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Agricultural leadership development can serve both the agricultural industry and the 

communities where agriculture is found.  Goal setting theory, which is based on the premise that 

conscious goals affect action, is an underused framework for improving agricultural leadership.  

Aspects of goal setting theory were applied in a leadership program conducted by the Florida 

Farm Bureau Federation for its local board members.  That program provided a context for this 

study, and the program’s target audience was the study population.  The study’s purpose was to 

explain performance, as related to professional development for local boards of a nonprofit 

organization.  The research was intended to identify factors that explain the engagement level of 

local board members in a multi-level, membership organization.       

Study participants tended to report that they were “mostly” engaged in the local Farm 

Bureau practices promoted in the program.  Although program participants’ overall use of best 

practices was not significantly different from non-participants, participants reported significantly 

higher engagement levels for specific practices: “Strengthen the ‘Voice of Agriculture’ by 

getting involved in statewide committees”; “Plan for policy implementation challenges before 

they arise”; and “Consult others, including adversaries, for input and feedback on policy ideas.”   
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Overall, program participants believed the program helped them to become more effective 

Farm Bureau members and leaders.  However, program participation alone did not explain 

differences in individual and board performance.  Instead, gender, education level, meeting 

attendance and perceived differences in the goal setting process explained differences in 

performance.  Regression models including these variables explain up to 21% of the variance in 

individual performance and 24% of the variance in board performance.     

This study has implications for professional development programming and application of 

goal setting theory.  The researcher recommends that the program continue, provided that 

implementation is standardized and emphasis on goal setting is increased.  Additional research is 

needed to further explore the application of goal setting theory in programming for volunteer 

leaders.  An important research focus is improved measures of goal theory constructs and 

volunteer board performance.  Research also is needed to better understand the differential 

effects that gender, education level, and meeting attendance have on board performance. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Agricultural leadership is needed today more than ever before.  With the agricultural field 

becoming more specialized and increasingly challenged, the future success of the industry is 

dependent upon local leaders to guide efforts for advocacy and change (Diem & Nikola, 2005; 

Horner, 1984; Howell, Weir, & Cook, 1982; W.K. Kellogg Foundation, 2001).  Even beyond the 

industry, though, the fate of many agricultural communities is also at stake.  Agriculture has 

traditionally played an important role in most rural communities, and many of these communities 

are falling behind their urban counterparts in many areas of quality of life (W.K. Kellogg 

Foundation, 2004).  Without capable leaders, these communities are “prone to inertia, decay, and 

manipulation” (Hustedde & Woodward, 1996, p. 1).  Leadership, by definition, inspires vision 

and hope for the future (DeRuyver, 2001; Kouzes & Posner, 2002; Moss & Liang, 1990).  

Agricultural leadership development holds the opportunity to serve both the agricultural industry 

and the communities where agriculture is found. 

The phrase “agricultural leadership” lends itself to a broad range of ideas, topics, and 

programs.  Research on the topic reveals that related subject areas include leadership programs 

for rural youth, leadership education programs in colleges of agriculture, adult agricultural 

leadership programs, governmental agricultural agency positions, and general rural community 

development efforts.  Among these topics, all require additional research to further the field and 

scholarship of agricultural leadership (E. Osborne, 2007; Rudd, Stedman, & Kaufman, 2004).  

Background of the Study 

This study investigated the usefulness of goal setting as applied in the context of a specific 

leadership development program conducted by the Florida Farm Bureau Federation. 
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Goal Setting Theory 

Among the many definitions of leadership, Locke (2003) defines leadership as “the process 

of inducing others to pursue a common goal” (p. 29).  This definition has emerged from decades 

of research by Locke and others on goal setting theory.  Locke suggests that the value of goal 

setting extends to a wide variety of applications.  However,  past research on goal setting theory 

has focused primarily on motivation in work settings (Locke & Latham, 2002, p. 714).  Although 

some agricultural leadership takes place in work settings, many of the contexts for agricultural 

leadership are in community and volunteer settings.  Research is needed to determine the 

appropriateness of goal setting in these contexts for agricultural leadership.  The use of goal 

setting in these contexts is not entirely novel, but the formal application of goal setting theory is. 

Goal setting theory “is based on Ryan’s (1970) premise that conscious goals affect action” 

(Locke & Latham, 1990, 2002, p. 705).  According to the theory, goals affect action in form of 

choice, intensity, and persistence (Latham, 2007, p. 176).  In addition, goals motivate individuals 

to develop relevant strategies for goal attainment (Locke, 2001).  Goal setting theory emerged 

from empirical research over four decades, with more than 1,000 published articles and reviews 

(Mitchell, Thompson, & George-Falvy, 2000) that have shown positive results in about 90% of 

the studies (Locke, 2001).  “The research is uniform in its verdict that difficult and specific goals 

result in higher levels of performance than do easy or vague, ‘do your best’ goals” (Mitchell & 

Daniels, 2003, p. 231).  A model outlining the constructs associated with goal setting theory is 

provided in Figure 1-1.  Locke and Latham (1990; 2002) have provided thorough descriptions of 

the theory and its related research.  The theory is further described in chapter 2 of this 

dissertation.  Although the theory has been widely applied in for-profit organizations, it has been 

given little consideration in the context of nonprofit organizations and volunteer-run groups. 
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Nonprofit Organizational Effectiveness 

An important resource for tackling social issues, including those associated with 

agricultural leadership, is nonprofit organizations.  The missions of these organizations are 

diverse, but their impact can be powerful.  Although nonprofits represent only 7 percent of the 

interest groups in Washington DC, from the 1960s through the 1990s nonprofit groups 

“accounted for anywhere from 24 to 32 percent of the congressional testimony, generated 

between 29 and 40 percent of the press coverage of pending legislation, and were nearly 80 

percent as effective in passing legislation they favored as the business lobbies against which they 

were often arrayed” (Salamon, 2002b, p. 43-44). 

Herman and Renz conducted a panel study of nonprofit organizations (NPOs) in 1994 and 

again in 2000.  From the data collected, they have derived nine theses on organizational 

effectiveness: 

1. Nonprofit organizational effectiveness is always a matter of comparison. 

2. Nonprofit organizational effectiveness is multidimensional. 

3. Boards of directors make a difference in the effectiveness of nonprofit organizations, 
but how they do so is not clear. 

4. Nonprofit organizational effectiveness is a social construction. 

5. The more effective NPOs are more likely to use correct management practices. 

6. Claims about “best practices” for nonprofit boards and for the management of NPOs 
warrant critical investigation. 

7. A measure of NPO effectiveness that emphasizes responsiveness may offer a solution 
to the problem of differing judgments of effectiveness by different stakeholder groups. 

8. It can be important to distinguish among different “types” of nonprofit organizations in 
order to make progress in understanding the practices, tactics, and strategies that may 
lead to NPO effectiveness. 

9. Nonprofit organizations increasingly operate as part of networks of service delivery.  
Therefore, network effectiveness is becoming as important to study as organizational 
effectiveness. (Herman & Renz, 2002) 
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Although these theses offer improved understanding and implications for nonprofit 

organizations in general, more research is needed to understand the characteristics of 

effectiveness for nonprofit organizations and associations that address the need for agricultural 

leadership.  This is particularly important, since “the more general tendency of nonprofit scholars 

is to ignore membership organizations and associations, especially grass-roots associations” 

(Smith & Shen, 1996, p. 285).  These voluntary associations are an important resource for 

recruiting and developing local leaders (Bolton, 1991), yet there is no consensus on the best 

approach for maximizing that leadership development process.  

Farm Bureau’s Leadership Needs 

This study will address the field of agricultural leadership in the context of a specific 

nonprofit agricultural leadership organization – the Florida Farm Bureau Federation (FFBF).  

The organization is unique in its grassroots approach to solving problems in the agricultural 

industry and the communities that the organization serves.  The grassroots approach is 

characterized by the organization’s policy development and implementation process, which is 

driven by local members (Figure 1-2). 

FFBF is part of a larger, national organization known as the American Farm Bureau 

Federation (AFBF).  In part, the mission of the AFBF is “to implement policies that are 

developed by members” (American Farm Bureau Federation, 2006).  Although the problem of 

maintaining “grassroots” efforts is a challenge for the entire national organization, FFBF has 

been proactive with statewide efforts to improve the flow of ideas from individual members to 

the larger organization.  This goal is made clear in FFBF’s vision of being “the most effective, 

influential and respected Farm Bureau in the nation” and to “be recognized as Florida’s ‘Voice 

of Agriculture’” (FFBF, 2005b).  FFBF has identified the leadership role of local officers in 

county Farm Bureau groups as pivotal to organizational success (H. S. F. Carter, 2004).   
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A needs assessment conducted in 2003 revealed that FFBF state leaders believe four local 

organizational aspects are important for an effective grassroots process: leadership, political 

process, effective boards, and knowledge of Farm Bureau.  When evaluating these areas with 

local members, Carter (2004) applied a modified Borich (1980) needs assessment and found 

significant differences between perceived importance and proficiency in the areas of leadership, 

political process, and knowledge of Farm Bureau.  For example, in the area of leadership, the 

competency “use effective communication skills in media interviews” was rated on a seven-point 

scale with a mean importance of 5.6 and a mean proficiency of 4.8, leaving a “gap” of 0.8.  The 

difference suggests a desire for improved proficiency with that competency.  Within the area of 

political process, participants rated “develop relationships with elected officials on the national 

level” with a mean importance of 5.2 and a mean proficiency of 3.9, leaving a gap of 1.3 

between importance and proficiency.  Among the competencies related to knowledge of Farm 

Bureau, participants rated “demonstrate knowledge of the American Farm Bureau Federation” 

with a mean importance of 5.2 and a mean proficiency of 4.2, leaving a gap of 1.0.  Carter 

concluded that the findings indicate areas for leadership training with local FFBF board 

members.  In addition, Carter concluded, “this study could be the starting point for additional 

leadership research within the FFBF” (p. 167). 

In 2004, a qualitative study was conducted to further determine the leadership 

expectations, needs, and interests of local FFBF board members.  Local board members 

throughout the state were interviewed, focusing on identification of common leadership-related 

challenges and perceived development needs of the local Farm Bureau board.  Four significant 

theme areas emerged: organizational appreciation, grassroots involvement, board member 

training, and board member succession.  Many of the statements made by county board members 
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matched up with the expectations for board effectiveness previously identified by FFBF state 

leaders (H. S. F. Carter, 2004).  The theme areas described by Carter (2004) (leadership, political 

process, effective boards, and knowledge of Farm Bureau) were well-represented in the 

interviews with local board members.  In addition, the findings from the interviews with local 

board members seemed to further support the need for and interest in professional development 

programming for FFBF’s local leaders.  Based on the findings, the researchers recommended 

that the FFBF invest in the development of an educational program focused on FFBF’s local 

leaders (Kaufman & Rudd, 2006).   

This recommendation for leadership development is consistent with interventions for 

improved organizational effectiveness recommended for other non-profit and volunteer-based 

organizations.  For example, based on a three-year study of 24 diverse non-profit organizations, 

Holland and Jackson (1998) concluded that ongoing efforts to develop board skills can markedly 

improve their performance.  Brudney and Murray (1998) add that “although these efforts may 

not correct all problems (such as those caused by having the ‘wrong’ kinds of people on the 

board), they can improve the chances of identifying, and then correcting, a number of others” (p. 

346).  Tierney (2006) argues that investment in leadership capacity is the “single most important 

determinant of organizational success” (p. 3).  Even still, a common conclusion among research 

on interventions with volunteers and non-profit boards is that more empirical evidence is needed 

to support and explain the connection between board-member and organizational effectiveness 

(Brudney & Murray, 1998; Herman & Renz, 1999; Holland & Jackson, 1998). 

“Strengthening the Voice” Program 

Overview 

In 2005, FFBF contracted with the University of Florida Department of Agricultural 

Education and Communication (UF-AEC) to develop curricula for half-day workshops focused 
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on developing local Farm Bureau leaders.  The specific focus was with local board members.  

Later titled “Strengthening the Voice” (STV), the program was to include workshops that cover 

the topics of effective meetings, political advocacy, member development, organization 

management, and Farm Bureau knowledge.  The finished curriculum was presented in a train-

the-trainer format, preparing FFBF staff to deliver the workshops locally throughout the state. 

STV program developers and FFBF advisors determined that all of the workshops being 

developed should use a “best practices” approach, thus highlighting proven techniques for 

success that participants could adopt to improve upon their current levels of success.  Nonprofit 

scholars have cautioned against use of a “one best way” approach to management and board 

practices for all organizations.  Instead, “every organization must discover and continually seek 

to improve its practices, consistent with its values, mission, and stakeholders’ expectations 

(Herman & Renz, 2004, p. 702).  Accordingly, the best practices promoted in the STV program 

were based on previous research with FFBF’s state and local leaders (H. S. F. Carter, 2004; 

Kaufman & Rudd, 2006) and were further refined with a project advisory committee that 

included FFBF staff and leaders. 

Beyond the formal workshop experience, the STV program emphasized the importance of 

application and follow-up.  The general approach of the program was to (1) conduct a workshop, 

(2) have participants set goals for adopting specific best practices, and (3) provide follow-up 

reminders to participants regarding their best practices goals and other important points from the 

program (Figure 1-3.)  The incorporation of goal-setting is an adaptation of goal setting theory 

(see Locke & Latham, 2002) and makes use of a finding by Holland and Jackson (1998) that the 

most useful interventions with non-profit boards often link process with substance by asking 

board members to set goals for themselves. 
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The STV program follows a logic model with expected short-, intermediate-, and long-

term outcomes.  In the short-term, program planners expect that local board members will be 

knowledgeable about best practices for board operations and involvement.  Six to 12 months 

after program participation, the expected intermediate outcome is that local FFBF boards will 

have improved efficiency and productivity, which will in turn create increased grassroots 

involvement in the FFBF.  The long-term program goals are that (1) FFBF will be a nationally 

recognized leader agricultural problem solving and policy formation and (2) FFBF members will 

have increased community involvement that improves the social and economic structures in their 

communities.  These desired outcomes of the STV program aligned with the FFBF mission and 

vision, as is shown in Figure 1-4.  

