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Abstract 

Public policy is something that affects all citizens that are governed by the 

civilization that they live within.  We in the United States of America have elected 

to establish and maintain a system of government called a Democratic Republic. 

This system relies on the adherence to a set of premises as a basis of policy 

development and implementation.  The first of these is that no policy may 

contradict that of a higher governing authority.  In our country the highest 

governing authority and ideal is prescribed by the Constitution of the United 

States.    

 The constitution among other things maintains that the wishes of the 

majority may not violate the rights of the minority.  This is largely the motivation 

that results in a rather lengthy process that takes place to the end of a policy 

being implemented.  Early phases of the process are commonly initiated as a 

result of some form of public discontent over an issue.  When sufficient attention 

is drawn to this discontent the investigative phase of policy development will 

begin. 

 This study was conducted to ascertain the scope and extent to which 

professional agriculture producers in selected counties of Idaho and Texas 

engage in processes that influence the crafting of public policy.  The predominant 

criterion for selecting the counties of interest was the extent that irrigation water 

was relied upon for production.  In accordance with focusing on counties that are 

highly watered, the survey instrument specifically inquired of historic producer 

action pursuant to water policy development.  
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Chapter I 

 

Introduction

 Public policy is something that affects all citizens that are governed by the 

civilization that they live within.  In the United States of America, citizens have 

elected to establish and maintain a system of government called a Democratic 

Republic. This system relies on the adherence to a set of premises as a basis of 

policy development and implementation.  The first of these is that no policy may 

contradict that of a higher governing authority.  In our country the highest 

governing authority and ideal is prescribed by the Constitution of the United 

States.    

 The constitution, among other things, maintains that the wishes of the 

majority may not violate the rights of the minority.  This is largely the motivation 

that results in a rather lengthy process that takes place prior to a policy being 

implemented.  Early phases of the process are commonly initiated as a result of 

some form of public discontent over an issue.  When sufficient attention is drawn 

to this discontent the investigative phase of policy development will begin. 

 Before the elected representatives of government can debate and then 

ultimately vote on the merits of a proposed piece of legislation, the policy in 

question must be written.  The author will rely on information from various 

sources for the purpose of developing and drafting the policy.  This process is 

often referred to as policy analysis.  Analysts are those who identify good 
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components from harmful components and strive to submit an effective piece of 

legislation that will benefit the greatest number at the least possible cost. 

 There is a group of commonly used and readily identifiable sources that 

analysts rely on for data that is used to draft the policy that will provide a solution 

to the problem at hand.  These sources include reports on research that are 

conducted by both governmental as well as private organizations who investigate 

the cause of the undesirable situation and the extent of negative impact.   Further 

input includes commentary from special interest groups and formal as well as 

informal surveys of impacted people. 

 In some cases, the development of federal policy has resulted in impact on 

agricultural producers.  Jones and Jackson (1990) determined in a study of 

Wisconsin farmers that these producers were ill equipped with adequate 

information to fully identify areas of source pollution as well as effective 

mechanisms to minimize negative environmental impact.  These results give rise 

to the question of whether the agricultural producer is adequately informed, 

involved and represented during the development stages of policy that is drafted 

to address agricultural issues.  If not, why not?   

 If a lack of participation does exist, does this void in participation indicate a 

symptom of greater discontent resulting from a lack of information access or an 

abundance of independence?  One researcher noted that it is very difficult to get 

a large group to align on a common objective and stay focused on the task to 

secure that objective (Minarovi & Mueller, 2000).  The dissemination of 

information from policy makers to producers after implementation as well as from 
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producer to policy maker during development can be addressed.  Professionals 

in Agricultural Education and Agricultural Communications could play a pivotal 

role if the predominant problem is lack of bilateral information and communication 

flow. 

 

Statement of the Problem

 Stakeholder participation in the process of developing public policy may not 

be maximized in the formulation of all policies.  This is illustrated in part by the 

decline in voting participation from the 1970 high of eighty percent of those who 

were registered (U.S. Census, 2004).  A review of literature has revealed that 

there is interest in this topic but not a great deal of work that sets about to 

determine effective ways to increase this stakeholder activity (Cockrel, 1997a, 

1997b, 1997c, 1997d; Laughlin, et al., 2004).  The literature reviewed specifically 

addresses the topic of discussing the pros and cons of having more involvement 

and examines limited program attempts at achieving the goal of increasing voter 

participation (Gorman, 1999; Goodwin, 1993; King, Hustedde, 1993; 

Schumacher & Lloyd, 1997).  

 The idea that policy issues are controversial is not a unique premise.  

Cockrel (1997) stated that one is not truly dealing with an issue that is of concern 

to the public if that issue is, in fact, not controversial.  Goodwin (1993) examined 

contrasting viewpoints for methods of training Texas Extension agents in the 

presentation of controversial issues.  The results of this study revealed a marked 

increase in the knowledge of those who were in the treatment group.  In addition 
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to the positive outcome of enhanced participant knowledge, a positive shift in the 

attitude of treatment participants was identified.  This positive change in attitude 

was significant.     

 Gorman (1999) indicated that measurable increases in both knowledge of 

issues and likelihood of future participation in the policy process can be obtained 

with educational program exposure.  The researcher cited an increase of 

knowledge and participation likelihood of 81% and 61% respectively.  These 

results give credibility to the idea that facilitating further specialized training of the 

stakeholders is in the best interest to them as well as the rest of the community.  

The Gorman work also noted that an increase in the stakeholders’ perception of 

“personal control” was a complimentary outcome of the realized instructional 

experience. 

 One identified result of a study pertaining to participatory service learning 

was a “strong sense of altruism” that was felt by the participants (Hairston, 2004).  

This study not only provided encouraging results pertaining to the outcome of the 

project on the whole, but also inferred that the participants truly benefited from 

the social/planned outcome learning system that was experienced.  These 

findings support the speculation that interactive communication among the 

program participants is important for stakeholders to gain the maximum benefit 

as would be supported by the theories of reasoned action and social learning. 

 

 

 

 4



Purpose of the Study

 The purpose of this research was to investigate the extent to which those 

who produce agricultural commodities engage themselves in the process of 

formulating policy that will affect the methods and outcomes of their production. 

This study sought to quantify the bench mark of the scope and intensity of 

current civic and political engagement among agriculture producers who operate 

in selected counties of Idaho and Texas.  It is proposed that, if education and 

communication professionals can identify this point of current producer action, 

then future education and communication program design can be structured 

accordingly.  When programs are designed and implemented in a fashion that 

takes full advantage of previous knowledge and skill of participants, the result is 

a much more effective and positive experience.  It is believed that this assertion 

will hold constant regardless of the policy type in question, i.e. Farm Bills, 

environmental policy, water policy. 

 

Research Objectives

1. Describe producers based on various background and demographic 

variables. 

2. Determine relationships between and among various engagement, 

background, and demographic variables. 

3. Distinguish between producers in Idaho and Texas on various 

engagement, involvement, and demographic variables. 
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4. Determine the amount of variance in producers’ civic engagement as 

explained by a linear combination of political engagement, distance from 

a major city, age, years of education, and years of production 

experience. 

5. Determine the amount of variance in producers’ political engagement as 

explained by a linear combination of civic engagement, distance from 

major city, age, years of education, and years of production experience. 

 

Theoretical/Conceptual Framework

 There is support in the literature to indicate that a positive net outcome is 

commonly realized by participants as a direct result of their participation 

(Hairston, 2004).  Since little research has been conducted in this venue, it 

seems that benefit to the agricultural producer, agriculture industry and 

population as a whole could be provided by the increase in awareness that would 

be gained by exploring this topic.  If it can be demonstrated that the manifestation 

of positive outcomes to issues and the resultant impact on the producer and 

subsequent consumer can be maximized by a more thorough understanding of 

the Agriculture industry in a proactive fashion, then it would be reasonable to 

believe there exists a need for Agricultural Education and Agricultural 

Communications to be active as producer advocates in the policy development 

process.   

 There is a great deal of expense that is associated with the development, 

implementation, and monitoring of a policy.  When the impact of the policy is 
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specific to the production of food and fiber this expense is ultimately passed on to 

the consumer.  If the identification of a clear void in the policy process that can 

be filled by introducing a communication and education partnership between 

decision makers, analysts, producers, and the consumer, possibly this 

partnership would result in more efficient and cost effective methods and 

programs.  This increase in efficiency could be seen as lower cost of compliance, 

greater benefit per producer, and greater overall benefit by way of increased 

acceptance and implementation at the producer’s level.  

 Dr. Cornelia Flora (2004) developed a model that demonstrates this 

hypothesis of voluntary versus forced compliance as a pyramidal hierarchy 

(Figure 1).  At the base of the pyramid, compliance is realized on the positive 

side as people acting voluntarily because it is the socially responsible thing to do.  

There are no negative sanctions at this most rudimentary level as it is believed 

that the lack of positive change in behavior is a result of a lack of knowledge 

about a problem’s existence or a viable solution.   

 The next level is identified as the range of social pressure.  It is here that 

social learning is demonstrated as being effective in causing behavioral change.  

On the positive side, it is felt that change is motivated by a perceived increase in 

prestige as well as reasons similar to the lower level.  On the side of negative, 

sanctions at the social pressure level, behavior is thought to be corrected in an 

attempt to avoid the loss of the cohort’s respect for the individual. 

 Above the social pressure level is found the level of economic sanctions.  

On the positive side are the economic incentives that an individual or group 

 7



would realize for compliance.  The negative economic ramifications are actions 

that result in higher costs to the individual.  These would include fines and loss of 

positive incentives.  The top of the pyramid in Dr. Flora’s model is the level of 

force.  It is here that zoning or other policy levers are used to achieve 

compliance.   

 

Positive 
sanctions 

 

Regulated 
Force 

Zoning Shutting system down 
 Economic  
 Cost share; Lower costs; Earn 
more 

Fines; Higher costs; Lose farm 
payments or other incentives 

 Social 
pressure  

 

Gain prestige; Feels they ought 
to, the educator will be 
disappointed in me 

Lose respect, behavior seen as 
detrimental by the community 

 Internalization  

Knows how and wants to make it 
better 

Doesn’t recognize a problem &/or 
doesn’t know how to solve it 

Voluntary 
 Negative 

sanctions
Figure 1: Influencing environmentally responsible behavior (Flora, 2004)  

 The idea of enhancing policy design, implementation, and compliance by 

way of bolstering social capital is supported by theories such as reasoned action 

(Hale, Householder, & Greene, 2003), planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985), social 

learning (Ormrod, 2003) and social support (Davidson & Honig, 2003).  
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Furthermore, the idea of participatory action on the part of those affected is a 

representative example of Dewey’s philosophy of Progressivism (Rogers, 1982).  

Dewey was of the belief that the very act of being involved with others in an 

activity that dealt in some fashion with a topic of personal importance caused an 

outcome of an increase in learning and understanding.   

 Once participants are able to claim this increased knowledge and 

confidence, the result may be an even greater degree of civic engagement.  This 

possibility is supported by Dewey’s idea that education, as derived from prior 

experience, allows the participant to reapply the learned concept to a new set of 

problems or circumstances (Dewey, 1938).  This personal reconstruction of the 

prior experience facilitates reinforcement of the learned material and a more 

efficient and effective application of it in future needs.    

  

Definition of Terms

 For this study the following terms and definitions will be used: 

Civic Engagement — For the purpose of this study the term civic engagement 

was defined as the active and voluntary participation in and association with the 

political process (Kenworthy, 1997).  In The current work this social construct 

was operationalized by a set of 13 Likert-type items that measured the construct 

that was identified through a factor analysis technique.  This construct included 

items that were designed to identify both action based activities as well as the 

monetary contribution to action based groups. 
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Dry Land – A practice that seeks to raise agricultural commodities with complete 

reliance on rain fall and therefore sans any irrigation efforts.  

Political Engagement — Political engagement is defined as the act of being 

involved in political pursuits.  These would include but not be limited to voting, 

campaigning for candidates, contributing time or financial resources to a 

candidate or the passage or defeat of a measure.  This social construct was 

operationalized for this study by a set of 16 Likert-type items that measured the 

construct that was identified through a factor analysis technique.  This construct 

included items that were designed to identify both action based activities as well 

as the monetary contribution to action based groups. 

 

Limitations

 The study includes the following limitations that may have reduced the 

degree to which inferences can be made.  Although an attempt was made to 

identify all producers within the thirty-eight counties that were selected from the 

two states, it was not possible to be assured that all producers were identified.  

The second limitation is that the target population was limited to producers that 

reside and or operate their enterprises in counties that are known to heavily use 

surface or sub-surface irrigation water.  As a result, generalization must be made 

cautiously when considering producer groups that operate largely or wholly in 

areas that are known as “dry land” for description of cultivation practices. 
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Significance of the Study

 The current research sought to identify effective means in which 

stakeholder participation could be magnified in an effort to further expand the 

realization of positive participatory effects that would result in the development 

and adoption of public policy.  Since adequate management of water supplies 

are of critical importance to the industry of agriculture, have been and will be a 

widely discussed and hotly debated topic, water issues were chosen as the 

policy area of consideration for this study. 

 Data collected from this study will add to the body of knowledge in that it 

will provide a baseline of current stakeholder civic and political engagement.  

Furthermore, this study will attempt to identify relationships between identifiable 

demographics and as yet unknown extents and types of civic action.  This 

baseline information will be available for later comparison to determine the net 

effectiveness of future programming and resource expenditures that are offered 

in an attempt to optimize the participation of agriculturalists in policy design. 

 Researchers (Besch & Minson, 2000; DeLeon, 1992; Yercan, 2003) report 

that there is in fact a benefit, if not a need, for enhanced participation of an 

informed populous in the policy arena.  Durning (1999) inferred that attention is 

demanded when policy analysts are described as pawns of the powerful.  

Gorman (1999) found that a measurable increase in knowledge of issues and 

likelihood of future participation can be obtained as a result of educational 

program exposure. 
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 There are indications that agreement on a goal is not always the primary 

obstacle to efficient and beneficial policy development and implementation.  

Minarovi and Mueller (2000) identified that subjects in their study largely agreed 

on the need for sustainable agriculture but not one respondent matched another 

on what constituted the concept.  It is conceivable that the policy development 

process could be enhanced in just such a situation if there were resources that 

investigated relevant questions such as what is the cultural and historical norm 

and what had been tried before in the particular demographic (DeLeon, 1992).    

 One of the commonly hypothesized reasons that a greater level of 

participation is not sought or offered is that there is a wide range of potential 

solutions that stakeholders hold as plausible based upon their individual 

experiences and perspectives.  Cockrel (1997a, b, c, d) published a series of 

guides for the University of Kentucky Cooperative Extension.  These documents 

addressed the facts, myths, and values of public policy.  In his writing, Cockrel 

(1997c) identified that personal opinions regarding policy are formulated upon all 

three of these components.  He further identified in this work that it is imperative 

that the stakeholder be able to enhance personal skills at separating these in 

order to become more effective at developing an informed opinion about policy 

issues that are controversial in nature.   

 In an opinion article published in the Journal of Extension, Schumacher and 

Lloyd (1997) addressed the process of education on issues that are deemed to 

be controversial.  In an effort to ease the tension that stakeholders often 

experience in association with the process of policy development, the idea of 
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“free space” was explored in King and Hustedde’s work (1993).  The focal point 

of the King and Hustedde article was that the use of neutral environments such 

as churches, schools, mercantiles or other non-threatening venues, (inclusive of 

private homes) would be more conducive to the stakeholders’ policy educational 

experience.   

 There is collective support in the literature for the idea that establishing an 

efficient and effective methodology to facilitate enhancement of policy knowledge 

on the part of stakeholders results in positive gains.  The idea of including social 

research to provide input data for policy development is supported by statements 

made by DeLeon (1992).  

