No judgments or evaluations should be insinuated toward a particular medium. 

Conceptual Framework 

Web Usability 

 Usability of a website is much more crucial than it is to physical products because 

users experience usability of the product first before they decide to use it or not, unlike 

with a physical product in which they would purchase first then experience usability 

(Nielson, 2000).  

 Figure 2.4 shows Neilsen (1993) defining usability as how well subjects can use 

all functions present in a website.  The system acceptability is divided into two parts: 

practical acceptability and social acceptability.  Practical acceptability is divided further 

into sections which are: cost, reliability, compatibly, etc., and usefulness.  Usefulness is 

divided into two parts: utility and usability.  For usability five subtopics are included: 

satisfaction, errors, memorability, efficiency, and learnability.  
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Figure 2.4. The Context of Usability in General (Nielsen, 1993). 

 In large part, what makes something usable is the absence of frustration in using it 

(Rubin & Chisnell, 2008).  Usefulness concerns the degree to which a product enables a 

user to achieve his or her goals, and is an assessment of the user’s willingness to use the 

product at all (Rubin & Chisnell, 2008).  Without that motivation, other measures make 

no sense, because the product will just sit on the shelf (Rubin & Chisnell, 2008).  In that 

case of the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation, the product is the website itself.  If a 

system is easy to use, easy to learn, and even satisfying to use, but does not achieve the 

specific goals of a specific user, it will not be used even if it is given away for free (Rubin 

& Chisnell, 2008).   
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Google Analytics
TM

 

 Kaushik’s (2010) Google Analytics™ 2.0 book has a section for measuring 

success for a non-ecommerce website, which was heavily used for this study.  Kaushik 

(2010) posed the question: if you are one of these (non-ecommerce) sites, how do you 

measure success?  He identified four metrics relevant for studying behavior: visitor 

loyalty, visitor recency, length of visit, and depths of visit (Kaushik, 2010).  

 Visitor loyalty tells you how often visitors visit your website during the reporting 

period (Kaushik, 2010).  This metric, the researcher would look at how often one specific 

visitor visited the site.  The purpose of this study, this metric was not examined in its 

entirety.  The researcher did not believe it would be as useful as others because of the low 

amount of visits and visitors to the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website, but it 

is an important metric to understand and be familiar with moving forward with future 

studies. 

 Visitor recency tells you how long it has been since a visitor last visited your 

website (Kaushik, 2010).  Another way to think about this metric is that visitor recency 

measures the gap between two visits from the same person to your website (Kaushik, 

2010).  Just as the previous metric, for the purpose of this study this metric was not 

examined in its entirety.  The researcher did not believe it would be as useful as others 

because of the low amount of visits and visitors to the Texas Alliance for Water 

Conservation website, but it is an important metric to understand and be familiar with 

moving forward with future studies. 
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 The last two metrics Kaushik (2010) identified were used for the purpose of this 

study.  They included length of visit and depth of visit.  

 Length of visit measures the quality of visit as represented by the length of a 

visitor session in seconds (Kaushik, 2010).  Average time on site is perhaps the most 

common web analytics metric (Kaushik, 2010).  Websites want to bring traffic into their 

sites and keep them there for an extended amount of time usually.  With the Texas 

Alliance for Water Conservation website, the goal is to have people come to the site and 

use the tools available for them on there, which could take some time to do.  They want 

to engage traffic and encourage them to spend some quality time using the tools and 

resources.  

 The last web metric Kaushik (2010) deemed important for measuring non-

ecommerce website’s success is depth of visit.  Depth of visit measures the distribution of 

the number of pages in each visit to the website, during a given reporting period 

(Kaushik, 2010).  Kaushik (2010) called depth of visit the “sister visit to length of visit”, 

and both were used in more depth in this study to understand the Google Analytics™ on 

the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website.  The standard report, especially when 

contrasted with length of visit, can help you understand the content consumption patterns 

of your visitors (Kaushik, 2010).  

 One other metric Kaushik (2010) wrote about in detail is bounce rate.  The 

technical definition is the percentage of sessions on your website with only one page 

view (Kaushik, 2010).  Kaushik (2010) said he is fond of measuring bounce rate for 

several reasons: 
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 It is a metric that is available as a standard metric in pretty much all tools.  

 It is really hard to misunderstand what bounce rate measures. 

 It is actionable on multiple levels, especially at identifying the low-hanging “fix 

me now” fruit. 