As with any program, there are confounding factors to consider when implementing and 

evaluating the success of the STV program.  Specifically, the program planners were concerned 

about factors that would limit local board members level of engagement in the identified best 

practices.  For some board members, unexpected or unusual changes and commitments in their 

personal lives or professional careers may limit the time and energy they are able to devote to 

implementation of the best practices.  In addition, some board members may be hesitant to apply 

the practices because they believe they do not have enough experience or expertise with the 

recommended practices.  This may be of particular concern considering that the program 

workshops are designed to last only four hours, allowing for only a limited opportunity to apply 

the practices in a trial setting.  Another potential confounding factor relates to local board 

members relationships with one another.  Many of the identified best practices require 

implementation at a group level in order for the desired program outcomes to occur.  If local 
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board members do not trust one another and cooperate well together, they may have a difficult 

time collaborating on the recommended practices. 

“Farm Bureau Foundations” program component 

The first STV component implemented was entitled “Farm Bureau Foundations.”  The 

objectives of the workshop were: 

1. Explain the relationship between Florida Farm Bureau Federation and Insurance; 

2. Establish a local strategy for active pursuit of the Florida Farm Bureau Federation 
Vision; 

3. Describe the influence and limitation of the Farm Bureau on political issues; and 

4. Prepare a plan for grassroots Farm Bureau policy development and implementation. 

The best practices promoted through the Farm Bureau Foundations workshop were 

developed from the needs assessment findings (H. S. F. Carter, 2004; Kaufman & Rudd, 2006) 

and from discussion among the STV advisory committee members.  The advisory committee 

consisted of FFBF staff and UF-AEC representatives.  The FFBF staff brought extensive 

knowledge of the organization and experience with the local FFBF board members.  The UF-

AEC representatives were familiar with Farm Bureau, but the primary value of their involvement 

was with their expertise in writing objectives and establishing goals for leadership programming.  

This approach to identification of best practices coincides with an approach promoted by 

Herman and Renz (2004).  They argue that “every organization must discover and continually 

seek to improve its practices, consistent with its values, mission, and stakeholders’ expectations” 

(p. 702).  The best practices identified for the Farm Bureau Foundations program piece are 

outlined in Table 1-1. 

FFBF staff implemented the Farm Bureau Foundations program component with twelve 

different four-hour workshops throughout the state of Florida during April and May of 2006.  
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The program focused on local board members in FFBF geographic districts across Florida and 

drew 156 participants from 45 different Florida counties.  Although the FFBF staff members 

promoted participation in the program by all members, the goal was to keep individual 

presentations to a manageable size of about 15 to 20 participants, with about 25 to 30 

representatives from each district.  The dates of the workshops and number of participants in 

each are outlined in Table 1-2. 

The Farm Bureau Foundations workshops concluded with participants setting personal 

goals for best practices they planned to implement in the coming months.  This “Best Practices 

Goal Sheet” is displayed in Appendix A.  These goal sheets were collected by the workshop 

presenters and kept for a follow-up mailing.  However, the number of goal sheets collected was 

noticeably less than the number of identified workshop attendees, which suggests some degree of 

program implementation failure.  Unfortunately, this variation in program implementation has 

the potential to present inconsistencies in program effects. 

After workshop evaluation sheets indicate that over 98 percent of participants were 

“satisfied” or “very satisfied” with the workshop.  When asked to what extent they could use the 

ideas and skills learned in the workshop, 59 percent answered “to a great extent” and 37 percent 

answered “to a moderate extent.”  One participant wrote, “I’ve been wanting/needing this info 

for years.” 

In June of 2006, the FFBF field staff returned each “Best Practices Goal Sheet” to the 

participant who originally completed it.  The cover letter of the mailings thanked the participants 

for their service to FFBF, reminded them of the best practices commitments that they made, and 

offered to provide assistance in accomplishing the best practices goals.  A template for these 

cover letters is displayed in Appendix B.  In July of 2006, FFBF mailed program participants a 
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two-page newsletter that thanked the members for their participation in the program and 

reminded them of the key points covered in objectives one and two of the Farm Bureau 

Foundations workshop.  In August of 2006, FFBF mailed a second newsletter that highlighted 

the key points covered in objectives three and four of the Farm Bureau Foundations workshop.  

These newsletters are displayed in Appendix C.  Although the intent was that all program 

participants would receive these mailings, inconsistent records of attendance prevented some 

participants from receiving the follow-up mailings. 

Problem Statement 

The primary impetus for the STV program was a desire to improve the effectiveness of 

local FFBF boards of directors.  An important question then is whether or not aspects of the 

program are influencing board effectiveness.  Did any attitude and behavioral changes occur?  

To a broader degree, though, can changes in board performance be attributed to constructs 

associated with goal setting theory?   

FFBF invested substantial time, money, and effort in the implementation of the Farm 

Bureau Foundations component of the STV program.  Was it worth the investment?  Are the 

participants more proficient in Farm Bureau Foundations related tasks?  FFBF has plans to 

quadruple this investment through implementation of four more components of the STV 

program.  Are there ways to better focus these efforts?  What participant and program 

characteristics are most associated with achievement of the best practices goals?  Does the 

answer lie in a more direct application of goal setting theory?   

With an ex post facto study, it is not possible to directly measure change and answer all of 

these questions.  However, these inquiries lead to an important research question:  What factors, 

variables, or interventions explain the quality of engagement (in terms of best practices) of local 
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board members in a multi-level, membership organization?  This question was used to guide the 

exploratory study with the STV program. 

Purpose Statement 

The purpose of the study was to explain local board performance, as related to a 

professional development program for local boards of a nonprofit organization. 

Research Objectives 

The objectives of this study were as follows: 

1. Describe select demographics of local Florida Farm Bureau board members and 
program participants; 

2. Measure the engagement level of local Florida Farm Bureau board members in 
Farm Bureau Foundations Best Practices; 

3. Measure the goal attributes experienced by program participants with their Farm 
Bureau Foundations Best Practices goal;  

4. Explain individual-level performance with best practices identified in the Farm 
Bureau Foundations program; and 

5. Explain board-level performance with best practices identified in the Farm Bureau 
Foundations program. 

Significance of the Study 

This study adds to the body of knowledge on goal setting theory, rural leadership 

development, volunteer management, and effective board member practices.  Practitioners in 

these areas will use this study to guide future professional development programming efforts and 

to guide further research.   

Past research involving goal setting theory has focused primarily on its application in work 

settings.  If goal setting theory is shown to have application in volunteer settings, the theory can 

be used to guide the training and management of volunteers and leaders of volunteers.  Latham 

and Kinne (1974) have shown that training employees to set specific, high goals results in 
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improved performance, but little has been done has been done to extend this research to 

volunteer situations.  The findings of this study may further that effort. 

Regardless of the findings specific to goal setting theory, FFBF will make direct use of this 

study’s findings to make revisions to the STV program components in order to increase their 

effectiveness.  The improvement of the STV program will aid FFBF in accomplishing its mission 

and vision, which in turn contributes to improved social and economic structure in the 

communities served by FFBF. 

In addition, plans are being made to adapt individual components of the STV program for 

use in other states and organizations.  The findings of this study will aid in the adaptation and 

promotion of those program components for use by other groups.  As other membership 

organizations look for guidance in the selection and involvement of board members, they may 

look to the findings of this study.  Such organizations may be similar to Farm Bureau in their 

structure, focus, or clientele.  For example, local nonprofit organizations or agricultural 

commodity associations or rural development groups may look to this study’s discussion of 

board member engagement when seeking to improve the involvement of their local board 

members. 

Limitations 

As with any scholarly study, there are limitations to the generalizability of this study.  The 

first limitation that must be considered is related to the nature of the organization being studied.  

Farm Bureau is a unique organization in terms of its structure and function.  As a result, the 

conclusions of this study have limited generalizability to other organizations.  However, the 

conclusions from this study may provide helpful information for practitioners interested in 

conducting similar studies and programs with similar organizations.  
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Second, this study is limited to the study participants.  The study design investigates 

relationships among variables and does not indicate a cause-effect relationship.  As a result, the 

study’s findings cannot be generalized to future program participants.  Study participants were 

self-selected into the program and may differ in important characteristics from non-participants.  

Future evaluations must be conducted to ensure that similar relationships exist among future 

participants.  

The third limitation of the study deals with the limited number of variables included in the 

study. Other demographic variables and program characteristics that were not included in this 

study may influence goal achievement, and thus provide a different set of findings.  The 

variables included in this study were based on prominent social science theories. 

The final limitation of the study is related to the validity and reliability of the self-reported 

data examined in this study.  A certain degree of error is associated with all survey studies, and 

that error places limitations on the accuracy of the findings.  These limitations are further 

explained in the methodology and results sections of this study. 

Definitions 

The following terms and definitions apply to this study: 

• Agricultural Leadership – The process of providing vision and advocacy for the business 
activities associated with the production and marketing of plant and animal products. 

• Andragogy – A set of “core principles of adult learning that in turn enable those designing 
and conducting adult learning to build more effective learning processes for adults” 
(Knowles, Holton, & Swanson, 2005, p. 2) 

• Farm Bureau Foundations Best Practices – The Farm Bureau member practices promoted 
through the Florida Farm Bureau Federation’s “Farm Bureau Foundations” workshop. 

• Farm Bureau Foundations program component – The workshop and follow-up activities 
associated with the first segment of Florida Farm Bureau Federation’s “Strengthening the 
Voice” program. 
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• Farm Bureau Foundations workshop – A Farm Bureau knowledge-focused workshop 
conducted by Florida Farm Bureau Federation staff during April or May of 2006. 

• Florida Farm Bureau Federation (FFBF) – Florida’s largest general farm organization, 
consisting of more than 140,000 grassroots member-families who are also members of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation (FFBF, 2007b).  

• Goal Commitment – An attribute of goal setting that is closely associated with goal 
intensity and represents the degree to which an individual is determined to accomplish a 
task (Locke & Latham, 1994). 

• Goal Content – A general attribute of goal setting that includes goal specificity and goal 
difficulty (Locke & Latham, 1990). 

• Goal Difficulty – A measure of goal “level” that represents an individual’s perception of 
how challenging it is to accomplish a particular goal (Locke & Latham, 1990). 

• Goal Intensity – “The scope, clarity, and mental effort involved in mental processes” 
associated with goal setting and achievement, most often evaluated as goal commitment 
(Locke & Latham, 1994, p. 16). 

• Goal Specificity – The degree to which goal content is vague (i.e. “work on this”) or 
concrete (i.e. “try for a score of 25 on this task within the next ten minutes”) (Locke & 
Latham, 1994, p. 15). 

• Goal-Setting Theory – A theory of adult motivation based on the premise that conscious 
goals affect action (Locke & Latham, 2002). 

• Grassroots Organization – A nonprofit association or group that maintains a local 
membership of volunteers who perform most of the work/activity done in and by the 
nonprofit (Smith, 2000).  

• Self-Efficacy – Task-specific self-confidence, which is based on a relationship between 
perceived ability and task difficulty (Bandura, 1986). 

• Strengthening the Voice (STV) program – A long-term professional development program 
conducted by the Florida Farm Bureau Federation for its local, county leaders. 

Summary 

This chapter provided the background and significance of the problem as well as the 

purpose of the study.  Agricultural leadership development was highlighted as an important tool 

for securing a positive future for the agricultural industry and the communities where agriculture 

is found.  In addition, goal setting theory was introduced and recent research with the Florida 
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Farm Bureau Federation was highlighted.  This led to a discussion of the FFBF Strengthening the 

Voice program and the Farm Bureau Foundations program component, which served as the 

context for the study. 

The study’s research question was defined as “What factors, variables, or interventions 

explain the quality of engagement (in terms of best practices) of local board members in a multi-

level, membership organization?”  The purpose of the study was to explain local board 

performance, as related to a professional development program for local boards of a nonprofit 

organization.  The objectives of this study were as follows: 

1. Describe select demographics of local Florida Farm Bureau board members and 
program participants; 

2. Measure the engagement level of local Florida Farm Bureau board members in 
Farm Bureau Foundations Best Practices; 

3. Measure the goal attributes experienced by program participants with their Farm 
Bureau Foundations Best Practices goal;  

4. Explain individual-level performance with best practices identified in the Farm 
Bureau Foundations program; and 

5. Explain board-level performance with best practices identified in the Farm Bureau 
Foundations program. 

This chapter included the operational definitions of several terms related to the study.  

Limitations of the study were also discussed.  Chapter 2 will present the theoretical and 

conceptual frameworks that guided this study. 
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Figure 1-1.  Essential elements of goal-setting theory and the high-performance cycle.  Note.  

From “Building a Practically Useful Theory of Goal Setting and Task Motivation: A 
35-Year Odyssey,” by E. A. Locke and G. P. Latham, 2002, American Psychologist, 
57(9), p. 714.  Copyright 2002 by the American Psychological Association, Inc.  
Reprinted with permission. 

 
 

 
Figure 1-2.  Florida Farm Bureau Federation policy development and implementation process.  

Note.  From Florida Farm Bureau Federation’s Agricultural Policy Division.  
Reprinted with permission. 
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Figure 1-3.  Process model for the Florida Farm Bureau Federation “Strengthening the Voice” program. 
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Figure 1-4.  Florida Farm Bureau (FFB) “Strengthening the Voice” program logic model.
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Table 1-1.  Farm Bureau Foundations workshop best practices by objective 
Objective # Best Practice 

1 • Use Farm Bureau facts and history in member recruitment. 
 • Share Farm Bureau facts and history in public relations activities. 
 • Recognize and promote member benefits (like insurance). 
 • Limit board meeting discussion to federation business. 
 • Allow time on meeting agendas for an insurance report. 
 • Maintain a working relationship with the insurance agency manager. 

2 • Actively use Farm Bureau’s grassroots approach to governance. 
 • Cite Farm Bureau's mission when promoting the organization to potential 

members. 
 • Hold Farm Bureau leadership accountable to the organization mission, vision, 

and beliefs. 
 • Adopt a local mission and values to guide board actions. 

3 • Promote continued political involvement by citing Farm Bureau’s past 
successes. 

 • Maintain organizational accountability to the grassroots mission when new 
policies are proposed. 

 • Maximize the benefits of collaboration when promoting political policy. 
4 • Implement grassroots policy by following Farm Bureau’s development and 

implementation process. 
 • Strengthen the “Voice of Agriculture” by getting involved in statewide 

committees. 
 • Plan for policy implementation challenges before they arise. 
 • Consult others, including adversaries, for input and feedback on policy ideas. 

