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ABSTRACT 

Identifying agriculturalists’ media preferences has been a looming issue in the 

advertising industry. There is a noted shift from traditional forms of communications to 

digitally focused communications. For national cattle breed associations, these consumer-

focused communication efforts include advertising strategies for both association-to-

producer and producer-to-producer. Through the framework of the Uses and 

Gratifications Theory, this study was founded on the principle that individuals make 

intentional choices about the media they consume and utilize for advertising efforts. This 

framework, along with the Digital Native Assessment Scale (DNAS) (Teo, 2013), guided 

the development of research objectives and a survey instrument.  

The purpose of this study was to identify national cattle breed association 

members’ use digital advertising. By utilizing Teo’s (2013) DNAS, this study determined 

how adept members are as they navigate modern technology used for communicating – 

mobile/smartphones, the internet, and other forms of digital advertising. The instrument 

was developed with four sections in mind, driven by the research objectives. It was 

disseminated through two national cattle breed associations’ eblasts. There were 106 

preliminary respondents. This study was able to uncover statistical significance for 

multiple variables, ultimately leading to a comprehensive review of frequently used 

digital media platforms and recommendations for association utilization. Industry has a 

great opportunity to create additional business and generate revenue, while future 

researchers have the opportunity to expand upon this study and provide further applicable 

data to industry.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 As the beef industry continues to place reliance on technology for efficiencies 

both applicable to the operation itself and promotional materials (Marley et al., 2019), it 

is important for cattle associations to understand the media channels consumers are 

utilizing. This study pertains to digital advertising and its function within national cattle 

breed associations.  

Cattle Breed Associations 

There are multiple stages of beef cattle production. As McKinnon and Snodgrass 

(2009) reported, it is important for beef producers to understand each stage in the beef 

industry; after all, each segment works together to operate a cohesive industry. Martinez 

et al. (2021), divided the production process into just three stages: cow-calf operations, 

feedlots, and slaughter and packing facilities. Within these stages, however, there are 

other essential production sectors of the industry, such as stocker and background 

operators; these sectors are the middle ground between cow-calf producers and the 

feedlot (Martinez et al, 2021). Alternatively, McKinnon and Snodgrass (2009) segmented 

the cattle industry into six sectors: seedstock, commercial cow-calf, backgrounder and 

stocker, cattle finishing, packing and processing, and retail (McKinnon & Snodgrass, 

2009).  

The seedstock industry is also known as the purebred sector. This business sets 

the tone and direction for the rest of the cattle industry with claims that this business 

impacts cattle 10 years into the future (McKinnon & Snodgrass, 2009). What makes the 

seedstock business so influential is its role in producing bulls and new genetics for other 
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sectors, such as the cow-calf business (McKinnon & Snodgrass, 2009). Purebred 

operations have a large amount of marketing responsibility as their purpose is to reflect 

the demands of the commercial sector in their own breeding programs (McKinnon & 

Snodgrass, 2009).  

 The National Pedigreed Livestock Council (2016) published a report of the 

member breed associations, specific to beef, with the greatest number of registrations. 

The report found the associations to be Angus, Hereford, Simmental, Red Angus, 

Charolais, Gelbvieh, Brangus, Limousin, Beefmaster, Shorthorn, and Brahman 

(Drouillard, 2018). These breed associations are member-focused and encompass 

producers from a variety of industry sectors.  

Drouillard (2018) found beef producers in the United States to be technologically 

driven. Granted, in the context Drouillard (2018) was reporting in, beef producers are 

innovative in their use of strategic supplementation, forage-based diets, and more. 

However, while producers’ technology reliance is on operational efficiencies, technology 

has a means of influencing them in other aspects.  

Advertising in the Beef Industry 

Advertising strategies and design vary due to personal preferences and targeted 

purposes, and in the beef industry, this is especially true. The beef seedstock industry 

utilizes advertising for operational promotion, and its reliance on advertising has grown 

over time (Marley et al., 2019). Advertising is known to waver in its ability to be 

effective, especially as researchers continue to ask how the varying nature of 

advertisements affect advertisers and potential customers alike (Marley et al., 2019). 
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There are several proven reasons seedstock producers purchase advertisements. 

According to Cutrer (2011), these reasons are the following: 

1. to sell livestock 

2. to create brand awareness and recognition 

3. to promote the positive goodwill efforts of a ranch or farm 

4. to create awareness and recognition for a specific animal 

5. to inform the public about a business or product, and  

6. to educate clients about the benefits of purchasing animals produced (p. 

31).  

In the past, livestock producers equated profit with increased production (Cutrer, 

2011; Marley et al., 2019). Today, the right advertising strategy can assist in generating 

profit. Marley et al. (2019) reported the importance of capturing consumers’ attention in 

advertisements because we live in a time with information overload. In the past, some of 

the advertising tactics used by seedstock producers included print, radio, direct mail, and 

telephone marketing (Grant, 2002). The beef industry is continuing to utilize new 

advertising methods (Marley et al., 2019). Cutrer (2011) developed a list of more recent 

advertising strategies, in consideration of the rise of digital media, and that lists include 

outdoor and web-based advertising, text message advertising, and social media 

giveaways.  

The relationship between livestock associations and their membership is key for 

many reasons. Namely, trust between the two parties influences sales effectiveness 

(Johnson & Grayson, 2005). The trust an individual puts in advertising is directly related 

to the trust placed in their business relationships and social settings (Soh et al., 2009). 
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National cattle breed associations typically offer a variety of creative services. Members 

of the associations must trust the association to assist in their advertising efforts, but they 

must also trust each other as they conduct business.  

Background of the Study 

Jeffers (1989) suggested one of the most difficult problems facing public relations 

practitioners involves the selection of a specific media channel with which to 

communicate to a target audience. A consumer is known to rely on certain information 

sources while choosing not to utilize others (Wilkinson, 2009). Studies dating back to 

1984 have sought to identify which media channels farmers and ranchers turned to for 

agricultural information (Jeffers, 1989). 

Identifying agriculturalists’ media preferences has been a looming issue in the 

advertising industry as several research studies indicate the changing scope of the 

audience environment. Sévigny and Flynn (2011) stated the current communications 

environment is rather unpredictable, and because of this, communications efforts are 

growing in complexity. The authors described a fundamental shift in communication, 

such as more interest in consumer-focused communication. For national cattle breed 

associations, these consumer-focused communication efforts include advertising 

strategies for both association-to-producer and producer-to-producer.  

As individuals continue to place reliance on multiple information channels 

(Rogers, 2003; Strebel et al,, 2004; Tucker & Napier, 2002), media companies must 

continue to invest in various media channels to reach the consumer. Constantinides 

(2014) later noted the internet as a new environment for consumers and marketers alike 

as both parties are relying less on traditional marketing tools and engaging in new digital 
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strategies more. Despite considerations of differences in media consumption habits, one 

thing remains consistent – mass media’s influence on the public. Mass media have the 

capability to generate issue awareness, as well as general awareness for new technologies 

(Israel & Wilson, 2006). With consumer awareness of new technologies amidst an 

influential media landscape, having thorough knowledge of a population’s media 

consumption and utilization preferences would provide insight to marketing options for 

businesses that rely on that revenue. Because media consumption preferences have been 

linked to trends within generational gaps, examining the changing audience is an ideal 

first step for addressing advertising concerns within businesses.  

The Changing Media Audience 

 Today, it is common to refer to different consumer groups by a label such as 

Generation Z or Millennial (Lozovik, 2020). Through these labels, there is an obvious 

distinction between generational gaps, and a main factor is age. Age, however, is not the 

sole identifier. Lozovik (2020) said experiences and attitudes shaped by historical, social, 

political, and cultural events influence generational gaps. Tapscott (2009) supported this 

through his findings that the current generation of young people is starkly different than 

previous generations. These differences influence the way individuals consume media.  

As with most factors pertaining to time, since 1980, the scope of the consumer 

base, coupled with heightened advertising efforts, has shifted. Differences in age may 

result in different media consumption behaviors as older generations are known to 

gravitate toward more traditional forms of media. Despite this, these traditional media 

consumers still adapt to new technology (Howell & Habron, 2004; Vergot et al., 2005). 
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Modern advertising, which includes new technology, can meet the needs of diverse 

audiences, whether it is those native to technology or those who adapt.  

Digital technology plays a large role in the political, social, and cultural influences a 

society absorbs (Tapscott, 2009), which supports the concept of diverse consumers within 

generational gaps.  

As researchers sought to identify the characteristics of the modern audience, 

digital natives quickly surfaced. After observation and extensive study regarding the 

media behaviors of people, researcher Prensky (2001) developed the term “digital 

native.” This term was coined on phenomenon and observation alone (Kirschner & De 

Bruyckere, 2017). This population is categorized as individuals born between 1982 and 

1991 (Oblinger, 2003; Oblinger & Oblinger, 2005). This echoes Palrey and Gasser’s 

(2008) statement that digital natives are those born after 1980. 

Multiple digital native identifiers were compiled from thorough analysis of the 

shift of the current audiences (Teo et al., 2014). While also known as the “Net-

Generation” (Tapscott, 1998), or more commonly as “Millennials” (Oblinger & Oblinger, 

2005), digital natives are labeled a variety of different names including the following: 

“technology savvy” (Keating & Evans, 2001), “gamer-generation” (Carstens & Beck, 

2005), “Generation M” (Rideout et al., 2005), “Generation Y” (Weiler, 2005), “new 

millennium learners” (Pedró, 2006), “homo zappiens” (Veen, 2007), “Google 

Generation” (Rowlands et al., 2008), and “i-Generation” (Rosen, 2010).  

Furthering the classification of digital natives is another group – Generation Z. 

This generation was born between 1996 and the present, though other research may 

indicate another generational divide after Generation Z (Dimock, 2019). Such 
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terminology is used to describe these groups of individuals to emphasize the magnitude 

technology and digital media have on their lives (Gibbons, 2007). For this study, 

Millennials and Generation Z are common references, and digital natives suggest both 

populations.  

Digital natives are characterized as constant adapters and have been described by 

Kirschner and De Bruyckere (2017) as an ever-changing group of children, adolescents, 

and young adults. Prensky (2001) found digital natives to be “native speakers” of 

technological terminology, which is expressed through great familiarity and experience 

with technology and features including native language for the use of computer, video 

games, and the internet. This group of people has been encompassed by technology their 

entire lives whether it be computers, video games, digital music players, cell phones, or 

more (Helsper & Eynon, 2010; Prensky, 2001). A unique factor of digital natives is their 

ability to process multiple sources and media at once; in other words, they are considered 

to be excellent cognitive multitaskers (Kirschner & De Bruyckere, 2017). 

Digital natives are not only technologically savvy, but they are also the most 

visually sophisticated of any generation (Stamats, Inc, 2008; Williams et al., 2012). 

Researchers base this classification on an individual’s comfort with technology and 

whether they grew up surrounded by digital media (Teo et al., 2014). The digital native 

population tends to be drawn toward online communities and conversations. While some 

research states digital natives are better characterized by behavior, other research debates 

which generational category digital natives fall under (Smith, 2017). This contradicts the 

common notion that age is a defining factor. While still a contributor to the digital native 

classification, age is not the sole component (Lozovik, 2020) 
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To better understand media consumption behavior, it is essential to have a 

thorough understanding of all generational labels relative to the audience. Aside from the 

known digital natives, Kirschner and De Bruyckere (2017) identified another group of 

individuals called digital immigrants. This group also uses age as one of its many 

categorization methods, ultimately classifying digital immigrants as those born before 

1980 (Kirschner & De Bruyckere, 2017). 

Digital immigrants are not technologically conditioned like their counterparts, 

digital natives. Prensky (2001) stated digital natives will never reverse their dependency 

on technology, namely because their brains may not allow them to do so. However, the 

alternative population, the digital immigrants, become adapters to the technology which 

drives digital natives; digital immigrants are those who adopt the digital norm over time 

(Prensky, 2001).  

 What is key about these generational differences and technology is how one 

population is willing to adapt while the other is not. For organizations and associations 

wishing to capitalize on advertising, it is essential for them to understand the preferences 

of their audience. For national cattle breed associations advertising to diverse audiences, 

these generational differences can be large barriers for effective advertising.  

An online article from the Top Employers Institute stated Millennials are 

technology savvy while Generation Zs are native to technology (n.d.). However, these 

characteristics seemingly impact the various media a consumer utilizes (Krishen et al., 

2016). This common generational differentiation, known as the age-based digital divide, 

is not as dramatic as what may be expected. Rosenstiel et al. (2014) shared how the 

digital divide, despite its connection to age and a population partial to digital media, is 
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not as significant in some forms of media as it is to others. With an increasing number of 

Millennial and Generation Z populations entering national cattle breed association 

memberships, it is important to adapt communication efforts to meet all audiences’ needs.  

Advertising Adaptations 

Studies dating back to the 1960s have discovered consumer attitude toward 

advertising can shift (Zanot, 1984). Sheehan and Morrison (2009) echoed this claim with 

a more modern approach by stating organizations need to develop new advertising and 

marketing strategies and structures to meet consumer expectations. Researchers often 

discuss better ways of understanding the drivers of such attitudes and preferences toward 

advertising, especially in consideration of the fact that attitude is a known influence of 

technology and digital media adoption (Mort & Drennan, 2005; Rettie et al., 2005; 

Roubideaux, 2002; Schlosser et al., 1999; Tsang et al., 2004). 

However, the conversation is not just applicable to research. Industry is battling 

the same questions. Staying up to date on effective communication tactics is an ongoing 

issue for many organizations, and specific to this study, national cattle breed associations. 

These associations work to design communication efforts to an audience with a wide 

range in age and comfort levels in using new technology. Age differences are a large 

influence on communication when considering junior associations memberships open 

eligibility below the age of 10 and adult memberships have no restriction. Organizations 

such as national cattle breed associations are faced with the struggle of efficiently 

reaching their target audiences. Utilizing modern advertising tools provides a means for 

better serving media consumers as advertising campaigns exist to serve two primary 

functions – one benefits the company and the other the consumer. Advertisements not 
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only provide consumers with information, but they also generate revenue for newspapers, 

television stations, magazines, and other businesses (Kirchhoff, 2009) such as national 

cattle breed associations. Without an adequate grasp on the best advertising methods, and 

the methods that financially break even, businesses could be operating blind. A thorough 

understanding of advertising preferences by paying consumers is necessary for businesses 

to continue making a profit.  

For organizations like national cattle breed associations, a main channel of 

communication with their membership is through their print magazine publications, as 

identified through personal communication between the researcher and association. Like 

many publications, revenue is generated through the sale of advertisements, and digital 

advertising has been reported as the fastest growing system of advertising (Ma & Du, 

2018). Shapiro and Varian (1999) defined this form of advertising as any media in which 

publishes and disseminates information through digital formats. This growth in digital 

advertising correlates with the rise digital media consumption. It is necessary for 

marketers to foster long-term relationships with their customer base so that consumer 

attitudes and trends can be better understood (Truong et al., 2010; Tanyel et al., 2013).   

According to Lee and Cho (2020), the media environment is transforming and the 

dependency on digital media is creating limits between the differing communication 

outlets. With the changes in media in recent years and the changing scope of the 

consumer base, advertisers have reportedly grown less dependent on traditional media 

and more dependent on other marketing activities – internet advertising, buzz marketing, 

consumer-generated advertising, etc. (Sass, 2006; Tanyel et al., 2013). Likewise, Cheng 

et al. (2009) identified the internet as a key resource for information for consumer 
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audiences; a finding likely linked to the continuous rise in internet users each year. Other 

digital media channels are through mobile device usage, social networks, gaming, 

website marketing, and video (Kirchhoff, 2009).  

 Zenith Optimedia (2018) reported online advertising has grown exponentially, 

even being named the world’s largest advertising medium in 2017. This same source 

quoted online advertising growth to expand from 37.6% of total advertising expenditures 

in 2017 to 44.6% in 2020 with online video and social media as the two forms of online 

advertising with the greatest potential (Zenith Optimedia, 2018).  

While those numbers exhibit growth in the digital advertising industry, current 

data indicates an even more impressive market share for digital media. Guttman (2021) 

reported the United States alone spent $121 billion on internet advertising in 2020, which 

led it this form of advertising to be the largest used medium that year. This same 

researcher predicted internet advertising spending to increase by 27% by 2024 (Guttman, 

2021). While this advertising medium is set to experience this exponential growth, 

newspapers and consumer magazines are expected to decrease in advertising spending 

(Guttman, 2021). Despite these claims that print media consumption is declining, the 

Association of Magazine Media suggested print magazine advertisements are still 

effective for reaching a target audience (Kim et al., 2015).  

With the mixed claims on the effectiveness of differing advertising mediums, a 

survey instrument was developed for this study to address the previously mentioned 

concept of consumer attitude and preference toward advertising. This assessment, though 

revised for this study, complements the Uses and Gratifications (U&G) Theory as a 

theoretical framework to better assess the attitude toward and perceptions of digital 
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advertising among national cattle breed association members. As stated by Plume and 

Slade (2018), the U&G theory has been the leading theoretical framework for studies 

relating to how and why people consume certain media. Even so, there are limited studies 

regarding what comprises digital advertising, its effects on the future of advertising, and 

digital advertising’s success with social networks (Breuer & Brettel, 2012; Brettel et al., 

2015).  

Digital advertising is a challenging obstacle for the industry. However, the 

connection between the demands of a digitally-driven audience and advertising remains 

clear. While the way a consumer processes digital advertising may differ than how they 

process traditional media, research shows advertising trends in favor of digital media 

incorporation (Santoso et al., 2020). The need for traditional media to be re-evaluated 

under new digital circumstances has also been identified (Truong et al., 2010).  

Statement of the Problem 

There is a known shift in the scope of the advertising industry, and the system 

requires basic reform (Kirchhoff, 2009). Essentially, the rise in digital media has raised 

concern on which methods of advertising are most effective in reaching an audience. 

While this study does not seek to solve the unknown for the advertising industry, it does 

seek to identify consumer attitude toward digital advertising. National cattle breed 

associations would benefit from identifying these areas of diverse advertising media due 

to the continued challenges of digital migration. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to identify national cattle breed association 

members’ use of digital advertising. By utilizing Teo’s (2013) Digital Native Assessment 
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Scale (DNAS), this study determined how adept members are as they navigate modern 

technology used for communicating – mobile/smartphones, the internet, and other forms 

of digital advertising. While the DNAS seeks to classify individuals on the digital native 

scale, the use of specific components from the scale were used in this study to understand 

participants’ use of technology for communicating digitally. Aside from this, the revised 

assessment incorporated survey questions designed to identify respondents’ attitude 

toward digital advertising, preferences for digital advertising methods, and current digital 

advertising methods being utilized. 

This study sought to also provide the associations with a better understanding of 

how to respond to these preferences, which is similar to the purpose of a study by Truong 

et al. (2010). Pelletier et al. (2020) previously investigated how to discover membership 

use of digital media outlets and the motivations, or lack thereof, for furthering that use. 

This study followed that effort.  

Research Objectives 

The following research objectives guided this study: 

1. Explore national cattle breed association members’ perceptions of digital 

advertising consumption.  

2. Identify which digital advertising methods national cattle breed association 

members use.   

3. Explore national cattle breed association members’ satisfaction toward general 

advertisements versus advertisements published by the association.  

4. Examine DNAS scores of participants by their generational gaps.  
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Significance of the Study 

Because of the decline of print advertising coupled with the rise in digital 

communication and advertising, national cattle breed associations are left contemplating 

their next move and how to generate revenue. Lee and Cho (2020) conducted a digital 

advertising study that found it is essential to create a uniform definition and 

understanding of digital advertising to better measure the implications of digital 

advertising. This study sought to assist national cattle breed associations in understanding 

digital advertising and developing a plan to optimize their potential to meet the demands 

of their members. Prior researchers have identified this type of research to not only be 

timely, but also a topic in need of additional study (Tang & Kyong, 2003).  

Undoubtedly, the advertising environment is changing. Digital media are 

receiving a large amount of attention around the world. This alone has sparked interest in 

identifying individuals’ attitude toward digital advertising (Cheng et al., 2009). Truong at 

al. (2010) found stakeholders must understand the use of digital media through outlets 

such as television, the internet, and mobile devices. The same study found participants 

commonly express concern surrounding the effectiveness of digital advertising (Truong 

et al., 2010). 

Pelletier et al. (2020) expressed current gaps in this area of research. The 

advertising industry would benefit from understanding the digital outlets a consumer 

wishes to use and how a business can utilize those outlets to provide the consumer with a 

valuable takeaway (Pelletier et al, 2020). Not to distract from these specific research 

needs, Zhu and Chen (2015) also indicated the necessity for identifying the desires and 
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motives for consumers on differing digital outlets, further tying this study to the Uses and 

Gratifications Theory.  

Definitions of Terms 

Advertising Consumption – For this study, advertising consumption refers to the media 

outlets an individual uses to view advertisements and the amount of time one chooses to 

do so.  

Baby Boomers - individuals born between 1946 and 1964 (Dimock, 2019).  

Communication Outlet – For this study, a communication outlet is either electronic 

communication, broadcast media communication or print/written communication. 

Digital Advertising – branded content, created to communicate a product or service idea 

that is interactive in a digital context and includes the utilization of the internet, signage, 

virtual reality platforms, social media, blogs, emails, and mobile/smartphones (Lee & 

Cho, 2020; Santoso et al., 2020; Rodgers & Thorson, 2018); also known as “Web 

Advertising,” “Internet Advertising,” or “Online Advertising.” 

Digital Environment – the range of activities people carry out online (Helsper & Eynon, 

2010).  

Digital Immigrant – adapt to their environment, they always retain their foot in the past 

(Prensky, 2001). 

Digital Marketing – promotion through digital outlets such as computers, mobile 

phones, smart phones, or other digital devices (Smith, 2012).  

Digital Media – any media used to publish or diffuse information in a digital format 

(Shapiro & Varian, 1999).  
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Digital Native – enjoy multitasking, give preference to graphics over text, function better 

when connected with others, thrive on instant gratification, and more (Prensky, 2001). 

Generation Z – individuals born after 1996 (Dimock, 2019).  

Generation X – individuals born between 1965 and 1980 (Dimock, 2019).  

Internet Advertising – techniques include targeted and animated banners, viral 

marketing, streaming media, rich media, social networking sites, search engine 

marketing, paid search, blogs, ads in video games, podcasts, social networks, YouTube, 

user-generated content, virtual worlds, email, text or graphic hyperlinks, mentions in 

other sites, micro-sites, and contests and rating of e-retailers and products (Barnes & 

Hair, 2009; Wolin et al., 2002); also known as “Web Advertising,” “Digital Advertising,” 

or “Online Advertising.” 

Millennials – individuals born between 1981 and 1996 (Dimock, 2019). 