 It measures customer behavior, perhaps the most holy goals in measurement.  

When bounce rate increases, it indicates that the site is failing to provide the 

desired information the searcher is looking for (Tonkin, Whitmore, & Cutroni, 2010).  

Bounce rate is a pivotal metric to assess initial reactions of your visitors (Tonkin, 

Whitmore, & Cutroni, 2010).   

Kaushik (2010) stated that such powerful data could ultimately help understand 

the kind of longer-term relationships you are building.  These are the relationships that 

will help you grow your audience and business (Kaushik, 2010).  

Summary 

 In conclusion, these two theories and one conceptual framework were utilized to 

aid in research being done on the Google Analytics™ findings on the Texas Alliance for 

Water Conservation website.  During the duration of this study the findings in this 

literature review were used to aid in the direction of the research and help explain the 

findings after the research had been determined.  
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Overview 

 The methodology for this study follows a quantitative research design in order to 

describe the information from the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website usage 

obtained from Google Analytics™.  

The purpose of this study was to examine the desktop computer and mobile 

device user engagement with the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website using 

Google Analytics™.  A descriptive research study was conducted to examine Google 

Analytics™ tied to the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website. 

Different factors looked at by this study were desktop usage compared to mobile 

usage and dates for events hosted by the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation or others 

where the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation was present or mentioned.  

Only the state of Texas was reviewed and the IP addresses of the administrators 

on the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation Google Analytics™ page was removed 

from the information examined.  

Research Design 

 This study was an ex post facto examination of the Texas Alliance for Water 

Conservation website.  Ex post facto is a style of study when the researcher comes in 

“after the fact” (Diem, 2014).  The dates and information obtained from Google 

Analytics™ had all already occurred making this study ex post facto.  Diem (2014) stated 

it is important to recognize that, in a relational study, "cause and effect" cannot be 
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claimed and continues to explain that all that can be claimed is that that there is a 

relationship between the variables (Diem, 2014).  Causes and effects were not examined 

during the course of this study, just relationships between the desktop and mobile users 

and the certain dates stated. 

What was observed and compared were the desktop users and the mobile device 

users.  Results from this study will provide an enhanced idea of how visitors to the 

website have been receiving their information from the site.  A variable that might affect 

users is Internet connection.  It won’t be known if the only reason they are using a mobile 

device is because their desktop isn’t working correctly and was the same with the mobile 

device not working.  We assumed the device used to connect to the Texas Alliance for 

Water Conservation website was the preferred device. 

Data Collection and Reporting 

 The target population consisted of but was not limited to, the Texas Alliance of 

Water Conservation producers in the state of Texas.  Because the website is a free online 

resource, it is available to anyone who desires to utilize it.  The target audience of the 

Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website is producers, consumers, anyone in a 

water conservation type industry.  Mostly, the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation 

website focuses on the Ogallala Aquifer and the High Plains of Texas, but the resources 

available online can be translated to other areas and water regions.  

 Before information from the Google Analytics™ page was retrieved for 

examination, the IP addresses for anyone who is an administrator on the Google 

Analytics™ site were removed from the study.  This resulted in three IP addresses 
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removed.  These IP addresses included the researcher, Kelly Harkey’s IP address, the 

Communications Director for the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation, Samantha 

Borgstedt’s IP address, and Dr. David Doerfert’s IP address, a professor of agricultural 

communications at Texas Tech University who used to work in communications for the 

Texas Alliance for Water Conservation.  The primary purpose of this was to get a more 

accurate set of data to examine, looking at only the target audience.  This way the data 

was not heavily weighted on days that any of these three administrators were trying to do 

anything on the website for the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation, such as updating 

information or reviewing it.  This was done using the filters option in Google 

Analytics™.  Filters allow you to limit and modify the traffic data that is included in a 

view (Google support, 2014). 

 Google Analytics™ collects data on a global scale, however, for the purpose of 

this study, only the state of Texas analytics were examined and described.  On Google 

Analytics™ you can apply filters and it will narrow the information pulled from the 

Google Analytics™ pages.  Since the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation is a Texas-

based project it is important to understand the analytics from the state of Texas first and 

foremost.  No research has been done over the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation’s 

website previously so it is important to get a base knowledge of the state then eventually 

do a more broad study involving the Google Analytics™ on the website. Just as the IP 

addresses for administrators was excluded, only the state of Texas was included in the 

analytics to narrow the search further an elevate the activity of the primary audience—

Texas farmers, ranchers, and related stakeholders. 
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 Seven intervention date ranges were examined for this study.  Those dates 

included four field walks, one field day, a farm and ranch trade show and the entire year 

of 2013.  These dates can be put in a pre-existing filter on Google Analytics™ and it will 

narrow down the data pulled according to the dates set by the researcher.  