 
 
Table 1-2.  FFBF Farm Bureau Foundations workshop dates and participant numbers by district 
District Workshop Date # of Participants* 
 1 May 25, 2006  19  
 1 & 2 April 06, 2006  15  
 2 April 13, 2006  22  
 3 May 30, 2006  10  
 4 May 11, 2006  7  
 4 & 5 May 18, 2006  18  
 6 April 11, 2006  20  
 6 April 20, 2006  7  
 7 May 02, 2006  8  
 7 May 11, 2006  8  
 6 & 8 May 19, 2006  13  
 8 May 11, 2006  9  
Total 12 workshops 156  

* Some participants were not local board members, so the number of participants includes over-
coverage (n=18).
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Theoretical Frame 

Books and research-based articles on professional development include a wide range of 

theories and practices.  Of these approaches, theories of motivation seem to be at the core.  

Furthermore, literature reviews reveal that the principle of goal setting is the one overriding 

common theme recognized, either implicitly or explicitly, among virtually all psychological 

approaches to motivation (Austin & Vancouver, 1996; Latham, 2007; Locke & Latham, 1984; 

Mitchell & Daniels, 2003).  Professional development is essentially about helping individuals 

and organizations achieve their goals (J. E. Osborne, 2003).  Not surprisingly, goal-setting theory 

has developed into one of the most practical and empirically sound theories of motivation 

(Latham, 2007; Locke & Latham, 2002; Miner, 1984; Pinder, 1998).  

Goal Setting Theory Defined 

Goal setting theory was formulated based on empirical research over four decades.  “It is 

based on Ryan’s (1970)  premise that conscious goals affect action” (Locke & Latham, 2002, p. 

705).  Within the context of the theory, “a goal is the object or aim of an action” (Locke & 

Latham, p. 705).  According to Latham (2007), “goals are the immediate precursor of action” (p. 

176).  The theory applies specifically to performance and learning goals that involve degrees of 

success with particular tasks.  Goals affect action in form of choice, intensity, and persistence 

(Latham, p. 176).  In addition, goals motivate individuals to develop relevant strategies for goal 

attainment.  Locke and colleagues summarized the early research on goal setting theory as 

follows: 

Goal setting is most likely to improve task performance when the goals are specific and 
sufficiently challenging, the subjects have sufficient ability (and ability differences are 
controlled), feedback is provided to show progress in relation to the goal, rewards such as 
money are given for goal attainment, the experimenter or manager is supportive, and 
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assigned goals are accepted by the individual. (Locke, Shaw, Saari, & Latham, 1981, p. 
125)  

These findings continued to be replicated throughout research over 35 years (Locke & Latham, 

2002).  “Goal setting studies have been conducted with 88 different tasks including bargaining, 

driving, faculty research, health promoting behaviors, logging, technical work, managerial work, 

management training, safety, and sports performance” (Locke & Latham, 1994, p. 16).  Goals 

have been found to increase performance at individual, group, and organizational levels 

(Mitchell & Daniels, 2003).   

Goal setting and planned behavior 

Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985, 1991; Ajzen & Madden, 1986; Schifter 

& Ajzen, 1985) provides a helpful context for considering goal setting theory.  According to the 

theory of planned behavior, “the more favorable the attitude and subjective norm with respect to 

a behavior, and the greater the perceived behavioral control, the stronger should be the 

individual’s intention to perform a behavior under consideration” (Ajzen, 1988, p. 132-133).  A 

structural model of the theory of planned behavior is shown in Figure 2-1.  

In the context of the theory of planned behavior, the “intention” is a self-selected goal.  

When a goal is self-selected, goal setting theory can be used to more fully explain the connection 

between intention and behavior.  In fact, goal setting theory is based on Ryan’s (1970) premise 

that behavior is regulated by intentions (Latham, 2007).  However, goal setting theory presents a 

more comprehensive approach and more detailed explanation of this relationship than does the 

theory of planned behavior.  Beyond self-set goals, goal setting theory can be used to explain 

assigned goals that may be the precursor to the components of the theory of planned behavior. 
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Mechanisms  

According to goal setting theory, goals affect performance through four mechanisms: (1) 

choice/direction, (2) effort, (3) persistence, and (4) strategies (Locke & Latham, 2002).  “Goals 

direct attention and effort toward goal-relevant activities and away from goal-irrelevant 

activities.”  In addition, “goals have an energizing function. High goals lead to greater effort than 

low goals” (p. 706).  Time on task is related to effort and persistence.  “When participants are 

allowed to control the time they spend on a task, hard goals prolong effort” (p. 707).  “Goals 

affect action indirectly by leading to the arousal, discovery, and/or use of task-relevant 

knowledge and strategies” (p. 707). 

Content 

One of the most extensively studied attributes of goals is goal content.  Research studies 

involving goal setting theory have consistently found that specific, difficult goals consistently 

lead to high performance (Latham, 2007; Locke & Latham, 1990, 2002; Locke et al., 1981; 

Mitchell & Daniels, 2003).  Locke and Latham provide some clarification on these aspects of 

goal content: specificity and difficulty. 

With regard to specificity, goal content can be vague (“work on this”) or specific (“try for a 
score of 25 on this task within the next ten minutes”).  With regard to goal difficulty, goals 
can be easy (“try to get 10 items completed in the next 20 minutes”), moderate (“try to get 
20 . . .”), difficult (“try to get 30 . . .”), or impossible (“try to get 100 . . .”).  Difficulty 
pertains to a relationship between the person and the goal.  The same goal can be easy for 
one person and hard for another depending on ability and experience.  Generally, however, 
the higher the absolute level of the goal, the more difficult it is for people to attain it. 
(Locke & Latham, 1994, p. 15) 

Locke and Latham (1990; 1994; 2002) report a positive, linear relationship between goal 

difficulty and levels of performance.  The explanation for this finding is that “people adjust their 

effort to the difficulty of the task undertaken” (Locke & Latham, 1994, p. 15).  “Goal theory 
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predicts and finds a performance drop at high difficulty levels only if there is a large decrease in 

goal commitment (or a poor task strategy was used)” (Locke & Latham, 1994, p. 15) 

Goal specificity, in itself, does not lead to high performance, because specific goals can 

still vary in difficulty.  However, “goal specificity does reduce variation in performance by 

reducing the ambiguity about what is to be attained” (Locke & Latham, 2002, p. 706).  Goal 

specificity and difficulty are the primary components of goals highlighted within goal setting 

theory.  Research in field settings supports the idea that people can be taught to set specific, high 

goals (Latham & Kinne, 1974).  

Goals have been further identified as learning or performance goals, yet the evidence to 

support one goal type over another tends to be situation dependent (Latham, 2007; Seijts & 

Latham, 2001; Seijts, Latham, Tasa, & Latham, 2004).  “Goal setting without adequate 

knowledge is useless” (Latham, 2007, p. 176).  Therefore, in complex situations where 

individuals lack preexisting knowledge of appropriate task strategies, setting a specific high 

learning goal leads to higher performance than setting a specific high performance goal or a 

vague “do your best” goal (Seijts et al., 2004). 

Some research on goal setting theory has investigated the effects of distal versus proximal 

goals.  Bandura (1997) noted that distal goals can be too far removed to effectively guide present 

action.  Studies have shown, however, that performance improves when proximal goals are set in 

addition to a distal outcome goal (Bandura, 1986; Latham & Seijts, 1999; Seijts & Latham, 

2001). 

Intensity 

Another extensively studied attribute of goal is goal intensity.  “Intensity refers to the 

scope, clarity, and mental effort involved in mental processes” (Locke & Latham, 1994, p. 16).  

Goal intensity is most often characterized and studied as goal commitment, yet a related 
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construct worth measuring is self-efficacy.  According to Locke and Latham, “commitment 

refers to the degree to which an individual is attracted to the goal, considers it important, is 

determined to attain it, and sticks with it in the face of obstacles” (p. 16).   

Commitment is enhanced when people believe that achieving the goal is possible, and that 
achieving the goal is important (Klein, 1991).  The first class of factors raise what Bandura 
(1986) has labeled self-efficacy (task-specific self-confidence).  These include ability, 
experience, training, information about appropriate task strategies, past success, and 
internal attributions (Locke & Latham, 1990).  Those in authority can affect the second 
class of factors by explaining why the goal is important, exerting reasonable pressure for 
performance, being knowledgeable about the task and job, and serving as a role model for 
the behavior they desire in the subordinate (Locke & Latham, 1990).  (Locke & Latham, 
1994, p. 17) 

Beyond these insights on goal intensity, Locke and Latham (2002) provide three 

suggestions for improving self-efficacy: “(a) by ensuring adequate training that provides success 

experiences, (b) by role modeling or finding models with whom the person can identify, and (c) 

through persuasive communication that expresses confidence that the person can attain the goal” 

(Locke & Latham, 2002, p. 708).  Consistent with social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) and 

the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 2005), perceived ability, rather than actual ability, is the 

crucial motivating factor (Latham, 2007).  For a more thorough discussion of self-efficacy, see 

Bandura (1997).   

Other moderators 

Beyond the goal intensity attribute, expressed by goal commitment and self-efficacy, goal 

setting theory suggests that goal performance is moderated by other factors.  These include 

feedback, task complexity, personal ability, and situational constraints (Locke & Latham, 1994).  

Of these,  feedback and task complexity are the most commonly considered (Locke & Latham, 

2002).  

 “Summary feedback is a moderator of goals in that the combination of goals plus feedback 

is more effective than goals alone” (Locke & Latham, 2002, p. 708).  When people do not know 
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their level of progress toward a goal, “it is difficult or impossible for them to adjust the level or 

direction of their effort or to adjust their performance strategies to match what the goal requires” 

(p. 708).  According to Bandura and Cervone (2000), “simply adopting goals, whether easy or 

personally challenging ones, without knowing how one is doing seems to have no appreciable  

motivational effects” (p. 203).  However, feedback need not be formal; it can be internal or 

external (Latham, 2007).  Thus, self-evaluation can be an important moderating factor of goal 

performance (Bandura & Cervone, 2000). 

As the complexity of goal-related tasks increase, goal performance becomes dependent on 

the ability to discover appropriate task strategies. “Because people vary greatly in their ability to 

do this, the effect size for goal setting is smaller on complex tasks than on simple tasks” (Locke 

& Latham, 2002, p. 709).  In situations where a variety of task strategies are applied toward goal 

achievement, goal-strategy interactions are often found, with goal performance closely 

associated with the use of effective strategies. 

Demographic variables 

Numerous goal-setting studies have examined the influence of demographic variables 

related to goal performance, but the findings have not provided the reliability necessary for 

inclusion in Locke and Latham’s (2002) model for goal setting theory.  Renn and Fedor (2001) 

examined age, education, tenure, and gender but found that none of these variables were related 

to goal performance.   

However, Cullen and others (2004) studied goal-setting with children and found that 

gender, ethnicity, socio-economic status (SES), and mother’s education were influential 

variables.  Male students were found to have more success with general goal setting than female 

students.  Goal performance differences associated with ethnicity, SES, and education varied 

somewhat with the specific goal task, but these differences were also closely aligned with 
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baseline preferences and activities.  The researchers did recognize the uniqueness of their 

findings and noted the need for further research in this area (Cullen et al., 2004).   

Jeffries and Hunte (2004) suggest that generational differences act as an influence on work 

motivation, which in turn impacts goal-setting and performance.  For example, the “boomer” 

generation (born roughly between 1946 and 1964) tends to associate time spent on a task with 

successful performance, while generation “Xers” (born roughly between 1961 and 1981) tend to 

prefer autonomy and place more emphasis on results (O'Bannon, 2001).  As a result of these 

differences, longer timelines with proximal goals may be appropriate for boomers, whereas Xers 

may perform better with opportunities for choice and shorter completion times (Jeffries & 

Hunte).  This research supports the inclusion of age as a demographic variable in goal-setting 

studies. 

Doest, Maes, Gebhardt, and Koeleijn (2006) studied personal goals and found evidence 

that education level and age both impact goal outcomes.  Specifically, more highly educated 

respondents tended to report more emotional exhaustion, which in turn was negatively related to 

attainment of personal goals.  The same was true for younger respondents.  However, the 

demographics were presented as dichotomous variables, and the researchers recognized that as a 

limitation of the study.  They suggest that “future research would benefit from the use of 

longitudinal designs, more control variables, and objectively measured outcomes” (p. 214).  

 Based on published findings and the recommendations of other researchers, demographic 

variables appropriate for consideration in goal-setting studies include: education, ethnicity, job 

tenure, age, and gender. 
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Adult Education  

Andragogy and Adult Learning 

Adult learning dates back to ancient times, when teachers like Confucius, Socrates, and 

Cicero focused efforts on teaching adults.  However, “for many years, the adult learner was a 

neglected species” (Knowles et al., 2005, p. 35).  In the early 1970s, “the concept that adults and 

children learn differently was first introduced in the United States by Malcom Knowles,” and 

along with that concept came the term “andragogy” (Knowles et al., p. 1).  Andragogy has been 

interpreted in many ways, but Knowles and his colleagues posit that “andragogy presents core 

principles of adult learning that in turn enable those designing and conducting adult learning to 

build more effective learning processes for adults” (p. 2).  Andragogy is the “single most popular 

idea in the education and training of adults” (Brookfield, 1986).  “The six principles of 

andragogy are (1) the learner’s need to know, (2) self-concept of the learner, (3) prior experience 

of the learner, (4) readiness to learn, (5) orientation to learning, and (6) motivation to learn” 

(Knowles et al., p. 3).  These principles are not necessarily in contrast to pedagogy, literally 

defined as “the art and science of teaching children” (Knowles et al., p. 36), instead the 

principles of andragogy provide guidance in ways to capitalize on the experience and perspective 

that adults bring to the learning situation.  As individuals mature, their need to be self-directing 

and use their experience in learning increases.  Andragogy accounts for this difference and 

provides an opportunity for this difference to be an asset in the learning process, rather than a 

hindrance. 

Knowles and colleagues (2005) suggest that “andragogy works best in practice when it is 

adapted to fit the uniqueness of the learners and the learning situation” (p. 3).  They divide the 

goals for adult learning into three general categories: individual, institutional, and societal 

growth.  The traditional view of adult learning has been to focus on individual growth.  For 



  

42 

example, some adult learning programs have sought to advance the employability skills of 

individual adults (Birkenholz, 1999).  However, adult learning is helpful for achieving 

organizational and community goals as well (Rohs & Langone, 1993).  The American Society 

for Training and Development (ASTD) is a professional organization that focuses on linking 

adult learning with organizational performance.  In addition, many Extension programs use adult 

learning as a tool for achieving community goals.  One example is the training of adult 

volunteers to serve youth involve in 4-H programming. 