 DeLeon (1992) observed that policy developed from a participatory 

democracy better serves the governed as it more accurately reflects the values 

and needs of those regulated than does policy generated by a select few, even if 

those representing were elected.  Still, it is recognized that having a large 

percentage of the population involved in the acceptance or rejection of any given 

policy would be impractical.   

 One observed alternative that would have multiple benefits would be to 

empower the people by including more citizen participation in the policy planning 

stage.  This is not a foreign idea even to the most traditional of policy analyst 

contingents as reported by Durning (1999).  The idea of empowering the people 

is not new and in some cases has been taken to the extreme.  One example of 

this occurred in Turkey in the early 1990’s.  The issue was that of control over 

irrigation water resources that had been solely maintained by the state.  The 
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findings of Yercan (2003) indicate that the turn-over of the irrigation system to 

privatization in the form of farmer’s cooperatives, water user associations 

(WUAs), farmer’s unions, and in some cases, municipalities has been successful 

overall.  The state benefited from the relief of liability associated with 

maintenance, future projects, and delivery costs while the growers gained more 

control over areas irrigated and improved service.  

 Agricultural social science has been involved in the process of developing 

public policy for a considerable period of time.  However, involvement has been 

largely limited to the inclusion of expertise from those trained in agricultural 

economics.  This component of policy analysis and development is well 

illustrated by the contributions of the Food and Agricultural Policy Research 

Institute (FAPRI) group.  This is a Congressionally-sanctioned and funded body 

established in 1984.  FAPRI is a joint program consisting of research centers at 

Iowa State University and University of Missouri at Columbia. The Iowa 

contingent is maintained at the Center for Agricultural and Rural Development 

(CARD) while the Missouri component is housed at the Center for National Food 

and Agricultural Policy (CNFAP). FAPRI is largely dedicated to the analysis of 

the annual farm bill on a macro-level by developing multi-year projections 

pertaining to the U.S. agricultural sector as well as the international aspect of 

several commodity markets. 

 There is evidence to suggest that community participation, with the aid of 

adult education, does work in the process of developing policy.  One noted case 

reported by Gillis and English (2001), examined how university Extension 
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assistance benefited Nova Scotia residents’ understanding of health care issues 

and policy development.  This was a follow-up evaluation of a program where 

Extension personnel worked as a communication liaison between women’s 

organizations and the public health department in 1999.  The case of Defiance 

County, Ohio further supports that the concept that the participatory process has 

worked successfully with the aid of Extension assistance.  In 1994, a 

collaborative effort was formed between Ohio State University Extension, county 

commissioners, and two citizens groups.  The goal was to identify potential 

duplication of efforts among public agencies and at the same time illuminate the 

community concerns that were most pertinent (Nieto, Schaffner, & Henderson, 

1997). 

 Additionally, the results of such research indicate that greater levels of 

participation on the part of stakeholders will result in positive outcomes.  When 

that increased participation is enthusiastic as a result of knowledge that is 

grounded in increased understanding of the problem and the ramifications, both 

positive and negative that can be expected from the implementation of any given 

solution. 

 In addition to Extension agents working in a capacity to facilitate information 

transfer from one or more segments of the community to policy analysts, there is 

limited indication that a new trend may be emerging.  This trend is that of 

Extension agents are being asked by constituents to act in a research capacity to 

evaluate critical public policy (Bailey, 2002).  One case involved members of one 

university Extension being asked by a statewide producer’s organization to 
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conduct an analysis of the fiscal impact of proposed state legislation.  It may be 

reasonable to consider that the outcome recommendations of such analytical 

requests may result in inputs to the formulation of future policy.  Although this 

does demonstrate involvement on the part of Agricultural Education and 

Communications professionals in the arena of public policy analysis; it certainly 

cannot yet be deemed as normative, as is indicated by available literature. 

 Finally, it is reasonable to consider that when the stakeholder has a 

heightened sense of knowledge of the issues, value of personal contribution, and 

understanding of the process he or she will be much more inclined to use those 

tools to engage in the policy process to the betterment of all involved. 
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Chapter II 

 

Overview

 In this chapter the main points of the investigation will be addressed, 

particularly the indices that were measured to identify depth and scope of 

historical engagement of producers in the arena of policy development.  There 

are many different avenues and extents that can be considered to be evidence of 

participation. 

 The literature that was reviewed for this study indicates that stakeholder 

participation levels would not be considered overwhelming.  Nonetheless, the 

idea of including social research to provide input data for policy development is 

supported by statements made by DeLeon (1992).  DeLeon observed that policy 

from a participatory democracy would better serve the governed than would 

policy generated by a select few, even if those delegates were elected. 

 Locally influenced policy would more likely reflect the values and needs of 

those regulated and encourage participation in the governing process.  DeLeon 

(1992) identified that the outcome of the current policy mechanism is often a 

failed solution and a lowered opinion of government.  Holsman and Krueger 

(2002) advanced that farmers can be very dubious in regards to government and 

related agencies.  What and how much participation will improve the process?  

Literature addresses what exactly participation is and what it is not in regards to 

the outcome of policy formation. 
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 What is not realistically or even technologically feasible is having the entire 

populous involved in the acceptance or rejection of a given policy.  Therefore, 

provisions were made to safeguard against mob rule by a large yet non-

representative body in a democratic republic.  This is achieved by the presence 

of elected representative leaders that presumably act with the best interest of all 

in mind.    This is what would be described as a participatory representative 

democracy (Matthews, 1999).  In effect it would require a county, state, or 

national election for the selection of the “best” people to be charged with the task 

of policy development.   

 The increased input from stakeholders as an attempt to craft better and 

more effective policy is known as “participatory policy analysis”.  A further 

observation made by DeLeon (1992) is that there has been a growing trend in 

the decline of the knowledge among young Americans when it comes to public 

affairs.  For example, since 1975 Americans under 30 years old commonly 

register as much as 20% less interest in issues when compared to older citizens.   

 The act of voting is perhaps the most simplistic and passive activity that is 

considered to be part of participation in the democratic process.  In spite of the 

fact that the United States of America is considered to be a leading democratic 

system, its population has consistently exhibited one of the lowest rates of voter 

turn out.  The purpose of this work was to investigate a means of increasing 

stakeholder participation.  The identification of a mechanism to increase 

participation in voting would be a start but would not yield appreciative positive 

impact on the policy analysis process as it is currently known.  The reason for 
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this is because the nature of the analysis system is that a select few individuals 

currently determine the best option for a given policy need. 

 One observed alternative that would have multiple benefits would be to 

empower the people by including more citizen participation in the policy planning 

stage.  This is not a foreign idea even to the most traditional of policy analyst 

contingents as reported by Durning (1999).  Additional positive results were 

identified by Gorman (1999) in a study that used pre-test/post-test to quantify a 

change in stakeholders’ level of perceived personal knowledge as well as their 

feeling of control.  Noticeable increase was identified in both criteria at the end of 

the study. 

 The Gorman (1999) study included measurements before and after the 

program to identify any perceptible change in the participants’ willingness to 

participate in the policy process.  It was reported that the group overall increase 

in future participatory likeliness was 61%.  Although it is still dependent upon the 

stakeholder to avail themselves of the positive outcomes of such a program, the 

literature indicates that a correlation between increased knowledge and 

increased participation exists. 

 

Theoretical Framework

 Literature reviewed for this study discusses the level of participation, 

methods on how to go about the process of empowering stakeholders, and 

examination of effectiveness of programs designed to facilitate learning.  

Shepard (2002) conducted a study investigating the effectiveness of Extension-
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based water resource outreach programs and found that only 10% of the states 

actually conducted a formative assessment of their programs.  This finding is 

indicative that, without assessment, no definitive determination can be achieved 

as to the effectiveness of the majority of programs designed to aid stakeholders 

in becoming more knowledgeable about pertinent water issues.  Without 

identifiable gains in the client knowledge base, it is questionable if stakeholders 

will feel comfortable in engaging in discourse with others.  The absence of this 

open interaction is what results in a diminished level of participation in the policy 

crafting process. 

 Other work completed (Besch & Minson, 2000; DeLeon, 1992; Yercan, 

2003) reports that there is a benefit, if not a need, for enhanced participation of 

an informed populous in the policy arena.  Similarly, even work produced within 

the discipline of Policy Analysis concurs.  Durning (1999) inferred that attention is 

demanded when policy analysts are described as pawns of the powerful. 

 These theories about participatory benefit have support in a historic context.  

Biographical research conducted by Zimmerman (1992) on Mary Hunt identified 

several examples.  Zimmerman reports that a movement was launched in an 

attempt to get Scientific Temperance Instruction (STI) implemented as 

compulsory in public schools.  The core members of the movement were women.  

The tactics enlisted by the temperance supporters included mass meetings and 

votes in legislators’ home towns.  This was specifically designed to inform the law 

maker of the wishes of his people.  The subsequent vote was unanimous in favor 

 20



of the inclusion of temperance instruction.  Consequently, the decision makers of 

both local (school board) and further reaching arenas sat up and took note. 

 Mary Hunt and temperance leaders also made great effort to influence 

voting for temperance issues at the polls.  Zimmerman (1992) found in his 

research of archival data that, in at least one instance, this approach did not yield 

satisfactory results.  As a result, Mary Hunt opted to revisit the technique of 

lobbying and apply it on a grander scale as it had shown to be effective in the 

past.  In this case, Ms. Hunt enlisted the participation of several women in many 

different areas to generate and focus pressure on the respective local 

representatives. 

 The temperance movement gained momentum and effectiveness as a 

result of policy participation.  It ultimately resulted in impacting not only the 

curriculum of schools but the legality of alcohol consumption nation-wide.  The 

result of the temperance movement was two amendments to the United States 

Constitution, which is strong testimony that a connection exists between scope 

and magnitude of participation and direction of policy.  

 The idea that increased participation of informed stakeholders is beneficial 

is consistent with the positive relation in knowledge participation interactions 

(Gorman 1999).  See Figure 2 for a diagrammatic representation of the Gorman’s 

findings.  Although the Gorman (1999) work reported only descriptive statistics, a 

high degree of  
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Figure 2:  Underlying factors of policy participation (Gorman, 1999) 
 
 
change was documented in the participants’ knowledge level and feeling of 

internal control.  This increase in knowledge and personal control is being 

attributed for the reported measurable increase in the level of participation that 

these stakeholders have undertaken in post seminar series.    

 One of the commonly hypothesized reasons that a greater level of 

participation is not sought out or offered is that there is a wide range of potential 

solutions that stakeholders hold as plausible.  This is addressed in the work of 

several authors. 

 For the University of Kentucky Cooperative Extension, Cockrel (1997c) 

prepared a report that addressed the facts, myths, and values of public policy.  In 

this report Cockrel (1997c) identified that personal opinions regarding policy are 
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formulated upon all three of these components.  He also concluded that it is 

imperative that the stakeholder be able to enhance personal skills at identifying 

and separating these  to become more effective in developing an informed 

opinion.  Upon the acquisition of an opinion that is based on fact, the stakeholder 

will be prepared to deal with policy issues that are controversial in nature. 

 Work presented by Flora (2004) identified that the personal aspect of 

stakeholder inclusion brought more to the process than simply new ideas.  Flora 

identified an interaction of what she termed social capital.  When stakeholder 

involvement is present in bridging as well as a bonding, the anticipated outcome 

is that of community change.  This change is driven by community determined 

goals that are linked to the resource in question. 

 The value of maximizing the input of social capitol lies in the fact that this 

type of capitol is inclusive of native knowledge of the community, stakeholders 

and resources.  Along with this type of interaction comes the manifestation of the 

community working toward the ends of a common and collectively beneficial 

solution (Falk & Kilpatrick, 2000). 

 A further examination of the benefits of enhanced use of social capital 

reveals that this commodity facilitates a broadening of the idea base by 

increasing interaction among and between otherwise unlikely groups and 

individuals (Falk & Harrison, 1998).  A wider base of participants also aids in the 

identification of alternative methods of adaptation and the benefits resulting from 

consistent change (Flora, 2004).  All of these components result in the increased 

empowerment of the stakeholder.    
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 The idea of empowering the people is not new and in some cases has been 

taken to the extreme.  One example of this occurred in Turkey in the early 

1990’s.  The issue was that of control over irrigation water resources that had 

been solely maintained by the state.  The findings of Yercan (2003) indicate that 

the turn-over of the irrigation system to privatization has been successful overall. 

The irrigation water is now managed by farmer’s cooperatives, Water User 

Associations (WUAs), farmer’s unions, and municipalities.   

 The state benefits from the relief of liabilities associated with maintenance, 

future projects, and delivery costs, while the growers have more control over 

areas irrigated and improved service.  The farmers were not pleased with the fact 

that they pay for the water now, but the discontinuance of the subsidy has 

resulted in more efficient use of the resource.  This is an example of stakeholders 

moving from having no input to making all decisions about the resource. 

 It is unrealistic to expect that total participation will be obtained in any given 

community.  Therefore, participants can and will be at risk of being accused of 

constituting an elitist group that is not representative of the whole (Besch & 

Minson, 2000).  It is hard to dispute this assertion because a democratic 

participatory process has no means to preclude unethical individuals from 

participating. 

 This is certainly not to paint a grim picture as there is evidence to suggest 

that, with the aid of adult education, community participation does work.  One 

noted case reported by Gillis and English (2001) examined how university 

Extension assistance benefited the understanding of rural Nova Scotia residents 
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in regard to health care issues and policy development.  This was a follow-up 

evaluation of a program where Extension personnel worked as communication 

liaisons between women’s organizations and the public health department in 

1999.   

 Further support that the participatory process worked successfully with the 

aid of Extension assistance is found in the case of Defiance County, Ohio.  In 

1994 a collaborative effort was formed between Ohio State University Extension, 

county commissioners, and two citizens groups.  The goal was to identify 

potential duplication of efforts among public agencies and, at the same time, 

identify community concerns that were the most pertinent (Nieto, Schaffner & 

Henderson, 1997). 

Other evidence that indicates there has been consideration for inclusion of 

public participation in some aspects of the policy development process in 

Canada can be found in a figure that was reported by Arthur Daniel Midland 

(Figure 3). 
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Figure 3: Risk management for Canada and Canadians (Arthur, Daniel, Midland, 2000)  
 
 A precursor to the task of quantifying potential benefits is to seek to 

identify an effective means of increasing the involvement of stakeholders.  There 

is support in the literature to indicate that a positive net outcome is commonly 

realized by the participants as a direct result of their participation.  One identified 

result of a study pertaining to participatory service learning was a strong sense of 

altruism that was felt by the participants (Hairston, 2004).  This study not only 

provided encouraging results pertaining to the outcome of the project on the 

whole, but also inferred that the participants truly benefited from the 

social/planned outcome learning system that they experienced.   

 Research conducted by Richardson (1994) sought to determine which of 

several methods of instruction were preferred by the area clientele.  Results of 

this study indicated that, of the single instructional modality systems offered, 70% 
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of the respondents preferred to learn by doing.  The learning system options that 

the clientele selected from were doing, seeing, discussing, hearing, touching-

feeling, tasting and smelling.  When asked by Richardson, the responding 

clientele indicated that preferred learning from a choice of multiple stimuli 

instructional techniques were Seeing/Doing, Hearing/Seeing/Doing, 

Discussing/Doing, Discussing/Seeing/Doing, and 

Discussing/Seeing/Hearing/Doing at 19.5, 11.7, 9.1, 9.1 and 5.1 percent, 

respectively.  This suggests that over fifty-four percent of the respondents 

preferred to participate in a learning system that included an active or doing 

component.   The key to initiating the process of “Public Policy Education” 

(Cockrel, 1997a) is to begin with an issue and a group of stakeholders that will be 

affected by policy designed to address that issue. 