 Throughout the summer of 2013 there were a series of four field walks, which 

have been labeled field walk 1 through 4 for the purpose of this study.  All of these field 

walks were held in the same field in Floyd County, these dates included June 12, July 10, 

July 31, and September 4.  For the purpose of this study, the analytic data for two days 

prior to these event dates, the date of the intervention, and three days after the event date 

was examined.  This gives a more accurate description of the influx or decline of the 

views of the Texas Alliance of Water Conservation website during these interventions 

and indicates if the intervention had anything to do with a change in viewers during this 

time.  This brought the date ranges examined to June 10-15, 2013 for field walk 1, July 8-

13, 2013 for field walk 2, July 29-August 3, 2013 for field walk 3, and finally September 

2-7 2013 for field walk 4.   

One field day was also held the summer of 2013 where the website was 

mentioned to the producers.  Repeating the analytic data collection period used for the 

field walks, two days before the date, the date of the field day, and three days after the 

date was all examined as one intervention date range.  This brought the date range for the 

field day held by the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation in Muncy, Texas, to August 

13-18 2013. 
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The Texas Alliance for Water Conservation also had a booth the first week in 

December in Amarillo at the 2013 Farm and Ranch Show, December 3-5.  The Farm 

Show itself was a three-day event so the analytics data collection period was December 

1-8, 2013.  These date ranges already had a Texas only, no IP addresses of administrators 

filter applied to them when they were pulled.   

Further examined were the breakdowns of the desktop vs mobile usage of the 

users who made it past the pre-set filters.  Some of the secondary filters pulled included 

bounce rate of these users, which is the percentage of sessions on your website with only 

one page view (Kaushik, 2010). This will help determine if the visitors coming to that 

site are staying or are clicking off the website before exploring it further.  

Another secondary filter examined was average visit duration.  Kaushik  (2010) 

called this “length of visit” and identified this as one of his four most important ways of 

measuring success for a non-ecommerce website.  

The last secondary filter examined was pages visited.  Kaushik (2010) called this 

“depth of visit” and also identified this as one of his four most important ways of 

measuring success for a non-ecommerce website. 

Summary 

Kaushik (2010) stated that, “we should all try to create website experiences that 

draw favorable attention or interest.”  If viewers are coming to the Texas Alliance for 

Water Conservation’s website, have a low bounce rate, have relatively high average visit 

duration, and examined multiple pages it can be concluded that the website is successful. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

The purpose of this study was to examine the desktop computer and mobile 

device user engagement with the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website using 

Google Analytics™.   

Objectives 

Two objectives were identified for this study: 

1. Describe the Texas Alliance of Water Conservation website users in the state of 

Texas in terms of length of visit, depth of visit, and bounce rate during the 

research time period and in proximity to the project’s face-to-face interventions.  

2. Describe the Texas Alliance of Water Conservation website users in terms of 

length of visit, depth of visit, and bounce rate by type of device used (mobile vs 

desktop technology). 

All of these pages included all dates in 2013 available for Google Analytics™ on 

the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website.  Those dates ranged from June 4, 

2013 (the day Google Analytics™ was applied to the website) to December 31, 2013 (the 

last day of the calendar year).  

Six intervention dates were also determined and examined.  These include dates 

the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation held or events that were attended by the Texas 

Alliance for Water Conservation.  These dates were: 

1. Field Walk 1 on June 12, 2013 

2. Field Walk 2 on July 10, 2013 
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3. Field Walk 3 on July 31, 2013 

4. Field Day on August 15, 2013 

5. Field Walk 4 on September 4, 2013 

6. Farm Show December 3-5, 2013 

For the purpose of this study we not only looked at these dates individually but 

also looked at two days prior to them and also three days after them.  This gave the 

research a better look at trends that took place and if the interventions had something to 

do with those increased views of the website.  