Motivation to Learn 

Motivation is a concept that explains why people think and behave as they do.  “Seeing 

human motivation as purposeful allows us to create a knowledge base about effective ways to 

help adults begin learning, make choices and give direction to their learning, sustain learning, 

and complete learning” (Wlodkowski, 1999, p. 2).  When learners are motivated, the learning 

process goes more smoothly, anxiety decreases, and learning becomes more apparent (p. 5).  

Wlodkowski suggests that adult motivation to learn is the sum of four factors: success, volition 

(i.e. choice), value, and enjoyment (p. 14).   

Wlodkowski’s factors for adult motivation are reflected in two of the principles of 

andragogy.  The first principle states that adults need to know why they need to learn something 

before learning it, and the sixth principle is that the motivation for adult learners is internal 

rather than external (Knowles et al., 2005).  “Adults are responsive to some external motivators 

(better jobs, promotions, higher salaries, and the like), but the most potent motivators are internal 

pressures (the desire for increased job satisfaction, self-esteem, quality of life, and the like)” 

(Knowles et al., 2005, p. 68). 

Expectancy theory suggests three aspects of individual motivation that also support 

Wlodkowski’s assessment of key motivational factors.  Described in learning terms, expectancy 
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theory proposes that “adult learners will be most motivated when they believe they can learn new 

material (expectancy) and that the learning will help them with a problem or issue 

(instrumentality) that is important to their life (valence)” (Knowles et al., 2005, p. 201). 

In order to maximize learner motivation, Wlodkowski (1999) proposes five characteristics 

and skills to be demonstrated by adult educators: expertise, empathy, enthusiasm, clarity, and 

cultural responsiveness (p. 26).  He has conceptualized these skills in the Motivational 

Framework for Culturally Responsive Teaching: establishing inclusion, developing attitude, 

enhancing meaning, and engendering competence (p. 81).  Wlodkowski proposes 60 

motivational strategies that connect to the Motivational Framework for Culturally Responsive 

Teaching (see Table 8.1 in Wlodkowski, 1999, p. 294-297).  Using the strategies proposed by 

Wlodkowski (1999), conceptualizing a program plan that motivates learners becomes a rather 

structured process.   

Many of the concepts for improving adult motivation to learn are reflected in the FFBF 

Strengthening the Voice program.  For example, the workshops for each program component 

begin by taking 10 to 15 minutes to develop (or reinforce) a felt need to learn among the learners 

and to engender confidence in the program.  This is accomplished indirectly through the 

previously established credibility of the presenters (FFBF staff members) and more directly 

through group discussion of the learning objectives.  In addition to personal examples that might 

vary from one presentation to another, consistent program examples are provided in the form of 

video segments in which FFBF members and leaders discuss the practical value of the topics 

about to be addressed in the program.  Throughout the program, learner motivation is reinforced 

by involving the learners in activities and discussion.  One of the goals of the first program 
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components, Farm Bureau Foundations, was to provide a valuable and enjoyable learning 

experience that would motivate participants to identify future program components as a priority. 

Program Planning and Evaluation 

Critics of professional development programs argue that little thought is put into program 

outcomes (Hustedde & Woodward, 1996).  For this reason, many professional development 

models have been created for use with adult programs.  Two specific models provide insight into 

program characteristics that were integral to the program being studied.  The models are the 

Andragogy in Practice Model (Knowles et al., 2005) and the Conceptual Programming Model 

(Boone, Safrit, & Jones, 2002).  While these models provide guidance for program planning, a 

key part of program improvement is evaluation (Umble, 2007). 

Andragogy in Practice Model 

The andragogical model has been identified as a prototypical model, because of its broad 

influence on the practice of adult learning (Cookson, Knowles, Nadler, & Nadler, 1998).  

Foundational to the model is the idea that adult educators should not be teachers, but instead 

facilitators of learning (Cookson et al., 1998; Knowles et al., 2005).  In this way, learning is not 

characterized by one-way communication.  Instead, learners are involved throughout the entire 

process.  According to Knowles and colleagues, the process of andragogy involves eight 

elements: (1) preparing learners, (2) climate, (3) planning, (4) diagnosing of needs, (5) setting of 

objectives, (6) designing learning plans, (7) learning activities, and (8) evaluation (p. 116). 

The Andragogy in Practice Model was developed in 1998 “as an enhanced conceptual 

framework to more systematically apply andragogy across multiple domains of adult learning 

practice” (Knowles et al., 2005, p. 148). There are three dimensions to the andragogy in practice 

model: (1) goals and purposes for learning, (2) individual and situation differences, and (3) 

andragogy: core adult learning principles (Knowles et al., p. 148).  Goals for adult learning are 
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conceptualized as an outside ring on the model and are identified as goals for individual, 

institutional, or societal growth.  The next dimension of the model is displayed as a middle ring, 

highlighting subject-matter differences, situational differences, and individual learner 

differences.  The core of the model focuses on six andragogical principles: (1) learners need to 

know, (2) self-concept of the learner, (3) prior experience of the learner, (4) readiness to learn, 

(5) orientation to learning, (6) motivation to learn (Knowles et al., p. 149). 

The Andragogy in Practice Model has the benefit of application to a vast number of adult 

learning situations.  Practitioners can begin with learning goals for the situation and follow the 

model inward, or they can begin with the andragogical principles and move outward to the 

specific learning goals (Figure 2-2).  Knowles himself has recognized that the andragogical 

model is merely a helpful starting point for adult learning and does not constitute a complete 

theory (Knowles et al., 2005, p. 163).  Even still, andragogy does provide “an enduring model for 

understanding certain aspects of adult learning” (Merriam & Caffarella, 1999, p. 278). 

As the curriculum materials for the FFBF’s Strengthening the Voice program were being 

developed, components of the andragogy in practice model were considered and applied.  The 

outside dimension of the model, “goals and purposes for learning,” was incorporated by ensuring 

that the program was based on the needs assessments that were conducted prior to program 

development.  Throughout the curriculum development process, the goals and purposes for each 

program component were continually referenced by the curriculum writers and reaffirmed by the 

program advisory committee (consisting of FFBF leaders).  The second dimension of the 

andragogy in practice model, “individual and situation differences,” was incorporated by 

designing the Strengthening the Voice program to be locally delivered and adaptable to local 

needs.  The FFBF field staff members were most knowledgeable of the individual and situational 
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differences of the target population, so the program was designed in a way that would allow 

them to deliver the program locally in a way that fit the local needs.  The final dimension of the 

andragogy in practice model, “core adult learning principles,” was considered throughout the 

process.  The first three principles, (1) learners need to know, (2) self-concept of the learner, and 

(3) prior experience of the learner, were particularly important in the planning process to ensure 

that the program would meet its target audience “where they were.”  The three additional 

principles, (4) readiness to learn, (5) orientation to learning, and (6) motivation to learn, were 

built into the program through activities that involved action and reflection.  Although the 

andragogy in practice model was not always referenced directly, its components shine through in 

the program materials and design. 

Conceptual Programming Model 

The Conceptual Programming Model, as developed by Boone and others (2002), has an 

accompanying book to provide explanation.  “The model includes three interconnected and 

related subprocesses: (1) planning, (2) design and implementation, and (3) evaluation and 

accountability” (Boone et al., 2002, p. 42).  Each subprocess is further divided into two 

dimensions.  The planning dimensions are: (1a) the organization and its renewal process and (1b) 

linking the organization to its publics.  Dimensions of design and implementation include: (2a) 

designing the planned program and (2b) implementing the planned program.  And the evaluation 

and accountability dimensions are: (3a) evaluation and (3b) accountability.  Within each of these 

dimensions, the model promotes specific tasks that are described in significant detail in the book: 

“Developing Programs in Adult Education: A Conceptual Programming Model” (Boone et al., 

2002). 

This professional development model is successful in capturing many of the important 

elements of other program development models.  Although Boone’s early model has been 
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criticized for having few direct tests of the model (see Long, 1998, p. 81), Boone’s most recent 

book cites numerous publications, pilot demonstrations, and research studies that involved 

application of the Conceptual Programming Model (see Appendix of Boone et al., 2002).  

 Within the context of the Florida Farm Bureau’s Strengthening the Voice program, the 

Conceptual Programming Model (Boone et al., 2002) was not strictly applied, but the stages of 

planning fit none-the-less.  The planning processes included a needs assessment that involved 

organizational leaders and local stakeholders.  The planning sub-process was then followed by 

design and implementation that was directed by professionals from the University of Florida and 

the Florida Farm Bureau Federation.  The program is still in the process of being implemented, 

but initial efforts for evaluation are currently being conducted, with the idea that the evaluation 

findings will guide program improvement and offer some accountability to stakeholders. 

Program Evaluation 

Overview 

Professional development programs can provide benefits at individual, organizational, and 

society levels.  Evaluating their impacts falls under the realm of social science, which recognizes 

the complexities that limit scientific certainty about any question involving human behavior 

(Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 2002, p. 14).  Even still, professional development programs can and 

should be assessed in such a way that suggests some degree of certainty about their true impact.  

“Contemporary concern over the allocation of scarce resources makes it more essential than ever 

to evaluate the effectiveness of social interventions” (Rossi, Lipsey, & Freeman, 2004, p. 28). 

Fortunately, many research studies have documented benefits of professional development 

programs.  Earnest (1996) used the Leadership Practices Inventory as a pre- and post-test for 

participation in a community leadership program.  His findings demonstrated that participants (a) 

were more willing to take risks; (b) broadened their perspective of leadership 
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roles/responsibilities; (c) developed a greater appreciation for teamwork and collaboration; and 

(d) learned to adapt their leadership styles.  Sugrue and Rivera (2005) documented one 

organization that doubled customer satisfaction in less than a year as a result of implementing a 

training program in customer service.  Another organization increased retention of new sales 

people from 60 percent to over 90 percent after implementing a professional development 

program for new hires (Sugrue & Rivera, p. 18). 

Galloway (2005) has identified Kirkpatrick’s (1998) Four-Level Model as a dominant 

approach to evaluating professional development programs.  According to Kirkpatrick (1998), 

the sequence of evaluating training programs involve four levels, each impacting the next, and 

each being more difficult and time-consuming, yet more valuable (p. 19).  The levels are: (1) 

reaction, or how well learners were satisfied with the program; (2) learning, including participant 

changes in attitude, improved knowledge, or increased skill; (3) behavior, or the changes in 

behavior that resulted from the program; and (4) results, including impacts such as increased 

production, improved quality, higher profits, decreased turnover, etc.  Kirkpatrick’s model 

provides a valuable framework for program evaluation and has repeatedly been proven useful 

since its inception in 1959. 

In the realm of goal setting theory, evaluation is a critical component.  Level one 

evaluation, reactions, is important for understanding several goal moderators, specifically goal 

commitment, goal importance, and self-efficacy.  Level two evaluation, learning, corresponds 

with measures of the remaining two goal moderators: feedback and task complexity.  Level three 

evaluation, behavior, provides an assessment of all the goal mechanisms: choice/direction, effort, 

persistence, and strategies.  Finally, level four evaluation, results, highlights the purpose of goal 

setting, improved performance.  Of course, all of these components of goal setting theory can 
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occur without evaluation, but the only way to fully understand them is through an evaluation that 

covers Kirkpatrick’s four levels: reactions, learning, behavior, and results. 

Return on investment 

Although the Kirkpatrick method has been viewed as a comprehensive model for 

evaluating impact, training professionals have often been called upon to take evaluation a step 

further and calculate a return on investment (ROI) (Galloway, 2005; Phillips & Phillips, 2007).  

In response to this need, Phillips (2005) has added a fifth level to Kirkpatrick’s model which 

focuses on the assessment of the monetary value results yield, compared to the cost of training.   

Phillips (2005) suggests that there are hundreds of studies that demonstrate ROI for 

organizational investment in professional development.  One example of ROI level impact is a 

literary skills training program conducted by Magnavox.  The program cost $38,233 to conduct, 

but the benefits were valued at $321,600, leaving a net benefit of $283,367 – a 741% ROI 

(Galloway, 2005).  Research conducted by Bassi and McMurrer (cited in Phillips & Phillips, 

2005) further supports ROI for professional development programming.  They found that firms 

that made unusually large investments in employee education and training outperformed the S&P 

500 by a factor of two (113 percent versus 55 percent) in the years following investment (p. 15).  

Sugrue and Rivera (2005) documented an organization that implementing a training program for 

its sales force and in turn experienced “a $375 million increase in revenues in a space where 

sales had been forecasted to be flat” (p. 18).  Rohs (2004) evaluated the Southern Extension 

Leadership Development (SELD) and reported that every one-dollar spent in the SELD program 

returned $2.86 (286%) in net benefits (p. 27). 

Professional development programs can demonstrate ROI; however, as a fifth level of 

evaluation, it is even more difficult and time consuming than the four previous levels identified 

by Kirkpatrick (1998).  Phillips (2005) estimates that the cost of evaluating a program all the 
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way through ROI “may represent as much as 5 percent to 10 percent of the entire project.”  In 

conducting ROI level evaluation, Rohs (2004) provides a practical example that may serve as a 

guide.  ROI calculations are based on the model presented by Phillips (1992), and highlight six 

steps: (1) collect data, (2) isolate the effects of training, (3) convert data to monetary values, (4) 

identify intangible benefits, (5) tabulate program costs, and (6) calculate the ROI (Rohs, 2004).  

Leadership Development in Context 

Applications of leadership development occur in different contexts and contextual factors 

sometimes influence program goals and design (Hannum, Martineau, & Reinelt, 2007).  Three 

inter-related program contexts include rural, agricultural, and grassroots leadership development.  

Each of these program areas might focus on a different target audience, but they also overlap 

considerably and all tie into the interests of a group like Farm Bureau.  Even still, it may be 

helpful to consider the literature contributions of each area separately. 

Rural Leadership Development 

In order to ensure success facing the challenges of adult education in rural leadership 

development, quality research must be performed and utilized, but that research has been 

lacking.  A variety of publications exists on the topic of rural community development, and 

many of the publications use the phrase “leadership development.”  However, little research has 

focused on programmatic efforts for the development of rural leaders.  In fact, an extensive 

review of literature in Cambridge Scientific Abstracts yielded only 15 relevant research articles 

over a decade (1994-2004) of publication (Kaufman & Rudd, in press).  Among the articles 

found, sub-topic areas identified included Partnerships, Political Shifts, Safety & Health, Gender 

Equity, Public Discourse, Statewide Program Impact, and Continuing Education.  However, each 

area lacked adequate saturation of research.  The effectiveness of leadership development in rural 

areas is severely threatened by this lack of published research.  With increasingly limited 
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resources, those pursuing rural leadership development must address significant deficiencies in 

the research and share findings for the betterment of all (Kaufman & Rudd, in press). 