 Exposing stakeholders to an interactive social learning process designed 

to heighten their awareness of issues may lead to an increased measure of 

participation.  Program content, including procedural issues to influence policy, 

was hypothesized to further encourage stakeholder involvement.  Cockrel 

(1997b) hypothesized that the process of public policymaking would be easier for 

stakeholders to understand and engage in if the whole were broken into sub-

parts that were easy to study and learn.  Mastery of these sub-components 

would facilitate a clear understanding of the mechanism on the whole and open 

the door for a greater level of community involvement.   

 Cockrel (1997b) also proposes four specific models of policymaking 

transactions.  These are the Stages of Decision Making Model, the Iron Triangle 
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Model, the Power Clusters Model, and the Kings and Kingmaker’s Model.  Of 

these four models, only the Iron Triangle is essentially impervious to input from 

stakeholders as the three components of the triangle are the executive branch, 

the Congress, and the lobbyists. (Figure 4)  

 

Figure 4: Iron triangle model of policymaking (Cockrel, 1997b) 

 Cockrel (1997b) cites Ogden’s (1971) web of power as an alternative 

model that he identifies as a Power Cluster (Figure 5).  As it is illustrated here, 

the Power Cluster designates different levels of power to each of the partitioned 

sections around the core.  Three out of the seven compartments are occupied by 

stakeholders.  These categories are labeled the attentive public, the latent public, 

and volunteers.  Any of these three avenues can serve as an in-road for 

interested stakeholders to access the central core of intense communication. 

 There is a great deal of expense that is associated with the development, 

implementation, and monitoring of a new policy.  When the impact of the policy is 

specific to the production of food and fiber this expense is ultimately passed on to 

the consumer.  If the introduction of a communication and education partnership 
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between decision makers, analysts, producers, and the consumer were initiated 

the result may yield more efficient and cost effective methods and programs.   

 

Figure 5: Power cluster model of policymaking (Ogden, 1971) 
 
This increase in efficiency could be seen as lower cost of compliance, greater 

benefit per producer, and greater overall benefit by way of increased acceptance 

and implementation at the producer’s level. 

 In addition to Extension agents working in a capacity to facilitate 

information transfer from one or more segments of the community to policy 

analysts, there is at least limited indication that a new trend may be emerging.  In 

some cases, Extension representatives are being asked to act in a research 

capacity to evaluate critical public policy (Bailey, 2002).  Currently, this request is 

most notably directed to Extension economists;  for example, one university 

Extension was asked to conduct an analysis of the fiscal impact of proposed 

state legislation.   

 The request came from a statewide producer’s organization.  Although this 

request demonstrates involvement on the part of Agricultural 
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Education/Communications personnel in the arena of public policy analysis, it 

cannot yet be deemed as a normative role as is indicated by available literature.  

As was noted with general citizen involvement, Bailey (2002) reported that there 

is an inherent danger that Extension could be accused or at least perceived as 

presenting biased results that favor the stakeholders that commissioned the 

analysis. 

 The review of literature for this research found that there are risks and 

concerns for those in the Agricultural Education and Agricultural Communications 

professions supporting stakeholder policy participation largely because it is not 

currently normative to the process (Bailey, 2002).  This is even truer when the 

policy issue is one that is as greatly contested as that of water. 

 Water supplies in many areas of the arid western United States are 

inadequate to meet all demands.  In West Texas and the State of Idaho, as well 

as all other western states, many streams and aquifers are unable to provide 

sustained water supplies that fully satisfy all uses during good water years 

(Tuthill, 2003).  During drought years, water distribution insufficiencies are 

exacerbated. 

 This issue of fair and adequate appropriation of water is somewhat further 

convoluted as different states rely upon different regulatory policy.  For example, 

in Texas the access of water is based upon the right of capture.  This means 

water that is accessed belongs to those who drill the well, assuming they own the 

land on which the well is located.  In the State of Idaho, the appropriation 

doctrine of first in time is first in right has provided a consistent basis for 
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distributing limited supplies of surface water (Sutter, Carlson, & Lute, 1983).  This 

system is based on the chronological establishment of a water right.  This 

mechanism is held constant for both surface flows as well as for the pumping of 

water from aquifers.  In states that have water rights, entities may apply for 

issuance of them but the determining factor has often been somewhat informal 

and in the hands of as few as one person, as is the case in Nevada (Coburn et 

al., 1992). 

 Although West Texas has little flowing surface water, it is important to 

recognize that there is an interaction that occurs between subsurface pumping of 

water from aquifers and hydraulically connected regional surface water flows 

(Alley, Reilly, & Franke, 1999).  Largely, the impact of ground water pumping on 

surface water supplies has been ignored throughout the western United States 

because of legal and technical difficulties.  Although the focus of the current 

research is not to examine water law or to seek to determine the best solution set 

for any given region or circumstance, it is of interest to this researcher to engage 

agricultural producers in these two regions in an attempt to increase the level of 

stakeholder/producer participation in the democratic process. 

 Historically, water resource decisions, including the management of 

existing water rights, have been made by decision makers based on information 

provided by one or more experts.  While this historical method has produced 

satisfactory results in many instances and for many years, it will not be adequate 

as stakeholders demand increasing participation (Abbott, 2000).  To meet this 

growing demand, it has been suggested that an inversion of knowledge relations 
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occur; instead of a few experts providing information to one decision maker, 

experts will be providing information to the public for a shared-power decision-

making process (Abbott, 2000).   

 Recent reports in print media that, historically, lawmakers in Texas were 

uninformed about the rule of capture are refuted in 2004 as reported by William 

McKenzie for the Dallas Morning News (McKenzie, DMN, pp 21A 10/12/04).  A 

search of The Idaho Statesman conducted on October 14, 2004 resulted in 

reports of candidates addressing the salience of water issues in recent days 

(Popkey, IS, local pp 1, 10/13/04).  In light of the commonly accepted belief that 

water is a finite resource for which demand is growing, there is no reason to think 

that this issue will be of any lesser importance in the future.  

 At present, no strong determinations have been postulated to explain why 

stakeholders choose to participate in the policy development process.  Relevant 

literature does explore, to a limited extent, outcome-based results on anticipated 

future participation and stakeholder personal perspective of intrinsic benefit from 

engaging in participatory clinics and activities.  There is reason to consider that 

these stakeholders have identified a personal potential for future change in 

activity level based on the theories of Planned Behavior and Social Learning.  

 Bandura’s theory of social learning states that the modeling of behaviors, 

reactions, and attitudes of others is a compelling component of the overall 

learning process (Kearsley, 1994).  Kearsley (1994) also noted that the social 

learning theory encompasses the ideas of motivation and attention.  As a result, 

it is worthy of exploration in regard to the enhancement of participation in policy 
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development.  This was deemed plausible as social interaction can expand on 

the personal belief structure and stimulation of engagement. 

 The theory of planned behavior is directly related to the intention of one to 

act.  This intention to act is hypothesized to be strongly influenced by the 

individual’s attitude about and beliefs regarding the outcome of any given act 

(Grizzell, 2003).  Grizzell (2003) cited that beliefs affecting the level of intention to 

act are influenced by, among other things, the individual’s perception of what 

other people think the course of action should be.  It is under this premise that 

these two theories were thought to have an influence on the degree and 

variability that a stakeholder may act. 

Variables Under Study

This study investigated stakeholder participation in the policy making 

process as the dependant variable.  There are many ways that the idea of 

participation might be defined, it was necessary to categorize and quantify 

stakeholder involvement.  Justification in measuring civic engagement in this 

study is based on the 1997 definition of civic engagement that was offered by 

Kenworthy.  Kenworthy (1997) defined civic engagement as the active and 

voluntary participation in and association with the political process.       

It is all but impossible to identify a single criterion event or action and 

declare it a sole indicator of participation in the process of developing policy.  

Therefore, a broad set of actions were identified as a means to qualify exactly 

what constituted a construct of “participation” or “engagement” of a civic nature.  

Once these actions were identified, the extent of an individual’s degree of 

engagement would be quantifiable. 
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 These criterion indicators included voting frequency, correspondence with 

representatives, and attendance at public meetings, campaign activities, and/or 

grassroots activity organization.  The survey questionnaire asked the participants 

if they had engaged in these activities at various levels and in various manners.  

For example, respondents were asked to identify written and/or electronic means 

of correspondence. This question was intended to reveal if stakeholders were 

inclined to contact their legislators via a web site and e-mail as compared to the 

historic mechanism of surface mail. 

 In addition to compiling data on actual activities and frequencies of action, 

the investigative instrument was designed to obtain data on producers’ 

perceptions of Extension educators in providing programming intended to 

enhance producer engagement.  Finally survey questions were posed as to what 

format of Extension programming would be most likely to meet the needs of 

producers.  

 The frequency of voter participation among the producers was sampled 

and quantified.  Although this is a relatively low level component of participation 

in the policy arena, it is none the less one of great importance.  Voting 

participation percentages are higher during Presidential elections than they are in 

local or state elections.  The researcher posited that, as stakeholder knowledge 

and confidence increased, their voting participation would also increase.   

 An increase in stakeholder knowledge encouraging increased decision 

making action would presumably increase the rate of voter turn out for 

Congressional elections.  The U. S. Census Bureau reports that average voter 
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turnout for Congressional elections from 1966 to 2002 was 73.29% (U. S. 

Census Bureau, 2004).  This average contrasts with the average voter turn out 

for Presidential elections from 1968 to 2000 at 87.48% (U. S. Census Bureau, 

2002).  Since the level of advertising of all issues is enhanced prior to 

Presidential elections, the researcher speculated that there is variability in the 

level of participation that is related to issue awareness.    

 Pertinent literature is inconclusive in quantifying, with any accuracy, the 

extent to which stakeholders are effective in influencing development of public 

policy.  Based on the very limited amount of documentation that exists 

specifically addressing the topic of discovery, one could tentatively conclude that 

the development and administration of educational programs for stakeholders 

would enhance their participation. 

 The review of literature identified that a wide range of disciplines have at 

least, in passing, mentioned the likelihood of positive benefits that can be 

documented as a result of increased participation on the part of an informed 

populous.  It was the goal of this work to examine the depth and scope of 

sampled stakeholders civic engaged.  A second objective was to investigate 

plausible connections to existing theories of learning. The determination of 

plausible connections was thought to positively aid in the development and 

production of future educational programs designed to increase stakeholder 

participation in the democratic process of policy development. 
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Chapter III 

The following sections of this chapter discussion will include the 

identification and explanation of design related topics of this work including 

research design, instrumentation, data collection, threats to survey research,  

data analysis, acquisition of informed consent, and the human subject’s approval 

for the study from Texas Tech University. 

 

Research Design 
 

The purpose of this study was to investigate democratic engagement of 

agricultural producers who rely heavily on irrigation practices. In particular it was 

of interest to ascertain the extent to which these stakeholders engaged in the 

democratic process when the topic of water use policy development was in 

question. In an effort to address the previously mentioned purpose, the selected 

research design for this study was ex post facto or casual comparative in nature. 

According to Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996), this approach to research allows one to 

study cause-and-effect relationships under conditions where experimental 

manipulation is not possible. However, one of the disadvantages of this approach 

is the difficultly of establishing casual patterns with any degree of certainty.   

McCrackin (1991) distinguished ex post facto research from correlational 

research by suggesting that correlational research concerns itself with measures 

of multiple variables within a single group, and ex post facto research concerns 

itself with comparing two or more groups who have had different experiences. In 

the case of this study, two groups are examined consisting of producers in Idaho 

and Texas.  
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In ex post facto research, it is assumed that the independent variable or 

variables (which have already occurred) are responsible for changes in the 

dependent variable (Kerlinger, 1986). A major characteristic of ex post facto 

research is the presence of attribute variables (Gay & Airasian, 2003). Attribute 

variables are characteristics which the dependent variable possesses prior to the 

beginning of the study. 

In terms of classical research design, this research was pre-experimental 

in nature, classified by Campbell and Stanley (1963) as a static group 

comparison. The design is presented in Table 3.1 below: 

 

Figure 6: Research Design Model 
X(1) O(1) 
------- ------- 
X(2) O(2) 

 

X(1) and X(2) represent producers in Texas and Idaho. O(1) and O(2) represent 

political and civic engagement. Attribute variables built into the design include 

demographic and production-related variables (production characteristics). The 

major threat to the internal validity in the static group comparison research 

design is selection. In attempt to control for this threat, the literature was 

reviewed, and potential demographic and production-related threats were built 

into the design. 
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Instrumentation 
 

A researcher-developed instrument was created for data collection based 

upon a foundational study. Kenworthy (1997) developed an instrument to identify 

and compare levels of civic engagement among groups of undergraduate and 

graduate college students. Justification in measuring civic engagement in this 

study is based on the 1997 definition of civic engagement that was offered by 

Kenworthy.  Kenworthy (1997) defined civic engagement as the active and 

voluntary participation in and association with the political process. 

The instrument was designed to gather continuous, dichotomous, and 

Likert-scale data.  The instrument was designed to identify specific activities that 

producers had historically engaged in that related to civic and political actions.  

The dichotomous responses (yes or no) allowed for determination of whether or 

not a given activity was completed.  The Likert responses (strongly agree, agree, 

disagree, or strongly disagree) were used to quantify to what extent importance 

was assigned to the action or belief by the respondent.  Demographic data 

details were reported incrementally, i.e., years of education, number of acres. 

 

Instrument Categories 

The instrument contained three categories (see Appendix A) classified as 

political, civic, and demographic. The related political actions queried ranged 

from as rudimentary as voter participation to the extreme of organizing and 

hosting community forum meetings that could have potential for the 

establishment of a local lobbying group. Intermediate to the extreme example just 

mentioned would be a study participant informing elected representatives of the 
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position a stakeholder had on any given topic of interest to him/her. The nature of 

the topic that catalyzed the action of the stakeholder was not of predominate 

interest to the researcher other than to qualify if it was related to water issues or 

not.  

 Table 3.1 lists the twenty-eight questions that were used to investigate 

political or policy-related actions or opinions.  The first eight of these items 

addressed local as well as state and national action and belief.  Items nine thru 

18 addressed actions and attitudes that producers had regarding voter 

participation, local policy processes and leadership development programs.   

The last ten items listed in Table 3.1 sought to quantify the range of 

communication methods used by stakeholders’ interaction with decision makers 

or their staff. This was accomplished by offering the respondent a choice of “no 

contact” or the ability to select as many as were applicable of four methods of 

communication (personal conversation, electronic mail, telephone, or surface 

mail) with five different categories of representative decision makers (state 

senator, state representative, U. S. Congressman, U. S. Senator, and local 

county or city representatives). 
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Table 3.1 Political Index Items 
1. I keep up with political news. (b) 
2. I have petitioned the government or participated in a petitioning campaign. (b) 
3. I donate money to political candidates. (b) 
4. I do not volunteer time to support a candidate. (b) 
5. I am currently a member of a group involved in politics. (b) 
6. I have not contacted a political figure on a political issue. (b) 
7. I have contacted an editor of a print publication on a political issue. (b) 
8. I do not believe it is important to be involved in political activities. (b) 
9. Did you vote in the General Elections of 2000, 2002 & 2004? (a) 
10. Did you vote in the Primary Elections of 2000, 2002 & 2004? (a) 
11. Have you voted in every election that you have been eligible to vote in? (a) 
12. Have you ever organized a producer focus group meeting to discuss a problem 

and possible solutions? (a) 
13. Have you ever attended a meeting of County Commissioners on water issues? (a) 
14. Have you ever attended a water board meeting? (a) 
15. Have you attended any policy participation enhancement opportunities offered by 

Non-Extension organizations? (a) 
16. Have you participated in leadership development programs  

as an adult in the past? (a) 
17. Would you be more inclined to be involved in a short intensive (2-3) meeting 

program or a program that meets monthly for a year or more? (a) 
18. Do you support the topic of policy engagement as a producer leadership program 

being offered by your Extension educator? (a) 
19. How have you contacted your State House Representative pertaining to water 

issues? (c) 
20. How have you contacted your State Senator pertaining to water issues? (c) 
21. How have you contacted your US Congressman pertaining to water issues? (c)   
22. How have you contacted your US Senator pertaining to water issues? (c) 
23. How have you contacted your State House Representative regarding any other 

issues? (c) 
24. How have you contacted your State Senator regarding any other issues? (c) 
25. How have you contacted your US Congressman pertaining to any other issues? (c) 
26. How have you contacted your US Senator pertaining to any other issues? (c) 
27. How have you contacted a local representative pertaining to water issues? 