Throughout the summer of 2013, there were a series of four field walks (all held 

in the same field in Floyd County) were conducted on June 12
th

, July 10
th

, July 31
st
, and 

September 4
th

, with attendees numbering 27, 31, 29, and 17, respectively (Borgstedt 

personal communication, March 5, 2014).  On August 15, 2013 the Texas Alliance for 

Water Conservation held a field day in Muncy with 76 attendees at the event (Borgstedt 

personal communication, March 5, 2014).  The Texas Alliance for Water Conservation 

project also had a booth in Amarillo at the 2013 Farm and Ranch Show, December 3-5 

with close to 30,000 attendees (Ideag Group, 2013). 

Length of Visit 

Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2 represent the dates identified for all of 2013, which was 

June 6 to December 31, 2013.  Figure 4.1 shows length of visit in seconds for users who 

only used mobile devices to visit the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation’s website. 

Figure 4.2 shows length of visit in seconds for users who only used desktop users to visit 

the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation’s website.  
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Figure 4.1. Length of Visit in seconds for All of 2013 (Mobile Only) 
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Figure 4.2. Length of Visit in seconds for All of 2013 (Desktop Only)
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Figure 4.3 shows the dates identified for Field Walk 1 that occurred on June 12, 

2013 and is broken down into Mobile Only and Desktop Only.  Figure 4.3 shows length 

of visit in seconds and there is a noticeably spike in the length of visits to the Texas 

Alliance for Water Conservation website on June 14 for desktop users.  The majority of 

the length of visits for this time frame is under 20 seconds.  There are no mobile views of 

the site during this time frame.  

 

Figure 4.3. Length of Visit in seconds for Field Walk 1
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Figure 4.4 shows the dates identified for Field Walk 2 that occurred on July 10, 

2013, and is also divided into Mobile Only and Desktop Only.  Figure 4.4 shows length 

of visit in seconds and there is a noticeable spike in the length of visits to the Texas 

Alliance for Water Conservation website on July 9 and 11 for desktop users.  There are 

no mobile views of the site during this time frame. 

 

Figure 4.4. Length of Visit in seconds for Field Walk 2 

Figure 4.5 shows the dates identified for Field Walk 3 that occurred on July 31, 

2013 and is also divided into Mobile Only and Desktop Only.  Figure 4.5 shows length of 

visit in seconds and there is a noticeable spike in the length of visits to the Texas Alliance 

for Water Conservation website on July 30, August 1, and August 2 for desktop users.  

There is also around a minute of mobile device viewership on July 31.  
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Figure 4.5. Length of Visit in seconds for Field Walk 3 

Figure 4.6 shows the dates identified for the field day that occurred on August 15, 

2013, is also divided into mobile-only and desktop-only.  Figure 4.6 shows length of visit 

in seconds and there is a noticeable spike in the length of visits to the Texas Alliance for 

Water Conservation project website on August 13 for desktop users and a smaller spike 

on August 16.  There are no mobile views of the site during this time frame. 
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Figure 4.6. Length of Visit in seconds for the Field Day 

Figure 4.7 shows the dates identified for Field Walk 4 that occurred on September 

4, 2013, and is also divided into mobile-only and desktop-only.  Figure 4.7 shows length 

of visit in seconds and there is a noticeable spike in the length of visits to the Texas 

Alliance for Water Conservation website on September 4 for desktop users.  There are no 

mobile views of the site during this time frame. 
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Figure 4.7. Length of Visit in seconds for Field Walk 4 

Figure 4.8 shows the dates identified for the Farm Show that occurred December 

3-5, 2013, and is also divided into mobile-only and desktop-only.  Figure 4.8 shows 

length of visit in seconds and there is a noticeable spike in the length of visits to the 

Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website on December 3 for mobile users, which 

was the first day at the Farm Show.  There are no desktop views of the site during this 

time frame.  There are more mobile viewers than desktop users.  Also, an important note 

here is that, due to inclement weather, the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation’s booth 

at the Farm Show was taken down a day early, so even though the Farm Show lasted 

through December 5, the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation only had a presence 

there through December 4.  
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Figure 4.8. Length of Visit in seconds for the Farm Show 

Depth of Visit 

Figure 4.9 and Figure 4.10 represent the dates identified for all of 2013, which 

was June 6 to December 31, 2013.  Figure 4.9 shows depth of visit in pages for users who 

only used mobile devices to visit the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation’s website. 