For practitioners in rural leadership development, a helpful guide has been published by 

Hustedde and Woodward (1996) through the University of Kentucky Cooperative Extension 

Service.  According to the report, “many social scientists, business leaders, and others recognize 

that the key to addressing rural problems is the ‘capacity building’ of local leaders and citizens” 

(p. 1).  The model proposed for capacity building starts with the development of clear goals 

around which activities can be structured.  In addition, Hustedde and Woodward suggest basing 

leadership programs on the concept of “community trusteeship.”  Community trustees are 

servant-leaders who make “an active and caring commitment to the community” (p. 2).  Essential 

public skills to be taught in a rural leadership development program might include: active 

listening, collaboration, conflict resolution, deliberation, evaluation, facilitation, imagination, 

interviewing, negotiation, power analysis, strategic planning, team building, vigilance, visioning, 

and volunteer management.  Hustedde and Woodward caution against lecture formats in rural 

leadership development programs and instead advocate for activities that stimulate critical 

thinking. 

Dhanakumar, Rossing, and Campbell (1996) also advocate for activities that involve 

critical thinking, and have observed concrete benefits from these activities.  In their evaluation of 

the Wisconsin Rural Leaders Program, they found that “rural leaders learn best by a process of 

action and reflection” (p. 6).  Previous studies on civic participation and socio-economic status 

suggest that rural citizens, as a lower socio-economic class, might not engage in civic activities.  

However, the research by Dhanakumar, Rossing, and Campbell found that the Wisconsin Rural 

Leaders Program improved civic engagement among rural citizens.  This finding provides 
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confirmation for previous research by Martin and Wilkinson (1985) who concluded that 

leadership development mediates the relationship between public affairs participation and 

socioeconomic background.  Accordingly, “leadership development programs can have an 

important redistributive effect,” providing real economic benefits to rural citizens and 

communities (Martin & Wilkinson, p. 106)  

Agricultural Leadership Development 

Agricultural leadership can encompass a broad reach of topics and programs.  In reviewing 

research with keywords of “agricultural” and “leadership,” we find that subject areas include 

leadership programs for rural youth, leadership education programs in colleges of agriculture, 

adult agricultural leadership programs, governmental agricultural agency positions, and general 

rural community development efforts.  Among these topics, all require additional research to 

further the field and scholarship of agricultural leadership (E. Osborne, 2007; Rudd et al., 2004).  

Fortunately, the field has found a home and increased acceptance in the discipline of agricultural 

education.  More and more, research conferences and journals related to agricultural education 

are welcoming research in the area of agricultural leadership.  In addition, collegiate departments 

of agricultural education are increasingly offering courses and programs in agricultural 

leadership (F. W. Brown & Fritz, 1994; S. Fritz, Hoover, Weeks, Townsend, & Carter, 2003; S. 

Fritz, Townsend et al., 2003; S. M. Fritz & Brown, 1998). 

Although many agricultural leadership efforts are taking place throughout the world, the 

research findings related to these efforts are too often unpublished.  Fortunately, individuals 

engaged in the field of agricultural leadership development are a collegial group and often share 

unpublished research findings.  For example, the Arkansas LeadAR program recently conducted 

a full review of their efforts, summarizing all of their program materials and conducting focus 

group interviews with program graduates and stakeholders (Black, Day, Roberts, Roseleip, & 
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Singletary, 2005).  Although these research findings have not been formally published, they were 

shared informally at the 2005 International Association of Programs for Agricultural Leaders 

(IAPAL) conference.  IAPAL members were invited to request additional details from the 

research, and the LeadAR program director mailed full research findings to individuals who 

requested them. 

Another example of adult agricultural leadership program research being shared informally 

is recent research evaluating the Ohio LEAD program.  Black, the Ohio LEAD program director, 

informally shared some of her research design at the 2005 IAPAL conference.  She has since 

completed her evaluation and provided an executive summary of the findings to select IAPAL 

members (Black, 2006).  Black observed that 86% of participants recognized personal changes 

as a result of program participation.  Those changes were observed at three different levels: 

individual, organizational, and community.  Respondents reported being most affected by the 

program at the individual level.  The most highly reported change was in networking, with 63% 

of respondents reporting an increase in their use of social networks.  The benefits of this 

increased networking carried over into their business activities, thus providing change at the 

organizational level.  In addition, respondents indicated that the program improved their 

decision-making skills and their ability to facilitate change.  At the community level, 75% of 

respondents reported an increased appreciation for cultural diversity and 45% of respondents 

reported increased involvement in local projects and/or organizations.  Black and Earnest (2006) 

presented some of the findings at the annual conference of the International Leadership 

Association.  As of February 2007, the findings of the study had not been published in any 

research journals that might allow the information to be more widely used.   
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One evaluation of the agricultural leadership program in Florida has been published, while 

other evaluation findings and efforts have been distributed only to a limited degree.  Based on 

interviews with program participants, spouses, and associates, Carter and Rudd (2000) found that 

consistent program outcomes included: “networking, a broader perspective of the issues, an 

increased knowledge of people’s personalities, and a continued desire to learn and keep learning 

throughout their life” (p. 203).  A few years later, Carter and Ladewig (2004), completed an 

unpublished evaluation that provided some confirmation of these findings.  Program alumni were 

asked to identify “outstanding features of this program that make it attractive for someone in 

agriculture and natural resources.”  The top three findings included: (1) increased contacts and 

networking opportunities, (2) exposure to different people, places, and ideas, and (3) leadership 

development.  In addition, study participants reported the program improved their 

communication skills and caused them to be more involved in organizations (agriculture and 

others) on a community, state and national level.  Carter and Ladewig also asked program alumni 

to identify areas for program improvement.  Based on responses in questionnaires and small 

group discussions, four themes were identified where the program needs to incorporate changes 

and continue to monitor for progress.  The four theme areas were:  alumni involvement, program 

design, program persona, and life after the leadership program experience.  Recommendations 

for changes were specific to the program, and the importance of context in the recommendations 

may be why the Carter and Ladewig study was unpublished.  

Grassroots Leadership Development 

Scholars that study grassroots associations argue that leadership in grassroots situations 

“tends to be very different from work organization management, especially business and 

government organization management” (Smith, 2000, p. 150).  Based on an exploration of 23 
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organizations involved with grassroots leaders, the W.K. Kellogg Foundation (2000) has 

identified five key characteristics of grassroots leadership: 

1. They have different motivations and needs than those of traditional “positional” leaders; 

2. Investing in grassroots leadership development encourages long-term problem-solving; 

3. In developing grassroots leaders, the best results are achieved by using a triple focus on 
the individual leaders, the involved organization, and the community or issue of concern; 

4. Programs work best when the investment in grassroots leadership is deliberate; and 

5. Grassroots leaders encourage further support of grassroots leadership. (p. 6) 

Although formal training of grassroots leaders has been limited (Smith, 2000), such efforts 

have been increasing, especially since the late 1990s (Behrens & Benham, 2007).  The W.K. 

Kellogg Foundation (1999) has identified key results or characterstics of effective grassroots 

leadership development programs.  Those include: 

1. Connect individuals and organizations to an overarching vision or goal for the 
community; 

2. Assist leaders in moving from single issue or isolated problem-solving to an 
understanding of the interrelationship of issues, power and change strategies in a 
community; 

3. Expand ability to work through differing positions and across divisive boundaries to 
achieve results for the community; 

4. Foster networking within and outside the community; and 

5. Offer follow-up to support leaders in using new skills or strategies. (W.K. Kellogg 
Foundation, 1999, p. 8) 

The Center for Participatory Change has proposed eight core elements for achieving 

success in grassroots efforts: (1) relationships and fun, (2) mission and vision, (3) values, (4) 

community work, (5) building the organization, (6) resources, (7) networks and partnerships, and 

(8) growth and learning (White, Castelloe, Butterworth, & Watson, 2003).  These elements 

should be considered when planning grassroots leadership development programs. 
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Although leadership development efforts in rural and agricultural settings are in some 

ways unique, they are not necessarily distinct from grassroots leadership development.  Efforts to 

improve leadership development programs for agricultural and rural constituents would benefit 

from taking a grassroots approach and applying the findings associated with grassroots 

leadership development (Burgraff, 1999; Fluharty, 2004; W.K. Kellogg Foundation, 1999).  One 

resource for guiding efforts to improve leadership development programming is The Handbook 

for Leadership Development Evaluation, published by the Center for Creative Leadership and 

edited by Hannum, Martineau, and Reinelt (2007). 

Nonprofit Organizations 

Overview 

Many leadership development programs are conducted through nonprofit organizations.  

The nonprofit sector is thriving, and the opportunities facing nonprofit organizations present a 

promising future for those that are able to adapt appropriately. 

The number of Americans employed in the nonprofit sector has doubled in the last 25 

years (Independent Sector, 2004, p. 1).  Based on 1997-2001 figures from the United States 

Bureau of Labor Statistics, the average annual growth rate for employment in nonprofits is 2.5 

percent, which is well above that for business (1.8%) and government (1.6%).  Total 

employment in the nonprofit sector is 12.5 million, 9.5 percent of total all employment in the 

United States (Independent Sector, 2004).   

Based on a 2002 report published by Rollins College, Florida’s nonprofit sector is a major 

contributor to the state economy.  According to the report, Florida’s nonprofit organizations: 

• Number more than 50,000; 

• Directly employ approximately 430,000 people; 
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• Generate an additional 360,000 jobs as a result of spending by the organizations and their 
employees; 

• Comprise the state’s sixth largest source of employment among all industry sectors; 

• Hold assets exceeding $63 billion; 

• Receive more than $43 billion in annual income; 

• Generate more than $22 billion in total personal income; 

• Generate more than $61 billion in total economic activity; 

• Have grown faster than the state’s overall economy; and 

• Attract 88 million hours of volunteer time, equal to the work of more than 42,000 full-time 
employees. (Public Sector Consultants, 2002, p. 7) 

With respect to jobs in Florida, the report indicates that “approximately 6 percent of all 

employment in Florida is based in the nonprofit sector” (Public Sector Consultants, 2002, p. 11).  

Florida’s nonprofit organizations employ more people than many other employment sectors, 

including the construction; wholesale trade; transportation, communication, and utilities; and 

mining sectors.  Employees in Florida’s nonprofit organizations are paid an average wage of 

$26,197.  By applying a model developed by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, researchers 

determined that 30.4 jobs are created for every $1 million in nonprofit expenditures.  In total, it is 

estimated that the nonprofit sector generated an additional 360,415 jobs in Florida in 1999 

(Public Sector Consultants, 2002, p. 23). 

One reason for the nonprofit sector’s strong growth in the United States is the success they 

have had in the political arena.  Although nonprofits represent only 7 percent of the interest 

groups in Washington DC, from the 1960s through the 1990s nonprofit groups “accounted for 

anywhere from 24 to 32 percent of the congressional testimony, generated between 29 and 40 

percent of the press coverage of pending legislation, and were nearly 80 percent as effective in 
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passing legislation they favored as the business lobbies against which they were often arrayed” 

(Salamon, 2002b, p. 43-44). 

Crucial nonprofit opportunities are social and demographic shifts, new philanthropic 

resources, greater visibility and policy salience, and growth of government social welfare 

spending  (Salamon, 2002b).  Demographic shifts in the world’s population have allowed 

nonprofits to tap into the resources (both financial and human) of an aging population.  Retirees 

are now an important source from which to draw volunteers.  New philanthropic resources are 

another area of opportunity, including intergenerational transfer of wealth, new wealth, and 

corporate partnerships/collaborations  (Salamon, 2002b).  In relation to these prospects, the 

financial industry has created new avenues for securing private donations, such as trusts, 

annuities, etc.  Nonprofit organizations must capitalize on these new philanthropic resources.  

For many nonprofits, recent tragedies in the form of natural disasters and terrorist attacks have 

resulted in greater visibility and policy salience.  How a nonprofit organization responds to such 

issues can have significant impacts on its future reputation and support.  Many social welfare 

programs have capitalized on opportunity areas and have received larger government 

investments in recent years.   

The opportunities facing the nonprofit sector present a promising future for those 

organizations that are able to adapt appropriately.  The nonprofit response has generally been “a 

story of resilience,” but it requires a balance “between the steps nonprofits must take to survive 

and those they must take to remain distinctive” (Salamon, 2002a, p. 5). 

Leadership 

One significant deficiency on the horizon for the nonprofit sector is leadership.  In a 

nationwide study, Tierney (2006) found that nonprofit organizations will need 640,000 new 

senior-level managers in the next decade.  This number is 2.4 times the number currently 
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employed.  By the year 2016, America’s nonprofit organizations are expected to need about 

80,000 new senior managers per year.  According to Tierney, “the leadership deficit looms as the 

greatest challenge facing nonprofits over the next ten years” (p. 4).   

Although leadership in the form of paid staff is critical for most nonprofit organizations, 

leadership from volunteer board members is also a topic worthy of consideration.  The nonprofit 

literature consistently identifies positive relationship between organizational effectiveness and 

overall board performance (Carver, 1997; Drucker, 1990; Herman & Renz, 2002; Herman, Renz, 

& Heimovics, 1996).  Furthermore, research suggests that nonprofit organizations can take 

intentional steps to improve board performance (Brudney & Murray, 1998; J. C. Green & 

Griesinger, 1996; Herman & Renz, 1998, 2004; Holland, Chait, & Taylor, 1989; Holland & 

Jackson, 1998).  “The generally accepted view is that boards that follow the right practices or use 

more of the practices will be more effective than boards that do not, and that more effective 

boards will result in more effective organizations” (Herman & Renz, 1999, p. 113).  This is not 

to say that there is one best way to create effective boards, but it does suggest that “there are 

likely to be improvements in both board and organizational effectiveness from efforts to improve 

how boards do their work” (Herman & Renz, 1997, p. 14) 

Holland and Jackson (1998) have identified six dimensions of board competency that they 

suggest capture the foundational elements of nonprofit governance: 

Contextual: the board understands and takes into account the culture, values, mission, and 
norms of the organization it governs. 

Educational: the board takes the necessary steps to ensure that members are well informed 
about the organization, the professions working there, and the board’s own roles, 
responsibilities, and performance. 