(municipal, county or water board representative) (c) 
28. How have you contacted a local representative pertaining to any other issues? 

(municipal, county or water board representative) (c) 
Note. (a) = Dichotomous: yes or no. (b) = Likert-scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = 
Disagree; 3 = Agree; 4 = Strongly Agree.  (c) = Multichotomous: no contact, personal 
conversation, telephone, electronic mail or surface mail. 

 

The thirteen items that are reported in Table 3.2 inquired of action or 

attitude regarding civic issues.  These items measured the range and extent that 

producers embraced activities and attitudes dealing with improving social issues 
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including those related to water within their communities. These are the items 

that loaded for identifying the civic engagement construct.   

Table 3.2 Civic Index Items 
1. Keep up with  local political news (a) 
2. Contacted political figure on political issue (a) 
3. Efforts to improve community quality of life (a) 
4. Involvement in political activities (a) 
5. Keep up with  local political news (b) 
6. Contacted political figure on political issue (b) 
7. Efforts to improve community quality of life (b) 
8. Involvement in political activities (b) 
9. Knowledge of local socioeconomic issues 
10. Chose to farm/ranch to “make a difference” in my community 
11. Farm/ranch allows flexibility to engage in community activities for improvement
12. Important to be involved in my local community 
13. Likelihood of attending community meeting on water policy issues 
Note. N = 210. (a) = Local level. (b) = State/National level. Response scale: 1 = Strongly 
Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Agree; 4 = Strongly Agree. 
 

Table 3.3 shows the fifteen items allowing for the collection of 

demographic data that included production related items.  Further demographic 

data collected included age, education, experience, and family composition.    

Additionally, these items explored the belief or knowledge that producers held 

regarding the longevity of their production operations being maintained as a 

family institution.   
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Table 3.3 Demographic Items 
1. Age as of January 1, 2005 (a) 
2. Years of formal education completed (a) 
3. Years farming (a) 
4. Total acres cultivated including rented/leased (including pasture) (a) 
5. Acres owned (a) 
6. Total acres rented or leased (including pasture land) (a) 
7. Of the total acres reported, what percentage do you irrigate? (a) 
8. Distance in miles you live from a city of a population of 50,000+ (a) 
9. Are you a member of Farm Bureau? (b) 
10. Are you a member of a commodity organization? (b) 
11. Do you raise market livestock? (b) 
12. Do you have children living at home? (b) 
13. If so, how old in years and what is their gender? (a) (b) 
14. Do you believe that your children will take over your farm someday? (b) 
15. What do you consider your predominant political party affiliation? (c)  
Note. (a) = Continuous; (b) = Dichotomous; (c) = Multichotomous  

 

Validity and Reliability  

Even though the foundational instrument had been published with 

reported validity and reliability, the final survey instrument developed for the 

current work was reviewed and evaluated by a panel of experts for face and 

content validity.  The panel was made up of Agricultural Educationand 

Communications faculty, graduate students from Texas Tech University, and 

Cooperative Extension educators from counties in Texas, Idaho and New 

Mexico.  Beta testing was conducted with the assistance of New Mexico 

Extension and similar agriculture producers (n = 30).   

The beta test data were analyzed using Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences version 12.0 (SPSS).  The resultant Cronbach’s Alpha scores for 

reliability were .70 for predominately political responses (items 1 through 9), .76 

for civic and social responses (items 10 through 18), and .68 for responses on 
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anticipated future personal action (items 19 and 20).  No changes were made to 

the instrument after the pilot test (Table 3.4). 

Table 3.4 Items Analyzed For Reliability  
1. I keep up with political news. 
2. I have petitioned the government or participated in a petitioning campaign. 
3. I donate money to political candidates. 
4. I do not volunteer time to support a candidate. 
5. I am currently a member of a group involved in politics. 
6. I have not contacted a political figure on a political issue. 
7. I have contacted an editor of a print publication on a political issue. 
8. Contributing efforts that can improve the quality of life for people in my community 

is of little importance to me. 
9. I do not believe it is important to be involved in political activities. 

10. I am knowledgeable about local socioeconomic issues. 

11. I do not donate money to groups working to solve social problems. 

12. I am a member or supporter of a group(s) working to solve social problems. 

13. I do not volunteer time to group(s) working to solve social problems. 

14. I chose to farm because I want to “make a difference” in my home community. 

15. Farming as a career does not allow me the flexibility to be engaged in activities that 
improve my home community. 

16. I believe it is important to be involved in my local community. 

17. I do not volunteer time to support educational programs in my community directed 
at water conservation. 

18. I do not donate money to support educational programs in my community directed 
at water conservation. 

19. I would attend a self funded trip to the state capital to meet with decision makers if 
it were part of a policy and advocate enhancement program? 

20. What is the likelihood that you would attend a local community meeting to discuss 
water policy issues if you were invited? 

Note. N = 30 Cronbach α = .70 (items 1-9); .76 (items 10-18) & .68 (items 19-20). 

Factor Analysis – emergence of unidimensional constructs  

Table 3.5 demonstrates the loading of the respective instrument 

responses as clearly fitting into one of two definitive factor groupings.  Factor 

analysis is a recognized statistical procedure that is used when a researcher is 

interested in identifying which variables of an instrument will form coherent 

subsets that are notably independent of other identified subsets.  This technique 

has demonstrated its effectiveness in reducing a large number of variable 
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observations to a small number of factors that represent summarized patterns of 

correlations.  This further allows for the development of operational definitions 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).   

The outcome of this factor analysis readily supported the instrument’s 

ability to develop two separate and distinct constructs that represent participation 

in both civic activities as well as political activities.  Factor analysis was 

instrumental in using the multiple instrument items to develop two separate 

unidimensional constructs that are noted here as the Political Index and the Civic 

Index.     

A variable map is included as Appendix B and is useful in identifying what 

questions served to develop the constructs that were used in the analysis. 

Utilization of this instrument provided a mechanism with which to develop a total 

of two separate and distinct index scores based on the factor analysis. These 

were actually compound variables that were independent of the remaining cluster 

of variables.  

One of these served to quantify political engagement while the second 

identified civic engagement. These index number values were derived from the 

grand mean of scores for instrument items that were found to load on one of two 

factor bases that resulted from using Statistical Program for Social Sciences 

(SPSS®) version 13.0.  The maximum likelihood EFA was specified to extract two 

factors with no rotation.  Items loaded strongly on one of the two factors (i.e., ≈ ≥ 

.40) with limited cross-loading. Interpretation was clear and consistent with a 

priori conceptualization of items.  
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Factor 1 was interpreted to represent the political index of engagement 

and Factor 2 was interpreted to represent the civic index of engagement. 

Cronbach’s alpha was robust for the political index (α = .91) and civic index (α = 

.87), which suggests strong internal consistency. Scores for items in each index 

were averaged to create a final index score that could range from 1 to 4, with 4 

representing more engagement on that dimension. The mean of the political 

index = 2.60 (SD = .59) and the mean of the civic index = 3.10 (SD = .45).  For 

Table 3.5 N = 210. (a) = Local level. (b) = State/National level. Response scale: 1 

= Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Agree; 4 = Strongly Agree. 

Table 3.5 Fac es  

Item
Factor 1 
Political 

Factor 2 
Civic 

 
Communality

tor Loading Matrix for Political & Civic Engagement Indic
 

 

1.  Petitioned government (a) .67  .49 
2.  Donated money to candidates (a) .77  .60 
3. Volunteer time to candidates (a) .60  .40 
4.  Member of political group (a) .71  .51 
5.  Contacted print publication editor (a) .71  .52 
6.  Petitioned government (b) .68  .50 
7. Donated money to candidates (b) .77  .61 
8.  Volunteer time to candidates (b) .58  .37 
9.  Member of political group (b) .73  .53 
10.  Contacted print publication editor (b) .66  .43 
11.  Donate money to solve social 

problems 
.54  .34 

12.  Group member solving social 
problems  

.67  .45 

13.  Volunteer time to solve social 
problems 

.53  .33 

14.  Volunteer time to community 
education on water conservation 

.37  .18 

15.  Donate money for community 
education   on water conservation 

.58  .33 

16.  Attend self-funded trip to state Capital 
to meet decision makers 

.58  .42 

17.  Keep up with  local political news (a)  .67 .52 
18.  Contacted poli re on political 

issue (a) 
 .40 .25 

19.  Efforts to improve community quality 
of life (a) 

 .58 .35 

20.  Involvement in political activities (a)  .80 .70 

tical figu
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21.  Keep up with    .65 .46 
22.  Contacted poli e on political 

issue (b) 
 .41 .26 

23.  Efforts to improve community quality 
of life (b) 

 .60 .36 

24.  Involvement in political activities (b)  .78 .70 
25.  Knowledge of ioeconomic 

issues 
 .56 .34 

26.  Chose to farm/ranch to “make a 
difference” in m unity 

 .37 .15 

27.  Farm/ranch allows flexibility to 
engage in community activities for 
improvement 

 .60 .40 

28.  Important to be involved in my local 
community 

 .58 .59 

29.  Likelihood of attending community 
meeting on water policy issues 

 .56 .35 

Sum of squared loa 7.422 4.991  
% of total variance 25.59 17.21  
Cronbach’s Alpha .91 .87  

local political news (b)
tical figur

local soc

y comm

dings 

 

Threats to Survey Research 

The threat of measurement error was addressed by several factors. The 

first was that the final instrument was developed in part from previously tested 

and published measurement tools. Alternative considerations that were 

implemented in an effort to reduce this error included the avoidance of 

controversial question topics and questions that required respondents to have 

recall of specific detailed information or that they access their records. The final 

procedure implemented to control for measurement error was beta testing of the 

instrument for face validity and reliability.  

Frame error was controlled by the researcher closely examining the 

current producer lists supplied by United States Department of Agriculture – 

Farm Services Ag SDA-FSA).  The target population lists were analyzed 

for and purged of duplicate entries to control for selection error.  Sampling error 

ency (U
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was controlled by using a stratified random sampling te

proportionate representation from each state.  Using MS Excel®, the final 

randomized list of participants who were sent a letter of request and the 

instrument was developed by sorting the potential pool by name alphabetically 

and then inserting an additional column of randomly generated numbers.  Finally, 

the lists were resorted to organize the previously random numeric column and 

associated names into a numeric ordered spreadsheet to allow for the 

development of a mailing list of prospective respondents.  Greater detail on the 

population and sample sizes is presented in the subsequent subject selection 

section.   

 Although the nature of this study is not to allow for accurate prediction of 

outcome, use of randomized sampling strengthened the external validity and 

therefore increased the feasibility that researchers, educators, and producers in 

other areas of intensive irrigation could benefit from these findings. 

Non-response error was assessed by comparing late responders to early 

responders as the response rate of 55% was below the recommended limit of 

85% (Lindner, Murphy, & Briers, 2001). This comparison of late and early 

responders (in the absence of data on non-respondents) allowed for the 

screening of identifiable differences based upon quantif ble variables as a 

function of when the response was logged into the web site or was received back 

by the researcher.  According to Table 3.6 no identifiable differences existed 

between the early and late respondents for the independent and complex 

variables that were analyzed.  

 

chnique, insuring 

ia
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Table 3.6 Early  vs. Late Respondents  
 Early Late   
 (  = 137) (n = 70)   

Variable M SD M SD t p 
n

Age 51.55 13.229 52.81 13.826 -.642 .522
Years of 
education 14.36 3.004 14.69 3.137 -.732 .465

Years of 
production 25.01 14.468 26.14 13.555 -.542 .588

Acres 
irrigated 762.96 2325.902 906.04 2219.792 -.425 .671

Distance 
to major 
city 

65.78 39.918 68.70 43.886 -.481 .631

Total 
acres 1919.50 4096.557 2773.10 5934.018 -1.216 .225

P-Index 2.56 .579 2.67 .616 -1.321 .188
C-Index 3.10 .442 3.11 .474 -.267 .790
Note. Early = First 2  = Last 1/3. 

Subject Selection

/3; Late

The target population for this study was professional agriculture producers 

operating in selected counties of Idaho and west Texas based on proximity to 

either the Ogallala e River aquifers.  Of these potential participants, the 

accessible population frame was determined by a producer list obtained from the 

USDA-FSA under the Freedom of Information Act.  This list was chosen over 

producer membership rosters in an attempt to mitigate frame error. 

After eliminating duplications, this list contained 5,376 and 10,781 

producers for Idaho and Texas, respectively.  At a 95% confidence level, a 

sample size of 385 was needed to represent the population (Krejcie & Morgan, 

1970).  A stratified random sample was selected consisting of 135 and 250 

potential respondents for Idaho and Texas, respectively, and was based on the 

relative percentage of producers in the selected counties.  Of the potential 

 or Snak
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respondents, 71 (53%) and 136 (54%) returned completed and usable surveys 

from Idaho and Texas respectively.    

The irrigation intensive areas that were selected for this study were 

identified from a map that was generated in 1997 as a result of the 1997 Census 

of Agriculture (Figure 1). Appropriate state maps were obtained from the U.S. 

Census of Texas and Idaho. These were then used to identify the counties that 

contained the most land under irrigation in each of these respective states.  

Figure 8 is the Idaho map and Figure 9 is the Texas map. 

 
Figure 7: Farm land under irrigation – 1997 Census of Agriculture 

 
 

 49



 
        Figure 8: Idaho state map with counties in study outlined 
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Figure 9: Texas state map with counties in study outlined 

 

Counties included in this study in Idaho and Texas respectively were 

identified by transposing the data from the 1997 national irrigation map to the 

respective state maps.  These counties are identified in Table 3.7.   
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Table 3.7 Counties Selected for Study Inclusion  
Texas Counties: Idaho Counties: 

Ada  An
Ba

drews 
 iley 

rden 
 stro 

 sby 
Dawson 

af Smith
n  Floyd 

e ines 
n  

  le 
ey 

Lamb 
Lubbock 

Teton Lynn 
Twin F
Washington  Swisher 

Bingham
Blaine  

le
Bo

Bonnevil
Canyon 

Ca
Cochran 

Cassia
Gem 

Cro

Gooding 
Jefferso

De  

Jerom
Lincol

Ga
Garza 

Madison Ha
Minidoka Hockl
Payette 
Power 

alls  Parmer 

 Terry 
 Yoakum 

 

Data Collection 

Initial contact was made via surface mail with selected producer 

representatives informing them of a survey questionnaire that was available via 

the Wo fter two 

005.  

ose 

t was 

fur er reminder was mailed to non-

rld Wide Web November 1, 2005. Limited response was realized a

reminder cards were mailed out on November 15, 2005 and December 15, 2

In an attempt to develop a data base of respondents that was statistically 

acceptable, a traditional paper and pencil questionnaire was mailed out to th

who had not previously responded to the Web site instrument.   