National Cattle Breed Associations – For this study, national cattle breed associations 

include the American Gelbvieh Association and the American Hereford Association.  

Online Advertising – intentional messages put on third-party websites, including search 

engines and directories available through internet access (Ha, 2008); also known as “Web 

Advertising,” “Internet Advertising,” or “Digital Advertising.” 

Print Publication – For this study, print publications refer to the monthly magazines 

each national cattle breed association publishes. 

Silent Generation – individuals born between 1928 and 1945 (Dimock, 2019). 

Limitations to the Study 

 This study had a variety of limitations. First, the survey was distributed by each 

cattle breed association involved. There were many variables outside of the researcher’s 
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control, which included the following: lack of access to survey due to connectivity 

limitations, members not active on media platforms, members contacting their association 

with questions pertaining to the survey, and participants being members of multiple 

associations involved in the study and accessing the survey more than once. Other 

limitations included how the population was specific to cattle association members, there 

was no incentive for participating in the study, and five national cattle breed associations 

were recruited but only two participated. 

 Additionally, the Digital Native Assessment Scale (DNAS), which was modified 

for this study’s instrumentation, was reported by its developer to have not differentiated 

different digital environments, such as mobile phones and computers (Teo, 2013). This 

limitation is relative to the instrumentation itself, but is not detrimental to the study. 

The small sample size and the observed potential for survey fatigue are also 

viewed as limitations. Lastly, the national cattle breed associations that participated in 

this study did not provide demographic information about their membership.  

Basic Assumptions 

 This study had the following assumptions: participants responded to the survey 

accurately and expressed their preferences and opinions clearly, the participants 

understood the purpose of the study, each participant only completed the survey once, 

and the data collected was representative of the target audience and can benefit the future 

success of cattle breed associations. An additional assumption of this study was that 

organizations distributed the instrument to the intended population. It is also assumed 

each association operates on its own terms and participated in this study accordingly.  
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Overview 

The purpose of this chapter is to review the literature relating to this study and 

provide an overview of the theoretical framework used to guide this study. This chapter 

begins with a thorough summary of the theoretical framework used – the Uses and 

Gratifications (U&G) Theory. Following this, the chapter reviews literature pertaining to 

generational gaps, digital natives, the creation of the Digital Native Assessment Scale 

(DNAS), the transformation of the advertising industry, and advertising in the beef 

industry. At the conclusion of this chapter, a summary will be provided regarding the 

interconnectivity of the previously mentioned topics.  

Theoretical Framework 

Uses and Gratifications (U&G) Theory 

The U&G Theory has a rich and thorough connection to media and 

communications research. With early literature pertaining to U&G dating back to the 

early 1940s, this theory has undoubtedly evolved over time. Cantril (1942) provided a 

brief synopsis of how in historic reports of communications research define the 

development of the U&G Theory. According to this researcher, the theory sought to 

explore the gratifications that bring an audience to a specific form of media, how the 

media maintained audience attention, and the content that addressed both their social and 

psychological needs (Cantril, 1942).  

There are multiple theories for how the U&G Theory itself came into fruition. The 

most accredited belief is linked to its origin developing in the 1940s. According to 



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

19 
 

Wimmer and Dominick (1994), the U&G Theory was born through early research 

seeking to address why individuals are curious about differing media outlets and why 

they choose to use them. Such behaviors studied include listening to the radio and 

reading the newspaper (Wimmer & Dominick, 1994). Since then, the scope of the media 

landscape has continued to alter, and the theory evolved as well.  

In the 1950s and 1960s, television introduced not only a new way for audiences to 

consume media and information, but also for researchers to progress the U&G Theory 

(Blumler, 1979). This continued to drive researchers’ investment in addressing why 

people engage in diverse forms of media. The U&G Theory has been in constant use 

throughout media and communications research as it has a clear link to identifying both 

the needs and desires of media consumers (Katz et al., 1974). Afterall, Plume and Slade 

(2018) named this theory as the single most influential theoretical framework for 

achieving studies relating to the previously mentioned question of how and why media 

consumers engage in media outlets. This concept is echoed by countless researchers who 

explain the U&G Theory by stating its interest in naming the foundational motives a 

media consumer has, including the individual’s internal and external influences, for using 

different media platforms (Lin, 1999a; Rubin, 1994; Rubin, 2009).  

Perhaps a more fascinating take on the U&G Theory was developed in the early 

1970s by Katz et al. These researchers noted how the U&G Theory was developed on 

two assumptions – that media consumers are goal-oriented and have active and regular 

engagement with the media (Katz et al., 1974). These assumptions are fundamental 

concepts that continue to drive media and communications research today. Presuming the 

goal-oriented nature of media consumers alludes to an intriguing topic of conversation 
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and research – the psychological perspective of the theory. Severin and Tankard (1997) 

contributed to defining the U&G Theory by incorporating language specific to taking a 

psychological approach. According to these researchers, while each media consumer is 

unique in behavior and motive, consumers can utilize the same media outlet for different 

reasons (Severin & Tankard, 1997). Liu (2015) noted how people use media in their 

everyday lives, and this is increasingly the case in today’s media landscape. The U&G 

Theory describes how and why consumers use media, as well as what purpose media 

consumption serves in an individual’s life (Liu, 2015).  

Historically, research surrounding the U&G Theory was experimental as it sought 

to explore media outlets’ messaging and how it affected the media consumer (Liu, 2015). 

Liu (2015) also uncovered prior research centered around consumer motives, behaviors, 

and patterns for using various forms of media. Despite the U&G Theory’s diverse 

research possibilities and contributions to media and communications research, the theory 

itself has its share of critics. In fact, the U&G Theory was highly unpopular for many 

years (Liu, 2015). To formulate an adequate argument regarding the validity and 

usefulness of the theory, however, it is important to note both sides of the conversation.  

Ruggiero (2000) reviewed many studies incorporating the U&G Theory and 

suggested the theory has the capacity to benefit media and communications research in 

more ways than one, but a noteworthy strength includes the theory’s adaptable nature; 

with time, it has developed into a more respected framework. Other researchers list 

various other strengths of the theory, further supporting the claim this theory is integral to 

media and communications research. In 1996, Lin published a study favoring the U&G 

Theory for its ability to explore different media outlets, communication patterns, and 
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psychological desires and needs for a diverse population with known cultural distinctions. 

The technology and the consumer are intrinsically linked. An example provided by 

Ruggerio (2000) adequately described this concept by Lin (1996). The utilization of 

personal computers is connected to a consumer’s motives and behaviors for seeking out 

the internet and using it for communications purposes; namely, the use of a personal 

computer can meet numerous consumer gratifications relating to social identity, escape, 

entertainment, and interpersonal communication (Ruggerio, 2000).  

Considering the strong support for the U&G Theory simply due to the nature of 

the framework itself, there are skeptics of its legitimacy. For example, Finn (1997) is a 

known critic for the U&G Theory, specifically relating to the psychological motives of a 

consumer. Finn (1997) questioned the theory’s soundness as it related to a researcher’s 

ability to connect personality traits with particular media motives and behaviors with the 

main point of concern being the theory accounting of “alternative sources of gratification 

in the interpersonal domain” (p. 11). Numerous other critics have noted similar doubts 

regarding the U&G Theory – how it is a social theory and not scientific. Despite these 

claims, the studies supporting the U&G Theory outnumber the skeptics. In Ruggiero’s 

(2000) review of how the U&G Theory has evolved and is active in the 21st century, he 

stated any research wishing to explore media and communication should consider the 

U&G Theory as it is relative to the future of this field, as it is today.  

As previously mentioned, the U&G Theory underwent a period in which scholars 

opted to utilize other frameworks (Liu, 2015). In recent times, however, the U&G Theory 

has made a comeback in media and communications research specifically due to the rise 

in new technologies (Liu, 2015). With the increased utilization of the internet, the Uses 
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and Gratifications Theory (UG) has resurfaced. One of the four components to the U&G 

Theory, as identified by Katz (1974), includes the need for individuals to articulate their 

reasons for choosing specific media content. Through this information, the audience’s 

motivation to adopt and use media is better explained, not to mention the ability to 

address the psychological and social benefits involved with the audience’s media 

preferences (Kim et al., 2015). This pertains to the rise in digital media consumption 

because various researchers have used the theory to evaluate social sharing and media 

engagement through the lenses of psychological and social benefit. Baek et al. (2011) 

elected to study the U&G Theory as it relates to sharing links on social media. Hanson 

and Haridakis (2008), as well as Lee and Ma (2012), evaluated the theory as it pertains to 

the news media. Malik et al. (2016) and Sung et al. (2016) studied the U&G Theory in 

relation to sharing photos on social platforms. These studies are essential to media and 

communications research as they individually address components of the U&G Theory.  

Blumler and Katz (1974) identified a short list of concepts specific to the U&G 

Theory including the social and psychological origins of needs and expectations relating 

to the mass media as it influences different patterns of media exposure; ultimately 

resulting in the gratification of those needs and other consequences. It is assumed that 

media consumers are, in fact, active on media outlets, and therefore, their selection of 

said media outlets is backed by intentionality, strategy, and purpose to achieve social and 

psychological gratification of needs and desires (Liu, 2015). This statement further 

identifies why the U&G Theory best fits this study – if media consumers are active and 

intentional, media outlets, such as the internet, require active users (Liu, 2015).  
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This study pertains to digital media consumption: Liu (2015) stated the 

correlation between the U&G Theory and interest in research with online media 

consumers is the new digital media itself. Ruggerio (2000) had a similar finding amidst 

discussing how the growth of the internet has benefited supporters of the U&G Theory. 

According to the researcher, the internet needs its audience to be more interactive than 

what traditional media would typically require (Ruggerio, 2000). The connection to new 

digital media does not stop there. Hausman and Siekpe (2009) confirmed consumers 

choose a medium that meets their needs, and when those needs are met, the gratification 

bring them back to experience the media again. While it is known a consumer selects 

their media outlet of choice, various researchers list diverse motives for media 

consumption (Lim & Kumar, 2019). For example, Whiting and Williams (2013) list 

connectedness, entertainment, relaxation, convenience as just a few of the many motives 

of media consumption. These choices are tied to psychological, social, and behavioral 

needs and desires, which are the foundation of Uses and Gratifications research. As the 

U&G Theory seeks to explain these internal and external motives for media consumption, 

it is important to note how individuals truly do consume media differently. Whereas one 

consumer may use the internet for completing a task, another may use it for entertainment 

(Ruggerio, 2000). The U&G Theory seeks to explain these differences in media 

utilization.  

There is a long history of the U&G Theory as it pursues the motives of media 

consumers as it dates to its 1974 origin with Katz et al. However, interest in gratifications 

research dates itself to the 1940s (Katz et al., 1974). This historical standing in research 

introduces varying studies ranging in topics from behaviors of radio audiences (Cantril & 
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Allport, 1935); listening to music (Ruggerio, 2000); and reading newspapers (Berelson, 

1949), all were carried out with the intention of explaining the function of these mediums 

as they relate to the consumer. Modern research is applying previous media research 

findings to the current use of the internet and other digital media platforms. Digital media 

have the capacity to satisfy both psychological and social needs and desires – these media 

allow the consumer to seek and create information (Singer, 1998), as well as relationships 

and connections (Ruggerio, 2000). These were not as easily achieved using traditional 

forms of media.  

With the U&G Theory being known as one of the most influential theories in 

media and communications research (Lin, 1998), it is undoubtedly connected to this 

study as it seeks to identify the media motives of members of national cattle breed 

associations. Blumler (1979) examined how individual gratifications were measured 

through advertising outcomes; these gratifications included consumer attitude toward a 

website, consumer attitude toward a brand, and purchase intention (Blumler, 1979). This 

study follows a similar strategy for identifying individual gratifications relating to digital 

advertising for national cattle breed association members. The previously mentioned 

individual gratifications guided a portion of the survey instrument distributed to the 

population included in this study.  

Generational Gaps 

Now more than ever, there is conversation regarding the media preferences of 

differing populations and how those populations choose to communicate. An increasing 

percentage of our population was born into a world where digital media and technology 

are encompassing; this contrasts the population where technology is adopted rather than 
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native (Kirschner & De Bruyckere, 2017). With the digitally driven population 

continuing to rise, questions have been raised about the use of traditional media 

platforms, such as radio, television, magazines, and newspapers. Traditional media are 

still viewed as effective for disseminating information, but new technologies and digital 

media advancements are enticing younger audiences (Truong et al., 2010).  

 Prensky (2001) noted how students today, assumingly categorized as the younger, 

more digitally driven portion of our human population, think and process information 

differently than older generations. This is especially intriguing when considering the 

impact media have on these cognitive processes coupled with the ever-changing U&G 

Theory and its implications. Whereas previous U&G research examined newspapers and 

the radio, researchers today are exploring the new digital media outlets used by 

advertisers to target these younger generations of media audiences. While the obvious 

question is what digital outlets consumers are using, the underlying question surrounds 

the generational differences and classifications of various digital media consumer 

segments. This includes media in the online segment, and those advertising outlets are 

relatively limitless. Tanyel et al. (2013) developed a list of digital advertising methods 

based on previous findings from Barnes and Hair (2009) and Wolin et al. (2002). The list 

includes but is not limited to the following: “targeted and animated banners, viral 

marketing, streaming media, rich media, social networking sites, search engine 

marketing, paid search, blogs, ads in video games, podcasts, social networks, YouTube, 

user-generated content, virtual worlds, email, text or graphic hyperlinks, mentions in 

other sites, micro-sites, and contests and ratings of e-retailers and products” (Tanyel et 

al., 2013, p. 653).   
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 While this study focuses greatly on the Millennial and Generation Z populations 

as they relate to new digital media and the trends associated with that, other generations 

are also included in the population for this study. Figure 2.1 was displayed by Dimock 

(2019) on the Pew Research Center website and depicts the generational differences by 

years and age.  

Figure 2.1 

Generational Gaps 

 

Generation Z 

  Generation Z are those born in the generational gap after those classified as 

Millennials. The Pew Research Center has historically conducted research on 

generational gaps and differences. This source lists alternative names for Generation Z as 

the iGeneration, Homelanders, and post-Millennials (Dimock, 2019). This generation is 

diverse and has a reputation for its reliance on technology (Dimock, 2019).  
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As Generation Zs were identified as technologically native, there is substantial 

evidence indicating their preference for social media as a main outlet for communication 

(Top Employers Institute, n.d.). Another form of technological communication 

Generation Z uses is texting. Studies show Generation Zs like texting as a form of 

communication because it is “quick,” “convenient,” and “easier” than other 

communication methods (Seemiller & Grace, 2014); this alludes to several character 

traits. Generation Zs tend to use different social media platforms for specific purposes, 

which aligns with the purpose of many UG studies. For example, this population tends to 

prefer posting to Instagram and Snapchat instead of other alternatives (Sparks & Honey, 

2014). 

With this study seeking to identify which platforms certain populations prefer, it 

is essential to understand where these generational preferences land. It is necessary 

organizations know the outlets its audience uses to interact with each other and receive 

information. Seeing as current digital consumers are goal oriented (Yoo, 2009) and 

consume media visually through digital formats (Lee & Cho, 2020), the importance of 

identifying how digital advertising processing for diverse populations may differ from 

that of traditional media should be determined.  

Millennials 

 When considering how generational differences impact digital media 

consumption, it is noteworthy to explore the many characteristics and classifications of 

the generations discussed throughout this study and others. A common term for 

individuals born between 1980 and 2000 is Millennial (Tanyel et al., 2013). Other names 

for Millennials include Generation Y, Digital Natives, the Net Generation, Generation @, 
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and the Dot.Com Generation (Kilian, Hennings & Langner, 2012). What makes this 

generation different from those individuals born prior to 1980 is the fact that Millennials 

are considered the first population to utilize digital media outlets more than traditional 

media (Geraci & Nagy, 2004; Reisenwitz & Iyer, 2009; Smith, 2011). This population is 

notably characterized as independent and savvy; other descriptors include, but are not 

limited to, strong-willed, moral, serious, and idealistic (Morton, 2001).  

A large reason why Millennials are relevant to studies relating to media 

consumption and the U&G theory is because this population is so reliant on digital outlets 

in their lives. Cheng (1999) shared additional characteristics of this population, which 

include how they are multimedia multitaskers, continuously access their phones and 

computers, and consistently use the internet and digital messaging outlets. According to 

Tanyel et al. (2013), the internet is a Millennial’s preferred medium.  

 In a study concerning Millennials’ communication styles, the stereotypical views  

of this population were identified as technologically sophisticated multitaskers who are 

capable of significant contributions to tomorrow’s organizations (Hartman & 

McCambridge, 2011). However, this population is stereotypically deemed deficient in 

communication skills (Hartman & McCambridge, 2011). Despite these stereotypical 

claims, Millennials are known to favor open and frequent communication and have 

claimed to be at ease with new communication technologies. Research by Myers and 

Sadaghiani (2010) outlined past studies that stated the difference in values between older 

generations and Millennials. The difference in values can be seen as a threat to 

associations trying to cater to a divided membership. This is another example of how 

generational gaps fit this study’s research objectives.  
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 With Millennials being named as a target audience for internet advertising 

(Tanyel et al., 2013), it is beneficial for researchers to explore the motives for using this 

medium but also to understand the components that bring the population back each time 

it is used. Smith (2012) defined digital marketing as “the practice of promoting products 

and services using digital distribution channels via computers, mobile phones, smart 

phones, or other digital devices” (p. 86). The researchers go as far as stating common 

tools for Millennials (e.g., computers and mobile devices) and categorizes them as 

essential for this population. 

Generation X 

 The Pew Research Center describes Generation X as those born between the years 

1965 and 1980 (Dimock, 2019). While other generations, such as the Baby Boomers and 

the Silent Generation, have existing literature identifying common characteristics of these 

populations, Dobransky-Fasiska (2002) found Generation X to be more divisive. This 

generation is also known as the Thirteenth Generation (Howe & Strauss, 1993) or the 

Xers (Dobransky-Fasiska, 2002). Generation X has been labeled “underemployed, 

overeducated, intensely private, and unpredictable” in a book by Douglas Coupland 

(1991, p. 5). Despite these descriptors, Tulgan (2000) claimed Generation X developed as 

they did due a “culture of immediacy” (p. 10) and therefore think, process information, 

and communicate through intense information differently than other generation 

(Dobransky-Fasiska, 2002).  

Baby Boomers 

 The Baby Boomers are those individuals born between 1946 and 1964 (Dimock, 

2019). This generation, reportedly, values “optimism, personal gratification, health and 
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wellness, personal growth, youth, work, and involvement” (Zemke et al., 2000, p. 68). As 

Dobransky-Fasiska (2002) stated, the Baby Boomers were known as America’s 

trendsetters; this was because Generation X, and the following generations, sought advice 

and inspiration from the Baby Boomers (Strauss & Howe, 1991a).  

 In terms of technological use, Baby Boomers are known to regularly use their 

phones but rarely for things aside from calls or texts (McLeod, 2009). This generation 

rarely utilizes new features on their phones, including the use of the internet and emails 

(McLeod, 2009). McLeod (2009), found that Baby Boomers purchased mobile phones to 

be able to contact friends and family or to use for work but not for entertainment and 

personal use.  

The Silent Generation 

 The Silent Generation is the oldest generation this study includes. According to 

the Pew Research Center, the Silent Generation includes those born between 1928 and 

1945 (Blazina & Desilver, 2021). As identified by Zemke et al. (2000), the Silent 

Generation values “dedication and sacrifice, hard work, conformity, law and order, 

respect for authority, patience, delayed reward, duty before pleasure, adherence to rules, 

and honor” (p. 30). This generation’s quiet character was described in Tom Brokaw’s 

book, The Greatest Generation (1998). As the title would indicate, the Silent Generation 

is commonly referred to as the Greatest Generation (Brokaw, 1998), but it was also 

referred to as the “cashless” generation due to strains from the Great Depression and 

World War II (Strauss & Howe, 1991a; Dobransky-Fasiska, 2002).  
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Digital Divide 

 The digital divide is an ecological and multi-level phenomenon (Loges, 2001) that 

refers to the “have and have-nots in terms of technology” (Melick, 2014, p. 16). In simple 

terms, the digital divide is the gap between access to and understanding of technology. 

Loges and Jung (2001, p. 538) stated the digital divide is “an issue about how central the 

internet is or could be in achieving various essential goals in individuals’ everyday lives, 

and how embedded the internet is in the existing communication infrastructure of older 

and younger people.” This pertains to the topic of internet connectedness, which is a 

complex concept developed around the internet’s influence on a person’s life, and that 

connectedness is a product of the relationship between the individual and the internet 

(Loges & Jung, 2001). Internet connectedness plays a role in harsh reality that is the 

digital divide.  

 The digital divide encompasses a heavy reliance placed on an individual’s ability 

to adapt to technology and their willingness to do so. Just as a digital native cannot be 

defined by age, the digital divide is not solely dependent on age either. Contributing 

factors to the digital divide include age, gender, and socioeconomic status (Livingstone & 

Helsper, 2007). These influences are key in understanding the needs of an audience. 

Sometimes, the digital divide is impacted by a consumer’s trial-and-error period with 

technology. Helsper and Enyon (2010) referred to this as the “honeymoon” period; 

during this time, an individual may be enthusiastic about trying new technology and 

media only to grow less fervent over time as they realize they cannot master all of it. 

 The conceptualization of the digital divide is built upon the communication 

services and objects available to a consumer (Loges & Jung, 2001). It is a cognitive 
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choice made by the consumer. For the consumer to make advancements in their 

technological use, they must be invested in their communication environment (Loges & 

Jung, 2001). Because an individual’s communications environment is dependent on their 

choice and use of technology, it is unnecessary to separately define digital natives and 

digital immigrants (Helsper & Eynon, 2010). Ultimately, there is no set difference 

between the two as the digital divide is a practical continuum of an individual’s 

intentional use of technology; while a digital native can be defined, it cannot be defined 

by set parameters. Rather, it is defined by a compilation of measured characteristics.  

Digital Natives vs. Digital Immigrants 

 Helsper and Enyon (2010) sought to explore the variables that define a digital 

native. To accurately do so, understanding the concept of a digital immigrant is of equal 

importance. Prensky (2001) defined digital immigrants as those who do not go to the 

internet first for information, those who print out documents instead of working digitally, 

and those who read manuals instead of excerpts from online. Further, digital immigrants 

are reported to be adapters to the technology that digital natives thrive upon (Prensky, 

2001). Many researchers have attempted to characterize both digital immigrants and 

digital natives, but often, the overlap the in two populations raises questions about the 

true differences. 