Interpersonal: the board nurtures the development of its members as a group, attends to the 
board’s collective welfare, and fosters a sense of cohesiveness and teamwork. 

Analytical: the board recognizes complexities and subtleties in the issues it faces, and it 
draws upon multiple perspectives to dissect complex problems and to synthesize 
appropriate responses. 
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Political: the board accepts that one of its primary responsibilities is to develop and 
maintain healthy two-way communications and positive relationships with key 
constituencies.  

Strategic: the board helps envision and shape institutional direction and helps ensure a 
strategic approach to the organization’s future. (p. 122-123) 

 
These dimensions of board competence are a helpful starting point for understanding 

nonprofit board performance in general, but they should be considered in context.  Most of the 

research on nonprofit board development and organizational effectiveness highlights charitable 

organizations with paid staff members, leaving out membership organizations and volunteer 

managed organizations.  Smith and Shen (1996) conducted a study of thirty-nine volunteer-

managed organizations and found that “many hypotheses suggested by others for nonprofit 

organizations with paid staff do not seem to transfer to volunteer nonprofit groups” (p. 271).  

Smith and Shen did find that volunteer nonprofit organizational governance significantly effects 

reputational effectiveness.  However, they urge additional research with volunteer nonprofit 

organizations, and they encourage the investigation of other measures of effectiveness. 

More empirical evidence is needed to determine if the overriding hypotheses on nonprofit 

organizational effectiveness are applicable in nonprofit membership organizations.  

Unfortunately, “the more general tendency of nonprofit scholars is to ignore membership 

organizations, especially grass-roots associations” (Smith & Shen, 1996, p. 285).  The Florida 

Farm Bureau Federation (FFBF) is such an organization and provides the context for this 

research study. 

Florida Farm Bureau Federation 

The Florida Farm Bureau Federation (FFBF) is a nonprofit organization that is closely 

associated with grassroots, agricultural, and rural leadership development.  A program conducted 

by FFBF for its local leaders is the focus of this study. 
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History 

In the 1800s, the earliest organizations of farmers began to develop, organizing under a 

variety of names and philosophies, including The Grange, The Farmer's Alliance, The 

Agricultural Wheel, The Ancient Order of Gleaners, and the Equity.  The Hatch Act of 1862 

established the land grant university system and agricultural experiment stations.  The 

Cooperative Extension Service soon provided agricultural agents in each county (American Farm 

Bureau Federation, 2005). 

Continued challenges in the agricultural sector encouraged the formation of county farm 

bureaus in the early 1900s.  The first representation was in 1911 when John Barron was hired as 

a “farm bureau” representative within New York’s Broome County Cooperative Extension 

Service.  Missouri formed the first statewide Farm Bureau organization in 1915, and the 

American Farm Bureau Federation (AFBF) was organized in 1919 (AFBF, 2005). 

In 1941, Florida Citrus Growers (FCG) contacted AFBF in Chicago and AFBF sent a 

representative to the next FCG directors meeting.  A general farmers meeting was called in 

Orlando, attended by "Cap'n Ed" O'Neal, president of AFBF, and it was decided that FCG would 

be laid to rest and resurrected as the heart of a new Farm Bureau organization affiliated with 

AFBF.  The first FFBF convention was held on November 15, 1941.  About 100 farmers 

attended and elected George L. Fullerton as FFBF's first president.  The charter outlined the 

goals of the Federation: (1) give Florida farmers a special identity; (2) study and promote better 

cultural and research practices, product quality improvement, improved marketing methods and 

market stabilization; (3) represent farmers in the Legislature, (4) compile and disseminate 

agricultural and market data to farmers; and (5) organize county Farm Bureau units.  On March 

13, 1942 the first county Farm Bureau was formed in Dade County.  By the time Florida Farm 

Bureau celebrated its first birthday, membership had reached 1,180 and 17 county Farm Bureaus 
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had been established.  By the end of the 1950s, membership in FFBF had more than tripled.  

More than half of FFBF counties had their own offices, many staffed with full-time secretaries 

(FFBF, 2007a). 

Mission, Vision, and Goals 

The FFBF mission is “to increase the net income of farmers and ranchers, and to improve 

the quality of rural life” (personal communication, Rod Hemphill, November 9, 2005).  The 

FFBF board of directors have adopted the following vision: “Florida Farm Bureau will be the 

most effective, influential and respected Farm Bureau in the nation and will be recognized as 

Florida’s 'Voice of Agriculture’” (FFBF, 2006a).  The mission of the American Farm Bureau 

Federation is “to implement policies that are developed by members and provide programs that 

will improve the financial well-being and quality of life for farmers and ranchers” (American 

Farm Bureau Federation, 2006). 

The FFBF Goals, as outlined by the elected leadership, include: 

1. Continue to increase membership and maintain a strong financial base; 

2. Continue to build stronger relationships with the county Farm Bureaus; 

3. Have a strong PR program to promote Farm Bureau and the value of agriculture to the 
citizens of Florida; 

4. Have our members, policy makers, agricultural organizations and governmental agencies 
view Farm Bureau as a dependable source of factual, reliable and timely information on 
agricultural issues; 

5. Continue to encourage Farm Bureau members to become involved in the political process 
and seek public office; 

6. Strengthen our committee system – Women, Young Farmer & Rancher, Advisory 
Committees, Ag in the Classroom, etc. – and increase opportunities to involve more 
people in Farm Bureau; 

7. Work closely with the other agricultural groups, IFAS and the regulatory agencies; 

8. Keep up our lobbying efforts in Tallahassee and increase our efforts in Washington; 
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9. Provide educational programs for members, county leaders, staff & agents; and 

10. Seek ways to provide added services and benefits to our members. (Loop, 2004) 

Local Farm Bureau Units 

According to the FFBF (2006b) County President’s Desk Book, “the county Farm Bureau 

is the most important unit of Farm Bureau” (p. 68).  These local groups are organized to: 

1. Solve the problems of the farm, the farm home, and the rural community through the 
advantages of organized action. Why? So that those engaged in agriculture may have the 
opportunity for economic prosperity in their chosen work. 

2. Cultivate free enterprise and citizenship by instilling in Americans those ideals and 
principles which are the foundations of our agricultural heritage. 

3. Help the Florida Farm Bureau Federation, the Florida Department of Agriculture and 
Consumer Services, and the Agricultural Extension Service develop better methods and 
practices in farming and farm management, thus improving the conditions of rural life. 

4. Unite the farmers of the county into an organization for the promotion and protection of 
their common interests without regard to political or religious affiliation. 

5. Foster and encourage the development of commodity marketing, and the purchase of 
farm supplies on a cooperative non-profit basis. 

6. Cooperate in the achievement of common aims and purposes with other county Farm 
Bureaus, the Florida Farm Bureau Federation, and the American Farm Bureau 
Federation. (FFBF, 2006b, p. 68) 

These local tasks are intended to be carried out through two formal structures: the Farm 

Bureau committee system and the Board of Directors (FFBF, 2006b).  Although county Farm 

Bureaus may involve these structures separately, the local committee system is often embedded 

within the Board of Directors.  As a result, efforts for change need to be channeled through the 

directors on the local board. 

Local Boards of Directors 

“The success of a county Farm Bureau depends largely upon the interest shown by its 

Board of Directors” (FFBF, 2006b, p. 51).  In this capacity, FFBF has over 700 local board 

members, grouped into 61 local boards (FFBF, 2006c).  These board members are elected by the 
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local membership and assigned the task of providing leadership for local Farm Bureau initiatives 

and issues.  Although the local boards vary considerably in size and structure, some 

generalizations about board members can be drawn from Carter’s 2004 study of FFBF.  “On 

average, Farm Bureau board members spend 8.4 hours per month on Farm Bureau activities, 

which includes participating in meetings, activities, events and conventions and reading 

information in support of these activities” (Carter, p. 86).  FFBF local board members attend an 

average of one Farm Bureau event per month.  In 2004, the average tenure of FFBF local board 

members was 11.5 years, with 14% having served more than 20 years.  One-third of the board 

members had served as president of the local FFBF board.  They were also active in other 

organizations, with 71% actively involved in other agricultural organizations and 64% actively 

involved in other civic organizations.  More than half of the FFBF board members were serving 

on boards of other organizations.  The average length of Farm Bureau membership for local 

FFBF board members was more than 20 years.  Nearly three-fourths of these board members 

were raised by parents who were also Farm Bureau members.  The majority were male (88%), 

married (86%), over 45 years old (54%), and had children (94%). 

Board member selection and rotation varies from one local board to another.  Some local 

boards have specific guidelines and restrictions while other board members  

Field Staff 

FFBF field staff members are the paid employees of the state federation who serve as 

liaisons between the county Farm Bureau unit and the state organization (Carter, 2004; FFBF, 

2006a).  FFBF divides Florida into eight geographic districts, and one field staff member is 

assigned to each district.  FFBF field staff members serve in the official capacity of “Assistant 

Director of Field Services.”  Accordingly, field staff members are “responsible for working 

closely with the County Farm Bureau unit to accomplish goals and objectives of the Florida 
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Farm Bureau Federation” (FFBF, 2005a, p. 1).  They generally meet on a monthly basis with 

each of the local FFBF boards within their district.  Field staff members provide support in the 

implementation of Farm Bureau programs and activities.   

Prior to the “Strengthening the Voice” program the FFBF field staff members’ role in 

leadership development lacked any formal structure.  However, a traditional responsibility of the 

field staff has always been to surface grassroots leaders for the organization.  The actual methods 

of recruiting and training these leaders varied from one field staff member to another (personal 

communication, Ray Crawford, February 2, 2007).   

Delivery of the Farm Bureau Foundations program was shared by field staff and other 

FFBF staff.  The preparation for this delivery included a three-day train-the-trainer session.  In 

addition to this preparation, FFBF field staff members are in the best position to provide 

objective observation of changes in local board behavior, including implementation of the Farm 

Bureau Foundations Best Practices.  The primary advantage of the field staff members is their 

regular interaction with local FFBF boards and members. 

Summary 

Chapter 2 provided the theoretical and conceptual framework for the study.  Goal setting 

theory was highlighted, and it was connected with the belief that conscious goals affect action.  

Goal specificity and difficulty are important goal components that affect outcomes.  According 

to goal setting theory, goals affect performance through four mechanisms: (1) choice/direction, 

(2) effort, (3) persistence, and (4) strategies.  In addition, goal performance is explained by three 

moderators: (1) goal commitment, (2) feedback, and (3) task complexity.  Findings on the effect 

of demographic variables on goal outcomes have not been consistent.  However, some findings 

suggest the need to control for education level, ethnicity, job tenure, age, and gender. 
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Adult education literature was discussed, including research on adult motivation to learn.  

Wlodkowski (1999) suggests that adult motivation to learn is the sum of four factors: success, 

volition, value, and enjoyment.  Appropriate program planning models for adult education 

include: the Andragogy in Practice Model (Knowles et al., 2005) and the Conceptual 

Programming Model (Boone et al., 2002).  Kirkpatrick’s (1998) Four Levels is helpful for 

evaluation, but opportunities to calculate return on investment should also be considered. 

 Research findings related to rural leadership development were discussed.  Published 

research specific to rural leadership development is limited.  However, an evaluation of the 

Wisconsin Rural Leaders program suggests that “rural leaders learn best by a process of action 

and reflection” (Dhanakumar et al., 1996, p. 6).  A model for rural leadership development 

programming advocated for activities that stimulate critical thinking.  Research on agricultural 

leadership development programs hold relevance for rural leadership development, but few 

published studies exists.  Studies from the Kellogg Foundation and the Center for Participatory 

Change provide guidance for grassroots leadership development programs, and these findings 

have application in the area of rural leadership development. 

Many leadership development programs are conducted through nonprofit organizations.  

The nonprofit sector is thriving, and the opportunities facing nonprofit organizations present a 

promising future for those that are able to adapt appropriately.  A Florida nonprofit organization 

that is closely associated with grassroots, agricultural, and rural leadership development is the 

Florida Farm Bureau Federation (FFBF).  FFBF is the focus organization of this research study.  

Delivery of the Farm Bureau Foundations training program was shared by FFBF field staff and 

other FFBF staff.  Recipients of the training were FFBF local board members.  Job duties and 

demographics of these groups were discussed.  
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Figure 2-1.  Theory of planned behavior.  Note.  From “TpB Model,” by I. Ajzen, 2006, Online 
at http://people.umass.edu/aizen/tpb.html. Copyright 2006 by Icek Aizen.  Reprinted 
with permission.   
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Figure 2-2.  Andragogy in Practice Model.  Note.  From “The Adult Learner,” by M. S. Knowles, 
E. F. Holton, and R. A. Swanson, 2005, p. 149. Copyright 2005 by Elsevier.  
Reprinted with permission.   
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 

Research Design 

Although the study involved collection of qualitative support data, the overall design of the 

study was primarily quantitative.  Quantitative research starts with a more specific problem than 

qualitative research; it is generally considered deductive in nature, used to test a preexisting 

theory.  Quantitative research is characterized by its use of objective measurement and statistical 

analysis of numeric data (Ary et al., 2002).   

Quantitative research involves the use of standardized instruments.  Although preexisting 

instruments can be quite useful, especially in providing comparison data, often social science 

researchers develop quantitative instruments that are designed to measure more specifically the 

variables involved in a particular situation.  At the time of this study, no standardized 

instruments had been developed for testing goal-setting theory in a universal setting (personal 

communication, Edwin Locke, May 4, 2006).  The researcher and project administrators 

developed three different questionnaires to collect data for this study. 

Ary et al. (2002) describe a survey as a research technique in which data are gathered by 

asking questions of a group of individuals.  Survey research asks questions about the nature, 

incidence, or distribution of variables and/or the relationships among those variables.  No 

manipulation is attempted on the variables, only descriptions of variables and their relationships 

as they naturally occur.   

Descriptive research was used to accomplish research objectives one through three: 

1. Describe select demographics of local Florida Farm Bureau board members and program 
participants; 

2. Measure the engagement level of local Florida Farm Bureau board members in Farm Bureau 
Foundations Best Practices; and 
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3. Measure the goal attributes experienced by program participants with their Farm Bureau 
Foundations Best Practices goal. 

According to Ary and others (2002), descriptive research is used to “summarize, organize, and 

describe observations” (p. 118).  The descriptive statistics relevant to objectives one through 

three will be summarized by arranging the measures into frequency distributions and presenting 

them in graphic form. 