On January 10, 2006 an introductory letter followed by the instrumen

mailed to 235 and 120 identified non-respondent Texas and Idaho producers, 

respectively.  On February 1, 2006, a th
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respon onic 

e 

 respondents on key 

study variables; however, this was not possible in this case given the lack of 

information on non-respondents. 

 In lieu of this approach, early responders were compared to late 

responders.  All data received were entered into the electronic data base in 

chronologic order of receipt.  This allowed for easy and accurate comparison of 

the respondents that submitted their completed instruments early with those who 

were late in returning the data.  The procedure of comparing early to late 

respondents for the purpose of controlling for nonresponse error is the most 

commonly reported method in Agricultural Education (Lindner, Murphy, & Briers, 

2001).   

The first 66% of responses were compared to the last 33% of data 

turned.  Comparison of early and late responders on key study variables 

revealed only one significant difference: early responders were more likely than 

expected to be from Idaho, and late responders were more likely than expected 

to be from Texas; χ² (1, n = 207) = 55.22, p ≤ .001.  In light of the fact that the 

only significance identifiable was that of state of origin it could be a result of the 

origin of the correspondence (i.e. a spatial distance issue).   

dents. By March 31, 2006, the final sum of returned paper and electr

questionnaires was 210 and constituted a final response rate of 55%. 

Although acceptable for exploratory field research, this relatively low 

response rate suggests that a follow up analysis to identify any potential factors 

influencing participation in the survey process and returning of instruments b

completed. Ideally, non-respondents would be compared to

re
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All survey instruments, letters of explanation and reminder notices were 

mailed from Idaho. The return address that all completed surveys were sent to 

was also the same Idaho address that correspondence originated from.  

Although there was no aspect of the survey instrument that was designed to 

address such a phenomena one possible explanation for this is the “home field 

advantage.”  It is reasonable to think it equally likely that the origin of response 

and timeliness of response would have been reversed had the mailings been 

conducted from Texas. 

 

Data Analysis

The data derived from the respondents was first analyzed for missing 

points.  Questionnaires that were returned were reviewed to identify to what 

extent, if any, the responding producer opted to not respond to specific 

questions.  Those respondents that had fewer than five missing data points were 

retained with a mean substitution for the missing points.  Any returned 

instruments that had five or more individual responses missing were not used.  

This process was used in an effort to preserve as much natural and pure data as 

possible without reducing the total number of respondents any further than 

absolutely necessary.  In using this technique the final number of list-wise 

deleted partic

Responses were entered into an electronic version of the same survey 

instrument on a World Wide Web based format that immediately transferred the 

data responses to MS Access® for electronic storage. Data were electronically 

ipants was held to three. 
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transferred into an MS Excel® file and then subsequently transferred 

electronically to SPSS® for the analytical determination of results. 

 The Statistical Program for Social Sciences (SPSS®) software program 

(version 13) was employed for the purpose of analyzing the data. Descriptive 

statistics, bivariate correlations, analysis of variance, and multiple linear 

regression analysis were conducted to address the research objectives of the 

study.    

 Descriptive statistics included measures of central tendencies (means and 

standard deviations), measures of variability and frequency distributions. 

Pearson product moment correlations were used in examining bivariate 

correlations. ANOVA was used to explore for differences between location on 

key study variables. Multiple linear regression analysis was used to determine 

and demonstrate the amount of variance in selected dependent measures 

ent, political engagement, and engagement intensity) that 

is expl nd 

demographics).  

(community engagem

ained by a set of independent variables (i.e., background a
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Chapter IV 

Results 

 he results of the analys eported in this chapter. Descriptive 

statistics are reported to address the first research objective, and correlation 

statistics are reported to address the second research objective. Results from 

chi-square and t-test procedures then follow to address the third research 

o . Finally, results from m linear regression procedures are reported 

to address the fourth and fifth research objective. All analyses were conducted 

w S version 12.0 or 13.0

Research Objective # 1 

 st research object  with describing producers based on 

various background and demographic variables. Given the focus of the objective, 

descriptive statistics were appropriate. Later analyses explore for differences 

between producers on key variab h objective # 3). 

  the 

 

 4.1).  

spondents 

(76%) 

g 

T es are r

bjective ultiple 

ith SPS . 

The fir ive dealt

les (i.e., researc

The average age of respondents was 52 years (SD = 13.52), and

average number of years of education was 14.5 (SD = 3.03). Years of production

experience ranged from 0 years to 65 years (M = 25.63, SD = 14.31). The 

average number of acres watered was slightly more than 811 (SD = 2275), and 

on average farms were almost 67 miles from a major city (SD = 41), (Table

A majority of respondents (i.e., > 50%) were members of the Farm Bureau or a 

commodity group and raised market livestock.  The majority of re

supported Extension political education. Fifty-four percent of respondents 

did not have children at home; however, 52% of farms (with children) respondin
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noted that their children were likely to take over the farm in the future (Table 4.2)

The majority (74.6%) of respondents identified themselves as Republic

. 

an while 

14.6% reported they are Democrats (Table 4.3).  

 

Table 4.1 Demographic Descriptive Statistics 

ITEM IDAHO TEXAS  COMBINED 

 M SD M SD  M SD 

 Age 51.05 13.637 52.80 13.47  52.19 13.52

Years of formal 
education 

13.97 3.100 14.71 2.97  14.45 3.03

 14.31

leased) 
93.56

7

leased (including 

Acres irrigated 458.79 541.08 1000.79 2778.27  811.48 2275.57

.2 Production Demographics 
BINED

Years of farming 24.44 14.857 26.26 14.03  25.63

Total acres cultivated 
(including   owned & 1660.90 4122.30 2497.65 5108.23

 
2205.39 47

Acres owned 1353.05 4137.38 1475.08 4107.27  1432.46 4108.2

Acres rented or 

pasture) 
1273.35 3994.90 2017.10 4408.04

 
1759.65 4274.58

Distance from major 
city (≥50,000) 

67.59 41.02 65.99 41.49  66.55 41.24

 

  Table 4
ACTION IDAHO TEXAS  COM

Member of Farm Bureau?  40 78  118  
.7%) (55%) (57%) (56

Member of a commodity organization? 52 
(71%) 

92 
(67%) 

 104  
(50.5%) 

 Raise market livestock? 36 
(49%) 

54 
(39%) 

 130 
(62.5%) 

Children living at home? 41 
(56%) 

65 
(47%) 

 96  
(46.2%) 

Children will take over your farm someday? 54 68  102  

Supportive of policy education programs  56 104 

(52.3%) (51.9%) (52%) 

offered by Extension educators. (77%) (76%) 
 160  

(76%) 
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AFFILIATION IDAHO TEXAS  COMBINED

Table 4.3 Political Affiliation  

Republican  52 101  
(73.2%) (75.4%) 

153  
(74.6%) 

Democrat 8  
(11.3%)

22 
(16.4%) 

 30
(14.6%) 

9  
(12.3%)

9  
(6.7%) 

 18 
(8.8%) 

(2.7%) (1.5%) (2.0%

Table 4.4 reports means and standard deviations by state and in total for 

  

Independent 

Other 2  2   4  
) 

 

items that loaded to identify the political engagement factor.  These analyses 

indicate little apparent differences between producers in the two regions.  Overall 

greater variability (based on SD) was identified in the Texas group.  Producers in 

both states perceived themselves as being politically engaged (M=2.59, SD=.59).  

Potential score ranged from one to 4 as determined by the Likert scale used. 

In comparing the producer respondents from Idaho with those from Texas and a 

cumulative basis for the items that were identified to develop the civic 

engagement factor, similar findings were observed as in the political index 

comparison.  Table 4.5 identifies the single item component of this construct 

(question #11) that was slightly higher for the Idaho group being their belief that 

farming or ranching afforded them greater flexibility to get involved in community 

activities (M=3.04 SD=.72 vs. M=2.93 SD=.70).  The means of all items of the 

“Civic Index” indicated that Texas respondents perceived themselves more 

civically engaged than did the Idaho respondents (M=3.13 SD=.45 vs. M=3.10 

SD=.44).  Collectively, respondent producers from both states indicated higher 
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levels of agreement on the Civic Index than on the Political Index (M=

SD=.45 vs. M=2.59 SD=.59). 

3.10 

ED 

Table 4.4 Descriptive Statistics for Political Index Items 

ITEM IDAHO TEXAS  COMBIN

 M SD M SD  M SD 

1. Petitioned government (local)  2.37 .98 2.54 .90  2.48 .93 

2. Donated money to candidates (local) 2.61 .97 2.68 1.08  2.66 1.0

3. Volunte

4 

er time to candidates (local) 2.62 .89 2.77 .94  2.71 .93 

4. Member of political group (local) 2.47 .99 2.50 1.06  2.49 1.04 

.88 

(state/national) 
4 .99 

(state/national) 
2 

9 

10. Contacted print publication editor 2.44 .87 2.23 .98  2.30 .95 

11. Donate money to solve social 2.78 .74 2.88 .77  2.85 .76 

r solving social 2.56 .82 2.72 .76  2.66 .78 

13. Volunteer time to solve social 
problems 

2.63 .74 2.86 .74  2.78 .75 

14. Volunteer time to community 
education on water conservation 

2.70 .74 2.76 .79  2.74 .77 

15. Donate money for community 
Education on Water Conservation 

2.49 .77 2.61 .75  2.57 .76 

16. Attend self-funded trip to State 
Capital to meet decision makers  

2.29 .86 2.44 .97  2.38 .94 

CUMULATIVE 2.54 .54 2.62 .61  2.59 .59 

5. Contacted print publication editor 
(local) 

2.51 .92 2.33 1.02  2.39 .99 

6. Petitioned government (state/national) 2.31 .90 2.53 .87  2.45

7. Donated money to candidates 2.56 .89 2.68 1.04  2.6

8. Volunteer time to candidates 2.58 .85 2.71 .95  2.66 .9

9. Member of political group 
(state/national) 

2.41 .90 2.47 1.04  2.45 .9

(state/national) 

problems 

12. Group membe
problems  

Note. n = 73 for Idaho (valid listwise cumulative). n = 137 for Texas (valid listwise 
cumulative). N = 210 combined (valid listwise cumulative).  Items 1 thru 15 = Likert-
scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Agree; 4 = Strongly Agree.  Item 16 = 
Likert-scale: 1 = Very Unlikely; 2 = Unlikely; 3 = Likely; 4 = Very Likely. 
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NED

Table 4.5 Descriptive Statistics for Civic Index Items 

ITEM IDAHO TEXAS  COMBI

 M SD M SD  M SD 

1. Keep up with  local political news (local) 3.14 .61 3.28 .58  3.23 .59 

2. Contacted political figure on political 2.73 .93 2.94 .94  2.87

3. Efforts to improve community quality of 
life (local) 

3.23 .77 3.24 .87  3.24 .84 

4. Involvement in political activities (local) 3.37 .66 3.42 .74  3.40 .71

5. Keep up with  local political news 

issue (local) 
 .94 

 

(state/national) 
3.14 .65 3.24 .59  3.20 .61 

 on political 
issue (state/national) 

2.73 .93 2.91 .94  2.85 .94 

.77 

8. Involvement in political activities 3.36 .66 3.40 .75  3.39 .72 

9. Knowledge of local socioeconomic 3.05 .64 3.06 .60  3.06 .62 

.72 

community 
.61 

meeting on water policy issues  

CUMULATIVE 3.10 .44 3.13 .45  3.10 .45 

6. Contacted political figure

7. Efforts to improve community quality of 
life (state/national) 

3.22 .76 3.24 .78  3.23 

(state/national) 

issues 

10. Chose to farm/ranch to “make a 
difference” in my community  

2.36 .71 2.47 .72  2.43 

11. Farm/ranch allows flexibility to engage 
in community activities for improvement 

3.04 .72 2.93 .70  2.97 .71 

12. Important to be involved in my local 3.31 .62 3.43 .61  3.39 

13. Likelihood of attending community 3.00 .82 3.16 .80  3.10 .81 

Note. n = 73 for Idaho (valid listwise cumulative). n = 137 for Texas (valid listwise 
cumulative). N = 210 combined (valid listwise cumulative). 
 

 Responses from Idaho and Texas producers indicated the two groups 

were quite similar in voter turn-out for the elections of 2000, 2002 or 2004 (Table 

 60



4.6).  Percentage of reporting producers are indicative that the two population 

groups show more participation in Presidential cycle elections than in 

Congressional election years.  The data in Table 4.6 also shows that voter turn-

ut for primary elections surpassed that of turn-out for general elections in six of 

Table 4.6 Respondents Who Voted in General and Primary Elections  
IDAHO T NE

o

the 9 comparisons analyzed. 

  EXAS COMBI D 

  2000 2002 2004 2000 2002 2004 00 2002 2004 20

General  62 
Election (85%) 

56 
(77% %) %)

110 
(

127 
(93 7% )

194 
) (92

67  120 
(88 80%) %)

 182 
(8 ) (79%

166 
(92%)

Primary 
Election 

 61 
(84%) 

62
(8

 
5

63 
%

 127 
%)

128 129 
(

 188 
( 0

190 192 
%) (86 ) (93 (93%) 94%) 9 %) (91%) (91%)

 

Table 4.7 reports similar frequency relations in additional political activities 

 repo r  for r nt g  

ws very pr  diff o o e c

 part on i us co ity al acti hat

ere investigated.  

 

 

 

 

to the previously rted vote  turn-out  the two esponde roups. A visual 

inspection sho little ap eciable erence f r self-rep rt d histori al 

voter turn-out or for icipati n vario mmun politic  vities t  

w
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Table 4.7 Respondents Who Engaged in Various Political Actions 
IDAHO TEXAS  COMBINEDACTION 

Voted in all eligi
(55%) (57%) (56.7%) 

ble elections? 40 78  118  

Attended community meeting on water issues? 
(71%) (67%) 

 144 
(69%) 

unty commissioner meeting on 
(49%) (39%) 

 90 
(43%) 

(56%) (47%) 
 106 

(51%) 

mmunity meeting on subject aside 
om water-related issues? (92%) (83%) 

 180 
(86%) 

Organi
discuss

52 92  

Attended co
water issues? 

Attended a water board meeting? 

36 54  

41 65  

Attended co 67 113  
fr

zed a producer focus group meeting to 
 a problem and solutions? 

14 
(19%) 

34 
(25%) 

 48  
(23%) 

 

 Table 4.8 indicates that Idaho and Texas producer respondents were 

similar in reporting hesitance to contact the various decision makers on the topics 

of interest for the current work.  None of the categories differed substantially.  

Some responses were identified as being identical on a percentage basis and 

NED 

only one of these responses demonstrated a 12% difference.  

 

Table 4.8 Respondents Who Had No Contact With Representatives 
REPRESENTATIVE & ISSUE  IDAHO  TEXAS  COMBI

State house rep (water issues)  46 (63%)  84 (61%)  130 (62%) 

State senator (water issues)  48 (66%)  84 (61%)  132 (63%) 

) 

US congressman (water issues)  52 (71%)  90 (66%)  142 (68%) 

US senator (water issues)  55 (75%)  95 (69%)  150 (71%) 

State house rep (other issues)  25 (34%)  53 (39%)  78 (37%) 

State senator (other issues)  26 (36%)  54 (39%)  80 (38%) 

US congressman (other issues)  35 (48%)  49 (36%)  84 (40%

US senator (other issues)  33 (45%)  59 (43%)  92 (44%) 

Local rep (water issues)  31 (43%)  59 (43%)  90 (43%) 

Local rep (other issues)  19 (26%)  35 (26%)  54 (26%) 
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 Of those producers who reported having conversations in person with their 

producers were somewhat more active in asured y: U  

Congressman (Table 4.9).   

 u roni il il w o

g gr

he use of e-mail.  Texas respondents 

d that e-mail was used in some instances by as much as 28% of those 

ondents Who Had Personal Conversations With Representatives 
SUE   S

representative officials regarding water issues, it was noted West Texas 

 one me  categor . S. 