An interesting approach to the factors of generational gaps, in terms of digital 

natives and digital immigrants, was developed by Prensky (2001a, 2001b). He 

hypothesized younger generations have a different brain structure and therefore process 

information differently than older generations. While older generations can adapt to new 

technology (Helsper & Eynon, 2010), their brains do not process the same. Prensky 
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(2001) relied greatly on age as a defining factor of digital native classification. Tapscott 

(1998) echoed this notion as this researcher claimed technology was the one thing 

younger generations were better able to utilize than older generations. Contradicting this 

notion, however, were researchers like Oblinger and Oblinger (2005), who said a digital 

native’s classification can be based on age or experience. 

Two researchers built upon this idea posed by Oblinger and Oblinger (2005). 

Helsper and Eynon (2010) claimed a digital native is likely determined by age, 

experience, and the breadth of use of technology. The determinant of age is linked to the 

generation who has never known a life without technology; the factor of experience 

regards those who have been on the internet the longest, even if not born with it in 

existence; and the breadth of use is a component which encompasses the population who 

has the internet integrated in their daily lives regardless of their age or experience 

(Helsper & Enyon, 2010). According to Teo et al. (2014), digital natives rely on the 

influence of the internet for all aspects of life and daily activities. These defining factors 

display strong connections to the generational gaps and behaviors of Millennials and 

Generation Z. To continue this thought, Prensky (2001), developed a list of digital native 

characteristics that very similarly mirror those of Millennials and Generation Z. 

According to this researcher, digital natives enjoy multitasking, give preference to 

graphics over text, function better when connected with others, thrive on instant 

gratification, and more (Prensky, 2001). These components of a digital native were 

implemented in later forms of digital native classification.  

While Helsper and Eynon (2010) stated that although there are not extreme 

differences in technological ability between digital natives or digital immigrants strictly 
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based on age, the researchers do support the classification of both populations by age. In 

fact, they reported that if technological savviness is linked to experience and exposure, 

digital natives and digital immigrants should increase interaction to achieve a more 

positive learning environment (Helsper & Eynon, 2010). Ultimately, however, the 

question of digital native classification is one researchers have sought to answer for many 

years; whether the classification is based on age or exposure and experience with 

technology. At the time of Helsper and Eynon’s (2010) research, the true question 

remained unanswered, though interaction with technology seemed to be a main method 

of identification.  

Combining past research regarding digital natives displays the following variables 

used to classify this population: access to technology, breadth of technology use, prior 

experience, self-efficacy, and education (Bennett, Maton & Kervin, 2008; Brown & 

Czerniewicz, 2010; Helsper & Eynon, 2010; Ng, 2012; Tapscott, 1998). However, the 

true takeaways from Helsper and Eynon’s (2010) research is this: there is no direct 

answer to what classifies a digital native. Following this claim, a researcher later 

developed a Digital Native Assessment Scale (Teo, 2013), which is further explained in 

Chapter III, to determine true classification.  

Transformation of the Advertising Industry 

The advertising industry in the United States is a major economic stimulus as it is 

the largest advertising market in the world (Guttman, 2021). Not only is the advertising 

industry economically stimulating, but it is also evolving with modern technology and 

media, which affects social influences. It is no surprise there were fewer media outlets 

between the 1930s and 1950s compared to today, especially considering advertising made 
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its debut long ago (Tanyel et al., 2013). In the early- to mid-1900s, individuals were not 

as exposed to media and technology as newer generations (Tanyel et al., 2013). 

Nonetheless, as advertising efforts increased, the more people were exposed to media and 

technology. As advertising continued to develop in the late 1900s, its strategy for 

audience attention shifted.  

Advertising is orchestrated to influence a consumer’s attitude and behavior, and 

as Tanyel et al. (2013) reported, advertising is successful at doing just that. Research 

from the early 1990s helped identify advertising as a means of informing the public about 

what is on the market, economic influences, social image, entertainment, and the standard 

for living (Mehta & Purvis, 1995; Mittal, 1994). Many advertising agencies and various 

media companies have reported their difficulty developing new business strategies with a 

particular struggle retaining consumers as the internet takes stronghold in the industry 

(Kirchhoff, 2009).  

Competition for Traditional Advertising Methods 

While media companies have modern technology at their fingertips now, the 

internet was not always available to pose both problems and solutions. Internet 

advertising did not surface until 1994 (Barnes & Hair, 2009), which poses the question of 

how media agencies opted to advertise prior to the digital age. Newspapers, radio, and 

television are just a few examples of where advertising existed before the internet and 

were named in Tellis and Ambler’s (2007) book The Handbook of Advertising. Just 

because the internet took a healthy rise in interest with the public does not mean the more 

traditional forms of advertising must halt. However, consumer interests may determine 

otherwise.  
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Rosenstiel et al. (2014) researched print publications and the scope of the 

audience they might still reach. These researchers found nearly half (47%) of the 

population ranging from 18- to 29-year-olds still use print publications (Rosenstiel et al., 

2014). On the other hand, about 55% of the population ranging from 30-39 continue to 

use print publications. Guttman’s (2021) findings, however, noted a decrease in the use of 

print media. Advertisers in the United States spent only seven percent of their advertising 

budgets on print media. In the survey distributed to American consumers, the results 

indicate they only spend three percent of their media consumption time reading print 

media like newspapers and magazines (Guttman, 2021).  

With various populations maintaining use of print publications, coupled with the 

consideration that the previously mentioned age groups fit the categorization of digital 

natives, it raises the question about how associations not only target their advertising 

efforts, but also how they sell advertising. Kuyucu (2019) reported that on a global scale, 

advertising revenue generated through print media has been constantly declining. A 

consulting firm, Borrell Associates, stated its expectation for advertising to decline by 

nearly 20% in a five-year span in media such as newspapers, direct mail, and print 

telephone directories (Kirchhoff, 2009). While this decline was reported in 2009, it is 

clear the issue surrounding the decline of print advertising has been a long-standing 

concern in industry, which is one indicator of why digital advertising has been an 

increasingly popular topic for national cattle breed associations. Coincidentally, the ABM 

Agri Media Council’s Research displayed differing results when claiming a decline in 

print advertising agricultural media. The report indicated farmers and ranchers use of 

agricultural magazines and newspapers increased by 3% between 2010 and 2012 but 
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decreased by 1% between 2012 and 2014. Farmers and ranchers use of general daily 

newspapers and printed agricultural newsletters decreased between 2010 and 2014, 

however. For so long, print publications have been the main method of outreach and 

revenue, but with a changing audience and new forms of communication on the rise, 

associations need to identify how to solidify a future source of revenue. Between 2010 

and 2014, the ABM Agri Media Council’s Research found farmers and ranchers were 

displaying increased use of the following media channels: agricultural websites, 

agricultural e-newsletters, agricultural-related social media, agricultural-related apps on a 

mobile device, agricultural-related text messages, and more (Semler, 2015) (Figure 2.2).  

Figure 2.2 

ABM Agri Media Council’s Research on Farmers’ and Ranchers’ Use of Media 

 

Due to changes in the media landscape, advertisers are beginning to rely less on 

traditional media, such as print publications and radio advertisements (Sass, 2006). This 

is reflected in Marketing Charts’ (2018) statistical analysis, which showed a projection of 
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advertisers’ spending on the following advertising outlets through 2022: social media and 

online advertising will grow 18.7%; television will grow 1.3%; radio advertising will 

remain stagnant; and print advertising will decrease nearly 27%. Younger consumers, 

such as Millennials and Generation Z, have influenced a shift in the advertising industry, 

placing a greater interest in technology and digital media (Sass, 2006). As advertisers 

seek to continue to influence consumers, modern methods of marketing include buzz 

marketing, advergaming, product placements, consumer-generated advertising, and 

internet advertising (Sass, 2006). 

 According to Abrahamson (2015), magazines have explored pairing the internet 

with their print publications since the internet’s rise in the 1990s. Using the internet for 

advertising purposes has not only grown more important to media companies, but also to 

researchers (Tanyel et al., 2013). In a content analysis of research articles relating to 

internet advertising, Kim and McMillan (2008) uncovered six prominent themes 

throughout the 113 articles reviewed, which were published in varying years between 

1996 and 2003. These themes include: effectiveness, interactivity, electronic markets, 

advertising methods, attitude toward the site or brand, and relationships to conventional 

media.  

The Rise of Digital Advertising 

Upon discovering the clear need for understanding the effectiveness of advertising 

and the attitude consumers have toward various advertising methods, it is important to 

consider how new forms of advertising impact existing advertising outlets. Newton 

(2009) found the internet negatively impacted traditional media use and consumption in 

two ways – time an individual spends consuming media and weakening the ad-pricing 
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power of traditional media. However, the internet is just a small component to the 

changing advertising industry. 

The true rival of traditional advertising is known as digital advertising. When 

synthesizing descriptors of digital advertising, it can best be defined as branded content 

created to communicate a product or service idea that is interactive in a digital context 

and includes the utilization of the internet, signage, virtual reality platforms, social media, 

blogs, emails, and mobile/smartphones (Lee & Cho, 2020; Rodgers & Thorson, 2018; 

Santoso et al., 2020). Further, Lee and Cho (2020) defined digital advertising as the 

process of communicating about products, services, or ideas through digital media; this 

includes the internet, digital signage, smartphones, virtual reality platforms, and more.  

 While digital advertising often is associated with social media advertising, 

literature directs researchers toward the phrasing of digital advertising, though many 

advertising terms are used interchangeably and are not clearly defined (Santoso et al., 

2020). Santoso et al. (2020) also mentioned that while social media is a common term 

used by both consumers and scholarly researchers, it does not include all advertising 

concepts necessary for a complete advertising study. Digital advertising is closely 

connected to media convergence, which means multiple media platforms are equal 

factors to the overall scope of digital advertising (Santoso et al., 2020), encompassing 

offline, online, social media, mobile phone, and interactive media (Lee & Cho, 2020).  

In recent years, digital advertising has grown exponentially, and Truong et al. 

(2010) found this to be linked to the increase in usage of digital media. Ma and Du (2018) 

echoed this claim stating digital advertising is the fastest growing form of advertising in 

the industry. With that, it is easy to find credibility in Loges and Jung’s (2001) claim for 
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the internet’s potential for increased usage among older Americans. The internet provides 

a great variety of options for advertisers, including paid search, social networking sites, 

blogs, podcasts, video streaming, email, text messages, graphic hyperlinks, and more 

(Barnes & Hair, 2009; Wolin et al., 2002). The internet has welcomed business in an 

online format (Maamar, 2003) and as it continues to grow in popularity, it increases user 

dependency on the internet (Ko et al., 2005). With this increased dependency, Faber et al. 

(2004) found the internet to be a great channel for advertising as it is efficient and 

effective in communicating with consumers.  

  Despite the internet’s versatile benefits, it too has its share of critics, which can be 

listed alongside those of traditional advertising (Tanyel et al., 2013). As Kirchhoff (2009) 

stated, the internet and digital marketing outlets are more like the traditional advertising 

market than most would think. For example, newspapers and magazines have started 

transitioning to, or adding, online formats as well; these outlets have advertisements that 

border websites, just as advertisements border the print publications (Kirchhoff, 2009). 

Past research indicates positive National Public Opinion Reference Survey (NPORS) 

affirmation regarding consumers’ attitude toward internet advertising (Wolin et al., 

2002). Afterall, the Pew Research Center’s NPORS (2020) found 44% of adults in the 

United States use the internet several times a day, and 39% use the internet “almost 

constantly.”  

 Aside from internet advertising, another form of digital advertising with high 

regards is social media advertising, also referred to as social networking sites. According 

to Kaplan and Haenlein (2010), it is important to understand what social media is, the 

different forms of social media, and how values are created from social media outlets. 
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Though social media itself is a form of an internet technology, they are known enhancers 

to consumer experience through engagement and interaction (Balaji & Roy, 2017; 

Dessart, 2017; Yang et al., 2016). This engagement can influence collaboration for media 

users; however, there is a gap in the research regarding the digital media outlets 

consumers use when interacting with a brand (Pelletier et al., 2020). Truong et al. (2010) 

found interactivity to be an essential component of digital media advertising because 

whether a consumer is on a computer or mobile device, which are the main devices used 

to access digital media (Cheng et al., 2009), they want advertisements to be interactive, 

entertaining, and informative.  

 Even back in 2011, there were nearly 3.5 billion social media users around the 

world (Kemp, 2019; Hanna et al., 2011). Social media can influence a large portion of the 

global population. The Pew Research Center backs this claim with these known statistics 

stating about 70% of adults in the United States have and use at least one social media 

platform, and over 50% of digital media consumers visit social media networks at least 

once a day (Smith & Anderson, 2018). 

While social media allows for advertisers to have clear access to consumers, it has 

its share of pitfalls. Stelzner (2018) surveyed advertisers who utilize Facebook and found 

only 49% of them perceive their advertisements are successful. While this may be the 

instance in some cases, social media is still a heavily utilized form of digital advertising.  

 Undoubtedly, advertising in digital media has its share of benefits, and that 

includes opportunities for small businesses, entrepreneurs, and large companies alike 

(Kirchhoff, 2009). If skeptical about the true effectiveness of digital advertising, a 

business can track the click rates on the online advertisements (Kirchhoff, 2009), which 
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can also be connected to the theoretical framework used in this study – the UG theory. 

Truong et al. (2010), expanded on this thought, sharing how consumers’ acceptance of 

digital advertisements, if they are interactive, are more effective, especially if permission-

based; in other words, the advertisements should allow the consumer to make the choice 

to interact with it. To avoid low click rates and consumer avoidance of digital 

advertisements, Truong et al. (2010) also found it beneficial for advertisers to limit the 

number of daily advertisements consumers see; utilizing opt-in and opt-out programs are 

also useful tactics.  

 Consumers most often see those opt-in and opt-out programs through email 

advertisements, which are still a form of digital media advertising. Multiple researchers 

back Truong et al. (2010) claims regarding effective digital advertising strategies. 

Existing research indicates email advertising is most often perceived negatively by 

consumers; in the instance it is not perceived this way, it is because of its permission-

based nature (Martin et al., 2003; Merisavo & Raulas, 2004). The main differences 

between online advertising, which encompasses social media and the internet, and email 

advertising are how they interact with users and disseminate messaging (Cheng  

et al., 2009). Online advertising displays content through a website or social platform, 

while email advertising is more direct with consumers (Cheng et al., 2009; Schlosser et 

al., 1999; Wolin & Korgaonkar, 2003). Because of the differences in how these 

advertisements interact with consumers, online advertising and email advertising result in 

polarizing attitudes (Cheng et al., 2009).  

 Another common form of digital advertising is the use of mobile phones, 

particularly smartphones. As Truong et al. (2010) stated, mobile phones are personal 
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devices used by one individual; these details allow advertisers to target consumers with 

personalized advertisements. Not only do mobile phones provide a good outlet for this, 

but also give advertisers access to consumers for more hours of the day (eMarketer, 

2009).  

 With mobile phones, advertising has taken another turn. Now, advertisers can use 

SMS-type advertising to send text messages to target audiences, and research indicates 

this advertising tactic has great customer reach compared to direct mail’s average 

response rate of 9% per household (Ivana, 2021). Further supporting this innovative 

advertising methods are the findings of Tsang et al. (2004); according to this team of 

researchers, consumers generally have positive attitudes toward text message advertising. 

It is increasing in popularity today, especially with such an increased reliability on mobile 

phones. The Pew Research Center found 97% of Americans have a cellphone, and 85% 

of the population has a smartphone; smartphone use increased from 35% of the 

population in 2011 (Pew Research Center, 2021).  

Conclusion 

 With the U&G Theory’s foundation in digital media, there is no question as to 

whether online media and the internet have benefited consumers (Ruggerio, 2000). As 

research indicates, the internet requires an engaged audience and a connection between 

the consumer and digital media (Ruggerio, 2000). Rayburn (1996) studied digital media 

and found a consumer’s use of online media and the internet is intentional. With the 

U&G Theory seeking to understand the consumer’s interest in media and how the content 

addressed social and psychological needs (Cantril, 1942), there is an undeniable link 

between the use of digital media and an individual’s motives for that use. Ma and Du 
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(2018) claimed digital advertising to be the fastest growing system of advertising, and 

that is a result of new technological and digital developments. As consumers’ interest 

continues to shift, researchers must continue to be attentive to those media drivers.  

 Because a consumer intentionally selects the media they consume (Rayburn, 

1996), it is essential for media companies to make sure their advertisements and content 

meet the intrinsic needs of the audience (Cantril, 1942). Today, beef cattle producers 

have a firm commitment to investing in marketing plans, and they have experienced 

success because of it (Marley et al., 2019). With the beef industry continuing to adapt to 

new technology and the advertising industry sharing increased utilization of digital 

media, Sheehan and Morrison (2009) suggested organizations develop new advertising 

and marketing strategies and structures. To address these gaps in literature, the following 

methodology was carried out to complete this study.  
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Overview 

 The previous chapter discussed generational gaps, the influence of digital media 

in the advertising industry, and how national cattle breed associations utilize digital 

media to benefit members. The advertising industry is continuing to evolve with the rise 

in digital media use and the shifting scope of consumers’ media consumption habits. This 

chapter outlines the research methodology used to carry out this study, including the 

research design, survey sample and participants, data collection, and data analysis 

strategies. The purpose of this quantitative study was to explore and describe how 

national cattle breed association members use digital advertising. The objectives used to 

guide this study are as follows:  

1. Explore national cattle breed association members’ perceptions of digital 

advertising consumption.  

2. Identify which digital advertising methods national cattle breed association 

members use.   

3. Explore national cattle breed association members’ satisfaction toward general 

advertisements versus advertisements published by the association.  

4. Examine DNAS scores of participants by their generational gaps. 

Research Design 

This is a quantitative, nonexperimental descriptive study conducted with a self-

report instrument. A descriptive research design is intended to describe an individual, 

event, or condition as they exist in natural environments (Siedlecki, 2020). No variables 
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were manipulated in this study. As Siedlecki (2020) identified, descriptive research 

explores the characteristics of a population, as well as the issues within that population 

and the differences in characteristics, behavior, or practices between individuals in the 

population. This study did not develop a set of hypotheses because “a descriptive study is 

hypotheses producing rather than hypothesis testing” (Siedlecki, 2020, p. 8). Because this 

study sought to identify membership attitude toward digital advertising, preference for 

digital advertising methods, and utilization of current digital advertising methods being 

utilized, the results allowed for the development of a set of hypotheses-based 

recommendations for the national cattle breed associations who participated in the study.  

Population and Sample 

 The target population for this study was members of national cattle breed 

associations. Originally, five associations were selected for potential participation in the 

study: the American Hereford Association, the American Angus Association, the 

American Gelbvieh Association, the American Simmental Association, and the American 

Shorthorn Association. With consideration of the National Pedigreed Livestock Council’s 

2016 report of the member-based beef breed associations with the greatest number of 

registrations, these associations were selected in respect to the list and which the 

researcher had prior exposure with.  

The Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved this study 

prior to data collection (see Appendix B). Upon receiving IRB approval, the researcher 

sent an email to the five national cattle breed associations identified as potential 

participant groups (see Appendix D). Two national cattle breed associations requested 

additional information from the researcher in-person at the 2021 Ag Media Summit, 
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which is reportedly the largest gathering of agriculture media professionals in the United 

States (Agricultural Media Summit, 2021). Two national cattle breed associations 

requested a Zoom meeting for additional information. One association did not respond. 

Both associations who participated in Zoom meetings with the researcher consented to 

share the survey link with their membership. Though five associations were identified as 

potential participants, two consented to participate – the American Gelbvieh Association 

and the American Hereford Association. 

This study utilized non-random purposive sampling. Purposive sampling involves 

the selection of a group for participation based on the researcher’s prior knowledge of the 

group (Lunenburg & Irby, 2008). For this study, the researcher was not in direct contact 

with the participants of the survey. Instead, the researcher worked with one representative 

from each of the national cattle breed associations. After consenting to distribute the 

survey, the researcher shared the survey link with association representatives, which was 

disseminated by the representative as a link in an e-newsletter by each association.  

The American Hereford Association 

 The American Hereford Association (AHA) was one of the participating 

membership organizations in this study. This association dates itself back 300 years in 

England. Significant events include the formation of the American Hereford Cattle 

Breeders Association, which later changed its name to the American Hereford 

Association in 1881 (American Hereford Association, 2021). The AHA was the first 

breed association to have its own headquarters office in Kansas City, Missouri, and the 

headquarters still resides in that area (American Hereford Association, 2021). In 2000, 

the AHA had surpassed a membership of 4,000 ranches across the globe, with genetics 
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and marketing tactics being utilized around the world (American Hereford Association, 

2021).  

 The AHA is the primary membership-driven segment for the Hereford breed. 

However, a subsidiary of the AHA is Hereford Publications Inc. (HPI). This segment of 

the association offers creative services to AHA members and offers traditional and digital 

advertising opportunities to producers (American Hereford Association, 2021). 

According to the American Hereford Association (2021), HPI assists in the promotion of 

cattle and the stories of cattlemen, and they do so through advertising campaigns, 

marketing pieces, sale catalogs, and other strategic forms of advertising. Currently, HPI 

and the AHA publish a monthly issue of Hereford World, which allows producers to 

place traditional print advertisements (American Hereford Association, 2021). Other 

advertising opportunities include the following: web-based banner advertisements, online 

sale catalogs, mailing services, e-newsletters, the “Hereford Headlines” blog, and more 

(American Hereford Association, 2021). 

The American Gelbvieh Association 

 The American Gelbvieh Association (AGA) is another cattle breed association 

that participated in this study. The AGA began in 1971 and has since grown to represent 

and promote roughly 1,000 members (American Gelbvieh Association, 2019). This 

association is reportedly ranked fifth in the world in terms of the number of registered 

beef cattle in the breeds present in the United States (American Gelbvieh Association, 

2019).  

 Just as the AHA has subsidiaries of its association, the AGA does as well. 

Gelbvieh Media Productions offers communication and design service to AGA members 
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and Gelbvieh producers who are state association members (American Gelbvieh 

Association, 2019). As advertised on the AGA website, Gelbvieh Media Productions 

offers “friendly, timeline, professional design service, an understanding of your breeding 

program and marketing goals, competitive pricing, and access to Gelbvieh specific logos 

and artwork” (American Gelbvieh Association, 2019, para. 2). The AGA, in conjunction 

with Gelbvieh Media Productions, currently recommends the use of email blasts, also 

known as e-blasts, the Gelbvieh E-Newsletter, sale catalogs, photo retouching, postcards, 

and more (American Gelbvieh Association, 2019). All these services are available to 

AGA members.  

Instrumentation 

 This study utilized a researcher-developed survey instrument. With components 

from the Digital Native Assessment Scale (DNAS) created by Teo (2013), a self-report 

instrument was built to meet the purpose of the study. The survey instrument was created 

with four categories: comfort using technology, preferred digital advertising methods to 

consume, preferred digital advertising methods to utilize, and demographic information. 