A correlational and causal-comparative or ex post facto design was employed to 

accomplish objectives four and five: 

4. Explain individual-level performance with best practices identified in the Farm Bureau 
Foundations program; and 

5. Explain board-level performance with best practices identified in the Farm Bureau 
Foundations program. 

In an ex post facto design, the researcher does not have direct control over the independent 

variable(s) and any variations in the independent variable(s) have already been determined prior 

to the research being conducted (Ary et al., 2002). 

With respect to objectives four and five, the dependent variable was Farm Bureau 

Foundations Best Practices performance.  Performance at the individual level was self-reported, 

whereas performance at the board-level was evaluated as the mean of ratings among local board 

members.  In addition, board performance was rated by a FFBF staff member familiar with the 

local board.  A more detailed description about how performance was measured and indexed is 

provided later in this chapter.   

Independent variables analyzed for objectives four and five were demographic and 

program-related variables.  The demographic variables included: county of residence, age, 

gender, ethnicity, education level, and Farm Bureau tenure.  Program-related variables included: 
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program participation, perceptions of the goal-setting process, and perceptions of engagement in 

board practices. 

This study was conducted over the course of one year.  Figure 3-1 outlines a complete 

timeline for the procedures involved in this study. 

Populations 

This study was a census of two separate groups: FFBF local board members and FFBF 

field staff.  Although the local board members were a complete population in and of themselves, 

they were further divided into sub-groups based on participation in the Farm Bureau 

Foundations program.  During this study, different survey instruments were administered to each 

population and/or sub-group.  Data from this study were analyzed at two different levels of unit 

analysis: individual and local board of directors.  The following sections describe the selection of 

individuals for participation in the study.  The response rates are described in the data collection 

procedures section of this chapter.  

Participant Selection: FFBF Local Board Members 

FFBF has over 700 local board members serving 61 county-level membership groups 

(FFBF, 2006c).  These local board members were the target population for the Strengthening the 

Voice program.  This research study includes all FFBF local board members because program 

participants and non-participants alike can provide valuable information on best practices 

adoption.  In order to compare effects of program participation, the population of FFBF local 

board members was divided into three sub-groups.  The first sub-group, labeled the “treatment 

group,” included local FFBF board members who participated in the Farm Bureau Foundations 

program. The second sub-group, labeled the “control group,” included board members in 

counties where no one participated in the Farm Bureau Foundations program.  The third sub-

group, labeled the “spillover treatment group,” included board members who did not participate 
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in the Farm Bureau Foundations program but were members of a local FFBF board in which 

another director participated in the program.  (Note: Local boards are generally identified by 

county, with the exception that Palm Beach County has two local boards – Palm Beach and West 

Palm Beach.)  

For the treatment group, a list of Farm Bureau Foundations program participants was 

obtained from the FFBF Field Services office.  The participant list included contact information 

and was used as the population frame.  Some of the individuals on the list could not be matched 

to FFBF’s current list of local board members.  However, the researcher made the decision to 

include everyone on the participant list rather than exclude individuals who fit the true 

population yet were missing from the FFBF list of current local board members.  The initial list 

of participants identified 121 program participants.  However, additional investigation and 

communication with program presenters suggested that program participation totaled 156.  Of 

those 156, though, not all were local FFBF board members.  FFBF staff members were able to 

provide contact information for 138 program participants.  An invitation to participate in the 

study was mailed to those individuals on the updated program participation list (n=138). 

Initially, the control group and the spillover treatment group were combined based on their 

common attribute – their absence from participation in the Farm Bureau Foundations workshop.  

A database of local board members was obtained from FFBF and identified workshop 

participants were removed from the list.  The remaining 611 local board members represented 

the most comprehensive list available to serve as the population frame for local FFBF board 

members who did not participate in the Farm Bureau Foundations workshop.  This aggregate of 

the control group and the spillover treatment group is referred to as the non-attendee group 

(n=611). 
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Although the initial division of the population by workshop attendance was considered 

accurate, based on Farm Bureau’s records, survey evidence collected during the course of this 

study revealed some discrepancies.  From the non-attendee group, 10 survey respondents 

revealed that they had in fact participated in the workshop.  In addition, one survey respondent 

from the treatment group indicated absence from the workshop.  Other information collected 

through letters and phone calls revealed that some individuals were duplicated or were not in the 

target population.  Specifically, one duplicate was removed from the treatment group and three 

duplicates were removed from the non-attendee group.  In addition, three individuals from the 

non-attendee group were identified as deceased.  From the treatment group, one individual was 

dropped after contacts questioned the accuracy of the name on record, and another was dropped 

after no credible contact information was obtained.  Responses from 22 individuals revealed that 

they either were no longer members of the local FFBF board or served in an ex-officio capacity 

and therefore did not meet the criteria for study participation.  Among those non-board-members, 

six were from the treatment group and sixteen were from the non-attendee group.  

After the larger population of FFBF local board members was divided by workshop 

attendance, the distinction between the control group and the spillover treatment group was made 

using the board member database provided by FFBF.  Once the database was sorted by county, 

board members in counties that had a participant in the Farm Bureau Foundations program were 

removed from the list.  The remaining individuals in FFBF’s list of board members represented 

the most comprehensive list available to serve as the population frame for the control group.  For 

the spillover treatment group, board members in counties that had participants in the program 

were identified, and then actual participants were removed from that list.  The resulting 
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population frame was the most comprehensive list available to represent the population of the 

spillover treatment group.  A final summary of the sub-groups is presented in Table 3-1. 

Participant Selection: FFBF Field Staff 

Because of their regular interaction with local FFBF boards, the FFBF assistant directors 

of field services (a.k.a. field staff) are in the best position to observe changes in local board 

behavior, including implementation of the Farm Bureau Foundations Best Practices (personal 

communication, Ray Crawford, February 12, 2007).  FFBF divides Florida into eight geographic 

districts, and one field staff member is assigned to each district.  On average, field staff members 

work with eight different counties.  The researcher sought a census of FFBF field staff members 

in order to obtain a perspective of local FFBF board behavior relative to other local FFBF 

boards.  The FFBF Field Services office supplied contact information for the FFBF field staff 

members, and all were invited to participate in the study.   

Instrumentation 

The study used three different self-administered mail questionnaires to collect information 

relevant to the study objectives.  The researcher and project advisory committee worked 

collaboratively to design all three instruments.  The “Local Board Practices Survey” (Appendix 

D) assesses local FFBF boards of directors’ current and recent application of Farm Bureau 

Foundations Best Practices.  The “Best Practices Goal Survey” (Appendix E) assesses the Farm 

Bureau Foundations Best Practices adoption and goal achievement by Farm Bureau 

Foundations program participants.  The “Field Staff Perceptions Survey” (Appendix F) collects 

information from FFBF field staff regarding their observations of Farm Bureau Foundations 

Best Practices being implemented by local FFBF boards of directors. 

The reliability and validity of the instruments are important aspects to consider in all 

research studies utilizing survey instruments. Validity is a concept that refers to whether or not 
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an instrument measures what it is intended to measure (Ary et al., 2002). In an effort to improve 

validity of the researcher developed instruments, a panel of experts reviewed each instrument.  

This panel included individuals with research expertise at the University of Florida and 

individuals with organizational expertise in FFBF.  The researcher applied feedback from the 

panel of experts and made appropriate revisions to the survey instruments.   

The researcher pilot tested the survey instruments using cognitive interviews.  Cognitive 

interviewing is not without its limitations.  However, there is general agreement in the social 

sciences that cognitive interviewing is a valuable tool for testing and evaluating survey questions 

(Presser et al., 2004).  For this study, five FFBF state board members served as the subjects in 

the cognitive interviewing process.  The protocol applied in the cognitive interviews can be 

found in Appendix G.  The researcher used feedback from the cognitive interviews to further 

strengthen the validity and reliability of the instruments.  The most significant concern that 

surfaced during the cognitive interviews related to survey length.  As a result, the researcher 

eliminated a few questions that were deemed unnecessary.  In addition, a change was made in the 

numbering of the questions.  Rather than using consecutive numbers throughout, questions were 

identified by sections and numbering was restarted at the beginning of each section.  Although 

the change in numbering did not actually reduce the practical length of the survey, it may have 

provided a reduction in the perceived length.  Additional research is needed to validate the use of 

this practice. 

As an additional effort to strengthen and provide support for the validity of the survey 

instruments, the researcher asked his PhD committee to review the final instruments before 

mailing them to the study population.  During this step, no additional changes to the instruments 

were suggested. 
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Local Board Practices Survey  

The “Local Board Practices Survey” (Appendix D) is a researcher-developed instrument 

designed for use as a mailed questionnaire to local-level FFBF board members.  The instrument 

evaluates local FFBF boards of directors’ current and recent application of Farm Bureau 

Foundations Best Practices.  The “Local Board Practices Survey” has four sections:  

A) “Board practices during the past six months…,” 
B) “Comparison with other six-month periods…,” 
C) “Limits to engagement  in board member during the past six months…,” and 
D) “Please tell us about yourself…” 

 
Section A includes both individual and board-level assessment of 17 local Farm Bureau board 

practices.  These practices were taken directly from the Farm Bureau Foundations curriculum.  

Section B includes two questions that ask participants to identify to what degree their individual 

engagement-level and the local board’s individual engagement-level has been more or less than 

usual.  Section C includes four questions related to confounding factors that may have limited 

individual engagement in board practices.  Specifically, the questions ask respondents to identify 

limits to engagement due to personal and professional factors.  Section D includes nine 

demographic-related questions, including county of residence, age, gender, ethnicity, education-

level, length of membership in FFBF, FFBF board tenure, recent meeting attendance, and Farm 

Bureau Foundations workshop attendance.  The question about workshop attendance is included 

to check for discrepancies in population sub-grouping.  In addition to the specific questions, 

space is provided in the questionnaire for study participants to add additional comments and 

qualitative information.  

Best Practices Goal Survey 

The “Best Practices Goal Survey” (Appendix E) is a researcher-developed instrument 

designed for use as a mailed questionnaire to Farm Bureau Foundations program participants 
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(the treatment group).  The instrument is intended to be used to evaluate the relationship between 

goal-setting theory components and application of the Farm Bureau Foundations Best Practices.  

The “Best Practices Goal Survey” includes the same sections as the “Local Board Practices 

Survey,” and it adds an additional section: “Best practices goal setting process…”  This 

additional section includes 24 questions related to constructs associated with goal setting theory 

and the high performance cycle.  Constructs represented include: goal specificity, goal difficulty, 

goal commitment, goal-related self-efficacy, and performance.  This section is appropriate for 

Farm Bureau Foundations program participants because they set individual goals for best 

practice adoption and should be able to reflect on that process.  This instrument is not 

appropriate for those who did not participate in the program since they are not likely to have a 

goal on which to base their answers.  In addition, the demographic section of the survey 

instrument asks participants to indicate the current availability and use of materials distributed at 

the Farm Bureau Foundations workshop.   

Field Staff Perceptions Survey 

The “Field Staff Perceptions Survey” (Appendix F) is a researcher-developed instrument 

designed for use as a mailed questionnaire to FFBF field staff.  The instrument is intended to be 

used as an external assessment of local FFBF boards of directors’ current and recent application 

of Farm Bureau Foundations Best Practices.  In addition, the instrument collects data on the 

field staff member’s tenure with Farm Bureau and their overall perceptions of local board 

members’ general application of Farm Bureau knowledge.  The researcher designed the “Field 

Staff Perceptions Survey” for assessment of local boards where directors completed the Farm 

Bureau Foundations program and also of local boards where no directors participated in the 

Farm Bureau Foundations program.  The external assessment of participants and non-

participants allows for additional comparison data for evaluating the impact of the Farm Bureau 
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Foundations program.  The “Field Staff Perceptions Survey” includes 17 questions related to 

local board application of Farm Bureau Foundations Best Practices.  These questions are 

repeated for each local board the field staff member oversees.  Space is provided for study 

participants to provide additional comments and qualitative information.  

Data Collection Procedures 

Institutional Review Board Approval 

Prior to data collection, the Institutional Review Board (IRB-02) at the University of 

Florida reviewed the study procedures and evaluated the ethical soundness of the study.  Copies 

of the informed consent letters for study participants and a proposal to conduct the study were 

submitted to the IRB-02.  The informed consent letters described the study and the voluntary 

nature of participation (Appendix I).  The IRB-02 approved the research protocol and assigned 

an IRB protocol number: 2006-U-824.  Once approval was granted, data were collected and 

analyzed by the researcher.   

Collection Procedures with FFBF Local Board Members 

The contact procedures for this study employed strategies for achieving high response 

rates.  Czaja and Blair (2005) have identified a number of researcher practice aspects that 

improve unit non-response: prior notification about the survey, efforts to reach the respondent, 

initial contact and respondent selection intermediary (gatekeeper), requesting participation, 

follow-up efforts, and refusal conversation (p. 199).  These practices are reflected in Dillman’s 

(2000) Tailored Design Method.  Specific elements of the method include: “(1) a respondent-

friendly questionnaire, (2) up to five contacts with questionnaire recipient, (3) inclusion of 

stamped return envelopes,  (4) personalized correspondence, and (5) a token financial incentive 

that is sent with the survey request” (p. 150).  Dillman recommends financial incentives of one to 

five dollars be included with requests to respond to a mailed questionnaire.  In the case of Farm 
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Bureau, such an incentive could be perceived by study participants as a waste of their Farm 

Bureau membership dollars.  As an alternative, FFBF planned to include a lapel pin in the 

mailings.  Unfortunately, the design and production of the pins took longer than FFBF 

anticipated, so the pins were not available for inclusion in the survey mailings.  Consequently, 

Dillman’s fifth element recommended for improving response rates was not implemented.  

The researcher collected data during October and November of 2006.  In an effort to 

improve credibility of the study, FFBF coordinated all mailings to participants, using FFBF 

stationary and envelopes.  On October 6, 2006, FFBF mailed a brief a pre-notice letter to study 

participants.  The letter was sent from the FFBF president and indicated to recipients that they 

would soon be receiving survey materials.  As suggested by Dillman (2000), the letter was 

“brief, personalized, positively worded, and aimed at building anticipation rather than providing 

the details or conditions for participation in the survey” (p. 156).  The template for the pre-notice 

is in Appendix H. 