 Respondents indicated that the se of elect c ma  (e-ma ) as n t 

wide-spread for either of the reportin oups of producers.  Both Idaho and 

Texas shared a low of 10% reporting t

reporte

reporting (Table 4.10). 

 

Table 4.9 Resp
REPRESENTATIVE & IS IDAHO TEXA   COMBINED 

State house rep (water issues)  1  3 % 4%6 (22%) 4 (25 )  50 (2 ) 

State senator (water issues)  14 (19%)  40 (29%)  54 (26%) 

 )  2 % 5%

r (water issues)  4 (6%)  18 (13%)  22 (11%) 

 2  5 % 5%

 2  4 % 9%

ssman (other issues)  9 (12%)  33 (24%)  42 (20%) 

 1  2 % 8%

 33 (45%)  69 (50%)  102 (49%) 

 4  8 % 1%

US congressman (water issues) 

US senato

5 (7%  7 (20 )  32 (1 ) 

State house rep (other issues) 4 (33%) 0 (37 )  74 (3 ) 

State senator (other issues) 

US congre

0 (27%) 0 (29 )  60 (2 ) 

US senator (other issues) 

Local rep (water issues) 

0 (14%) 8 (20 )  38 (1 ) 

Local rep (other issues) 1 (56%) 7 (64 )  128 (6 ) 
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Table 4.10 Respondents Who Had Contacted Representatives by E-Mail 

REPRESENTATIVE & ISSUE  IDAHO  TEXAS  COMBINED 

State house rep (water issues)  7 (10%)  15 (11%)  22 (11%) 

State s (water issues)  8 (1 14 (1

US congressman (water issues)  10 (14%) 22 (16%) 32 5%

20 ) 3 %

 13 (18%) 35 ) 4 %

 (other issues)  16 (22%)  36 (26%)  52 (25%) 

14 (19%) 38 ) 5 %

14 (19%) 34 ) 4 %

 12 (16%) 30 (22%) 42 (20%) 

 issues)  14 (19%)  32 (23%)  46 (22%) 

enator 1%)  0%)  22 (11%) 

   (1 ) 

US senator (water issues)  10 (14%)   (15%   0 (14 ) 

State house rep (other issues) 

State senator

  (26%   8 (23 ) 

US congressman (other issues)    (28%   2 (25 ) 

US senator (other issues)    (25%   8 (23 ) 

Local rep (water issues) 

Local rep (other

  

 

 Idaho and Texas producers who

their likelihood in c

 pa a in t u p rt a

ontacting policy makers using the telephone was similar to 

ail when looking at contact rates for state and national leaders.  

e of telephone contact with local decision makers was slightly, although 

ter and non-water topics of concern.  Together, 

ug p e a b is re th

s little difference in the rate of producer 

 that was attributable solely to 

communication technology accessibility. 

 

 

rticip ted his st dy re o ed th t 

their use of e-m

The rat

not significantly higher for both wa

Tables 4.10 and 4.11 indicate that altho h tele hon vaila ility g ater an 

e-mail access for producers there wa

contact with elected representatives
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Table 4.11 Respondents Who Had Contacted Representatives by Telephone 

REPRESENTATIVE & ISSUE  IDAHO  TEXAS  COMBINED 

State house rep (water issues)  14 (19%)  20 (15%)  34 (16%) 

State senator (water issues)  9 (12%)  15 (11%)  24 (11%) 

US congressman (water issues) 

US senator (water issues) 

 4 (6%)  10 (7%)  14 (7%) 

 7 (10%)  9 (7%)  16 (8%) 

6 (27%) 

Sta  sena or (other  18 ( 40 (29%)  

US ngre s th e  2  0%) %

o  r iss )  (8  (15 ) 12%

 (w 3  3%) %

 issu  (3  (38 ) 35%

State house rep (other issues)  16 (22%)  40 (29%)  5

te t  issues) 25%)  58 (28%) 

co s man (o er issu s) 9 (1 %) 27 (2   36 (17 ) 

US senat

Local rep

r (othe

ater issu

ues

es) 

 6

 25 (

%) 

4%) 

20 

45 (3

%   

  

26 (

70 (33

) 

) 

Local rep (other es)  22 0%) 52 %   74 ( ) 

 

 Table 4.12 shows that the use of traditional surface mail as a means of 

corresponding with decision makers followed similar trends that the other 

investigated methods demonstrated.  The two groups examined reported higher 

rates of contact with some categories of policy makers than others. 

 The respondent producers from Idaho and Texas reported similar 

awareness, value and interest pertaining to Extension providing policy 

nhancement and leadership programming.  Table 4.13 shows that Idaho and 

exas producers reported nearly identically, on a percentage basis, for 

wareness of existing programs and support of such programs.  Texas producers 

eported slightly higher than their Idaho counterparts for 

revious and anticipated future participation in this type of programming.   

e

T

a

participating in this study r

p
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Table 4.12 Respondents Who Had Contacted R tati r

E  IDAHO  TEXAS

epresen ves by Su face Mail 
REPRESENTATIVE & ISSU   COMBINED 

State house rep (water issues)  5 (7%)  (12% 22 17 )   (11%) 

State senator (water issues)  7 (10%) 7 (12% 24 (1

US congressman (water issues)  8 (11%)  (12% 24 

 (10% 20 

 18 (25%) 4 (18% 42 (2

State senator (other issues)  20 (27%)  (20% 48 

3%) 7 (27% 54 (2

 17 (23%)  (23% 48 

23%)  (24% 50 

ocal rep (other issues)  22 (30%)  40 (29%)  62 (30%) 

 1

 16

)  

)  

1%) 

(11%) 

US senator (water issues)  7 (10%)  13 )  (10%) 

State house rep (other issues)  2

 28

)  

)  

0%) 

(23%) 

US congressman (other issues)  17 (2

US senator (other issues) 

 3

 31

)  

)  

6%) 

(23%) 

Local rep (water issues)  17 (  33 )  (24%) 

L

 

  

 

 

Table 4.13 Respondents Noting Agreement on Education Related Questions 
QUESTION  IDAHO  TEXAS  COMBINED

Aware of existing policy 
Extension education 
programming available 

 35 (48%)  63 (46%)  98 (47%) 

Supportive of policy education  56 (77%)  104 (76%) 
p
E

rograms offered by 
xtension educators. 

 160 (76%) 

edu
76 (36%) 

 33 4 3

 25 3 5

Previously attended policy  22 (30%)  54 (39%)  
cation programs offered 

other than from Extension. 

Willing to participate in 
leadership development 
programming that includes 
policy engagement. 

 ( 5%)  7  (53%)  106 (51%) 

Previous participation in 
leadership development 
programs as an adult.   

 ( 4%)  6  (47%)  90 (43%) 

 

Table 4.14 depicts survey res o t e  % o

inclined to pa ic t n ade

p ndents tha  r port about 64 f 

respondents would be rt ipate in Ex e sion policy le rship 

 66



program training.  Both Idaho and Texas respondents willing to participate in 

TEXAS COMBINED 

offered training indicated preference for a monthly program format. 

 

Table 4.14 Respondents in Relation to Program Meeting Preference 
IDAHO 

Intensive Monthly N/A Intensive Monthly N/A Intensive Monthly N/A 

18 
(25%) (36%) (38%) (19%) (47%) (31%) (21%) (43%) 

70 
(33%)

26 28 26 64 42 44 90 

Note. Percentages do not equal 100% due to rounding and missing cases. 

 

Research Objective # 2 

 The second research objective deal

 

t with the relationships between and 

t, background, and demographic 

variables. Given the focus of the research objective, bi-variate correlation 

priate r y s o  ana  

hows the c re et e s nt s

entio re de  1 99) w    

Value of 

among various engagement, involvemen

statistics were deemed  appro  fo  data anal si . Correlati n lyses were

used for diagnostics that inform other analyses to follow (i.e., multiple linear 

regression). Table 4.15 s or lations b w en the pre e tudy 

variables by location.   To aid the researcher in interpreting the magnitude of the 

correlations, the following conv n commen d by Bartz ( 9 as used: 

r  Ad cje tive 
 

.80 or > e  

.60 to .79  Strong 

.50 to .59  Moderate 

.20 to .49  Low 

.19 or <  Very Low 

Although statistical significance was reported, the following section will 

cus on the “practical significance” of magnitude, which is not influenced by 

 V ry high 

 

fo
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sample size.  In terms of relationships with the producers’ political index score, 

producer (r= o e in lo t 

tion (r= 0 s o t e tha

Collectively, the most meaningful correlations 

y were: (1) vi n 2 supp

ramming (r=. 8) b rs odity

=.35), and (4) production of market livestock (r=.32). 

 

 

r=-

correlations ranged from low to very low (Table 4.15).   In Idaho, producers who 

were land renters appeared to be less politically active (r=-.23).  This same trend 

did not surface with Texas s .02).  An th r difference cation tha

surfaced was that producers in Texas who perceived that their children would 

take over their farming opera .1 ) were les  p litically ac iv n 

producers in Idaho (r=.39).  

predicting political activit ci c engageme t (r=.46), ( ) ort of 

extension political prog 3 , (3) mem e hip in comm  groups 

(r

 Similarly, relationships with the civic index score ranged from low to very

low.  In Texas, producers who were more civically active tended to be more 

highly educated (TX r=.09, ID r=.04), farm closer to a major population (≥50,000)

(TX r=-.25, ID r=-.23), farm more acres (TX r=.04, ID r=.02), and more likely to 

support Extension political education (TX r=.19, ID r=.08).  Collectively, the most 

meaningful correlations predicting civic activity were:  (1) political activity (r=.46), 

(2) commodity group membership (r=.40), and (3) distance from a major city (

.25). 
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Table 4.15 Correlations of Study Variables by State and States Combined 

Index Index Education Production Irrigated City 

 
Political Civic Age Years Years Acres 

Distance 
Major Total 

Acres 

Polit  
17* 
70* 

 .282* 
-. 84
 . 2

0 
 
 

198ical .450** -.074
Index 
 

-- .459** 
.457** 

-.2
-.1

0
03

 
 

-.129
-.077

 .02  .264* 
 .061 
 .074 

 .  -.023 
 .058 
 .097 

-.011 
-.010 

Civic 
Index 

 
 

 
-- 

 .03

 .152 
-.039 

1 

 .041 
 .086 
 .082 

*

4 -.248*

-- 
-.202 
-. 75
-. 74

*
*
* -.143

 
 - *

1*
 

--
-.302

-.139
   .342*

 .170*

istance 
Major City 

      
-- 

 .079 
-.040 

tal  
-- 

Land         

Land         

ember 
arm  

Bureau 

 

Group 

 

Live at 
 

Support         

Production 

 .289
 .006 

 

 .11

 .273* 
 .034 
 .058 

 -.232 
 -.251** 
 *  .038 

 .024 
 .036 

 
Age 

  

 
1 * 

 .618
 .762

1 *  .712

* 
* 
* 

-.060 
 .038 
 .033 

 -.271* 
 -.076 
 *  .101 

-.025 
 .131 

Years 
Education 

  

 
Years    

- 
-.264* 
-.268 * 
-.25 * 

 .154 
 .078 
 .088 
 .018 

  .156 
 -.051 
  .011 
 

-.118 
 .057 
 .032 

* -.187 
Production 
 
Acres   

  .007 
 .017 

 -.048 
 
 

*  .033 
* -.169 

 .080 

Irrigated 
 

 
--  

  .159* 
  .037 

 .035 
D

 -.022 
To
Acres 
 

       

Owner 
 

Renter 
 
M
F

       

Member 
Commodity 

       

Raise 
Market 
Livestock 

        

Children 

Home 
 

       

Political Ext 
Education 
Children 
Take Over 

        

Note. first value = Idaho; second value = Texas; third value = states combined; * = p≤ 
.05; ** = p≤ .01. 
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Table 4.15 (Con’t) Correlations of Study Variables by State and States Combined

Group sto  Educati  

 
Land Land 

Member 
Farm  

Member 
Commodity 

Raise 
Market 

Children 
Live at 

Support Ext 
Political 

Children 
Take Over 

Owner Renter Bureau Live ck Home on Production
Political 
Index 

-.045 
-.194* 

-.228 
 .022 

 .030
 .260

 -.146* -.058  .1

 
** 

93** 

 .435** 
 .320** 
 .353** 

8**
1**

**

 .40
 .29

 
 

 .322  

 .207 
 .077 

 .388** 
 .385** 

 .112  .384** 

 .388** 
 .104 
 .189** 

Civic 
Index 

-.145 
-.092 

-.011 
-.030 

 .147 
 .071 

 -.112 -.025 
 -.127 -.202 

 .111 

 .444** 
 .374** 
 .395** 

 
* 

 .083 

 .094 
 

-.104 
 .021 
-.021 

 
*

-.117 
129 

* 
-.103 
-.137 
-.125 

 
*

 .037 
 .213 
 .202* 
 .218** 

 .210 
 .103 
 .139* 

 
 
 

-.074 -.041 

 .025 
 .064 
 .073 

 .208 
 .229** 
 .200** 

 

 .083 -.077 
-.016 
-.008 -.078 

 

-.141 
 

-.121 

-.165 
 .015 
-.046 

-.178 
 .159 
 .039 

 .023 
-.188* 
-.119 

 .019 
 .207* 
 .150* 

 .052 
 .187* 
 .147* 

 .058 
-.254** 
-.154* 

 .036 
 .330** 
 .234** 

 23 -.021 - -.183** -.039 

 
 

42 

 .107 
-.170* 
-.074 -.106 

 .000 
-.163 
-.105 -.086 

-.086 
-.196* 
-.157* -.149* 

-.040 
8
3

 .066 -.154 
-.002 
-.053 

 .205  .103 
 .001 
 .036 

-.066 

-- 
 .035 
 .150 

 .152 
 .183* 
 .158* 

 .194 
-.010 

 .007 
-.011 
-.009 

 .210 
 .311** 

 

-- 
 .086 
-.003 
 .026 

-.028 
 .082 

 .093 
 .324** 
 .250** 

 .075 
 .080 

 
-- -.138 

 .010 

-.167 
 .164 
 .062 

 .125 
 .201** 

   
-- 

 .029 
-.019 
-.002 

 .184 
 .088 

    
-- 

 .222 
 .048 
 .104 

Children
Take Over 
Productio

       
-- 

 .306* 
 .129
 .180
-.209

 .175 
-.119  .186* 
-.030  .150* 
-.423** -.038 

 .036 
-.077 
-.039 
-.023 

Age  .215* -.185*  .072
  .092 .192**  .090 
Years  .079 -.016  .