Figure 4.10 shows depth of visit in pages for users who only used users to visit the Texas 

Alliance for Water Conservation’s website.
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Figure 4.9. Depth of Visit in pages/visit for All of 2013 (Mobile Only) 
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Figure 4.10. Depth of Visit in pages/visit for All of 2013 (Desktop Only)
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Figure 4.11 shows the dates identified for Field Walk 1 that occurred June 

12, 2013, and is divided into mobile-only and desktop-only.  Figure 4.11 shows 

depth of visit in pages per visit and there is a noticeable spike in the depth of visit 

to the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website on the 10 and 14 for 

desktop users. There is a spike in mobile users on June 11 and 14.  

 

Figure 4.11. Depth of Visit in pages/visit for Field Walk 1 

Figure 4.12 shows the dates identified for Field Walk 2, which occurred 

July 10, 2013, and is divided into Mobile Only and Desktop Only.  Figure 4.12 

shows depth of visit in pages per visit and there is a noticeable spike in the depth 

of visit to the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website on June 9, 11, and 

12 for desktop users.  There is a spike for mobile users on June 8 and 10-12. 
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Figure 4.12. Depth of Visit in pages/visit for Field Walk 2 

Figure 4.13 shows the dates identified for Field Walk 3 that occurred on 

July 31, 2013, and is divided into mobile-only and desktop-only.  Figure 4.13 

shows depth of visit in pages per visit and there is a noticeably spike in the depth 

of visit to the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website on July 30 and 

August 2 for desktop users.  There is a spike in mobile viewers on July 31. 
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Figure 4.13. Depth of Visit in pages/visit for Field Walk 3 

Figure 4.14 shows the dates identified for Field Day that occurred on 

August 15, 2013, and is divided into mobile-only and desktop-only.  Figure 4.14 

shows depth of visit in pages per visit and there is a noticeable spike in the depth 

of visit to the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website on July 13 and 16 

for desktop users.  The only day without mobile views for this date range is July 

17. 
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Figure 4.14. Depth of Visit in pages/visit for the Field Day 

Figure 4.15 shows the dates identified for Field Walk 4 that occurred on 

September 4, 2013, and is divided into mobile-only and desktop-only.  Figure 

4.15 shows depth of visit in pages per visit and there is a noticeable spike in the 

depth of visit to the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website on September 

4 for desktop users.  The only day with mobile views for this time frame is 

September 2. 
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Figure 4.15. Depth of Visit in pages/visit for Field Walk 4 

Figure 4.16 shows the dates identified for Farm Show that occurred on 

December 3-5, 2013, and is divided into mobile-only and desktop-only.  Figure 

4.16 shows depth of visit in pages per visit and there is a noticeable spike in the 

depth of visit to the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation website on December 

2 for mobile users.  There are more mobile viewers than desktop users.  Also, an 

important note here is that, due to inclement weather, the Texas Alliance for 

Water Conservation’s booth at the Farm Show was taken down a day early, so 

even though the Farm Show lasted through December 5, the Texas Alliance for 

Water Conservation only had a presents there through December 4. 
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Figure 4.16. Depth of Visit in pages/visit for the Farm Show 

Bounce Rate 

Figure 4.17 and Figure 4.18 represent the dates identified for all of 2013, 

which was June 6 to December 31, 2013.  Figure 4.17 shows bounce rate in 

percent for users who only used mobile devices to visit the Texas Alliance for 

Water Conservation’s website.  Figure 4.18 shows bounce rate in percent for users 

who only used desktop users to visit the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation’s 

website. 
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Figure 4.17. Bounce Rate for All of 2013 (Mobile Only) 
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Figure 4.18. Bounce Rate for All of 2013 (Desktop Only)
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Figure 4.19 shows the dates identified for Field Walk 1 (June 12, 2013) and is divided 

into Mobile Only and Desktop Only.  Figure 4.19 shows bounce rate and the viewer can 

see there is over a 60% bounce rate or none at all (which means there were no viewers for 

this date).  