The complete instrument can be found in Appendix A. 

The Digital Native Assessment Scale 

The Digital Native Assessment Scale (DNAS) is a developed and tested 

instrument based on previous research regarding digital natives. Its framework 

encompasses claims from Prensky (2001) and sought to fill the gap in research regarding 

digital natives; it is a self-report instrument that assesses an individual based on how they 

respond to various digital native behavioral variables (Teo, 2013). Because there is such a 

strong debate regarding the true components of a digital native as previously mentioned, 
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Teo’s (2013) assessment sought to test the suggested digital native variables statistically. 

As stated by Teo (2013, p. 56), “the DNAS complements existing measures of digital 

nativity which are mainly designed to gather data relating to the type of technology used, 

frequency of technology use, and contexts in which technology is used.” The assessment 

is based heavily on an individual’s perception of their technology use (Teo, 2013).  

The fourth objective was developed pertaining to the DNAS. The DNAS is a 

framework established with the intention of grouping individuals based on four common 

behaviors exhibited by digital natives, all of which were previously established in 

research (Teo, Kabakci, & Ursavas, 2014). The four factors are the following: “(1) grew 

up with technology, (2) are comfortable with multitasking, (3) are reliant on graphics for 

communication, and (4) thrive on instant gratifications and rewards” (Teo et al., 2014, p. 

1232). These sections were maintained in the instrument used but were revised to better 

fit the study. 

The DNAS itself underwent three phases of development: item generation, a pilot 

test, and validation (Teo, 2013). The researcher conducted a thorough review of literature 

before creating 53-item Likert-style questions specific to the previously named behaviors 

of digital natives. Next, a focus group comprised of 14 individuals discussed the 53-item 

Likert style questionnaire and narrowed the themes to 45 items (Teo, 2013). The 45-item 

list was then presented to 10 individuals for feedback, and this group helped revise the 

items for clarity, scale length, and other factors; this group of students helped narrow the 

scale to 35 items. The assessment was then pilot tested with 333 students and upon 

review, five items were removed from further analysis (Teo, 2013). From here, Teo 

(2013) established the four original themes and classification factors that make up the 
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DNAS. Eventually, the instrument was narrowed to a 30-item Likert-style assessment 

utilizing the four proven constructs (Teo, 2013). 

After its distribution to 380 participants, the DNAS was validated (Teo, 2013). 

Teo (2013) utilized Mardia’s coefficient as a standard measure of multivariate normality; 

the value obtained in this study was 555.95. The reliability of the development of the 

DNAS was found through structural equation modeling, which is influenced by the 

previously mentioned multivariate normality (Teo, 2013). Additionally, Teo (2013) 

reported the Cronbach alpha coefficient for each of the four themes in the scale met the 

recommended level for instrument development according to Nunally and Bernstein 

(1994). According to DeVillis (2003) and Kline (2005), a good level of internal 

consistency is displayed by values of .70 or higher. After conducting a test for internal 

consistency through SPSS, the alpha levels for each theme are as follows: grow up with 

technology = .89, comfortable with multitasking = .91, reliant on graphics for 

communication = .87, and thrive on instant gratifications and rewards = .87.  

Validity 

 Content and face validity were utilized to measure the validity of the researcher’s 

instrument. Face validity is a subjective judgement of the instrument from individuals 

who seek to identify if the instrument’s content is relevant to a survey participant 

(Taherdoost, 2016). Face validity assesses an instrument based on its consistency, 

formatting, clarity, feasibility, and readability (Taherdoost, 2016); in other words, this 

method of validity testing evaluates relevancy and reason (Oluwatayo, 2012).  

 Content validity is the degree to which the components of a survey instrument 

reflect or represent the population to which the instrument will be generalized (Straub et 
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al., 2004). Although the instrument contained components of the DNAS (Teo, 2013), the 

instrument itself was researcher-developed and therefore required thorough reflection to 

test that the instrument contained essential items only (Lewis et al., 1995; Boudreau et al., 

2001).  

 For this study, a team of three faculty members from an accredited research 

institution reviewed the survey instrument for content and face validity prior to its 

dissemination. Additionally, the instrument was distributed on July 29, 2021, to be pilot 

tested for content and face validity. The pilot test was sent to graduate students in 

Department of Agricultural Education and Communications at Texas Tech University, 

with 16 viable respondents. There were 37 respondents originally identified, but due to 

incomplete questionnaires, many respondents were omitted from analysis. Of these 

responses, there was no mention of survey fatigue, confusing language, or biased 

responses. One recommendation was given by a pilot test participant, and that was to 

change instances of “cattlemen and women” to read “cattlemen and cattlewomen.” The 

researcher opted to revise the survey instrument to reflect this recommendation.  

Reliability  

For this study, a pilot test was developed and received 37 responses from 

agricultural education or agricultural communications graduate students at Texas Tech 

University. However, only 16 respondents completed the survey with viable data 

responses. The survey was broken into four sections, each with different research 

objectives in mind. When testing for survey reliability, variables were coded in SPSS and 

a reliability test was run. As stated by Gliem and Gliem (2003), Cronbach’s alpha 

reliability coefficient is known to range between 0 and 1. Per this scale, the closer the 



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

53 
 

coefficient is to 1.0, the greater the internal consistency of the items and variables within 

the scale or instrument (Gliem & Gliem, 2003). For this study, the scale had a high level 

of internal consistency, as determined by a Cronbach's alpha of 0.82. This determined the 

instrument was able to be disseminated to the target population. The survey results were 

coded with the same variables as the pilot test, and a reliability test was run in SPSS. The 

scale had a high level of internal consistency, as determined by a Cronbach's alpha of 

0.923.  

Data Collection  

The researcher worked independently with the two national cattle breed 

associations with consented participation to develop a schedule for distributing the 

questionnaire, as well as language and artwork to include with the announcement (see 

Appendix C). Both national cattle breed associations distributed the survey through e-

newsletters, though one instance was classified as an e-blast. The initial questionnaire 

link was distributed on August 6, 2021. A reminder, which contained the questionnaire 

link, was provided on August 13 by both associations. One of the two associations sent a 

second reminder with the questionnaire link on August 20, 2021. The instrument closed 

for both national cattle breed associations on August 30, 2021.  

Qualtrics, which is a subscription-based survey platform provided by Texas Tech 

University, was used to distribute the survey. The final instrument (Appendix A) began 

with an explanation of the purpose of the survey as well as text from the Texas Tech 

University Waived Consent Form. This form communicated with participants that the 

study was voluntary and no identifying information would be collected with survey 

respondents remaining anonymous.  
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Following the introduction of the survey and the waived consent information, the 

survey began with a question ensuring participants were 18 years or older. If participants 

indicated they were not 18 years or older, they were not granted further access to the 

survey. However, if participants indicated they were 18 years or older, they were able to 

access the next question and remaining portions of the instrument. There were 112 

respondents to the age prerequisite question, but five respondents were eliminated for not 

meeting the age requirements. After this question, respondents were asked to identify the 

device used to complete the survey. Of the 106 respondents, 44.3% (n = 47) reported 

using a mobile phone, 28.3% (n = 30) reported using a desktop computer, 20.8% (n = 22) 

reported using a laptop, 4.7% (n = 5) reported using a tablet, and 1.9% (n = 2) reported 

using a device not listed.  

After those initial questions were completed, respondents were directed to the 

main content of the questionnaire, which was divided into four sections. The first section 

was designed to explore respondents’ opinions of how they interact with technology, 

information, other people, and their national cattle breed associations. In other words, this 

section of the survey utilized portions of the DNAS (Teo, 2013) to identify participants’ 

comfort level using technology and digital media. The researcher opted to decrease the 

number of variables from the original DNAS for conciseness and to avoid repetition. The 

second section of the survey was designed to assess respondents’ attitude toward digital 

advertising as well as their perceptions of it as a whole. The third section sought to assess 

the participants’ personal use of digital advertising. The final portion of the survey was 

designed to collect demographic information. It is important to note the number of 

respondents decreased as the questionnaire progressed. This could be due to a variety of 
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factors. The original 106 respondents reduced to 50 or lower by the conclusion of the 

survey.  

Demographic Information 

 The instrument developed for this study sought to collect personal characteristic 

variables to gain a better understanding of the population participating. The number of 

responses varied in this section of the questionnaire as well. Through the collection of 

demographic data, the researcher was able to identify which national cattle breed 

associations participants were members of, which sector of the cattle industry participants 

were involved in, how many head of cattle participants have, if participants’ primary 

income was from their cattle operation, gender, ethnicity, and classification of 

participants by generation. The researcher is unable to declare how representative the 

sample is to the population.  

Personal Characteristics 

 Table 3.1 describes the gender and ethnicity indicated by survey participants. 

Most survey participants were male (n = 55, 72.37%), while the remaining respondents 

indicated they were female (n = 20, 26.32%) or preferred not to list their gender (n = 1, 

1.32%).  
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Table 3.1 

Personal Characteristics of Participants (N = 76) 

Characteristic Frequency Valid Percent 

Gender   

Male 55 72.37 

Female 20 26.32 

Prefer not to say 1 1.32 

Non-binary/third gender 0 0.00 

Ethnicity   

Caucasian 69 90.79 

Native American 2 2.63 

Other/Unknown 2 2.63 

Prefer not to say 2 2.63 

Two or more 1 1.32 

African American 0 0.00 

Latino or Hispanic 0 0.00 

Asian 0 0.00 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0 0.00 
 
Generational Gaps 

 In the survey, participants were asked to list their birthdate. With this data, the 

researcher categorized each participant’s birthdate with its corresponding generation. 

Table 3.2, as well as Figure 3.1, describes this. The generational gap qualifications are as 

defined in the Definition of Terms in Chapter 1.  

 



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

57 
 

Table 3.2 

Participants Classified as Generational Gaps (N = 74) 

Generational Gap Frequency Range 

Baby Boomers 36 1946-1963 

Generation X 20 1965-1980 

Millennials 11 1981-1996 

Silent Generation 4 1934-1945 

Generation Z 0 N/A 
Note. Frequency accounts for invalid data (N = 71).   
 
Figure 3.1 
 
Participants Classified as Generational Gaps (N= 74) 
 

 
 

Note. Frequency accounts for invalid data (N = 71).  
Note. There were zero Generation Z participants indicated.  
 
Cattle Operation Information 

 While members of two national cattle breed associations were the target 

population, participants varied in national cattle breed association memberships. 

Memberships were indicated in the following cattle breed associations: American 
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Gelbvieh Association, American Angus Association, American International Charolais 

Association, American Hereford Association, Texas Polled Hereford Association, 

Wisconsin Hereford Association, American Aberdeen Association, Canadian Gelbvieh 

Association, Montana Gelbvieh Association, Saskatchewan Gelbvieh Association, 

Alberta/British Columbia Gelbvieh Association, American Simmental Association, Red 

Angus Association of America, Miniature Hereford Breeders Association, and New York 

Hereford Breeders. One participant indicated not being a member of any cattle breed 

association.  

Many survey respondents indicated their sector of the cattle industry to be in 

seedstock production (n = 62, 38.75%). While various other sectors were selected, three 

participants claimed to not have a cattle operation, and 10 respondents claimed to have 

other connections to the cattle industry than those included in the response options. Those 

who selected “Other” as a survey response listed the following as their industry 

connections: banker, marketing sales manager, sales representative, and custom beef 

production for off the farm sales. 

The sectors listed were selected to include based on those of the 2021 National 

Cattlemen’s Beef Association convention registration form. Table 3.3 describes the 

participants’ involvement in the cattle industry. 
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Table 3.3 

Participants’ Cattle Industry Involvement (N = 160) 

Cattle Industry Sector Frequency Valid Percent 

Seedstock 62 38.75 

Cow/Calf 52 32.50 

Farmer/Feeder 12 7.50 

Other 10 6.25 

Stocker/Backgrounder 8 5.00 

Vet/Consultant 4 2.50 

Feedlot Owner/Manager 4 2.50 

Retail/Packer 3 1.88 

I do not have a cattle operation. 3 1.88 

Dairy Producer 2 1.25 
Note. Participants were allowed to select more than one sector for their industry 
involvement. 
 

Table 3.4 describes the number of head of cattle owned by survey participants. 

Many respondents (n = 28, 38.36%) noted having between 1 – 49 head of cattle, closely 

followed by 26 (35.62%) participants indicating a herd size between 100 – 499. The herd 

size breakdowns mimicked those of the 2021 National Cattlemen’s Beef Association 

convention registration form.  
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Table 3.4 

Participants’ Herd Size (N = 73) 

Herd Size Frequency Valid Percent Mode 

0 1 1.37  

1 – 49 28 38.36 1 – 49 

100 – 499 26 35.62  

50 – 99 12 16.44  

500 – 999 4 5.48  

1,000 – 4,999 2 2.74  

5,000 + 0 0.00  
 

Data Analysis 

 Upon the completion of data collection within the Qualtrics platform, data were 

reported using the Report function of Qualtrics. Data were additionally exported to 

Microsoft Excel for further analysis. Descriptive statistics were utilized to address the 

following research objectives: 

1. Explore national cattle breed association members’ perceptions of digital 

advertising consumption.  

2. Identify which digital advertising methods national cattle breed association 

members use.   

3. Explore national cattle breed association members’ satisfaction toward general 

advertisements versus advertisements published by the association.  

4. Examine DNAS scores of participants by their generational gaps.  

A Likert scale is a summated scale where an individual’s score is a sum or an 

average of each participant’s responses to the multiple prompts in each section of the 
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instrument (Kerlinger, 1986). Warmbrod (2014) expanded on this concept when he 

reported “attitudinal or perceptual constructs are measured using Likert-type scales, an 

individual’s observed score is a composite summated score, either a summated total score 

or a summated subscale score, which is the sum of an individual’s responses to items 

comprising the Likert scale that define the construct being measured” (p. 33). Because 

this assessment required participants to answer questions and statement prompts 

according to their self-perception, each participant’s summated scores for the four DNAS 

sections were calculated. 

Inferential statistics were used to address the final research objective, which 

sought to examine DNAS scores of participants by their generational gaps. Games-

Howell’s GH, known as Games-Howell in SPSS, was used to for post hoc analysis as 

there were unequal sample sizes and homogeneity of variance was not met. Games-

Howell uses the Studentized Range distribution statistic as well as the Behrens-Fisher 

statistic to compute the standard error of the contrast (Reinard, 2006). This type of post 

hoc analysis has the following assumptions as provided by Reinard (2006, p. 195): 

“1. Standard assumptions for t and analysis of variance except for homogenous 

variances 

2. Slightly more powerful than Tamhane procedure 

3. Occasionally may be too liberal in controlling Type I error.” 
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Summary 

 This chapter intended to restate the purpose of this study and reintroduce the 

research objectives. The data collection processes were listed, and key demographic data 

were reported. Data analysis details were also provided. The results of the study are 

presented in the following chapter.  
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

Overview 

 This chapter describes the results of this nonexperimental descriptive study that 

sought to identify how national cattle breed association members use digital advertising. 

Data were collected and analyzed to meet the following research objectives:  

1. Explore national cattle breed association members’ perceptions of digital 

advertising consumption.  

2. Identify which digital advertising methods national cattle breed association 

members use. 

3. Explore national cattle breed association members’ satisfaction toward general 

advertisements versus advertisements published by the association.  

4. Examine DNAS scores of participants by their generational gaps.  

 
Research Objective One 

 Research objective one sought to explore national cattle breed association 

members’ perceptions of their digital advertising consumption. The participants’ 

perceived consumption of advertisements on mobile phones were relatively neutral (M = 

2.6, SD = 1.2).  Alternatively, perceived consumption of advertisements on computers 

were slightly higher (M = 2.8, SD = 0.9). Participants displayed relatively neutral digital 

advertising consumption on mobile phones. Likewise, participants had neutral advertising 

consumption on computers, though a slight negative relationship was noted. A five-point 

Likert scale was utilized, gauging from 1 = Not Often to 5 = All the Time (Table 4.1). 
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Table 4.1 

Participants’ Consumption of Advertisements on Digital Devices (N = 73) 

Frequency Mobile Phone Valid Percent Computer Valid Percent 

All the Time 2 2.78 1 1.37 

Often 18 25.00 17 23.29 

Sometimes 19 26.39 29 39.73 

Not Often 16 22.22 20 27.40 

Never 17 23.61 6 8.22 
Note. Mobile phone use had one less response than computers (n = 72).  
Note. Five-point Likert Scale questions. 

 

Figure 4.1 

Digital Device Consumption Mean and Standard Deviation (N = 73) 

  

To further explore national cattle breed association members’ perceived digital 

consumption, survey participants were asked to identify the advertisements that most 

often catch their attention. The number of respondents varied between 86 and 87, 

depending on the form of digital advertising. A list of 10 digital advertising methods 
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were listed in the survey including the following: radio, podcast, newspaper, magazine 

(print), magazine (digital), social, text message, webpage, email, and television. A five-

point Likert scale was utilized with ranges from 1 = Never to 5 = Always.  

 Most respondents (n = 40, 46.51%) claimed radio advertisements “Sometimes” 

catch their attention. Despite being another method of audio advertising, most 

respondents (n = 30, 34.48%) indicated podcast advertisements “Never” catch their 

attention. While newspapers “Sometimes” capture participants’ attention (n = 34, 

39.08%), the same number of respondents (n = 35, 40.70%) said print magazine 

advertisements “Sometimes” and “Almost Always” capture their attention (Table 4.2).  
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Table 4.2 

Advertising Methods that Most Often Catch Participants’ Attention (N = 87) 

Frequency 

Method Always 
Almost 
Always Sometimes 

Almost 
Never Never M SD 

Magazine 
(print)a 8 35 35 6 2 3.5 .9 

Television 12 24 40 6 5 3.4 1.0 

Radioa 7 29 40 8 2 3.4 .9 

Emaila 10 29 28 10 8 3.3 1.1 

Webpage 3 31 40 9 4 3.2 .9 

Text 
Message 12 22 25 14 14 3.1 1.3 

Social 
Media 8 19 29 14 17 2.9 1.2 

Newspaper 4 18 34 20 11 2.8 1.1 

Magazine 
(digital) 3 11 43 18 12 2.7 1.0 

Podcast 4 7 25 23 30 2.2 1.1 
Note. Five-point Likert Scale questions.   
a (n = 86) 

 

 When seeking to satisfy the first research objective, understanding the likelihood 

participants will click on advertisements using different digital devices, such as mobile 

phones and computers, is key. Using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = Extremely 

Unlikely to 5 = Extremely Likely, the participants’ indicated relatively negative 

perceptions of click-rate on advertising displayed on their mobile phone (M = 2.4, SD = 

1.2). Alternatively, perceived click-rate on advertisements displayed on the computer was 
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comparable to the mobile phone results (M = 2.8, SD = 1.1). There were 26 (33.33%) 

respondents who indicated they are “Extremely Unlikely” to click on advertisements 

displayed on their mobile phone. Coincidentally, 24 (30.77%) respondents indicated 

being “Somewhat Unlikely” to click on advertisements on the computer. Table 4.3 

displays the remaining data. 

Table 4.3 

Likelihood Participants Click on Advertisements Utilizing Different Devices (N = 78) 

Frequency 

Digital 
Device 

Extremely 
Likely 

Somewhat 
Likely Neutral 

Somewhat 
Unlikely 

Extremely 
Unlikely M SD 

Mobile 
Phone 1 20 16 15 26 2.4 1.2 

Computer 2 22 20 24 10 2.8 1.1 
Note. Five-point Likert Scale questions.   
 

 Survey participants were asked to identify the likelihood they would act upon 

advertisements within differing digital media. The number of respondents varied between 

85 and 87, depending on the form of digital advertising. The same list of 10 digital 

advertising methods that were listed previously in the survey prompted response.  

A five-point Likert scale was utilized with ranges from 1 = Extremely Unlikely to 

5 = Extremely Likely. For digital magazine advertisements, there was a slight positive 

appeal for respondents acting upon advertisements seen in this format with 29.07% (n = 

25) selecting “Neutral” and 25.58% (n = 22) selecting “Somewhat Likely.” When 

examining the competing print magazine advertisements, the same tendency was shown. 
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Of the 87 respondents, 26 (29.89%) selected “Neutral” and 33 (37.93%) selected 

“Somewhat Likely.” Other responses can be found in Table 4.4. 

Table 4.4 

Likelihood Participants Act Upon Advertisements Seen (N = 87) 

Frequency 

Method 
Extremely 

Likely 
Somewhat 

Likely Neutral 
Somewhat 
Unlikely 

Extremely 
Unlikely M SD 

Magazine 
(print) 3 33 26 21 2 14.9 2.3 

Webpagea 
5 42 27 6 5 14.7 3.5 

Emaila 
5 31 29 11 10 13.7 4.7 

Newspaper 3 20 24 28 12 13.1 4.9 

Televisionb 4 24 31 13 13 13.1 5.2 

Radioa 3 17 29 23 14 12.7 5.2 

Magazine 
(digital)a 4 22 25 19 16 12.5 5.6 

Text 
Messageb 4 20 29 16 16 12.5 5.6 

Social 
Mediaa 2 25 24 15 20 11.9 6.1 

Podcast 0 10 18 20 39 8.6 6.9 
Note. Five-point Likert Scale questions.   
a (n = 86) 
b (n = 85) 
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Research Objective Two 

Research objective two sought to identify which digital advertising methods 

national cattle breed association members use. To begin this portion of the questionnaire, 

participants were asked to indicate their interest in utilizing the 10 forms advertising, both 

traditional and digital. This question allowed participants to select any number of 

advertising methods they were interested in using. The top five advertising methods 

were: webpage, social media, email, magazine (print), and magazine (digital). The 

remaining results can be found in Table 4.5.  

Table 4.5 

Participants’ Interest in Digital Advertising Methods (N = 71) 

Advertising Method Frequency Valid Percent 

Webpage 52 18.12 

Social Media 50 17.42 

Email 48 16.72 

Magazine (print) 47 16.38 

Magazine (digital) 28 9.76 

Text Messages 25 8.71 

Newspaper 14 4.88 

Radio 13 4.53 

Podcast 8 2.79 

Television 2 0.70 
Note. Participants were allowed to select more than one sector for their industry 
involvement. 
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Also in section three of the instrument, survey participants were asked if they had 

ever utilized digital advertising for their own business promotion. There were 80 

responses to this question, and 75% (n = 60) reported “yes.” The remaining responses 

included 20% (n = 16) of participants claiming to not have used digital advertising for 

personal business promotion and 5% (n = 4) reported “I do not know.” 

The participants who prompted “No” as their response regarding if they have 

utilized digital advertising for business promotion were then asked if they would be 

interested in doing so in the future. Whereas 16 respondents indicated they have not used 

digital advertising, only 15 participants responded to this question. Of those 15 

respondents, 40% (n = 6) reported they would be interested in digital advertising in the 

future, and 40% (n = 6) reported they would not be interested. The remaining three 

participants selected “I do not know.” 