-.170  
-.186** 
 .227

-.494** -.154 
-.473** 
-.052  .137 

-.123 
-.089 
 .073 

Education 
 

 .031 
 .045 

-.009 
-.014 

-.343*
-.153* 

-.266
-.111 

*  .091 
 .029 

-.007 -.195* 
-.103 

Years -.129  .064 
Production 
 

 .180* 
 .062 

-.137 
-.063 

 .172
-.008
 .048

 .070 -.181 
 .388** 
-.281** 

-.128 
-.147* 

 .141 
 .132 
 .135 

Acres -.186 
-.072 

-.128 
-.036 

 .114
 .099 

 .094 
-.092 

 .104 -.005 
-.097 Irrigated 

 
Distance 
Major City -.112

Total  
Acres 

 .072 
-.060 

 .181 
-.009 

-.021 
-.039 

 .047 
-.024 

-.290* 
-.167 

 .107 
 .033 

-.005 
-.046 

-.163
-.035

-.034  .0 .012  .037 -.054 
Land 
Owner 
 

-- 
-.048 
-.039 
-.0

Land  

-.079 
-.121 

 .060 
-.169 

-.066 
-.194* 

Renter 
 

-- -.00
-.02

Member 
Farm  

  

 
 

 .036 
 .047 

 .070 
 .119 

-.036 
-.047 

Bureau 
Member 
Commodity 
Group 

   
 .108  .039 

 .302* 
 .274**
 .092 

Raise 
Market 
Livestock 

  

Children 
Live at 

  

  .301*  .364** 

Home 
Support 
Political Ext 
Education 

  
 .119 

 

n 
Note. fi ; * = p≤ rst value = Idaho; second value = Texas; third value = states combined
.05; ** = p≤ .01. 
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Research Objective # 3 

 The third research objective was to distinguish between producers in 

Idaho and Texas on various engagement, involvement, and demographic 

ducted a 

stic regression analysis.  No variables loaded as 

significant i is an is.  Consequently, a univariate statistical approach was

h; chi-

quare and t-tests were deemed as appropriate analysis tools. Chi-square 

lore for differences between producers on the 

roup, 

 

nts 

ember 

the continuous variables of , years of education, 

ears of production experie s w

total acres.  The analyses r o tatisti cant differences 

between the producers in T

 

variables. Given the focus of the objective, the researcher initially con

multivariate stepwise logi

n th alys  

selected to validate the lack of significance in the multivariate approac

s

analysis was used to exp

categorical variables of owning farm, renting farm, owning and renting farm, 

political party affiliation, member of Farm Bureau, member of commodity g

raising market livestock, having children in the home, supporting Extension

political education, and expectation that children will take over the farm.   Of all 

the key variables examined, Idaho and Texas only differed on one: responde

in Texas were significantly more likely than respondents in Idaho to be a m

of the Farm Bureau; χ² (1, n = 207) = 5.77, p ≤ .05 (Table 4.16). 

T-test analysis was used to explore for differences between producers on 

 political index, civic index, age

y nce, acre atered, distance from major city, and 

esulted in n  s cally signifi

exas and Idaho (Table 4.17). 
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Table 4.16 Chi Square of Variables, ID vs. TX. 
Variable χ² df  Sig. (2-sided) 

Owning farm .004 1 .950 

Renting farm .430 1 .512 

Owning and Renting Farm .184 1 .668 

Political Party Affiliation 3.164 3 .367 

Member of Farm Bureau 5.767 1 .016* 

Member of Commodity Group .039 1 .844 

Raising Market Livestock 1.286 1 .257 

Having Children in the Home 1.683 1 .195 

Supporting Extension political Education .125 1 .723 

Expectation Children will take over Farm .000 1 .999 

Note. * = p≤ .05; ** = p≤ .01. 
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Table 4.17 T-tests of Key Variables by State 
 Idaho  Texas   
 1)  =   

le M M S t 

(n = 7  (n  136) 

Variab  SD  D  

Politic
ndex

al 
 .55 .54 2.6 .6I 2 8 2 16        -.855 

Civic
de

 
x  3.05 .447 3.1 .4

50.86 13.778 52. 1

 of 
 14.73 2

f 
ction 24.28 15.037 25.98 1

rigated 446.37 541.15 1001.89 2777 6 

 
68.97 40.738 65.62 41.571 

 1711.58 2414.008 2503.22 5686.703  -1.12

In 3 54  -1.138

Age 56 3.234  -.865

Years
Education

ears o

13.97 3.144 .973  -1.703

Y
Produ 3.674  -.819

Acres 
Ir .93  -1.667

Distance
to Major 
City 

 .555

Total 
cresA

Note. * = p≤ 5; ** = p  .01. 

rch Objective 4 

The fourth research objective was to determine the amount of variance in 

’ civic engagement as explained by a linear combination of political 

emen , distance from a majo  city, age, years of education, and years of 

ion xperien .  Multicollinearity is a commonly-discussed threat to 

ultiple linear regression (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998; Kahane, 

wis-Beck, 1980).  Multicollinearity occurs when the independent 

 are highly correlated with one another.  An inspection of the bivariate 

ween the independent variables in this analysis did not reveal any 

iolations of this assumption.  The strongest bivariate relationship between any 

.0 ≤

 

Resea

producers

engag t  r

product e ce

m

2001; Le

variables

correlations bet

v
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two variables was found between political engagement and distance from major 

city (r=.33).  This moderate correl l h im la

s su e e  n (1

A st e  m  w d fo na ue  exp ry 

ature of t d 4.18 tis ig

ariance in  e m as ined e i  of political 

e  c   city ( , F 0, 1).  A  

g l n e s ass d w 7 ase in  

eme ld st fro jor nst =.3 .03, 

 Co e n  ch n dis  fro aj  was 

ssociated a e e i  eng nt, g l 

eme s = , t= , p<.0

In an effort to validate the findings, errors (resid  we esse

d upo  recomm da by n and n ( ), F 005)

rod 1988) The o l pl esidu sem obs ions f  

l distribution, in terms of the al pr ty es s fell 

ately on a straight line, and en th dua re aga

ignificant independent variable in the model, there was an overall 

ion f a ho izonta band of residuals (Appendix C).

ation is we l below t e max um corre tion of 

r=.80 a ggest d by B rry and Feldma 985).   

epwis  entry ethod as use r this a lysis d  to the lorato

n he stu y.   According to Table , a sta tically s nificant amount of 

v  civic ngage ent w  expla  by a lin ar comb nation

engagem nt and distan e from a major R =.22 8 =39.7  p<.00  single

unit chan e in po itical e gagem nt wa ociate ith a .3  incre  civic

engag nt, ho ing di ance m a ma city co ant (b 7, t=8 p 

<.001). nvers ly, a o e unit ange i tance m a m or city

a  with .003 d creas n civic ageme  holdin politica

engag nt con tant (b -.003 -4.66 01).   

uals) re ass d 

base n en tions  Cohe  Cohe 1983 ield (2 , and 

Warmb  ( .  veral ot of r als re bled ervat rom a

norma  norm obabili plot.  R idual

approxim wh e resi ls we plotted inst 

each s

impress  o r l    
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Table 4.18 Regression of Producers’ Civic Engagement on Political Engagement, 
Distance from Major City, Age, Years of Education, and Years of Production 

 
Experience (Stepwise Entry, n=207) 

 
Variables Selected  Model R2  b    t      p 

Political Engagement     .37  8.03  <.001 
<.001 

        .281    

Distance from Major City            -.003  -4.66  
(Constant)              2.357 
Standard error = .386 
Adjusted R2=.274 
For Model: F=39.70, p<.001 
 
 
 
Research Objective 5 
 

The fifth research objective was to determine the amount of variance in 

producers’ political engagement as explained by a linear combination of civic 

engagement, distance from a major city, age, years of education, and years of 

production experience.  The strongest bivariate relationship between any two 

independent variables was found between civic engagement and years of 

production experience (r=.29).  This moderate correlation is well below the 

maximum correlation of r=.80 as suggested by Berry and Feldman (1985), 

consequently multicollinearity was not deemed as a threat to the subsequent 

multivariate analysis.   

Similar to the strategy used in the previous analysis, a stepwise entry 

method was used in this analysis due to the exploratory nature of the study.   

According to Table 4.19, a statistically significant amount of variance in political 

engagement was explained by a linear combination of civic engagement, 

2=.27, F=25.26, p<.001).   A one unit 

hange in civic engagement was associated with a .66 increase in political 

distance from a major city, and age (R

c
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engagement, holding distance from major city and age constant (b=.66, t=8.12, p 

 one unit change in distance from a major city was associated with a 

 in political engagement, holdi ic eng ement and

003, t=3.51, p=.002).  Conversely, a one unit increase in age was 

associated with a .007 decrease in political engagement, holding civic 

engagement and distance from major city constant (b=-.007, t=-.156, p=.011). 

of residuals resembled observations from a normal 

the normal probability plot, residuals fell appr

a straight line, and when the residuals were plotted against each significant 

odel, there wa overal pression o

als (Appendix D). 

 
roducers’ Politic agem t on Civic E ement, 

Distance from Major City, Age, Years of Education, and Years of Production 
Experience (Stepwise Entry, n=207) 

<.001).  A

.003 increase ng civ ag  age 

constant (b=.

The overall plot 

distribution. In terms of oximately on 

independent variable in the m s an l im f a 

horizontal band of residu  

Table 4.19 Regression of P al Eng en ngag

 
 
Variables Selected  Model R2  b    t      p 

 
   .66  8.12  <.001 
            .003  3.16    .002 

Age              -.007           -2.57    .011 
(Constant)               .727 

        .273   
Civic Engagement  
Distance from Major City 

 

Standard error = .511 
Adjusted R2=.262 
For Model: F=25.26, p<.001 

Summary 

 Five research objectives guided this study. Descriptive statistics were 

used to describe producers as part of the first research objective. Correlation 

analyses were used to determine relationships between key study variables as 

ve. Parametric and nonparametric analyses part of the second research objecti
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were used to distinguish between producers on key study variables to inform the 

ird researc on. Finally, multipl

e v nce expl d in (a) po c involvem nd (b) civi

en d on p er backgro nd dem hic varia e

These analyses resulted in the following findings. First, producers only 

n producers in Idaho to be a member of a Farm Bureau. Second, 

olitical engagement was predicted by distance from a major city, civic 

ent and age.  Third, the level of producers’ civic engagement was 

ictable by distance from a major city and their level of political engagement. 

llowin r di ese fin d pr plicat ns f

th h questi e linear regression analyses were used to 

determin aria aine liti al ent a c 

engagem t base roduc und a ograp bl s to 

inform the fourth and fifth research objectives. 

 

differed on one key study variable in that producers in Texas were significantly 

more likely tha

er pproduc

engagem

pred

The fo g chapte scusses th dings an esents im io or 

future research and practice. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Introduction 

 Chapter V presents a brief summary of the purposes for this study as well as 

objective. Section three discusses recommendations that were a direct result of th

investigation. 

 

conclusions and recommendations that were derived from the findings described in 

Chapter IV.  Chapter V is comprised of three sections. Section one is a general 

summary of the study. Section two presents a review of the findings for each research 

e 

Summary 

 The predominant purpose of the study was to determine a baseline on civic 

and p

as 

r 

on and 

key 

s several important 

nsiderations that gave focus to the study.  The review emphasized the 

eoretical foundation for the investigation and supported the importance of 

articipation on the part of those being governed.  The literature also clearly 

olitical activity that could be associated with professional agriculture 

producers located in specific production areas of Idaho and Texas.  The are

were specifically targeted due to the high intensity of dependence on irrigation fo

production.  In addition, this study sought to identify any correlati

regression relationships that could be determined between the two 

constructs and specified demographic independent variables.  

 A review of classic and current literature indicate

co

th

p
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indicated that there is currently a void in exploration designed to enhance the 

participation of the self governance process.   

Using the target population of professionals, this study was designed to 

ic and political processes.  

e f kno e and  

 determine any demographical relationships, positive strides 

ing what types of producers would be most willing to 

articipate in further civic training and actions. 

between clear and present demographics and 

the dependant constructs were elucidated

  

e 

ers 

 

likely candidates to participate in 

programs to enhance and further civi

 

identify the extent of their current involvement in the civ

It was believed that by establishing this baselin o wledg  further

analyzing he data tot

could be made in determin

p

 Once significant relationships 

, it became clear that the producers 

meeting these demographics would be better prospects for further civic training.

This is supported by the fact that these participating producers from both Idaho 

and Texas were found to have significant correlations between their acceptanc

of Extension Education, participating in civic training, and their current extent and 

intensity of personal civic engagement.  Additionally, results of the regression 

and correlation analysis suggest that at least three sub-groups - those produc

who are involved with market livestock, members of their Farm Bureau and/or

members of a commodity group - may be 

c and/or political involvement. 

  The following research objectives were explored and data subsequently 

analyzed: 

1. Describe producers based on various background and demographic 

variables. 

 79



2. Determine relationships between and among various engagement, 

background, and demographic variables. 

3. Distinguish between producers in Idaho and Texas on various 

engagement, involvement, and demographic variables. 

4. Determine the amount of variance in producers’ civic engagem

explained by a linear combination of political engagement, distance fro

ent as 

m 

nt as 

 from 

 and years of production experience. 

 

a major city, age, years of education, and years of production 

experience. 

5. Determine the amount of variance in producers’ political engageme

explained by a linear combination of civic engagement, distance

major city, age, years of education,

Conclusions 

Research Objective One 

 that

 sh red m ny co mon ities. 

ounger than that of Texas producers, yet the standard 

 for these two groups were nearly identical.  As might 

be expected with the Texas produce st a little older than Idaho 

 

  In analyzing the data to develop a clear picture of the producers  

participated in this study it was learned that producers participating from Idaho 

and T x a a m al  The mean age of Idaho producers was e as

less than two years y

deviations of the measures

rs being ju

producers, Texas producers reported slightly greater means in their years of 

formal education and accumulated years of production experience.   

 Texas producers also reported means of greater numbers of acres in their 

operations.  This was determined to be both more acres in total as well as more
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acres under irrigation.  Although the numbers reported by the Texas producers 

pertaining to acreage were considerably larger they were not determined to be 

statistically significant in comparison to the Idaho counterparts.  Idaho 

participants did report one demographic measure, distance to a city of 50,00

more in population, greater than that of Texas g

0 or 

rowers.  It was identified that the 

 

y 

ith 

at of the disseminated questionnaires. 

  In total, the average respondent reported to be more likely than not to have 

a conservative political philosophy, be engaged in membership of their Farm 

Bureau, a relevant commodity group or raise market livestock as a means of 

diversification.  Additionally, just less than one-half of the participants reported 

they were optimistic in the plan that their children would be assuming leadership 

of the family operation.  Lastly, a large percentage of those who participated in 

the research reported that they are in favor of Extension developing and 

producing educational programming that is dedicated to furthering producers’ 

effectiveness in political engagement. 

 

distance in Idaho was on average actually just over three miles more than that

reported as the Texas mean of the same measure.  One explanation for this ma

be that counties in Idaho are a little larger than counties in Texas. 

 About two-thirds of the total responders were Texas producers while the 

remainder were from Idaho.  This was not surprising as this fit very closely w

the distribution of instruments.  The target population from Texas was very close 

to twice that of Idaho and therefore, on a percentage basis, the returned 

distribution closely mirrored th
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Research Objective Two 

 The co f civic and 

olitical engagement were relatively independent of one another.  These 

correlations were uniform for respondents of Idaho and Texas although they did 

not mirror one another precisely.   

 Many of the relationships were shared by participants of both states.  

Examples include the common relation between their civic index and the positive 

this common correlation for both states, Idaho producers exhibited 

ssociations between the civic index and years of production, acres irrigated and 

the inclusion of market livestock.  Te ers had associated variables with 

ucators providing 

years of education, acres irrigated, and a plan that their children will assume 

rrelation analysis suggests that the two social constructs o

p

association of membership in commodity groups along with their political index.  

In addition to 

a

xas produc

their civic index including proximity to a major city and likelihood to support 

Extension political education programs. 

 In evaluating the construct of political engagement, similar relationships 

were identified as were seen with the civic engagement construct.  Common 

associating variables with the political engagement index for Idaho and Texas 

producers included civic index (as reported above), membership in commodity 

groups, the raising of livestock, and an approval of Extension ed

political education programs.  Texas producers demonstrated additional 

associations with their political engagement that included age, being a land 

owner (both negatively correlated) and membership in the Farm Bureau.  While 

Idaho respondents demonstrated additional association with the variables of 
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control of the operation.  Except where noted, all associations for this construct 

were positive in direction.   