 

Figure 4.19. Bounce rate for Field Walk 1 

Figure 4.20 shows the dates identified for Field Walk 2 (July 10, 2013) and is 

divided into Texas Only, Texas/Mobile Only, and Texas/Desktop Only.  Figure 4.20 

shows bounce rate and the viewer can see the bounce rate the majority of the time for this 

time period is above 60%. 
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Figure 4.20. Bounce rate for Field Walk 2 

Figure 4.21 shows the dates identified for Field Walk 3 (July 31, 2013) and is 

divided into Texas Only, Texas/Mobile Only, and Texas/Desktop Only.  Figure 4.21 

shows bounce rate and the viewer can see the bounce rate the majority of the time for this 

time period is above 60%.  
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Figure 4.21. Bounce rate for Field Walk 3 

Figure 4.22 shows the dates identified for Field Day (August 15, 2013) and is 

divided into Texas Only, Texas/Mobile Only, and Texas/Desktop Only.  Figure 4.22 

shows bounce rate and the viewer can see the bounce rate the majority of the time for this 

time period is above 60%.  
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Figure 4.22. Bounce rate for the Field Day 

Figure 4.23 shows the dates identified for Field Walk 4 (September 4, 2013) and 

is divided into Texas Only, Texas/Mobile Only, and Texas/Desktop Only.  Figure 4.23 

shows bounce rate and the viewer can see the bounce rate is a little more evenly scattered 

for this range of dates.  
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Figure 4.23. Bounce rate for Field Walk 4 

Figure 4.24 shows the dates identified for Farm Show (December 3-5, 2013) and 

is divided into Texas Only, Texas/Mobile Only, and Texas/Desktop Only.  Figure 4.24 

shows bounce rate and the viewer can see the bounce rate is a little more evenly scattered 

for this range of dates.  Also, an important note here is that, due to inclement weather, the 

Texas Alliance for Water Conservation’s booth at the Farm Show was taken down a day 

early, so even though the Farm Show lasted through December 5, the Texas Alliance for 

Water Conservation only had a presence there through December 4. 
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Figure 4.24. Bounce rate for the Farm Show 

Summary 

This study covered June 4, 2013-December 31, 2013 more intervention dates were lined 

out from there based off of dates determined by the researcher.  Desktop users outweigh 

mobile uses, with the exception of the Farm Show.  During the intervention date ranges 

studied there was never more than four pages visited.  
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS 

Two objectives were identified for this study: 

1. Describe the Texas Alliance of Water Conservation website users in the state of 

Texas in terms of length of visit, depth of visit, and bounce rate during the 

research time period and in proximity to the project’s face-to-face interventions.  

2. Describe the Texas Alliance of Water Conservation website users in terms of 

visit, depth of visit, and bounce rate by type of device used (mobile vs desktop 

technology). 

Conclusions and Implications 

Research Objective One 

Research objective one sought to describe the Texas Alliance of Water 

Conservation website users in the state of Texas in terms of length of visit, depth of visit, 

and bounce rate during the research time period and in proximity to the project’s face-to-

face interventions.  

Kaushik (2010) suggested four possible actions you should take when measuring 

success of a non-ecommerce website, which what the Texas Alliance for Water 

Conservation website is.  The four metrics are visitor loyalty, visitor recency, length of 

visit, and depth of visit.  For the purpose of this study, of those four metrics identified by 

Kaushik (2010) only length of visit and depth of visit were examined.  Also, examined 

more closely was bounce rate of the users of the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation’s 

website. 
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Length of Visit Conclusions  

To measure length of visit Kaushik (2010) suggested certain ways for taking 

action.  Kaushik (2010) said to think of creative ways to engage traffic (what can you do 

to keep a visitor for 60 seconds or more)?  Segment the visitors who stay more than two 

minutes, and analyze the content they consume, where they come from, and so forth, so 

you can learn what you should be doing more (Kaushik, 2010).  Create your own goals, 

and measure success for the percent of visits that are long and the percent that are short 

(Kaushik, 2010). 

 Just as Kaushik (2010) suggested multiple times for companies, like the Texas 

Alliance for Water Conservation, to set goals for a length of visit time that they would 

like their viewers to be meeting and judge their success from there.  From these findings, 

it is noted that mobile viewership is less than desktop viewership with the exception of 

the Farm Show.  Once again the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation needs to decide 

if more mobile views of the website are a goal they would like to obtain and judge 

success from there. 

Moving forward, it would be a good idea for the Texas Alliance for Water 

Conservation to set goals for length of visit.  How long does the alliance want their users 

to stay on the site?  This would help direct future studies over the Texas Alliance for 

Water Conservation’s Google Analytics™ findings.  