The 60 survey respondents who indicated having used digital advertising before 

were prompted to identify those methods utilized (Table 4.6).  

Table 4.6 

Digital Advertising Methods Used by Participants (N = 60) 

Advertising Method Frequency Valid Percent 

Social Media 49 30.43 

Web-based 38 23.60 

Email/e-Newsletter 32 19.88 

Text Messaging 21 13.04 

Magazine (digital) 19 11.80 

Other 2 1.24 
Note. Participants were allowed to select more than one sector for their industry 
involvement. There were 161 total selections. 
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The two participants who indicated “Other” listed non-digital advertising 

methods, which included “Newspaper classified ads” and “Magazine print.” 

Research Objective Three 

Research objective three sought to compare national cattle breed association 

members’ satisfaction toward general advertisements versus advertisements published by 

the association. Using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = 

Strongly Agree, participants were asked to identify their level of agreement with their 

engagement with advertisements in general print publications. There were three prompts, 

which read as follows: “I read the advertisements I see published in general print 

publications” (M = 3.8, SD = .73), “I relate to the advertisements I see in general print 

publications” (M = 3.5, SD = .73), and “I like the advertisements I have seen displayed by 

other cattlemen and cattlewomen in general print publications” (M = 4.2, SD = .51). 

Of the 83 respondents, 54% (n = 45) said they “Agree” with the following 

statement: “I read the advertisements I see in general print publications.” Additionally, 

85.54% (n = 71) of the respondents indicated they were either neutral or they agreed with 

the following statement: “I relate to the advertisements I see in general print 

publications.” Finally, 71.8% (n = 59) of the participants indicated they like the print 

advertisements they see displayed by cattlemen and cattlewomen in general print 

publications with 22.89% (n = 19) stating this “Strongly Agree” (Table 4.7). 
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Table 4.7 

Participants’ Engagement with General Print Advertisements (N = 83) 

Frequency  

Prompt 
Strongly 

Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree M SD 

I read the 
advertisements I see 
in general print 
publications. 13 45 22 3 0 3.8 .7 

I relate to the 
advertisements I see 
in general print 
publications.  8 33 38 4 0 3.5 .7 

I like the 
advertisements I see 
displayed by other 
cattlemen and 
cattlewomen in 
generation print 
publications.  19 59 5 0 0 4.2 .5 
Note. Five-point Likert Scale questions.   
 

Using the same five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = 

Strongly Agree, participants were also asked to identify their level of agreement with 

their engagement with print advertisements published by their breed association. There 

were four prompts, which read as follows: “I read the advertisements I see published in 

my association’s print publication” (M = 4.1, SD = .70), “I relate to the advertisements I 

see in my association’s print publication” (M = 4.0, SD = .75), “I like the print 

advertisements I have seen displayed by other cattlemen and cattlewomen in our 

association’s magazine” (M = 4.0, SD = .71), and “I want more information about print 

advertising with the association (M = 3.3, SD = .91). 
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Of the 81 responses, 59.3% (n = 48) said they “Agree” with the following 

statement: “I read the advertisements I see in my association’s print publication.” 

Regarding the statement “I relate to the advertisements I see in my association’s print 

publication,” 49 of the respondents indicated they “Agree.” The next prompt was “I like 

the advertisements I see displayed by other cattlemen and cattlewomen in our 

association’s print magazine.” About 63% (n = 51) of the respondents said they “Agree” 

with that statement. To round out this series of questions, respondents received the 

following prompt: “I want more information about print advertising with the association.” 

Of the 81 respondents, 39 selected “Neutral” and 19 chose “Agree.” Table 4.8 displays 

the results.  
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Table 4.8 

Participants’ Engagement with Association Published Print Advertisements (N = 81) 

Frequency 

Prompt 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree M SD 

I read the 
advertisements I see 
in my association’s 
print publication. 22 48 10 0 1 4.1 .7 

I relate to the 
advertisements I see 
in my association’s 
print publication.  18 49 11 2 1 4.0 .8 

I like the 
advertisements I see 
displayed by other 
cattlemen and 
cattlewomen in our 
association’s print 
magazine.  18 51 10 1 1 4.0 .7 

I want more 
information about 
print advertising with 
the association.  10 19 39 12 1 3.3 .9 
Note. Five-point Likert Scale questions.   

The next set of questions in the survey were similar to those of the print 

advertising series previously listed. Using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = 

Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree, participants were asked to identify their level of 

agreement with their engagement with general digital advertisements. There were three 

prompts, which varied from 82 to 84 respondents, and read as follows: “I read the 

advertisements I see published on general digital media” (M = 3.1, SD = .90), “I relate to 

the advertisements I see on general digital media” (M = 3.0, SD = .92), and “I like the 
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digital advertisements I have seen displayed by other cattlemen and cattlewomen on their 

personal pages” (M = 3.4, SD = .90).  

 Of the 83 participants for this prompt, 62 said they either “Agree” or are 

“Neutral” with the following statement: “I read the advertisements I see published on 

general digital media.” Additionally, about 73% (n = 60) of the respondents indicated 

they were either neutral or they agreed with the following statement: “I relate to the 

advertisements I see on general digital media.” Finally, 51.19% (n = 43) of the 

participants indicated they like the digital advertisements they see displayed by cattlemen 

and cattlewomen on their personal pages (Table 4.9). 
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Table 4.9 

Participants’ Engagement with General Digital Advertisements (N = 84) 

Frequency  

Prompt 
Strongly 

Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree M SD 

I read the 
advertisements I see 
in general digital 
media.a 3 23 39 13 5 3.1 .9 

I relate to the 
advertisements I see 
on general digital 
media.b 3 21 39 13 6 3.0 .9 

I like the digital 
advertisements I have 
seen displayed by 
other cattlemen and 
cattlewomen on their 
personal pages.  4 43 25 8 4 3.4 .9 
Note. Five-point Likert Scale questions.   
a (n = 83) 
b (n = 82) 
 

The remaining question pertained to the participants’ level of agreement with 

digital advertisements published by their association. Using a five-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree, participants were also asked 

to read and respond to the following four prompts: “I read the advertisements I see 

published by the association in digital media” (M = 3.4, SD = 1.0), “I relate to the 

advertisements I see published by the association in digital media” (M = 3.4, SD = 1.2), 

“I like the digital advertisements I have seen displayed by other cattlemen and 



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

77 
 

cattlewomen on the association’s digital outlets” (M = 3.5;, SD = 1.2), and “I want more 

information about digital advertising with the association” (M = 3.1, SD = 1.3). 

The number of responses to this set of prompts varied between 80 and 81. 

Regarding the statement “I read the advertisements I see published by the association in 

digital media,” 49.38% (n = 40) said they “Agree.” For the next prompt, which was “I 

relate to the advertisements I see published by the association in digital media,” 35.80% 

(n = 29) of respondents indicated they were neutral while 34.6% (n = 29) of respondents 

indicated the agreed. A combined 71.25% (n = 57) of participants stated they were either 

neutral or they agreed to the following prompt: “I like the digital advertisements I have 

seen displayed by other cattlemen and cattlewomen on the association’s digital outlets.” 

The final prompt, which was “I want more information about digital advertising with the 

association,” had a relatively neutral response base. There were 17 (21.25%) respondents 

who indicated “Disagree,” 28 (35.00%) respondents who selected “Neutral,” and 19 

(23.75%) respondents who chose “Agree.” Table 4.10 displays the results.  
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Table 4.10 

Participants’ Engagement with Association Published Digital Advertisements (N = 81) 

Frequency 

Prompt 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree M SD 

I read the 
advertisements I see 
published by the 
association in digital 
media. 

4 40 25 7 5 3.4 1.0 

I relate to the 
advertisements I see 
published by the 
association in digital 
media. 

8 28 29 10 6 3.4 1.2 

I like the 
advertisements I see 
displayed by other 
cattlemen and 
cattlewomen on the 
association’s digital 
outlets.a 9 34 29 10 4 3.5 1.2 

I want more 
information about 
digital advertising 
with the association.a 7 19 28 17 9 3.1 1.3 
Note. Five-point Likert Scale questions.   
a (n = 80) 

 
 In order further explain the variance between advertising done through the 

association versus generally, as well as through print or digital media, the following 

figures were developed: 
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Figure 4.2 

Participants Reading Advertisements 

 

Figure 4.3 

Participants Relating to Advertisements 
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Figure 4.4 

Participants Like Other Cattlemen and Cattlewomen’s Advertisements  

 

Figure 4.5 

Participants Want More Advertising Information 
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This objective also sought to identify how national cattle breed associations are 

using technology for communicating digitally. A series of questions made up the first 

section of the instrument that encompassed this goal. The statements in each of the 

question prompts were from the DNAS (Teo, 2013). 

The first question stem asked respondents to rate their level of agreement with the 

following prompts regarding the integration of technology in their lives: “I use the 

internet every day” (M = 4.7, SD = .67), “I used computers for many things in my life” 

(M = 4.4, SD = .83), “I use a smartphone for many things in my daily life” (M = 4.1, SD = 

1.4), “I use a computer for leisure every day” (M = 3.3, SD = 1.1), “I use a smartphone 

for leisure every day” (M = 3.7, SD = 1.4), “I keep in contact with my friends and family 

using digital devices every day” (M = 3.9, SD = 1.2), “Digital devices are an integrated 

part of my daily life” (M = 4.1, SD = 1.2), and “I prefer reading from digital devices 

rather than printed sources” (M = 2.7, SD = 1.1). Table 4.11 further displays the 

participants’ agreement with the previously listed prompts. 
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Table 4.11 

Participants’ Perceived Integration of Technology in Daily Life (N = 99) 

Frequency 

Prompt 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree M SD 

I use the internet 
every day.b 72 20 2 1 1 4.7 .67 

I use computers for 
many things in my 
life.  51 37 8 2 1 4.4 .83 

I use a smartphone 
for many things in 
my life.  57 17 11 2 12 4.1 1.4 

I use a computer for 
leisure every day.  16 27 34 14 8 3.4 1.4 

I use a smartphone 
for leisure every 
day.a 39 23 15 7 14 3.7 1.4 

I keep in contact 
with my friends and 
family using digital 
devices every day.  42 26 19 5 7 3.9 1.2 

Digital devices are 
an integrated part of 
my daily life. 48 31 10 3 7 4.1 1.2 

I prefer reading from 
digital devices rather 
than printed sources. 8 9 39 27 16 2.7 1.1 
Note. Five-point Likert Scale questions.   
a (n = 98) 
b (n = 96) 
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 To further display how integrated technology is in respondents’ lives, the Figure 

4.6, which represents the sample in three generational groups, was developed. 

Figure 4.6 

Integration of Technology in Participants’ Lives 
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the following prompts regarding their comfort level multitasking online: “I can 

comfortably search the internet and perform another activity” (M = 4.0, SD = 1.2), 

“When using the internet for work, I listen to music at the same time” (M = 2.7, SD = 

1.3), “I use more than one application on the computer at the same time” (M = 3.6, SD = 
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tasks” (M = 3.1, SD = 1.4). Table 4.12 displays the frequencies of responses according to 

the Likert scale. 

Table 4.12 

Participants’ Perceived Comfort Multitasking Online (N = 96) 

Frequency 

Prompt 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree M SD 

I can comfortably 
search the internet 
and perform another 
activity. 44 27 14 6 5 4.0 1.2 

When using the 
internet for work, I 
listen to music at the 
same time. 9 21 20 20 26 2.7 1.3 

I use more than one 
application on the 
computer at the 
same time. 29 27 18 15 7 3.6 1.3 

I often chat on a 
digital device with a 
friend and message 
another at the same 
time. 13 15 11 29 28 2.5 1.4 

I use multiple 
devices at the same 
time to carry out 
various tasks. 20 24 15 18 19 3.1 1.4 
Note. Five-point Likert Scale questions.   

 

A bar chart was also developed to visually display participants’ perceived comfort 

multitasking with technology (Figure 4.7).  
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Figure 4.7 

Participants’ Comfort Multitasking with Technology 
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Table 4.13 

Participants’ Perceived Use of Graphics for Communicating (N = 94) 

Frequency 

Prompt 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree M SD 

I use graphics more 
than words to 
explain something. 0 9 29 26 30 2.2 0.99 

I use a lot of 
graphics and icons 
when I send 
messages. 0 7 24 27 36 2.1 0.91 

I am able to 
understand graphics 
better than words. 1 4 24 36 27 2.2 0.89 

I use graphics to 
express my feelings. 0 21 24 20 29 2.4 1.1 

I use graphics to say 
what I think. 0 9 21 33 31 2.1 0.96 

I use graphics a lot 
in my messages. 0 7 27 30 30 2.2 0.94 
Note. Five-point Likert Scale questions.   

 
 Figure 4.8 visually displays participants’ perception of their use of graphics for 

communicating.  
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Figure 4.8 

Participants’ Perceived Use of Graphics for Communicating 
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receive a reply to something I post on a digital device, I feel happy” (M = 3.2, SD = .98), 

“When I send out an email or message, or post to other forms of digital media, I expect a 

quick reply” (M = 3.3, SD = .94), “I expect quick access to information when I need it” 

(M = 3.9, SD = .88), and  “I expect the websites I visit to be constantly updated” (M = 
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Table 4.14 

Participants’ Agreement with Instant Gratification (N = 92) 

Frequency 

Prompt 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree M SD 

I wish to be 
rewarded for 
everything I do.a 0 6 19 27 39 2.0 .88 

I do not like to wait 
too long for 
information to be 
given to me.b  12 37 33 6 2 3.6 .88 

When I receive a 
reply to something I 
post on a digital 
device, I feel happy.  2 37 39 3 11 3.2 .98 

When I send out an 
email or message, or 
post to other forms 
of digital media, I 
expect a quick reply.  4 41 32 9 6 3.3 .94 

I expect quick 
access to 
information when I 
need it.a 22 47 18 3 1 3.9 .88 

I expect the websites 
I visit to be 
constantly updated. 16 53 16 5 2 3.8 .85 
Note. Five-point Likert Scale questions.   
a (n = 91) 
b (n = 90) 

 

 Figure 4.9 displays participants’ perceived agreement with the instant gratification 

statements.  



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

89 
 

Figure 4.9 

Participants’ Perceived Agreement with Instant Gratification 
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The participants in the study were categorized by three groups – digital natives, 

Generation X, and digital immigrants. Millennials and Generation Z participants were 

grouped as digital natives. Generation X remained the same as literature indicates they 

could either be considered digital natives or digital immigrants. Baby Boomers and the 

Silent Generation were grouped as digital immigrants. Table 4.15 displays each digital 

native group’s mean score for the four sections of the DNAS.  
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Table 4.15 

Comparing DNAS Section Total Score Means by Digital Native Classification (N = 71) 

Section n M SD 

Grew up with technology    

Digital Native 11 35.27 0.91 

Generation X 18 31.83 4.10 

Digital Immigrant 41 27.27 7.28 

Comfortable with multitasking    

Digital Native 11 21.10 2.47 

Generation X 19 18.32 4.32 

Digital Immigrant 41 12.71 4.63 

Reliant on graphics for communication    

Digital Native 11 16.10 3.91 

Generation X 19 13.16 4.81 

Digital Immigrant 41 11.78 4.85 

Thrive on instant gratifications and rewards    

Digital Native 11 21.55 1.81 

Generation X 19 19.84 4.96 

Digital Immigrant 39 19.46 3.41 

Totals    

Digital Native 39 71.82 16.61 

Generation X 18 82.56 15.13 

Digital Immigrant 11 94.00 4.75 
Note. Five-point Likert scale questions.   
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A one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine if participants’ DNAS scores 

were related to their digital native classification. Participants were classified into three 

groups: digital natives (n = 11), Generation X (n = 18), and digital immigrants (n = 39). 

Descriptive statistics were noted for each group: digital natives (M = 94.00, SD = 4.75), 

Generation X (M = 82.56, SD = 15.13), and digital immigrants (M = 71.82, SD = 16.61). 

There was a significant difference between participants’ DNAS score by digital native 

classification (F = 10.40, p = < .001). The assumption of homogeneity of variances was 

violated, however, as assessed by Levene's test for equality of variances (p = .003). 

A modified version of the ANOVA was used – the Welch ANOVA, which is 

displayed in the Robust Tests of Equality of Means. The Robust Tests of Equality of 

Means was also used to determine the relation of each subset of the DNAS series of 

questions to their digital native classification. The four subsets included “grow up with 

technology” with eight statements, “comfort with multitasking” with five statements, 

“reliant on graphics for communication” with six statements, and “thrive on instant 

gratifications and rewards” with six statements. The relationship between the 

participants’ DNAS scores and digital native classification was statistically significantly 

different between all four DNAS subsets: grow up with technology, Welch's F(2, 35.278) 

= 26.889, p < .0001; comfort with multitasking, Welch’s F(2, 32.747) = 32.937, p = < 

.001; reliant on graphics for communication Welch’s F(2, 27.287) = 4.622, p = .019, and 

thrive on instant gratifications and rewards Welch’s F(2, 32.097) = 27.883, p = .035.  

Further, there was also a significant difference between the four groups of the DNAS and 

digital native classification, Welch’s F(2, 36.533) = 27.883, p < 0001. Table 4.16 

displays these results.  
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Table 4.16  

Comparing Participants’ DNAS Score by Digital Native Classification (N = 71) 

Constructs Statistica df1 df2 p η2 

Integrationa 26.889 2 35.278 < .001* .213 

Multitasking 32.937 2 32.747 < .001* .394 

Graphics 4.622 2 27.287 .019* .098 

Gratificationsb 3.721 2 32.097 .035* .039 

Totalsc 27.883 2 36.533 < .001* .242 
a (n = 70)  

b (n = 69)  

c (n = 68)  

  

 A Games-Howell post hoc analysis was conducted to find differences between 

groups. In the “gratifications” section, there was a mean increase of .38057, SE = 1.26173 

between digital immigrants and Generation X, which was not statistically significant (p = 

.951). Another noteworthy finding is also in the “gratifications” section. There was a 

decrease in the mean by -1.70335, SE = 1.26153 between digital natives and Generation 

X, which was statistically significant (p = .382). Results can be found in Table 4.17.  
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Table 4.17 

Games-Howell Post Hoc Analysis of DNAS Scores and Groups  

 Digital Native Classification 

 Immigrant Gen X Native 

Construct 
Mean 

Difference SE 
Mean 

Difference SE 
Mean 

Difference SE 

Integration -4.57* 1.54 -3.44* 1.07 8.00* 1.17 

Multitasking -5.61* 1.23 -2.78 1.24 8.38* 1.04 

Graphics -1.38 1.34 -2.93 1.61 4.31 1.40* 

Gratifications -.38 1.26 -1.70 1.26 2.08 .77* 

Totals -10.74 4.45 -11.44* 3.84 22.18*   3.02 

*p < .05 
 

Conclusion 

These results are further assessed to provide conclusions and recommendation in 

Chapter V.  
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Overview 

This chapter describes the findings as it relates to past literature and applies these 

concepts to guiding future research recommendations. National cattle breed associations 

are going to continue combatting conversation about the alleged decline in print 

advertising and the rise in digital advertising. However, the increased reliance the 

younger generations have on digital media is not dismissible. This chapter not only 

presents conclusions and discussion, but it also provides recommendations for future 

practitioners and researchers. With these things in mind, this study was guided by the 

following objectives: 

1. Explore national cattle breed association members’ perceptions of digital 

advertising consumption.  

2. Identify which digital advertising methods national cattle breed association 

members use.   

3. Explore national cattle breed association members’ satisfaction toward general 

advertisements versus advertisements published by the association.  

4. Examine DNAS scores of participants by their generational gaps.  

Capturing Audience Attention 

Participants did not favor advertising consumption any greater on mobile phones 

than they did on computers. Despite digital advertising’s rise, as it is the fastest growing 

form of advertising (Ma & Du, 2018), survey participants showed slight favor for print 

magazine advertisements over digital magazine advertisements. However, a large portion 
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of respondents still showed favor for social media advertisements and advertisements 

displayed on webpages. Digital advertising, with its all-encompassing nature, is still 

capturing audience attention.  

What is perhaps most interesting are the results surrounding email advertising. 

There is a strong, positive trend associated with email advertising’s ability to capture 

audience attention. It would make sense for email advertising to do so, especially 

considering it is a direct form of communication with consumers (Cheng et al., 2009; 

Schlosser et al., 1999; Wolin & Korgaonkar, 2003) and consumers typically have to opt-

in to receive this type of advertising (Truong et al., 2010).  

Despite all the supporting details of email advertising, as well as participant 

response indicating positive feelings toward email advertising, this study did not find 

noteworthy benefits from its e-newsletter dissemination. One of the participating national 

cattle breed associations provided a few numbers to serve as a reference. Of the 11,053 

individuals on their weekly email list, about 24% of the population opens the email on 

average. There could be several factors that play into that cause, one of which would 

include generational gap media consumption tendencies and preferences.  

Of the generational gap ranges included in this study, there are a few that are 

more likely to show favor for email advertising than others. While Baby Boomers, who 

happen to be the majority of this study’s participating population, are not known for their 

fondness of emails (McLeod, 2009), they do value personal gratification, work, and 

involvement (Zemke et al., 2000). These values could have driven them to not only open 

the email but to participate in the study as well. Millennials and Generation Z are 

undoubtedly reliant on technology, so one might think they would be quick to open an 
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email and/or respond to the digital survey. However, Millennials, just like Generation Z, 

have short attention spans. Millennials’ attention span is 12 seconds, and Generation Z’s 

attention span is only eight seconds (Patel, 2017). Without incentive, which this study did 

not provide, it would be difficult to get these two populations to participate in a study of 

this length and thought-provoking nature. Afterall, of the total participants, there were no 

Generation Z respondents and only 11 Millennial respondents. With all this in mind, it is 

important for national cattle breed associations to cater a balance of both print and digital 

advertising to properly target different generations.  

Audience Action 

 While capturing an audience’s attention is one of the most important factors of 

advertising, if not the most important, having engaging advertisements is just as essential. 

Prior literature indicates the need for audience engagement and a connection between the 

consumer and digital media for effective communication (Ruggerio, 2000). Because 

media consumers are active and exhibit regular engagement with the media (Plume & 

Slade, 2018), understanding the advertising platforms that drive engagement is not only 

beneficial for messaging purposes but for budget allocation as well.  

As Marley, Abrams, and Castillo (2019) indicated, the beef seedstock industry 

utilizes advertising frequently for operational marketing, a reliance that has continued to 

advance with time. When assessing which forms of advertising best engage this study’s 

population, the results are beneficial for national cattle breed associations. The 

associations can provide members with advertising recommendations, which will 

increase advertising sales for the association and operational sales for the producer. 
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Additionally, this information helps national cattle breed associations develop marketing 

strategies with a firm budget allocation plan.  