 For those variables that were not continuous, such as age, acres irrigated, 

and distance to a major city, the positive is to the affirmative.  Illustration of this 

would include a positive association between membership in the Farm Bureau or 

a positive attitude toward Extension educators engaging in political or civic 

programming. Either the political or civic index would suggest that those who are 

members or approving of education are more inclined to be politically and or 

r 

 group.  

 r of 

the civic measures but did exhibit inverse association between age 

civically engaged.   

 The results of the correlation analysis suggest that there are some slight 

differences between the two groups of producers.  One such difference was 

identified when looking at the association between state producers in regard to 

the civic and political constructs and the variable of acres irrigated.  The 

participating Idaho producers demonstrated a positive interaction between acres 

irrigated and both of the indices analyzed.  This was contrasted sharply with the 

Texas producers who reported data that was devoid of relationships between 

acres irrigated and either of the civic or political constructs.  Producers of the two 

states did demonstrate common relationships in the positive direction, between 

acres irrigated and distance to a major city.  Texas producers furthe

demonstrated positive association between irrigation and membership of a 

commodity

 Idaho producers showed no meaningful relation between age and eithe

 or political 
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and d

positive ive association to that of a 

land ith each 

other in years in 

produ

associat

Researc

istance to a major city.  Additional Texas correlations to age include a 

association to land ownership and a negat

tenant.  Idaho and Texas respondents demonstrated commonality w

regard to associations between age and the variables of 

ction and children currently at home.  As might be expected, these 

ions were in the positive and inverse, respectively. 

h Objective Three 

 producers fr The om Idaho and Texas that participated in this study were not 

found

demogra

years of 

50,000 or more), number of irrigated acres and total number of acres, used in 

their operation. 

that, although the mean number of acres irrigated in 

xas 

r 

.  The mean 

 to differ from one another based upon location, production practices, or 

phics.  The specific demographics tested for this objective were age, 

education, years of production, distance to a major city (population of 

 The results indicate 

Texas was considerably greater than that of Idaho, the difference was not 

significant.  The mean number of total acres in operation was closer for the two 

states. 

 The remaining points of comparison used to evaluate the Idaho and Te

producers were very close in their determined means and standard deviations 

with some being virtually identical for the two groups.  The mean age of 

producers differed by less than two years while the difference in the means fo

years of education and years of production experience was even less

in the difference of the distance to a city of 50,000 or more was slightly greater 
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with Idaho producers having a greater mean distance by less than three and a 

half miles. 

 There were only two identifiable differences of significance that co

determined between the responding producers from Idaho and those from Texas.

Texas participants were more likely to be a member of the Texas Farm Bureau, 

than their counterparts were to be a member of the Idaho Farm Bureau and ear

respondents were more likely to be from Idaho. 

uld be 

 

ly 

Research Objective Four 

 The fourth research objective was to determine the amount of variance in

producers’ civic engagement as explained by a linear combination of political 

engagement, distance from major city, age, years of education, and years of 

production experience.  A statistically significant amount of variance in civ

engagement was explained by a linear combination of political engag

 

ic 

ement and 

distance from a major city. 

Research Objective Five 

 The fifth research objective was to determine the amount of variance in 

producers’ political engagement as explained by a linear combination of civic 

engagement, distance from a major city, age, years of education, and years of 

production experience.  A statistically significant amount of variance in political 

engagement was explained by a linear combination of civic engagement,

distance from a major city, and age.  
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Discussion 

 baseline information will be available for later 

d 

 

 recent years and the extent to which 

 

 in 

Data collected from this study added to the body of knowledge in that it 

provided a baseline of current stakeholder civic engagement, political 

engagement and demographic data for the professional agriculture producer 

population that was examined. This

comparison to determine the overall effectiveness of future programming an

resource expenditures offered in an attempt to optimize the participation of 

agriculturalists in policy design and implementation.  

The five research objectives that the current study sought to address are 

not held in a vacuum.  It was somewhat surprising that the independent variable 

of acres irrigated did not correlate strongly with either the civic or political indices 

for Texas producers.  With water capture issues being as high profile during

political campaigns as they have been in

many producers rely on irrigation for their livelihoods, it might be reasonable to

speculate these issues would be a stronger motivator. 

Although correlation associations and frequency data are not predictive,

addition to the predictive nature of the regression analysis, they lend strong 

support that there is a notable extent of acceptance of the idea that Extension 

should be engaged in civic and political programming.   

 

Limitations 

 Efforts were made to mitigate design error, however, no design or study

perfect in all regards.  Natural-environment and quasi-experimental studies ha

 is 

ve 

been said to be more adaptable to generalization with the trade-off being that 
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they may not be as easy to construe and report as other designs.  The current 

study is limited in generalizability as well.  One reason for this is that the target 

y of 

and findings of this study to any but extremely similar groups.  

n 

 

 Utah, 

le 

ted should 

population was very narrow and specialized.  Not only was the target population 

limited to that of professional agriculture producers, it was further narrowed to 

those producers that operate in one of two pre-selected regions of the United 

States that rely quite heavily on water from one of two specific aquifers (the 

Ogallala or Snake River). 

 The specific targeting of this population drastically reduced the legitimac

generalizing results 

At the most generalizations must be held to agriculture producers that operate i

states that resemble Idaho and Texas on key study variables such as intense

reliance on irrigation for production of commodities destined largely for the 

wholesale food and fiber markets.  Carefully selected regions of Nevada,

Colorado and Wyoming may meet these stringent requirements of similarity. 

 A low but acceptable response rate resulted in low statistical power, less 

than the desirable .80 threshold (Keppel, 1991).  The reduced power, while ab

to detect significant differences is not able to detect differences that are less than 

the strongest effects.  Given a larger pool of respondents with a stronger 

associated power, alternate patterns would have the ability to illumina

they exist.      

 

Recommendations for Improvement of Practice 

 Results of the current study indicate that Extension should enhance and 

expand offerings of civic and political engagement education where it currently 
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exists.  The recommendation for improvement of practice can be extended to

include the initiation of this type of educational programming being offered by 

Extension in areas that do not currently address this need. 

 The rationale and justification for this recommendation to improve 

educational opportunities is based on the multiple strong associations ide

among respondent producers from both Texas and Idaho.  P

 

ntified 

roducers’ reported 

g civic and political programming can be triangulated 

h 

 

 found in the frequency (76%) that participating producers self 

support of Extension offerin

between known independent variables such as production practices (raising 

market livestock), family status (children in the home), business practices 

(membership in commodity organizations and/or Farm Bureau), and one or bot

of the dependent civic or political engagement constructs.      

 Lastly, additional support for Extension expanding or initiating this type of

education can be

reported approval of the idea.   

 

Recommendations for Further Research 

 First, it is recommended that this study be replicated to determine if the 

he 

who engage in dairy (cattle and goats), grove (fruits, nuts and grapes), meat 

current study’s findings are consistent.  At a minimum, replicate studies should 

be conducted in states that have similar reliance on irrigation for commercial 

agriculture production.  These replicate studies need not be confined to t

western United States.   

 Replications should take place in related fields in different portions of the 

United States to include producers of a broader scope of commodities.  Those 
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(beef, lamb, pork and poultry) as well as labor intensive truck farming 

(strawberries, tomatoes and vegetables) would all be equally viable producer 

h 

generalize if the outcome results 

were compatible with findings of the current work.  

 

de 

 

ct groups or clusters of individuals would be 

s would include those producers that are active in both 

n 

 

ned from rural citizens on comparable 

ariables (political and civic activities, monetary contribution and community 

ervice), the reliability, validity and generalization potential would be 

populations.  Additional further inquiry would, in all probability, be enhanced wit

the inclusion of producers that maintain enterprises commonly referred to as “dry 

land” farming.  Data derived from inclusion of these producers who 

predominately raise crops and livestock in areas that receive appreciably more 

precipitation would further enhance the ability to 

of these subsequent trials 

 Replication of this work with a greater magnitude of sampling and response

rates will also facilitate the use of additional statistical analysis that would inclu

cluster analysis.  Given an adequate response rate, this procedure will ideally

allow for the development of typology clustering based on the two primary 

constructs, that of the political and civic indices.  With adequate data it is 

hypothesized that four distin

identified.  The four group

political and civic pursuits, those that are civically engaged without being 

politically active, those that participate politically but not civically, and finally 

producers that are not inclined to engage in either civic or political activities.    

 A final avenue worthy of consideration would be to collect data from urba

dwellers to cross check and compare them to rural inhabitants.  If outcome

results are consistent with those obtai

v

s
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strengthened.  If outcomes from urban participants are found to be different for 

these a

rence, 

e 

pplicable independent variables, a clear limitation for cross population 

prediction would be identified.  Even in the case of identified urban diffe

enhanced rural generalization may be prudent as the identified urban differenc

would help support the conclusion rural populations are unique in some ways. 
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Scope of Civic and Political Engagement among Agriculture Producers that 

ies of Idaho and Texas 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

Operate in Selected Irrigation Intensive Count
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Please indicate the selection option that best describes your personal overall actions or 
al 

 
 
  

beliefs as they apply to items 1 – 9 (Local community level) and (State and Nation
level) by placing an “X in the appropriate box. 

Strongly Disagree = SD  Disagree = D 
Agree = A    Strongly Agree = SA 

 
Local National

State / 
 

  SD D A SA SD D A SA
1. I keep up with political news.         

2. I vernment or have petitioned the go
par aign. ticipated in a petitioning camp

        

3. I donate money to political candidates.         

4. I do not volunteer time to support a candidate.         

5. I am currently a member of a group involved in 
politics. 

        

6. I have not contacted a political figure on a 
political issue. 

        

7. I have contacted an editor of a print publication 
a political issue. on 

        

8. Contributing efforts that can improve the quality 
of life for people in my community is of little 
importance to me. 

        

9. 
itical activities. 

I do not believe it is important to be involved in 
pol

        

 
Please indicate the selection option that best describes your personal overall action

as they apply to items 10 – 18 by placing an “X” in the appropriate b

Disagree 
  

s or 
beliefs ox. 
 Strongly 

Disagree Agree 
Strongly
Agree 

10. I am knowledgeable about local     
socioeconomic issues. 

11. I do not donate money to groups 
working to solve social problems. 

    

12. I 
gr
pr

   am a member or supporter of a 
oup(s) working to solve social 
oblems. 

 

13. I do not volunteer time to group(s)     
working to solve social problems. 

14. I 
“m ome 
community.

chose to farm because I want to 
ake a difference” in my h

 

    

 100



 
  Strongly 

Disagree 
 
Disagree 

 
Agree 

Strongly
Agree 

15.     Farming as a career does not allow me 
the flexibility to be engaged in activities 
that improve my home community. 

16. I believe it is important to be involved in 
y local community. 

    
m

17. I do not volunteer time to support     
educational programs in my community 
directed at water conservation. 

18. I nate money to support     do not do
educational programs in my community 
directed at water conservation. 

 
 
For item by placing an “X” in the 

  00 2002 2004 

 19, please indicate all elections listed that you voted in 
box that indicates the year and type of election that you participated. 
 

20
a. Ge   neral election  
b Primary Election    
 

 
pertain ropriate 
box. 
 IT Yes No

 
Please indicate the selection option that best describes your personal historic actions

ing to political engagement for items 20 – 25. by placing an “X” in the app

EM 

20. Have you voted in every election that you have been eligible to vote in?   

21. Have you ever attended a community meeting on water issues?   

22. Have you ever attended a meeting of county commissioners on water 
is

  
sues? 

23. Have you ever attended a water board meeting?   

24. Have you ever attended a community meeting due to issues of personal 
interest other than water-related issues? 

  

25. Have you ever organized a producer focus group meeting to discuss a   
problem and possible solutions? 
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Please indicate for items 26 - 35 all hods that you have used to contact 
our various representatives to discuss problems, solutions or concerns. (please 

check all that apply) 
 

N
o 

C
on

ta
ct

 

P
er

so
na

l  
C

on
ve

rs

applicable met
y

at
io

n
E

le
ct

ro
ni

c M
ai

l
Te

le
ph

o
ne S

ur
fa

ce
 

M
ai

l 

6. How have you contacted your state house 
representative pertaining to water issues? 

     2

27. How have you contacted your state senator 
pertaining to water issues? 

     

28. How have you contacted your US 
Congressman pertaining to water issues? 

     

29. How have you contacted your US Senator 
pertaining to water issues? 

     

0. How have you contacted your state house 
Representative regarding any other issues? 

     3

31. How have you contacted your state senator 
regarding any other issues? 

     

32. How have you contacted your US 
Congressman pertaining to any other issues? 

     

33. How have you contacted your US Senator 
pertaining to any other issues? 

     

34. How have you contacted a local 
representative pertaining to water issues? 
(Municipal, County or Water Board 
representative) 

     

35. How have you contacted a local 
representative pertaining to any other issues? 
(Municipal, County or Water Board 
representative) 

     

Please respond by selecting the answer that most accurately relates to your knowledge 
or feelings pertaining to the question or statement for items 36 – 43 by placing an “X” in 
the appropriate box. 

  Yes No
36. Are you aware of any Extension training available to you that is 

designed to aid you in participating in policy planning or development? 
  

37. Do you support the topic of policy engagement as a producer leadership 
program being offered by your Extension educator? 

  

38. Have you attended any policy participation enhancement opportunities 
offered by Non-Extension organizations? 

  

39. Would you participate in a leadership development program that 
includes policy engagement? 

  

40. Have you participated in leadership development programs as an adult 
in the past? 
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 Very 

Unlikely
 
Unlikely 

 
Likely

Very 
Likely

41. I would attend a self funded trip to the state 
capital to meet with decision makers if it were 
part of a policy and advocate enhancement 
program? 

    

42. 
lo
policy issues if you were invited? 

What is the likelihood that you would attend a 
cal community meeting to discuss water 

    

 
43. Would you be more inclined to be involved in a short intensive (2-3) meeting 

program or a program that meets monthly for a year or more? 

___intensive    ___monthly    _____ not at all   
           

lease respond to the following general demographic items (44 – 58) as completely as 
ossible. 

4. Age as of January 1, 2005  

 
 
 
P
p

4

45. Years of formal education completed  

46. Years farming  

47. Total acres cultivated including rented/leased (including pasture)  

48. Acres owned  

49. Total acres rented or leased (including pasture land)  

50. Of the total acres reported in #47 what percentage do you irrigate?  

51. Distance in miles you live from a city of a population of 50,000+  

 

52. Are you a member of Farm Bureau?  Yes No 
53. Are you a member of a commodity organization? Yes No 
54. Do you raise market livestock? Yes No 
55. Do you have children living at home? Yes No 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 
Age Gen Age Gen Age Gen Age Gen Age Gen 

56.  If so, how old in 
years and what 
is their gender? 
 

          

57. Do you believe that your children will take over your 
farm someday? 

Yes No 

58. What do you consider your predominant political party 
affiliation? 

Dem Rep Ind Other
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T
i  
your fellow producer ted representatives 

lf.  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

hank you very much for your time and consideration in completing this survey.  The 
nformation will be used to better understand and develop services to assist you and

s in being more effective in informing your elec
on subjects that will in turn aid them in acting on your beha
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Variable Map   
   
Instrument item 
number   Construct(s) measured 

1 - 7  Political engagement 
8  Civic engagement 
9  Political engagement 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

10 - 14  Political engagement 
15 - 18  Civic engagement 

19  Political engagement 
20 - 23  Political engagement 

24 - 25  
Political and Civic 
engagement 

26 - 35  Political engagement 
36 - 39  Political engagement 

40  
Political and Civic 
engagement 

41 - 43  Political engagement 
44 - 51  Demographics 
52 - 54  Production practices 
55 - 58  Demographics 
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