For your non-ecommerce website, determine what visitor behavior will be of 

value to your business (Kaushik, 2010).  This needs to be determined to measure this 
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metric more accurately to determine if the website is successful or not.  We can analyze 

the current Texas Alliance for Water Conservation data and describe it, but to more 

accurately describe it for future studies goals should be set by the administrators of the 

alliance to aid in the future.  To ensure optimal success, you should bring on board your 

senior decision makers early in the process; educate them about the uselessness of 

averages, and work with them to create goals (Kaushik, 2010).  

Depth of Visit Conclusions 

 Just as Kaushik (2010) suggests multiple times, the Texas Alliance for Water 

Conservation needs to set goals for a depth of visit time that they would like their viewers 

to be meeting and judge their success from there.  From these findings, it is noted that 

mobile viewership is less than desktop viewership; once again the Texas Alliance for 

Water Conservation needs to decide if more mobile views of the website are a goal they 

would like to obtain and judge success from there.  

Bounce Rate Conclusions 

 This metric is a good way to indicate if viewers are coming to stay or coming, not 

liking what they see, and clicking off (Kaushik, 2010).  Most websites want to avoid high 

bounce rates.  In the case of the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation, a goal for the 

bounce rate percentage should be set so the success of the website can be more accurately 

measured. 

 Tonkin, Whitmore, and Cutroni (2010) suggest using metrics like bounce rate to 

compare to your competitors and using that as a good starting point to set personal targets 

to improve on. They also suggest if a page has a high bounce rate it may indicate room 

65 



Texas Tech University, Kelly Leigh Harkey, May 2014 

 

for improvement.  

Research Objective Two 

Research objective two sought to describe the Texas Alliance of Water 

Conservation website users in terms of visit, depth of visit, and bounce rate by type of 

device used (mobile vs desktop technology). 

Type of Device Used Conclusions 

 Kaushik (2010) stated that we have not seen a massive adaptation of mobile 

analytics yet because the industry has not settled on how to collect data from mobile 

platforms.  With this being said, it is possible to use Kaushik’s (2010) other suggestions 

for measuring success here by setting goals specific to the wants and needs of the Texas 

Alliance for Water Conservation.  Administrators for the alliance need to decide if this is 

an important indication for determining the success of the page or not and go from there. 

Recommendations 

 Kaushik (2010) suggested four possible actions you should take when measuring 

success of a non-ecommerce website, which is the category that the Texas Alliance for 

Water Conservation website falls under.  The four metrics are visitor loyalty, visitor 

recency, length of visit, and depth of visit.  For the purpose of this study, visitor loyalty 

and visitor recency were not examined closely, because of the small numbers being 

researched.  Moving forward, the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation could use these 

two metrics to measure success.  

 The first suggestion Kaushik (2010) makes to measure visitor loyalty is to identify 

a goal for your non-ecommerce website for the number of visits you expect from your 
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website traffic in a given period (say one week or one month).  The Texas Alliance for 

Water Conservation administration should set specific goals for their website.  Second, 

Kaushik (2010) said you can measure performance using the visitor loyalty report in the 

overview section of Google Analytics™.  Last, Kaushik (2010) suggested comparing 

your performance over time to ensure you are making progress.  This would be a great 

way for the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation site to measure success moving 

forward. 

 To measure visitor recency, Kaushik (2010) also makes suggestions to determine 

how frequently you add freshly updated content to your site (Kaushik, 2010).  Set goals 

for how short the gap between visits should be for visitors to your site, and see whether 

you are meeting that goal (Kaushik, 2010).  This would be a great action for the Texas 

Alliance for Water Conservation to take for the future and start using this metric as a way 

to measure the success of the website.  If not, Kaushik (2010) said to figure out whether 

you need to improve the site content, the design, or the merchandizing.  Should you “sell” 

harder the value of repeat visits to your audience (Kaushik, 2010)?  This is something the 

Texas Alliance for Water Conservation should take into consideration moving forward.  

Does the alliance value returning customers more than one time viewers?  Should this be 

a more important goal?  Kaushik (2010) said if you deal with these issues and create 

incentives on your site for people to visit more frequently then you can use this metric to 

measure success.  Moving forward for the Texas Alliance for Water Conservation, this 

would another good metric to use to determine if the website is being successfully used 

or not.  Just like the previous metric, the administration for the Texas Alliance for Water 
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Conservation should create a list of goals for the measurement of visitor recency and use 

it as a baseline for future research into the website’s analytics.  
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