Chapter IV provided a complete analysis of the click-rate, which is how often an 

individual clicks on a link or item, for the various advertising methods listed. Audio 

advertising, such as with radio or podcasts, are not key drivers for the participating 

population. However, magazine advertisements, whether print or digital, show a positive 

likelihood for audience engagement. Kirchhoff (2009) noted magazine publications’ shift 

to or addition of online formats to either replace or complement print. This is positive 

feedback when considering both national cattle breed associations publish a monthly 

magazine distributed in print and online.  

Digital Advertising Consumption 

Objective two’s intention was to identify national cattle breed association 

members’ use of digital advertising methods. Digital advertising is defined by Shapiro 

and Varian (1999) as media that publishes information through digital formats. Beef 

seedstock producers are increasingly participating in digital advertising. After all, it can 

be inferred advertising is a key component to beef operations as an effective 

advertisement can generate revenue for the producer. As Truong et al. (2010) and Tanyel 

et al. (2013) indicated, marketers need to foster relationships with their customers so that 

their attitudes and trends can be better understood. This study sought to do just that.  

As national cattle breed associations continue to foster relationships with their 

members, they seek to serve members with solutions to their operational needs. One of 

those vital business ventures is in advertising. Beef producers place advertisements for a 

variety of reasons; Cutrer (2011, p. 31) noted these reasons as the following: “to sell 
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livestock, to create brand awareness and recognition, to promote the positive goodwill 

efforts of a ranch or farm, to create awareness and recognition for a specific animal, to 

inform the public about a business or product, and to educate clients about the benefits of 

purchasing animals produced.”  

While the reasons for advertising are clearly outlined, the methods of advertising 

are not as direct. In the past, literature had indicated beef producers’ use of print, radio, 

mail, and telephone advertising (Grant, 2002). Recently, web-based advertising, text 

message advertising, and other forms of digital media advertising have surfaced (Cutrer, 

2011). In reference to research objective two, however, the goal was to identify which 

digital advertising methods are currently being utilized by this population of beef 

producers. The first step in addressing this objective began with gauging participant 

interest in various digital advertising methods. As described in the results, the top five 

methods of advertising were: webpage, social media, email, magazine (print), and 

magazine (digital). Beginning with web-based advertising, this finding is consistent with 

prior literature and advertising spending reports. In 2020, the United States spent $121 

billion on internet advertising, and this number is expected to increase by 27% by 2024 

(Guttman, 2021). Further solidifying the notion of high regard toward internet advertising 

is Wolin et al.’s (2002) findings that media consumers have provided positive 

affirmations toward internet advertising in the past.  

Social media advertising is certainly a growing advertising outlet. Marketing 

Charts (2018) stated online advertising will be a $127 billion market by the end of 2022. 

Not only this, but online media, which encompasses social media, is a popular outlet for 

entertainment, communication, and other psychological consumer motives (Blumler & 
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Katz, 1974). Switching to another form of advertising with high interest, there is email 

advertising. Details regarding its value to participants were outlined in the conclusions 

provided regarding objective one.  

While it was important to understand the advertising interests of the audience, it 

was equally as important to note whether respondents have ever utilized digital 

advertising methods in the first place. Most participants have used digital advertising 

methods before, with the top three options being social media, web-based, and email/e-

newsletter. It was interesting to note survey respondents exhibited slight favor toward 

consuming advertisements in print and digital publications over other forms of 

advertising, especially considering advertising in digital magazine publications was not 

used much by participants. However, it is worth noting respondents may have rather 

indicated their favor for print advertising. 

The question regarding advertising methods used by participants only included 

digital media. The results of this study do not confirm or deny whether participants utilize 

print magazine advertisements more than digital advertisements. Survey respondents 

would likely associate any digital publication advertisements with print publications and 

therefore not indicate they solely advertise in digital magazines. Currently, the 

participating national cattle breed associations sell print advertising, and when their 

publication is uploaded to online media, beef producers benefit from their advertisement 

becoming digital as well.  

Overall, the participants’ media consumption preferences, and the media 

participants opt to advertise in, are intentional choices. The U&G theory examines how 

and why people consume certain media (Plume & Slade, 2018). Additionally, it examines 
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a consumer’s internal and external influences for using different media platforms (Plume 

& Slade, 2018). In consideration of media being engaging and consumers being active 

with media, the consumer’s choice to consume that media in the first place is driven by 

intentionality, strategy, and purpose – all of which fuel social and psychological needs 

(Liu, 2015). All this to say, the survey respondents in this study likely selected the digital 

advertising outlets they were most interested in, as well as the outlets they have used 

before, based on the effectiveness of the media outlet and how well it meets their needs. 

With a relatively similar demographic base, the respondents indicated many of the same 

media consumption uses and preferences. This is beneficial for national cattle breed 

associations seeking to cater messaging and advertising services to members.  

Print Advertising 

By first examining participants’ engagement with and perceptions of general print 

advertisements, the researcher was better able to understand the consumer’s attitude 

regarding print advertising before making comparisons to their attitude of print 

advertising specifically from the national cattle breed association. When examining the 

levels of engagement with the association’s print advertising, the response was found to 

be the same. Survey participants had high levels of agreement with the statements. A 

difference in this set of statements, however, was the inclusion of the following 

statement: “I want more information about print advertising with the association.” Here, 

the results indicated some disagreement, but the overall level of agreement with the 

statement still skewed positively. It can be assumed that participants do still consume 

print media and advertising, and they enjoy seeing other likeminded cattle producers 

advertising their businesses as well.  
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Digital Advertising 

 Participants’ engagement with digital advertising was also explored. Very 

comparable results were identified for general digital advertising engagement and general 

print advertising engagement. When reviewing digital advertising engagement with the 

association-published media, participants exhibited higher levels of agreement than with 

the general digital advertisements. While participants enjoy consuming digital media 

advertising, as indicated by the questionnaire results, they are not interested in learning 

more about doing so with the association. This could be the result of a variety of factors, 

such as being immigrants to technology and having self-reliance as values. Likewise, 

participants may not want or see a need to digitally advertise with their national cattle 

breed association.  

Communicating Digitally 

In 2020, the Pew Research Center’s National Public Opinion Reference Survey 

(NPORS) was conducted. This survey found 44% of adults in the United States use the 

internet several times a day, and 39% use the internet almost constantly. Computers and 

mobile phones are just two means of accessing the internet, and this study’s results 

indicate both devices are integral parts of the day for the respondents. With technology at 

our fingertips, it is easy to become accustomed to instant gratification. Though not 

always heard with a positive connotation, understanding expectations for gratification 

and rewards can be beneficial for advertising purposes. After all, as an association seeks 

to serve the membership, it is important to note how the membership expects the 

relationship and communication to flow. This study found the majority of participants 

expect quick access to information when they need it. Although participants did not have 
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a strong indication of needing or wanting information about digital and print advertising, 

it does not mean the associations should not be equipped to answer questions in case they 

arise.  

To assess where national cattle breed associations truly need to focus their 

advertising strategies and creative services, respondents’ results of the DNAS were 

compared to digital native classifications. Digital natives have been described as being 

around technology all their lives, and they are constantly adapting to new media and 

technology (Kirschner & De Bruyckere, 2017). Alternatively, digital immigrants are 

solely adapters to technology, and it ultimately depends on their willingness to do so 

(Prensky, 2001). Generation X is reported to have a characteristic that is consistent with 

digital natives, and that is their developed culture of immediacy (Tulgan, 2000). This 

posed the following questions: are there true cutoff points for generational gaps? Do 

generational differences impact the way this study’s population consumes media and 

formulates advertising strategies? 

According to the data at hand, there are noteworthy differences in the way digital 

natives, digital immigrants, and Generation X consume media and prefer to utilize it. 

With the digital divide being a cognitive choice by a consumer to utilize digital media 

(Helsper & Enyon, 2010), and with the U&G theory suggesting media consumption is a 

result of social and psychological needs (Blumler & Katz, 1974), this study’s respondents 

were influenced by generational differences in media consumption. The digital divide is 

significant in some forms of media compared to others (Rosenstiel et al., 2014). 

Specifically, it is significant to diverse populations who choose to consume new media 

and adapt to new technologies.  
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The post hoc analysis provided insight for where the differences in digital native 

behavior began to shift, if at all, between differing generational gaps and categorized 

DNAS groups. The statistically significant differences in how digital natives, Generation 

X, and digital immigrants score in the growing up with technology, comfort with 

multitasking, and reliance on graphics for communications sections indicate the need for 

this study’s national cattle breed associations to diversify their communications strategies 

in order to fit a complex audience.  

Overall, this study is able to conclude there is benefit in broadening messaging 

from associations to members and offering greater varieties of advertising options for 

beef cattle producers. After all, generational gaps are influenced by historical, social, 

political, and cultural events (Lozovik. 2020). Tapscott (2009) reported a generation of 

young people who are very different than previous generations. With these differences 

known, the diversified use of traditional and digital media is recommended for national 

cattle breed associations in order to adequately reach and serve participating national 

cattle breed association members.  

Recommendations 

For National Cattle Breed Associations 

 National cattle breed associations have been seeking to assess their membership’s 

preferences for advertising. This was clearly expressed in the meetings held with the 

participating associations. Just as Marley et al. (2019) found, advertising has grown in 

importance for beef producers over time, and personal preferences for advertising have 

caused the associations to question which methods are most effective and profitable. 

Because the comparison of the DNAS scores and digital native classifications did not 
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show significant differences, it can be assumed that national cattle breed associations 

should continue to utilize a diverse communications strategy to meet the needs of all 

members.  

 The U&G theory indicates individual gratifications for advertising outcomes are 

consumer attitude toward a website, consumer attitude toward a brand, and purchase 

intention (Blumler, 1979). Ensuring an eye-appealing website, as well print and social 

media presence, will not only satisfy the U&G theory’s consumption principle, but also 

play into the instant gratification and technology integration themes in the DNAS. 

Having a clear connection to both the U&G theory and the DNAS, it is simple to 

conclude these strategies would be effective for national cattle breed association 

memberships as the participating members did not indicate consumption differences; 

rather, they did indicate their reliance on the association to continue providing a clear, 

effective, and eye-appealing campaign.  

 Based on the results of this study and the implications of prior literature, it is 

recommended that national cattle breed associations operate a diversified 

communications plan in order to reach a larger portion of their membership. This study 

had only 11 Millennial participants and zero from Generation Z. Although, it should be 

noted this study required respondents to be 18 years of age or older. Because Generation 

Z includes individuals 18 years of age and younger, many national cattle breed 

association members from this generation were likely unable to participate in the survey. 

Additionally, no demographic information from each association was provided for this 

study. Therefore, it cannot be determined how representative the respondents are of the 

total population. 
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While further research needs to be done to identify if there is a relationship 

between the email dissemination of the survey and this lack of digital native response, for 

now, it can be assumed that national cattle breed associations should distribute a message 

across multiple platforms to reach their audience. These associations should utilize social 

media, websites, emails/e-newsletters, magazines (print and digital), and text messaging 

to reach their audience. The influence of media on individuals could cause the 

memberships to be interested in purchasing creative services in these areas to promote 

their own businesses. National cattle breed associations should have creative services 

strategies in place to do so.  

With digital natives encompassing Generation Z and Millennials, this category is 

known for its reliance on technology (Dimock, 2019), use of text messaging (Seemiller & 

Grace, 2014), use of social media (Sparks & Honey, 2014), and reliance on digital 

devices for communication (Cheng, 1999). Additionally, digital natives prefer open 

communication and instant gratification. When applying this to advertising needs that 

serve this population, it can be concluded that participating national cattle breed 

associations should plan to implement opt-in text message advertising options in the 

upcoming years in order to meet this media consumption preference of its younger 

membership. Additionally, participating national cattle breed associations should support 

members with social media advertising options by not only interacting with members’ 

posts as a means of providing gratification and rewards, but also consider offering aid in 

social media advertising. This can be anything from charging a price for publishing an 

advertisement on the association’s social media page or creating social media kit 

templates for producers.  
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Generation X was elected to remain in its individual category for this study as the 

researcher sought to compare DNAS results to generational gaps because there was 

variation in the literature as to whether they are digital natives or not. While those labeled 

Generation X are typically considered digital immigrants, this generational gap had an 

overlapping characteristic with digital natives. Afterall, Dobransky-Fasiska (2002) did 

state Generation X is a divisive group. Generation X and digital natives have one thing 

known to be in common, and that is their culture of immediacy (Tulgan, 2000). The idea 

of culture of immediacy is comparable to the DNAS section regarding instant 

gratifications and rewards. For this reason, it is further displayed that participating 

national cattle breed associations should offer a diversified communications plan to reach 

members, and diverse advertising options should be offered as well.  

The last DNAS group examined were digital immigrants, which included Baby 

Boomers and the Silent Generation in this study. As a whole, digital immigrants are 

adaptable and can thrive in a digital environment if their interaction with it is increased 

(Helsper & Enynon, 2010). However, Baby Boomers are known to rarely use their 

phones for the internet and rather use them for calls and texts (McLeod, 2009). On the 

other hand, the Silent Generation has little known about its use of digital media, and it 

can be assumed this generation is able to adapt to digital media just as Baby Boomers are 

because the Silent Generation has historical influences of adaptability, through events 

like the Great Depression and World War II (Strauss & Howe, 1991a; Dobransky-

Fasiska, 2002). A defining factor of generational gap identification is through historical 

influences (Tapscott, 2009). Because of the traditional nature of digital natives, the use of 



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

108 
 

traditional forms of advertising are still beneficial to continue serving these audiences. 

However, this does not mean this population is not able to adapt to digital media. 

It is also worth noting respondents in this study indicated higher ratings for 

association specific advertisements. Therefore, national cattle breed associations should 

continue publishing advertisements on their respective online formats and in their print 

publications. As the study unveiled members are most likely to read and interact with 

advertisements that relate to them, national cattle breed associations should maintain a 

close relationship with the membership in order to cater messaging to fit the 

membership’s needs at any given time. Additionally, national cattle breed associations 

should have a constant understanding of the best methods of advertising so those 

interested in advertising with the association can reach their target audiences and 

potential customers.  

For Future Researchers  

 A limitation to this study was having only two national cattle breed associations 

participate. It is recommended this study be replicated in the future with a larger target 

population. By collecting more data, additional statistical analysis could be completed to 

assess media consumption and generational differences among each association. It would 

be interesting to note differences, if any, in various associations’ memberships. Further, 

future research should explore if the membership differences are influenced by the 

creative services offered by each association and how well each association utilizes 

digital media.  

If this study is replicated in the future, it is recommended researchers reexamine 

the length of the instrument. While not experienced in the pilot study, the participants 
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seemed to undergo survey fatigue. A high number of participants did not fully complete 

the survey. What began with 106 respondents lowered to 50 or lower by the conclusion of 

the survey.  

Another interesting topic for future research should focus on email 

communication for communication outreach. The national cattle breed associations in 

this study both utilize email and e-newsletters frequently for disseminating messages. 

However, as it was previously disclosed by one of the associations that while their email 

audience is large, the open rate is just a small fraction of their target population. Seeing as 

this survey was shared through e-newsletters, future research should examine if response 

rate improves with the dissemination of the survey across multiple digital platforms, such 

as email, social media, and websites. Additionally, it would be fascinating to explore if 

more digital natives take the survey if shared on diverse media platforms. If so, future 

researchers could compare those findings with characteristics of digital natives and 

generational gaps. However, it is suggested researchers gather data from Generation Z in 

these cattle associations so those comparisons could be possible. Numerous findings 

could noted in terms of consumption and advertising preferences as they relate to 

generational gaps. Perhaps digital natives are not as prone to email as prior generations. 

Similarly, administering a print questionnaire could also unveil findings linked to certain 

generational tendencies. 

Implementation of the Generational Theory, which is a theory uncovered while 

researching throughout this study, as it relates to social, historical, and cultural 

perspectives would be another area of improvement for this study and can be utilized in 

future studies to better understand the foundation of each population and what drives 
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their media consumption habits and behaviors. Aside from this, it would be interesting to 

note more specific consumption frequencies of digital media outlets among consumers. 

For example, it is known a portion of this study’s population enjoys the use of social 

media for advertising, but which platforms do they prefer to use (Instagram, Facebook, 

Pinterest, etc.)?  

Understanding specific social media outlets association members use would help 

national cattle breed associations understand the scope of digital advertising creative 

services strategies they should offer members. With this in mind, future researchers 

should assess how many members design their own digital advertisements, how many 

hire freelancers, and how many utilize their association’s creative services staff. An 

assessment as to why a member may utilize the association’s creative services strategies 

or not would be valuable insight as well. Perhaps an internal assessment of each 

association’s creative services team could be conducted in order to identify if the staff 

members are adapting with the advertising and digital media needs of the members.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

111 
 

REFERENCES 

Abrahamson, D. (2015). The future of the magazine form: Digital transformation, print 
continuity. Journal of Magazine & New Media Research, 16(1).  

Agricultural Media Summit (@AgMedia Summit), “Agricultural Media Summit 
represents the largest gathering of agriculture media professionals in the United 
States at an annual conference.” Facebook, October 31, 2021, 
https://www.facebook.com/AgMediaSummit. 

American Gelbvieh Association. (2019). History. American Gelbvieh Association. 
History (gelbvieh.org) 

American Hereford Association. (2021). History. American Hereford Association. 
American Hereford | History - American Hereford Association 

Baek, K., Holton, A., Harp, D., &Yaschur, C. (2011). The links that bind: Uncovering 
novel motivations for linking on Facebook. Computers in Human Behavior, 
27(6), 2243–2248. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. chb.2011.07.003. 

Balaji, M.S. and Roy, S.K. (2017). Value co-creation with internet of things technology 
in the retail industry. Journal of Marketing Management, 33, 7-31.  

Barnes, S. B., & Hair, N. F. (2009). From banners to YouTube: Using the rear-view 
mirror to look at the future of internet advertising. Journal of Internet Marketing 
and Advertising, 5(3), 223–239. DOI: 10.1504/IJIMA.2009.026371  

Bennett, S., Maton, K., & Kervin, L. (2008). The ‘digital natives’ debate: A critical 
review of the evidence. British Journal of Educational Technology, 39(5), 775–
786. 

Berelson, B. (1949). What “missing the newspaper” means. In P. F. Lazarsfeld & F. N. 
Stanton (Eds.), Communication Research 1948–1949 (111–129). New York: 
Harper. 

Berman, S.J., Abraham, S., Battino, B., Shipnuck, L. & Neus, A. (2007a). Navigating the 
Media Divide. Somers, NY: IBM Institute for Business Value. 

Blazina, C., & Desilver, D. (2021). A record number of women are serving in the 177th 
congress. Pew Research Center. 

Blumler, J. G. (1979). The role of theory in uses and gratifications studies. 
Communication Research, 6, 9–36. 
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F009365027900600102 

Boudreau, M., Gefen, D., & Straub, D. (2001). Validation in IS research: A state-of-the-
art assessment. MIS Quarterly 1(25), 1-23. 

Brettel, M., Reich, J., Gavilanes, J., & Flatten, T. (2015). What drives advertising success 
on facebook? An advertising-effectiveness model: Measuring the effects on sales 
of "likes" and other social-network Stimuli. Journal of Advertising Research 
55(2), 162-175. DOI: 10.2501/JAR-55-2-162-175 



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

112 
 

Breuer, R., & M. Brettel. (2012). Short- and Long-term Effects of Online Advertising: 
Differences between New and Existing Customers. Journal of Interactive 
Marketing, 26(3), 155-166.  

Brokaw, T. (1998). The greatest generation. New York: Random House. 

Brown, C., & Czerniewicz, L. (2010). Debunking the ‘digital native’: Beyond digital 
apartheid, towards digital democracy. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 
26(5), 357–369. 

Cantril, H. (1942). Professor quiz: A gratifications study. In P. F. Lazarsfeld & F. Stanton 
(Eds.), Radio Research 1941 (34–45). New York: Duell, Sloan & Pearce. 

Cantril, H., & Allport, G. W. (1935). The psychology of radio. Harper.  

Carstens, A., & Beck, J. (2005). Get ready for the gamer generation. TechTrends: Linking 
Research & Practice to Improve Learning, 49(3), 22–25. 

Cheng, J., Blankson, C., Wang, E. S., & Chen, L. S. (2009). Consumer attitudes and 
interactive digital advertising. International Journal of Advertising, 28(3), 501-
525. DOI: 10.2501/S0265048709200710 

Cheng, K. (1999). Setting their sites on Generation Y. Adweek Eastern Edition, 4(32), 
46–47. 

Constantinides, E. (2014). Foundations of social media marketing. Procedia – Social and 
Behavioral Sciences, 148, 40-57. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.07.016. 

Cutrer, R. (2011). Livestock merchandising: A complete guide to livestock advertising 
and promotion. Bryan, TX: Tops Printing. 

De Vries, L., S. Gensler, and P. S. H. Leeflang. (2012). Popularity of Brand Posts on 
Brand Fan Pages: An Investigation of the Effects of Social Media Marketing. 
Journal of Interactive Marketing 26(2), 83-91. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intmar.2012.01.003 

Deal, D. "Digital Marketing Programs Receiving More Spending." Media Post, October 
8, 2014. Retrieved January 12, 2015, from http :// 
research.gigaom.com/chart/digital-marketing- programs-receiving-more-
spending.  

Dessart, L. (2017), Social media engagement: a model of antecedents and relational 
outcomes. Journal of Marketing Management,33(55), 375-399. 

DeVellis, R. (2003). Scale development: theory and applications: Theory and 
application. Thousand Okas, CA: Sage. 

Dimock, M. (2019). Defining generations: Where Millennials ends and Generation Z 
begins. Pew Research Center. https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-
tank/2019/01/17/where-millennials-end-and-generation-z-begins/. 

 



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

113 
 

Dobransky-Fasiska, D. (2002). A discriminant analysis of entrepreneurial personality 
characteristics for each of three generational cohorts: The silent generation, the 
baby boomers, and generation x. ProQuest. Retrieved from 
https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/discriminant-analysis-
entrepreneurial-personality/docview/305532405/se-2?accountid=7098 

Drouillard, J. (2018). Current situation and future trends for beef production in the United 
States of America – A review. Asian-Australasian Journal of Animal Sciences, 
31(7), 1007-1016. https://doi.org/10.5713/ajas.18.0428 

eMarketer, (2009). Monetizing mobile ads. 
http://www.emarketer.com/Article.aspx?R=1007209 

Faber, R.J., Lee, M., & Nan, X. (2004). Advertising and the consumer information 
environment online. American Behavioral Scientist 48, 447– 66. 

Ferris, M. (2007). Insights on mobile advertising, promotion, and research. Journal of 
Advertising Research, 47(1), pp. 28–37.  

Finn, S. (1997). Origins of media exposure: Linking personality traits to TV, radio, print, 
and film use. Communication Research, 24, 507–529 

Patel, D. (2017). 5 differences between marketing to millennials vs. gen z. Forbes. 
Retrieved from: https://www.forbes.com/sites/deeppatel/2017/11/27/5-
d%E2%80%8Bifferences-%E2%80%8Bbetween-%E2%80%8Bmarketing-
%E2%80%8Bto%E2%80%8B-m%E2%80%8Billennials-
v%E2%80%8Bs%E2%80%8B-%E2%80%8Bgen-z/?sh=2c6e5dfd2c9f 

Geraci, J. C., & Nagy, J. (2004). Millennials—the new media generation. Young 
Consumers: Insight and Ideas for Responsible Marketers, 5(2), 17–24.  

Gibbons, S. (2007). Redefining the roles of information professionals in higher education 
to engage the net generation. Paper presented at EDUCAUSE, Australasia. 
Retrieved from http:// 
www.caudit.edu.au/educauseaustralasia07/authors_papers/Gibbons2.pdf. 

Gliem, J., & Gliem, R. (2003). Proceedings of the 2003 Midwest research to practice 
conference in adult, continuing, and community education. Retrieved from 
https://scholarworks.iupui.edu/bitstream/handle/1805/344/Gliem+&+Gliem.pdf?s
equence=1 

Grant, E. (2002). Advertising and promotion are key to successful marketing. Retrieved 
from http://www.cattletoday.com/archive/2002/October/CT234.shtml 

Guttmann, A. (2021). Advertising spending in the U.S. 2020-2024, by medium. Statistica.  

Ha, l. (2008). Online advertising research in advertising journals: a review. Journal of 
Current Issues and Research in Advertising, 30(1), pp. 31–48.  

Hanna, R., Rohm, A., &Crittenden, V.L. (2011). We’re all connected: the power of the 
social media ecosystem. Business Horizons, 54(3), 265-273. 



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

114 
 

Hanson, G., & Haridakis, P. M. (2008). YouTube users watching and sharing the news: A 
uses and gratifications approach. Journal of Electronic Publishing, 11(3). 
https://doi.org/10.3998/3336451. 0011.305. 

Harms, B., Bijmolt, T., & Hoekstra, J. (2019). You don’t fool me! Consumer perceptions 
of digital native advertising and banner advertising. Journal of Media Business 
Studies 16(4), 275-294.  

Hartman, J., & McCambridge, J. (2011). Optimizing millennials’ communication styles. 
Sage. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1080569910395564 

Hausman, A., & Sielpe, J. (2009). The effect of web interface features on consumer 
online purchase intentions. Journal of Business Research, 62(1), 5-13. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.018 

Helsper, E. & Eynon, R. (2010). Digital natives: Where is the evidence? British 
Educational Research Journal 36(3), 503-520.  

Hermeking, M. (2006). Culture and internet consumption: Contributions from cross-
cultural marketing and advertising research. Journal of Computer-Mediated 
Communication, 192-216.  

Howell, J.L., & Hebron, G.B. (2004). Agricultural landowners lack of preference for 
internet extension. Journal of Extension, 42(6).  

Israel, G., & Wilson, K. (2006). Sources and channels of information used by education 
program clients. Journal of Applied Communications, 90(4), 55-78.  

Ivana. (2021). Direct mail statistics that will have you running to the post office. 
Smallbizgenius. Retrieved from: https://www.smallbizgenius.net/by-the-
numbers/direct-mail-statistics/ 

Jeffers, D. W. (1989) Using public relations theory to evaluate specialized magazines as 
communication "channels". Public Relations Research Annual, 1, 115 
124. DOI: 10.1207/s1532754xjprr0101-4_6 

Johnson, D., & Grayson, K. (2005). Cognitive and affective trust in service relationships. 
Journal of Business Research, 58(4), 500-507. DOI: 10.1016/S0148-
2963(03)00140-1 

Kaplan, A., & Haenlein, M. (2010). Users of the world, unite! The challenges and 
opportunities of social media. Business Horizons, 53(1), 59-68 

Katz, E., Blumler, J. G., & Gurevitch, M. (1974). Utilization of mass communication by 
the individual. In J. G. Blumler & E. Katz (Eds.), The uses of mass 
communications: Current perspectives on gratifications research (19–32). 
Beverly Hills: Sage. 

 

 



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

115 
 

Keating, T., & Evans, E. (2001). Three computers in the back of the classroom: 
Preservice teachers’ conceptions of technology integration. In R. Carlsen, N. 
Davis, J. Price, R. Weber, & D. Willis (Eds.), Proceedings of society for 
information technology & teacher education international conference 2001 
(1671–1676). Chesapeake, VA: AACE. 

Kemp, S. (2019). Digital trends 2019: every single stat you need to know about the 
internet. Retrieved from https://thenextweb.com/contributors/2019/01/30/digital-
trends-2019-every-single-stat-youneed-to-know-about-the-internet/ 

Kerlinger, F.N. (1986). Foundations of behavioral research (3rd ed.). New York: Holt, 
Rinehart & Winston. 

Kilian, T., Hennings, N., & Langner, S. (2012). Do Millennials read books or blogs? 
Introducing a media usage typology of the internet generation. Journal of 
Consumer Marketing, 29(2), 114–124. DOI: 10.1108/07363761211206366 

Kim, J., & McMillan, S. J. (2008). Evaluation of Internet advertising research. Journal of 
Advertising, 37(1), 99–112. DOI: 10.2753/JOA0091-3367370108 

Kim, J., Lee, J., Jo, S., Jung, J., & Kang, J. (2015). Magazine reading experience and 
advertising engagement: A uses and gratifications perspective. Journalism & 
Mass Communication Quarterly, 92(1), 179-198. DOI: 
10.1177/1077699014559914 

Kirchhoff, S. (2009). Advertising industry in the digital age. Congressional Research 
Service.  

Kirschner, P. & De Bruyckere, P. (2017). The myths of the digital native and the 
multitasker. Elsevier Teaching and Education, 67, 135-142.  

Kline R.B. (2005). Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling. 2nd edn. 
The Guilford Press, New York. 

Ko, H., Cho, C., & Roberts, M. (2005). Internet uses and gratifications: A structural 
equation model of interactive advertising. Journal of Advertising, 34(2), 57-70.  

Krishen, A., Kachen, S., Kraussman, M., & Haniff, Z. (2016). Do consumers dig it all? 
The interplay of digital and print formats in media. Journal of Consumer 
Marketing, 33(7), p. 489-497. DOI: 10.1108/JCM-01-2015-1287. 

Kuyucu, M. (2019). YouTube marketing opportunities and prospects in Turkey. Retrieved 
from https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Mihalis-
Kuyucu/publication/348013046_The_Change_of_Global_Advertising_Market_Fr
om_Traditional_to_Digital_World/links/5fece8e8299bf140885df2c0/The-
Change-of-Global-Advertising-Market-From-Traditional-to-Digital-World.pdf 

Lee, C. S., & Ma, L. (2012). News sharing in social media: The effect of gratifications 
and prior experience. Computers in Human Behavior, 28(2), 331–339. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2011.10.002. 



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

116 
 

Lee, H., & Cho, C.-H. (2020). Digital advertising: Present and future prospects. 
International Journal of Advertising, 39(3), 332–341. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02650487.2019.1642015 

Lewis, B.R., Snyder, C.A., & Rainer, Jr., R.K. (1995). An empirical assessment of the 
information resource management construct. Journal of Management Information 
Systems, 1(12), 199-223. 

Light, C. & Lancefield, D. (2007). Show me the money: Strategies for success in IPTV. 
London: PricewaterhouseCoopers. 

Lim, H., & Kumar, A. (2019). Variations in consumers’ use of brand online social 
networking: A uses and gratifications approach. Journal of Retailing and 
Consumer Services, 51, 450-457.  

Lin, C. (1999a). Uses and gratifications in clarifying communication theories: A hands-
on approach. Ames: Iowa State University Press, 199–208. 

Lin, C. A. (1998). Exploring personal computer adoption dynamics. Journal of 
Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 42, 95–112. 

Lin, C.A. (1996). Looking back: The contribution of Blumler and Katz’s uses of mass 
communication to communication research. Journal of Broadcasting and 
Electronic Media, 40(4), 574–581. 

Liu, W. Y. (2015). A historical overview of uses and gratifications theory. Cross-
Cultural Communication, 11(9), 71-78. Retrieved from 
http//www.cscanada.net/index.php/ccc/article/view/7415 DOI: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.3968/7415 

Livingstone, S., & Helsper, E. (2007). Gradations in digital inclusion: Children, young 
people, and the digital divide. New Media and Society, 9, 671–96. 

Loges, W. & Jung, J. (2001). Exploring the digital divide. SAGE Publications, 28(4), 
536-562.  

Lozovik, A. (2020). Labeling generations. [Dissertation, Belarusian State University].  

Lunenburg, F.C., & Irby, B.J. (2008). Writing a successful thesis or dissertation: Tips 
and strategies for students in the social and behavioral sciences. Corwin Press.  

Ma, J., & Du, B. (2018). Digital advertising and company value: Implications of 
reallocating advertising expenditures. Journal of Advertising Research, 58(3), 
326–337. https://doi.org/10.2501/JAR- 2018-002  

Maamar, Z. (2003). Commerce, e-commerce, and m-commerce: what comes next? 
Communications of the ACM ,46(12), 251–257. 

Malik, A., Dhir, A., & Nieminen, M. (2016). Uses and gratifications of digital photo 
sharing on Facebook. Telematics & Informatics, 33(1), 129–138. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2015.06.009. 



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

117 
 

Marley, M., Abrams, K., & Castillo, D. (2019). Does good design matter in the seedstock 
advertising business? Effects of graphic design in beef seedstock ads on cattle 
producers’ trust and credibility. Journal of Applied Communications, 103(3). 
https://doi.org/10.4148/ 

Martin, B.A.S., van Durme, J.L., Raulas, M., & Merisavo, M. (2003). Email advertising: 
exploratory insights from Finland. Journal of Advertising Research, 43(3), 293– 
300. 

Marketing Charts. (2018). US online and traditional media advertising outlook, 2018-
2022. Marketing Charts. Retrieved from: 
https://www.marketingcharts.com/industries/retail-and-e-commerce-83805 

Martinez, C., Maples, J, & Benavidez, J. (2021). Beef cattle markets and COVID-19. 
Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy, 43(1). DOI: 10.1002/AEPP.13080 

McKinnon, B. & Snodgrass, H. (2009). Getting started in the cattle business in Virginia. 
Virginia Cooperative Extension, 400-790.  

McLeod, E. (2009). The use (and disuse) of mobile phones by baby boomers. 
International Journal of Emerging Technologies and Society, 7(1), 28-38. 
https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/use-disuse-mobile-phones-baby-
boomers/docview/223212765/se-2?accountid=7098 

Mehta, A., & Purvis, S. C. (1995, March). When attitudes toward advertising in general 
influence advertising success. Proceedings of the Conference of the American 
Academy of Advertising (190–196). The American Academy of Advertising, 
Norfolk, Virginia. 

Melick, J. (2014). The generational digital divide: Understanding adult learners’ self-
efficacy in online education. [Unpublished Master’s Thesis, Grand Valley State 
University].  

Merisavo, M., & Raulas, M. (2004). The impact of e-mail marketing on brand loyalty. 
Journal of Product and Brand Management, 13(7), 498–505. 

Mittal, B. (1994). Public assessment of TV advertising: Faint praise and harsh criticism. 
Journal of Advertising Research, 34(1), 35–53.  

Mort, G.S. & Drennan, J. (2005). Marketing m-services: establishing a usage benefit 
typology related to mobile user characteristics. Database Marketing & Customer 
Strategy Management, 12(4), 327–341. 

Morton, L. P. (2001). Segment to target college students. Public Relations Quarterly, 
46(1), 43–45.  

Myers, K., & Sdaghiani, K. (2010). Millennials in the workplace: A communication 
perspective on millennials’ organizational relationships and performance. Journal 
of Business and Psychology, 25, 225-238. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-010-
9172-7 



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

118 
 

National Pedigreed Livestock Council. Beef Breeds Registration Statistics. Retrieved 
from http:// www.nplc.net/aws/NPLC/pt/sp/resources 

Newton, T. (2009). Traditional media: Down but not out. Catalyst Investors, 4. 
http://www.catalystinvestors.com/files/pdf/Catalyst 
Traditional_Media_Down_but_Not_Out_7-7-09.pdf 

Ng, W. (2012). Can we teach digital natives digital literacy? Computers & Education, 
59(3), 1065-1078. 

Oblinger, D. & Oblinger, J. (2005) Educating the net generation. Retrieved from 
http://www.educause.edu/educatingthenetgen/ 

Oblinger, D. (2003). Boomers, gen-xers and millennials: Understanding the new students. 
EDUCAUSE Review, 38(4), 37–47. 

Oluwatayo, J. (2012). Validity and reliability issues in educational research. Journal of 
Educational and Social Research, 2, 391-400. 

Palfrey, J., & Gasser, U. (2008). Born digital: Understanding the first generation of 
digital natives. New York, NY: Basic Books. 

Pedró, F. (2006). The new millennium learners: Challenging our views on ICT and 
learning. Paris: OECD-CERI. 

Pelletier, M., Krallman, A., Adams, F., & Hancock, T. (2020). One size doesn’t fit all: A 
uses and gratifications analysis of social media platforms. Journal of Research in 
Interactive Marketing, 14(2).  

Pew Research Center. (2021). Mobile Fact Sheet. Pew Research Center. Retrieved from: 
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/fact-sheet/mobile/ 

Plume, C. & Slade, E. (2018). Sharing of sponsored advertisements on social media: A 
uses and gratifications perspective. Information Systems Fronier, 20(3), 471-483.  

Pooja, M., Black, J.E., Jiangmei, C., Berger, P.D., & Weinberg, B.D. (2012). The impact 
of social media usage on consumer buying behavior. Advances in Management, 
5(1), 14-22. 

Prensky, M. (2001). Digital natives, digital immigrants. “On the Horizon” - MCB 
University Press, 9(5).  

Prensky, M. (2001a). Digital natives, digital immigrants. Part 1: “On the Horizon,” 9(5), 
1–6. 

Prensky, M. (2001b). Digital natives, digital immigrants. Part 2: do they really think 
differently? On the Horizon, 9(6), 1–6. 

Rainie, L. (2006). Life online: teens and technology and the world to come. Retrieved 
from: http://www.pewInternet.org/ppt/Teens%20and%20technology.pdf. 



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

119 
 

Rayburn, J.D. (1996). Uses and gratifications. In B. Salwen, D. Stacks (Eds.), An 
Integrated Approach to Communication Theory and Research, (145-163). 
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Reinard, J.C. (2006). Communication research statistics. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Reisenwitz, T. H., & Iyer, R. (2009). Differences in Generation X and Generation Y: 
Implications for the organization and marketers. Marketing Management Journal, 
19(2), 91–103. 

Rettie, R., Grandcolas, U., & Deakins, B. (2005). Text message advertising: response 
rates and branding effects. Journal of Targeting, Measurement and Analysis for 
Marketing, 13(4), 304–312. 

Rideout, V., Roberts, D., & Foehr, U. (2005). Generation m: Media in the lives of 8-18 
year-olds. Menlo Park, CA: Henry Kayser Family Foundation. 

Robideaux, D.R. (2002). Party affiliation and ad attitudes toward political ads. Journal of 
Marketing Theory and Practice, 10(1), pp. 36–45. 

Rodgers, S., & Thorson, E. (2018). Special issue introduction: Digital engagement with 
advertising. Journal of Advertising, 47(1), 1–3. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.2017.1414003  

Rogers EM (2003). Diffusion of innovations (5th ed.) New York: free press. 

Rosen, L. D. (2010). Rewired: Understanding the I-Generation and the way they learn. 
Palgrave New York: Macmillan. 

Rosenstiel, T., Sonderman, J., Loker, K., Tran, M., Tompson, T., & Benz, J. (2014). The 
personal news cycle. The Media Insight Project. Retrieved from: www. 
americanpressinstitute.org/publications/reports/survey- research/download-
personal-news-cycle-study/. 

Rowlands, I., Nicholas, D., Williams, P., Huntington, P., Fieldhouse, M., Gunter, B., 
Withey, R., Jamali, H. R., Dobrowolski, T., & Tenopir, C. (2008). The Google 
generation: The information behaviour of the researcher of the future. Aslib 
Proceedings: New Information Perspectives, 60(4), 290–310. 

Rubin, A. M. (2009). The uses-and-gratifications perspective on media effects. In J. 
Bryant & M. B. Oliver (Eds.), Media effects: Advances in theory and research 
(3rd ed., 165–184). New York: Routledge. 

Rubin, Alan M. (1994). Media uses and effects: A uses and gratifications perspective. 
Media Effects: Advances in Theory and Research, Jennings Bryant and Dolf 
Zillmann, eds., Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 417–436. 

Ruggiero, T. (2000). Uses and gratifications theory in the 21st century. Mass 
Communication & Society, 3(1), p. 3-37.  



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

120 
 

Sahay, A., Gould, E. & Barwise, P. (1998) New interactive media: experts’ perceptions 
of opportunities and threats for existing businesses. European Journal of 
Marketing, 32(7/8), pp. 616–628. 

Santoso, I., Wright, M., Trinh, G., & Avis, M. (2020). Is digital advertising effective 
under conditions of low attention? Journal of Marketing Management, 36, 17-18. 
DOI: 10.1080/0267257X.2020.1801801 

Sass, E. (2006). Survey: Marketers to slash ad spending, focus on buzz. Media Daily 
News. Retrieved from http://www.mediapost.com/publications/ 
article/40122/survey-marketers-to-slash-ad-spending-focus-on-b.html#ixzz1p8 
AMU9Pm 

Schlosser, A.E., Shavitt, S. & Kanfer, A. (1999) Survey of internet users’ attitudes 
toward internet advertising. Journal of Interactive Marketing, 13(3), pp. 34–53. 

Seemiller, C., & Grace, M. (2014). Generation Z goes to college study. Unpublished raw 
data. 

Semler, J. (2015). ABM agri media council’s research. AgriMarketing, 53(6), 30. 
Retrieved from https://www.proquest.com/trade-journals/abm-agri-media-
councils-research/docview/1711214775/se-2?accountid=7098. 

Severin, Werner J., and James W. Tankard (1997). Communication theories: Origins, 
methods, and uses in the mass media (4th ed.). White Plains, NY: Longman. 

Sévigny, A., & Flynn, T. (2011). A reflection on the evolution of the field of professional 
communication, Journal of Professional Communication 1(1), 3-14.  

Shapiro, C. & Varian, H.R. (1999). Information rules: A strategic guide to the network 
economy. Boston: Harvard Business School Press. 

Sheehan, K., & Morrison, D. (2009). The creativity challenge. Journal of Interactive 
Advertising, 9(2), 40-43. https://doi.org/10.1080/15252019.2009.10722154 

Siedlecki, S. (2020). Understanding descriptive research designs and methods. Clinical 
Nurse Specialist, 34(1), 8-12. 
https://journals.lww.com/10.1097/NUR.0000000000000493 

Singer, J. B. (1998). Online journalists: Foundations for research into their changing 
roles. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 4. Retrieved May 1999 
from the World Wide Web: http:// 
jcmc.huji.ac.il/vol4/issue1/smith.html#ABSTRACT 

Smith, A., & Anderson, M. (2018). Social media use in 2018. Retrieved from: 
www.pewinternet.org/2018/ 03/01/social-media-use-in-2018/. 

Smith, K. K. (2012). Longitudinal study of digital marketing strategies targeting 
millennials. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 29(2), 86–92. DOI: 10.1108/ 
07363761211206339 



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

121 
 

Smith, K. T. (2011). Digital marketing strategies that millennials find appealing, 
motivating, or just annoying. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 19(6), 489–499. 
DOI: 10.1080/0965254X.2011.581383  

Smith, K. T. (2017). Mobile advertising to digital natives: preferences on content, style, 
personalization, and functionality. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 27(1), 67-80. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0965254X.2017.1384043 

Soh, H., Reid, L. N., & King, K. W. (2009). Measuring trust in advertising. Journal of 
Advertising, 38(2), 83-103. DOI: 10.2753/JOA0091-3367380206 

Sparks & Honey. (2014). Meet gen z: Forget everything you learned about millennials. 
Retrieved from www.slideshare.net/sparksandhoney/generation-zfinal-june-17 

Stamats, Inc. (2008). “Students of today...and tomorrow.” Report prepared for the Board 
of Trustees, Lyon College, Batesville, Arkansas. 

Stelzner, M. (2018). Social media marketing industry report. Retrieved from: 
www.socialmediaexaminer. com/social-media-marketing-industry-report-2018/. 

Straub, D., Boudreau, M., & Gefen, D. (2004). Validation guidelines for IS positivist 
research. Communications of the Association for Information Systems, 13(24). 
DOI: 10.17705/1CAIS.01324 

Strauss, W., & Howe, N. (1991a). The cycle of generations. American Demographics, 
24-33. 

Strebel, J., Erdem, T., & Swait, J. (2004). Consumer search in high technology markets: 
exploring the use of traditional information channels. Journal of Consumer 
Psychology, 14(1/2), 96-104. 

Sung, Y., Lee, J.-A., Kim, E., & Choi, S. M. (2016). Why we post selfies: Understanding 
motivations for posting pictures of oneself. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 97, 260–265. https://doi. org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.03.032. 

Taherdoost, H. (2016). Sampling methods in research methodology; how to choose a 
sampling technique for research. SSRN. Retrieved from: 
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3205035 

Tang, R. & Kyong, E. O. (2003). University students’ mobile news consumption 
activities and evaluative/ affective reactions to political news during election 
campaigns: A diary study. Journal of Information Science, 46(4), p. 476-495.  

Tanyel, F., Stuart, E., & Griffin, J. (2013). Have “millennials” embraced digital 
advertising as they have embraced digital media? Journal of Promotion 
Management 19(5), 652-673.  

Tapscott, D. (1998). Growing up digital: the rise of the net generation. (New York, 
McGraw-Hill). 

Tapscott, D. (2009). Growing up digital: How the net generation is changing the world. 
New York, NY: McGraw-Hill. 



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

122 
 

Taylor, D. G., Lewin, J.E., & Strutton, D (2011). Friends, Fans, and Followers: Do ads 
work on social networks? How gender and age shape receptivity. Journal of 
Advertising Research 51(1), 258-275. 

Tellis, G., & Ambler, T. (2007). The Handbook of Advertising. London: Sage. 

Teo, T. (2013). An initial development and validation of Digital Natives Assessment 
Scale (DNAS). Journal of Computers & Education, 67, 51-57. DOI: 
10.1016/j.compedu.2013.02.012 

Teo, T., Kabakçı Yurdakul, I. & Faruk Ursavaş, O. (2014). Exploring the digital natives 
among pre-service teachers in Turkey: a cross-cultural validation of the Digital 
Native Assessment Scale. Interactive Learning Environments, 24(6), 1231-1244. 
DOI: 10.1080/10494820.2014.980275 

Top Employers Institute. (n.d.). Millennials are tech savvy. Gen Z’s are tech native. 
https://www.top-employers.com/en-US/insights/talent-strategy/millennials-are-
tech-savvy.-gen-zs-are-tech-native/ 

Truong, Y., McColl, R., & Kitchen, P. (2010). Practitioners’ perceptions of advertising 
strategies for digital media. International Journal of Advertising 29(5), 709-725.  

Tsang, M.M., Ho, S.C., & Liang, T.P. (2004). Consumer attitudes toward mobile 
advertising: an empirical study. International Journal of Electronic Commerce, 
8(3), pp. 65–78. 

Tucker, M., & Napier, T.L. (2002). Preferred sources and channels of soil and water 
conservation information among farmers in three Midwestern U.S. watersheds. 
Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment, 92(2-3), 297-313. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8809(01)00293-6 

Tucker, C. (2012). Social Advertising. MIT Working Paper. DOI: 10.2139/ ssm.1975897. 

Tulgan, B. (2000). Managing generation X: How to bring out the best in young talent. 
New York: W. W. Norton & Company.  

Underwood, J. (2007). Rethinking the digital divide: impacts on student tutor 
relationships. European Journal of Education, 42(2), 213–222. 

Veen, W. (2007). Homo zappiens and the need for new education systems. Research 
Gate, 57-66. DOI: 10.2307/j.ctv1q69gt7.9 

Vergot III, P., Israel, G., & Mayo, D.E. (2005). Sources and channels of information used 
by beef cattle producers in twelve counties of the northwest Florida extension 
district. Journal of Extension, 43(2). Retrieved from: 
http://www.joe.org/joe/2005april/rb6.php 

Warmbrod, J.R. (2014). Reporting and interpreting scores derived from likert-type scales. 
Journal of Agricultural Education, 55(5), 30-47.  



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

123 
 

Weiler, A. (2005). Information-seeking behavior in generation Y students: Motivation, 
critical thinking, and learning theory. The Journal of Academic Librarianship, 
31(1), 46–53. 

Whiting, A., & Williams, D. (2013). Why people use social media: a uses and 
gratifications approach. Qualitative Market Research, 16(5), 362-
369. https://doi.org/10.1108/QMR-06-2013-0041 

Wilkinson, J. (2009). The relationship of trust and personality factors of a knowledge 
source on the information-seeking behaviors of agriculture professionals. 
[Unpublished master’s thesis]. Texas Tech University.  

Willliams, D., Crittenden, V., Keo, T., & McCarty, P. (2012). The use of social media: an 
exploratory study of usage among digital natives. Journal of Public Affairs, 12(2), 
127-136.  

Wimmer, R. D., & Dominick, J. R. (1994). Mass media research: An introduction. 
Belmont, CA: Wadsworth. 

Wojdynski, B. W., & Evans, N. J. (2016). Going native: Effects of disclosure position 
and language on the recognition and evaluation of online native advertising. 
Journal of Advertising, 45(2), 157–168. 

 Wolin, L. & Korgoankar, P. (2003). Web advertising: gender differences in beliefs, 
attitudes and behavior. Internet Research, 13(5), 375-385. DOI: 
10.1108/10662240310501658 

Wolin, L. D., Korgaonkar, P., & Lund, D. (2002). Beliefs, attitudes and behavior toward 
Web advertising. International Journal of Advertising, 21, 87–113. DOI: 
10.1108/10662240310501658 

Yang, S., Lin, S., Carlson, J.R., &Ross, W.T. (2016). Brand engagement on social media: 
will firms’ social media efforts influence searching engine advertising 
effectiveness? Journal of Marketing Management, 32(5-6), 526-557. 

Yoo, C. Y. (2009). Effects beyond click-through: Incidental exposure to web advertising. 
Journal of Marketing Communications, 15(4), 227–246. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13527260802176419 

Zanot, E. J. (1984). Public attitudes towards advertising. International Journal of 
Advertising, 3(1), 3–15. 

Zemke, R., Raines, C., & Filipczak, B. (2000). Generations at work: Managing the clash 
of veterans, boomers, xers, and nexters in your workplace. New York: Amacom 
Books. 

Zenith Optimedia. (2018). Advertising expenditures forecast. Retrieved from https:// 
www.zenithmedia.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/Adspend-forecasts-March-
2018- executive-summary.pdf 

Zhu, Y., &Chen, H. (2015). Social media and human need satisfaction: implications for 
social media marketing. Business Horizons, 58(3), 335-345. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/QMR-06-2013-0041
http://www.zenithmedia.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/Adspend-forecasts-March-2018-%20executive-summary.pdf
http://www.zenithmedia.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/Adspend-forecasts-March-2018-%20executive-summary.pdf


                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

124 
 

APPENDIX A: SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
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Meeting Modern Industry Demands: Members' Attitude Toward and Perceptions of 
Digital Advertising 

 

Survey Flow 

Block: Default Question Block (34 Questions) 

Page Break  
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Start of Block: Default Question Block 
 

Q1  
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this research study about how national cattle 
breed associations use digital media and the attitude toward and perceptions of digital 
advertising that members have. 
 
 
Your participation is completely voluntary and there are no direct benefits for your 
participation. We appreciate your time and effort for this research study. 
 
 
This survey should only take 9-12 minutes to complete. You can skip parts of the 
research you are not comfortable with and are able to stop at any point. There are no 
foreseeable risks to your participation. To protect your confidentiality, no names will be 
collected in the data. 
 
 
Identifiers might be removed from the identifiable private information and that, after such 
removal, the information could be used for future research studies or distributed to 
another investigator for future research studies without additional informed consent from 
the subject or the legally authorized representative. 
 
 
If you have any questions about this research, please contact Dr. Lindsay Kennedy at 
Lindsay.Kennedy@ttu.edu or Grace Vehige at grvehige@ttu.edu. If you have questions 
about your rights as a research participant, contact the Human Research Protection 
Program, Office of Research & Innovation, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 
79409.  You can contact us at 806-742-2064 or hrpp@ttu.edu. 
 
 
Your time and effort on this survey is appreciated. Thank you for your feedback. 

 
 
Page Break  
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Q49 We would like to begin by defining what we mean by digital media. This term refers 
to any content presented in a digital format.  The term digital advertising refers to content 
presented in a digital format (such as on a website or social media platform) that shares 
information about a product or service. 
 
 
Digital advertisements are typically interactive, meaning you can click on them to go to 
another page for more details. These advertisements may appear on a website, blog, 
email, social media platform, text message or other form of digital media that is viewed 
on any type of digital device from a desktop computer to a mobile phone. 
 
 
You will be asked to complete a survey seeking to measure how informed you are about 
modern technology used for communication, as well as your perceived proficiency using 
it. The survey also has questions regarding your attitudes about and preferences for 
digital advertising.  

 
 
Page Break  
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Q55 Are you 18 years old or older? 

o Yes  

o No  

 

Skip To: Q52 If Are you 18 years old or older? = Yes 
Skip To: End of Survey If Are you 18 years old or older? = No 
 
Page Break  
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Q52 Before you begin, please tell us which of the following devices you are using to 
complete this survey. 

o Mobile Phone  

o Laptop  

o Desktop Computer  

o Tablet  

o Other ________________________________________________ 

 
 
Page Break  

  



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

130 
 

 

Q29  
Section 1 

This section of the survey is designed to explore your opinions of how you interact with 
technology, information, other people, and the association.  

 
 
Page Break  
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Q30 Rate your level of agreement with the following statements about the integration of 
technology in your life. (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree) 
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 Strongly 
Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Neutral (3) Agree (4) Strongly 

Agree (5) 

I use the 
internet 

every day.  o  o  o  o  o  
I use 

computers 
for many 

things in my 
life.  

o  o  o  o  o  
I use a 

smartphone 
for many 

things in my 
daily life.  

o  o  o  o  o  
I use a 

computer for 
leisure every 

day.  
o  o  o  o  o  

I use a 
smartphone 
for leisure 
every day.  

o  o  o  o  o  
I keep in 

contact with 
my friends 
and family 

using digital 
devices 

every day.  

o  o  o  o  o  

Digital 
devices are 

an integrated 
part of my 
daily life.  

o  o  o  o  o  
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I prefer 
reading from 

digital 
devices 

rather than 
printed 
sources.  

o  o  o  o  o  

 

 
 
Page Break  
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Q4 Rate your level of agreement with the following statements about your comfort level 
with multitasking online. 
(1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree) 

 Strongly 
Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Neutral (3) Agree (4) Strongly 

Agree (5) 

I can 
comfortably 
search the 

internet and 
perform 
another 
activity.  

o  o  o  o  o  

When using 
the internet 
for work, I 

listen to 
music at the 
same time.  

o  o  o  o  o  

I use more 
than one 

application 
on the 

computer at 
the same 

time.  

o  o  o  o  o  

I often chat 
on a digital 

device with a 
friend and 
message 

another at the 
same time.  

o  o  o  o  o  

I use 
multiple 
digital 

devices at the 
same time to 

carry out 
various tasks.  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Page Break  

Q5 Rate your level of agreement with the following statements about your use of 
graphics (pictures, emojis, gifs, infographics, etc.) for communication. 
(1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree) 

 Strongly 
Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Neutral (3) Agree (4) Strongly 

Agree (5) 

I use 
graphics 

more than 
words to 
explain 

something.  

o  o  o  o  o  

I use a lot of 
graphics and 
icons when I 

send 
messages.  

o  o  o  o  o  
I am able to 
understand 
graphics 

better than 
words.  

o  o  o  o  o  
I use 

graphics to 
express my 

feelings.  
o  o  o  o  o  

I use 
graphics to 
say what I 

think.  
o  o  o  o  o  

I use 
graphics a 
lot in my 
messages.  

o  o  o  o  o  
 

 
 
Page Break  



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

136 
 

Q6 Rate your level of agreement with the following statements. 
(1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree) 

 Strongly 
Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Neutral (3) Agree (4) Strongly 

Agree (5) 

I wish to be 
rewarded for 
everything I 

do.  
o  o  o  o  o  

I do not like 
to wait too 

long for 
information 
to be given 

to me.  

o  o  o  o  o  

When I 
receive a 
reply to 

something I 
post on a 

digital 
device, I feel 

happy.  

o  o  o  o  o  

When I send 
out an email 
or message, 
or post to 

other forms 
of digital 
media, I 
expect a 

quick reply.  

o  o  o  o  o  

I expect 
quick access 

to 
information 
when I need 

it.  

o  o  o  o  o  

I expect the 
websites I 
visit to be 
constantly 
updated.  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Q31  
Section 2 

This section of the survey is designed to assess your attitude toward and perceptions of 
digital advertising. 
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Q51 How often do you notice each of the following types of advertisements? 
(1 = Never, 5 = Always) 

 Never (1) Almost 
Never (2) 

Sometimes 
(3) 

Almost 
Always (4) Always (5) 

Radio  o  o  o  o  o  
Podcast  o  o  o  o  o  

Newspaper  o  o  o  o  o  
Magazine 

(print)  o  o  o  o  o  
Magazine 
(digital)  o  o  o  o  o  

Social media  o  o  o  o  o  
Text 

message  o  o  o  o  o  
Webpage  o  o  o  o  o  

Email  o  o  o  o  o  
Television  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q9 How likely are you to seek additional information or make a purchase based on each 
type of advertisement? 
(1 = Extremely Unlikely, 5 = Extremely Likely) 

 Extremely 
Unlikely (1) 

Somewhat 
Unlikely (2) Neutral (3) Somewhat 

Likely (4) 
Extremely 
Likely (5) 

Radio  o  o  o  o  o  
Podcast  o  o  o  o  o  

Newspaper  o  o  o  o  o  
Magazine 

(print)  o  o  o  o  o  
Magazine 
(digital)  o  o  o  o  o  

Social media  o  o  o  o  o  
Text 

message  o  o  o  o  o  
Webpage  o  o  o  o  o  

Email  o  o  o  o  o  
Television  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q10 Please rate the following advertising methods based on how well they capture your 
attention. Click and drag the advertising method to sort the ranks. 

______ Radio 
______ Podcast 
______ Newspaper 
______ Magazine (print) 
______ Magazine (digital) 
______ Television 
______ Social media 
______ Text message 
______ Webpage 
______ Email 
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Q53 Rate your level of agreement with the following statements about your engagement 
with general print advertisements. 
(1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree) 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 
Disagree (2) Neutral (3) Agree (4) Strongly 

Agree (5) 

I read the 
advertisements 

I see in 
general print 
publications.  

o  o  o  o  o  
I relate to the 

advertisements 
I see in 

general print 
publications.  

o  o  o  o  o  
I like the 

advertisements 
I have seen 

displayed by 
other 

cattlemen and 
cattlewomen 

in general 
print 

publications.  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Q54 Rate your level of agreement with the following statements about your engagement 
with general digital advertisements. (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree) 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 
Disagree (2) Neutral (3) Agree (4) Strongly 

Agree (5) 

I read the 
advertisements 
I see published 

on general 
digital media.  

o  o  o  o  o  
I relate to the 

advertisements 
I see on 

general digital 
media.  

o  o  o  o  o  
I like the 
digital 

advertisements 
I have seen 

displayed by 
other 

cattlemen and 
cattlewomen 

on their 
personal 
pages.  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Q48 Rate your level of agreement with the following statements about your engagement 
with the association's print advertisements. 
(1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree) 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 
Disagree (2) Neutral (3) Agree (4) Strongly 

Agree (5) 

I read the 
advertisements 

I see in my 
association's 

print 
publication.  

o  o  o  o  o  

I relate to the 
advertisements 

I see in my 
association's 

print 
publication.  

o  o  o  o  o  

I like the print 
advertisements 

I have seen 
displayed by 

other 
cattlemen and 
cattlewomen 

in our 
association's 
magazine.  

o  o  o  o  o  

I want more 
information 
about print 
advertising 

with the 
association.  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Q32 Rate your level of agreement with the following statements about your engagement 
with digital advertisements published by the association. 
(1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree) 

 
Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 
Disagree (2) Neutral (3) Agree (4) Strongly 

Agree (5) 

I read the 
advertisements 
I see published 

by the 
association in 
digital media.  

o  o  o  o  o  

I relate to the 
advertisements 
I see published 

by the 
association in 
digital media.  

o  o  o  o  o  

I like the 
digital 

advertisements 
I have seen 

displayed by 
other 

cattlemen and 
cattlewomen 

on the 
association's 

digital outlets.  

o  o  o  o  o  

I want more 
information 
about digital 
advertising 

with the 
association.  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Q35  
Please indicate how often you look at advertisements displayed on each digital device. 
(Never = 1, All the Time = 5) 

 Never (1) Not Often 
(2) 

Sometimes 
(3) Often (4) All the 

Time (5) 

How often do 
you look at 

digital 
advertisements 
displayed on 
your mobile 

phone?  

o  o  o  o  o  

How often do 
you look at 

digital 
advertisements 
displayed on 

your 
computer?  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Q38 Please indicate how likely you are to click on advertisements displayed on each 
digital device. 
(Extremely Unlikely = 1, Extremely Likely = 5) 

 Extremely 
Unlikely (1) 

Somewhat 
Unlikely (2) 

Neutral 
(3) 

Somewhat 
Likely (4) 

Extremely 
Likely (5) 

How likely are 
you to click on 

digital 
advertisements 
displayed on 
your mobile 

phone?  

o  o  o  o  o  

How likely are 
you to click on 

digital 
advertisements 
displayed on 

your 
computer?  

o  o  o  o  o  
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Q39 Section 3 
This section of the survey is designed to assess your use of and preferences for digital 
advertising for your business. 
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Q17 Have you ever promoted your business on a digital platform? 

o Yes  

o No  

o I do not know  

 

Skip To: Q18 If Have you ever promoted your business on a digital platform? = Yes 
Skip To: Q19 If Have you ever promoted your business on a digital platform? = No 
Skip To: Q40 If Have you ever promoted your business on a digital platform? = I do not 
know 
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Q18 If yes, please select all digital advertising methods you have used to promote your 
business. 

▢ Web-based  

▢ Social media  

▢ Email/e-Newsletter  

▢ Text messaging  

▢ Magazine (digital)  

▢ Other (please list) 
________________________________________________ 

 

Skip To: Q40 If If yes, please select all digital advertising methods you have used to 
promote your business. = Web-based 
Skip To: Q40 If If yes, please select all digital advertising methods you have used to 
promote your business. = Social media 
Skip To: Q40 If If yes, please select all digital advertising methods you have used to 
promote your business. = Email/e-Newsletter 
Skip To: Q40 If If yes, please select all digital advertising methods you have used to 
promote your business. = Text messaging 
Skip To: Q40 If If yes, please select all digital advertising methods you have used to 
promote your business. = Magazine (digital) 
Skip To: Q40 If If yes, please select all digital advertising methods you have used to 
promote your business. = Other (please list) 
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Q19 If no, would you be interested in promoting your business with a digital advertising 
method in the future? 

o Yes  

o No  

o I do not know  

 

Skip To: Q42 If If no, would you be interested in promoting your business with a digital 
advertising method in th... = No 
 
Page Break  

  



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

151 
 

 

Q40 Please indicate which digital advertising methods you would be most interested in 
using to promote your business in the future. Check all that apply. 

▢ Radio  

▢ Podcast  

▢ Newspaper  

▢ Magazine (print)  

▢ Magazine (digital)  

▢ Television  

▢ Social Media  

▢ Text messages  

▢ Webpage  

▢ Email  
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Q42 Section 4 
This section of the survey is designed to collect demographic data essential to this study. 
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Q57 Which cattle breed association(s) are you a member of? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Q44 What is your involvement in the cattle industry? Check all that apply. 

▢ Cow/Calf  

▢ Stocker/Backgrounder  

▢ Seedstock  

▢ Vet/Consultant  

▢ Feedlot Owner/Manager  

▢ Farmer/Feeder  

▢ Retail/Packer  

▢ Dairy Producer  

▢ Other ________________________________________________ 

▢ I do not have a cattle operation.  

 

Skip To: Q20 If What is your involvement in the cattle industry? Check all that apply. = I 
do not have a cattle operation. 
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Q45 How many head of cattle do you run each year? 

o 0  

o 1 - 49  

o 50 - 99  

o 100 - 499  

o 500 - 999  

o 1,000 - 4,999  

o 5,000 +  

 
 
 

Q28 Is your primary income from your cattle operation? 

o Yes  

o No  

o I prefer not to answer  
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Q20 Please select your gender. 

o Male  

o Female  

o Non-binary/third gender  

o Prefer not to say  

 
 
 

Q21 Please select your ethnicity. 

o Caucasian  

o African-American  

o Latino or Hispanic  

o Asian  

o Native American  

o Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander  

o Two or More  

o Other/Unknown (Please list) 
________________________________________________ 

o Prefer not to say  
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Q22 What year were you born? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Q23 What state are you from? 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q46 That concludes this survey. All information in this survey will be kept confidential 
to the extent allowed by law and University policy, and no identifying information will 
be used in any reports or publications resulting from this research. 
 
 
With any questions or concerns, please contact me directly at grvehige@ttu.edu.   Your 
time and effort on this survey is appreciated. Thank you for your feedback. 

 

End of Block: Default Question Block 
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APPENDIX B: IRB APPROVAL 
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possible (45 CFR 46). We will ask for a complete explanation of the event and for you to 
submit an Incident Submission in Cayuse IRB. 
 
Your study may be selected for a Post-Approval Monitoring (PAM). You will be notified 
if your study has been chosen for a PAM. A PAM investigator may request to observe 
your data collection procedures, including the consent process. 
 
Once your research is complete, please use a Closure Submission to archive this 
study. IRBs that remain active are subject to audit by the IRB. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
ORIGINAL 
SIGNATURE 
AVAILABLE UPON 
REQUEST 
 
Martin Binks, Ph.D. 
Chair, Texas Tech University Institutional Review Board 
Director, Nutrition & Metabolic Health Initiative (NMHI) 
Professor, Department of Nutritional Sciences, College of Human Sciences 
 
Human Research Protection Program 
357 Administration Building 
Lubbock, Texas 79409-1075 
T 806.742.2064 
www.hrpp.ttu.edu 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.hrpp.ttu.edu/
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APPENDIX C: E-NEWSLETTER CONFIRMATION 
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Sent via e-Newsletter on August 6, 2021 – American Gelbvieh Association 
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Sent via individual e-Blast on August 13, 2021 – American Gelbvieh Association 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                                                        Texas Tech University, Grace Vehige, December 2021 
 

164 
 

 

 

Sent via e-Newsletter on August 6, 13, and 20, 2021 – American Hereford Association 
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APPENDIX D: INITIAL CONTACT WITH ASSOCIATIONS 
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Hello, 
  
My name is Grace Vehige. I am a graduate student in the Department of Agricultural 
Education & Communications at Texas Tech University and a fellow cattle producer.  

I am working on my master’s thesis project, and I believe my research would benefit your 
association. My research is developed around the practice of digital advertising methods 
and your membership’s attitude toward and preferences of digital advertising.  

Who: Five national cattle breed associations have been identified for potential 
participation in this study. 

What it is: A survey has been developed that seeks to measure how informed members 
are about modern technology used for communication, as well as the perceived 
proficiency of the members using it. The survey also incorporates questions designed to 
identify membership attitude toward digital advertising, preference for digital advertising 
methods, and current digital advertising methods being utilized by members for personal 
businesses. The survey is estimated to take between 7-10 minutes to complete. 

How it benefits you:  The results of this study directly benefit your association, team and 
membership as data generated from this study will be used to deliver recommendations to 
national cattle breed associations so they may provide and invest in necessary creative 
services strategies. A resource offering insight about the membership’s digital advertising 
needs and the results of the survey will be provided.  

Attached you will find a short overview of my study and its purpose. If able, I would 
appreciate the opportunity to schedule time to visit with you about this study and how it 
will benefit your association.  
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. Thank you for your assistance. 
 
Best wishes, 
 
Grace Vehige  
Graduate Student 
Department of Agricultural Education & Communications 
Texas Tech University 
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APPENDIX E: EFFECT SIZE 
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Effect Size as Indicated by Cohen (1998) and Miles and Shevlin (2001) 

Effect Size Use Small Medium Large 

η2 ANOVA 0.01 0.06 0.14 
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