Three days after the pre-notice letter was mailed, the questionnaire packets were mailed to 

participants.  The cover letter template for the survey mail-out was the informed consent letter 

approved by IRB-02.  The cover letter included critical elements identified by Dillman (2000) to 

motivate response behavior:  

• Date,  
• Inside name and address,  
• Salutations,  
• What is this letter about?, 
• Why this request is useful and important, 
• Answers are confidential, 
• Voluntary participation, 
• Enclosure of stamped return envelope, and  
• Who to contact with questions. 
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Due to the volume of mailings, real signatures were not applied.  However, Dillman (2000) 

offers that personalization, including use of individual names and letterhead, “may compensate 

to some extent for being unable to apply real signatures” (p. 165).  The template applied for the 

questionnaire cover letters is displayed in Appendix I. 

Seven days after the questionnaire mail out, post cards (Appendix J) were mailed to 

participants, thanking them for their participation and reminding them to return their completed 

questionnaires.  Such a postcard is recommended by Dillman’s (2000) Tailored Design Method.  

Research by Dillman, Clark, and Sinclair (1995) suggests that use of reminder postcard increases 

total response rates by eight percentage points. 

 At the time of the initial survey mailing, each study participant was assigned an individual 

identification number and all instruments were coded with these individual identification 

numbers.  As the researcher received the completed instruments, the identification numbers were 

used to eliminate respondents from future requests for participation.  

Two weeks after the reminder postcards were mailed, replacement questionnaires were 

mailed to study participants from whom a completed questionnaire had not yet been received.  

As encouraged by Dillman’s (2000) Tailored Design Method, the cover letter for this fourth 

contact expressed increased urgency and brought a tone of insistence beyond that of the previous 

contacts.  In addition to components included in the cover letter of the initial questionnaire mail 

out, the cover letter for the replacement questionnaire included feedback indicating others have 

responded, yet we haven’t heard from you.  These feedback additions are consistent with 

Dillman’s Tailored Design Method.  The template applied for the replacement questionnaire 

cover letters is displayed in Appendix K. 
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Dillman (2000) recommends that researchers follow up with survey non-respondents for a 

fifth contact, invoking special procedures.  The insistent nature and effectiveness of this request 

“stems from the simple fact that it is a fifth request, and it is being made by special mail or by 

telephone” (Dillman, p. 184).  Certified mail, special delivery, and telephone follow-up phone 

calls are all effective ways to handle this “invoking of special procedures.”  Research by Moore 

and Dillman (1980, cited in Dillman, 2000, p. 186) suggests that any one of these methods has 

return advantages over sending another first-class mailing.  However, these special procedures 

also come with an increased cost, and that cost noticeably increases for every non-respondent 

included in this fifth contact. 

For this study, the fifth contact was a telephone follow-up with randomly selected non-

respondents.  Rather than urge these non-respondents to find and complete the mailed survey, the 

researcher asked them to answer a subset of questions over the phone.  The primary use for this 

telephone collected data was to investigate the potential for unit non-response bias with the 

mailed questionnaires.  Miller and Smith (1983) refer to this technique as a “double-dip” of non-

respondents (p. 48).  The script applied in the telephone follow-ups for this study is found in 

Appendix L. 

For the phone follow-ups, the researcher used SPSS® 12.0 for Windows™ to randomly 

select FFBF Local Board Members who had not responded within four weeks after the 

replacement questionnaires were mailed.  Non-respondents who had participated in the Farm 

Bureau Foundations program component were over-sampled so that half of the telephone 

contacts would be with program participants and half would be with program non-participants.  

This over-sampling of program participants was done because the program participants were the 

group of primary interest in this study.  In order to obtain phone numbers for the selected non-
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respondents, the researcher referenced the FFBF membership database and used the “reverse 

address phone number look-up” tool on WhitePages.com.  Initially, 60 non-respondents were 

randomly selected for phone follow-ups.  However, a high rate of failed call attempts prompted 

the researcher to randomly select an additional 30 non-respondents.  After two weeks of phone 

call attempts, with multiple attempts for each individual, the researcher had telephone-collected 

data from 32 FFBF Board Members, 15 workshop attendees and 17 non-attendees.  

In addition to the value of questionnaire responses, the phone calls in this fifth contact 

helped to highlight reasons for non-response to the mailed questionnaires.  In some cases, an 

individual shared over the telephone that they do not respond to any surveys.  (Surprisingly, one 

person who indicated that she never participates in surveys was willing to answer questions over 

the phone.)  In other cases, telephone calls revealed that the person identified for participation in 

the study is outside of the target population because he/she is no longer a member of the local 

FFBF board.  Some telephone respondents shared that they thought they had already returned the 

questionnaire.  After further investigation, the researcher determined that some respondents had 

returned a questionnaire for a different survey being conducted by FFBF.  Unfortunately, this 

other FFBF survey overlapped the survey discussed in this dissertation.  It may be that a 

significant portion of non-respondents confused the two surveys, which in turn impacted the 

response rate for this study. 

Re-group and additional mailing 

As data were collected, responses suggested that 41 study participants had participated in 

the Farm Bureau Foundations program component, even though their names were not on 

FFBF’s list of participants.  As a result of pre-mailing grouping, these program participants were 

completing the shorter questionnaire, the “Local Board Practices Survey,” rather than the “Best 

Practices Goal Survey” that included additional questions for program participants.  In order to 

http://www.whitepages.com/reverse_address
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obtain these additional data, the researcher conducted a follow-up mailing with these survey 

respondents.  The cover letter asked participants to complete the incomplete questions of the 

enclosed “Best Practices Goal Survey,” which was pre-filled with their originally submitted 

answers to the “Local Board Practices” survey.  This follow-up with 41 potentially mis-grouped 

study participants yielded responses from 16 individuals.  Ten of those individuals provided at 

least a portion of the additionally requested data.  The other six responding individuals indicated 

that they had made an error on their previous questionnaire and were not in fact in attendance at 

a Farm Bureau Foundations workshop.  This evidence, in combination with FFBF’s 

participation records, suggested that regrouping was appropriate for only those who provided 

questionnaire data in response to the additional mailing of the “Best Practices Goal Survey.”  

Individuals who reported program participation on the “Local Board Practices Survey” but did 

not return the “Best Practices Goal Survey” were kept in their original group of non-attendees. 

Unit response rate 

In the end, the data collection procedures in this study yielded 85 responses from the 

treatment group (n=138).  This corresponds to a unit response rate of 61.6% for the treatment 

group.  The researcher obtained 82 responses from the control group (n=138), for a response rate 

of 59.4%.  The researcher obtained 244 responses from the spillover treatment group (n=442), 

for a response rate of 55.2%.  For the larger population of all FFBF local board members 

(N=718), survey responses were obtained from 411 individuals for an overall response rate of 

57.2%.  When considering the local board as a level of unit analysis, responses were received 

from at least one board member in 60 of the 61 local boards.  This corresponds to a local board 

response rate of 98.4%.  The percent of counties reaching increasing levels of individual 

response is displayed in Figure 3-2. 
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Additional data from FFBF 

The mailed questionnaires asked respondents to identify their county and the number of 

years they had been a Farm Bureau member.  When respondents did not answer these questions, 

the researcher worked with FFBF staff to obtain this information from FFBF membership 

records.  In order to save time, these questions were not asked in the telephone calls to non-

respondents.  Instead, the researcher relied directly upon the FFBF membership records to obtain 

data on respondents’ county and years of Farm Bureau membership.   

Although the membership records were a reliable source of information, some concerns 

exist regarding the validity of the years of membership data.  For less tenured members, the 

FFBF database identified a specific date joined.  However, for members who originally joined 

before the current computer system was in place, no date joined was available.  Instead, FFBF 

staff estimated the years of membership based on years of paid dues, as recorded in FFBF 

records.  This would be a valid estimate of years of Farm Bureau membership for many study 

participants.  However, FFBF staff shared that if a member was late in paying their annual dues, 

the number of years paid would start back at zero, causing an invalid estimate of years of 

membership.  This error was noticeable for respondents who reported their number of years on 

the local FFBF board to be greater than FFBF’s record of consecutive years of dues paid.  In 

these observations, the researcher increased the years of membership to the equivalent number of 

years served on the local FFBF board.  While this recoding was likely an under-estimation of 

actual length of membership, it was the best estimation available to the researcher. 

FFBF records were also used to provide information about the size of each local board.  

Board size was determined manually by counting the number of board members identified with 

each local board.  This information was then available as an independent variable in the data 

analysis. 
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FFBF Field Staff 

  On November 3, 2006, the researcher E-mailed the FFBF assistant directors of field 

services to request a brief phone interview.  The template used for the E-mails may be found in 

Appendix M.  Attached to the E-mail was a copy of the appropriate IRB informed consent form 

(Appendix N).  As field staff members responded to the E-mail, the researcher scheduled and 

conducted brief telephone interviews.  The intent of these interviews was twofold: (1) to collect 

rich qualitative data regarding field members’ perceptions of the program and its impacts, and 

(2) prompt field staff members to begin thinking about program related board practices, so that 

they would be prepared to supply valid responses to the “Field Staff Perceptions Survey.”  Each 

interview included two broad questions: 

1. In what ways has board behavior changed or been reinforced as a result of participation in the 
Strengthening the Voice program?  

2. In what ways do you believe the Strengthening the Voice could be improved? 

At the conclusion of each interview, the researcher followed up with an E-mail that 

included the “Field Staff Perceptions Survey” as an attachment.  The E-mail asked the field staff 

member to complete each section of the questionnaire and return it to the researcher by the end 

of the month.  One field staff member promptly completed the questionnaire and returned it by 

mail.  During a FFBF field staff meeting at the end of the month, other field members said that 

they never received the questionnaire.  Hard copies of the questionnaire were immediately made, 

and these field staff members completed the questionnaires at that time.   

In November 2006, when data were being collected from FFBF field staff members, one 

field staff person was on extended medical leave and another field staff position was vacant.  For 

both of these circumstances, the FFBF director of field services indicated that no one on staff 

was qualified to answer questions about county-level board practices in the individual district 
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(personal communication, Ray Crawford, November 20, 2006).  The researcher did obtain 

survey responses from FFBF field staff members representing the six other districts.  Data from 

six of the eight regions represents a response rate of 75%.  When considering the local board as a 

level of unit analysis, data from FFBF field staff members provided ratings for 43 of the 61 local 

boards.  This corresponds to a response rate of 70.5% at the local board unit-level of analysis. 

Data Analysis Procedures 

Data collected from the survey instruments was analyzed using SAS® 8.2 and 9.1.2 for 

Windows™. 

Unit Non-Response 

According to Dillman (2000), “non-response error occurs when a significant number of 

people in the survey sample do not respond to the questionnaire and have different 

characteristics from those who do respond, when these characteristics are important to the 

study”(p. 10).  Anytime a response rate falls below 100%, a non-response bias may exist and can 

be a threat to the external validity of a study (Lindner, Murphy, & Briers, 2001).  When evidence 

of non-response bias exists, caution must be exercised in generalizing findings beyond those who 

fully participated in the study.   

In order to test for unit non-response bias in data from the mailed questionnaires, the 

researcher conducted tests of ANOVA to identify differences in mean responses between the 

data collected from the mailed questionnaires and data collected from the telephone follow-up 

interviews.  Specific demographic variables considered in this comparison included: age, gender, 

level of education, year of membership in FFBF, years of service on the local FFBF board, and 

number of local FFBF board meetings attended in the last six months.  Tests for ANOVA 

showed no significant different between the two groups on the variables of age, gender, level of 

education, years of service on the local FFBF board, and number of local FFBF board meetings 
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attended in the last six months.  However, ANOVA revealed that significant differences existed 

between mail respondents and phone respondents on years of membership in Farm Bureau.  The 

mean years of membership for mail respondents was 23.4 years, with a standard deviation of 

14.3.  The mean years of membership for phone respondents was 17.1 years, with a standard 

deviation of 11.8.  It is possible that this difference was due to measurement error, since years of 

membership for mail respondents was collected from the mailed questionnaire, whereas years of 

membership for phone respondents was collected from FFBF membership records.  FFBF staff 

members recognize that the membership database is likely to under represent true years of 

membership, since it is based on consecutive years paid.  (As previously mentioned, if a member 

was late on paying annual membership dues, the count of consecutive years of membership 

would start back at one.)   

The difference between mail and phone respondents could be attributed to measurement 

error and survey respondents considered representative of non-respondents.  However, ANOVA 

tests on ratings of performance for select best practices also revealed significant difference 

between mail respondents and phone respondents.  The most extreme difference was in board 

performance ratings on the best practice of “share Farm Bureau facts and history in public 

relations activities.”  The mean rating for the mail respondents was 2.20, with a standard 

deviation of 0.75, while the mean rating for phone respondents was 1.67, with a standard 

deviation of 0.76.  Analysis of variance revealed a significant difference, F(1, 412) = 14.16, 

p<.000.  Statistical differences were observed with four other practices, but those differences 

were less extreme (i.e. p>.001). 

Such differences between groups could be attributed to differences in survey mode (self-

administered mail questionnaire vs. telephone interview).  Dillman (2000) and others have 
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recognized consequences of mixed-mode designs.  Several researchers have noted differences in 

answers provided over the telephone compared to answers provided in a self-administered mail 

questionnaire (Dillman, 2000; Schwarz, Strack, Hippler, & Bishop, 1991). The results of the 

tests comparing mail respondents and phone respondents casts some doubt on assumed 

similarities between respondents and non-respondents.  Further investigation is warranted. 

In order to further investigate possible differences between respondents and non-

respondents, the researcher compared early respondents to late respondents.  The method is 

based on research that shows late respondents are often similar to non-respondents (Ary et al., 

2002; Clausen & Ford, 1947; Lindner et al., 2001; Miller & Smith, 1983).  For this study, early 

and later respondents were classified by waves of response, a strategy that has been supported by 

other researchers (Israel, 1992; Lindner et al., 2001).  As questionnaires were mailed, each was 

given a number, and this number was used to identify each “wave.”  The second wave of 

questionnaires mailed to non-respondents was numbered beginning with a “2” (either 200 or 

2000, depending in which instrument).  By distinguishing early and late respondents based on the 

questionnaire number, evidence suggests that late respondents were not only late respondents, 

but they were further persuaded to respond by the additional attempt to reach them.  In fact, 

many may have discarded the first questionnaire but responded to the second questionnaire in 

order to avoid the nuisance of additional contacts.  The early-late analysis compared 298 early 

respondents with 113 late respondents.  Tests for ANOVA revealed no significant difference on 

the following demographics: age, gender, level of education, year of membership in FFBF, years 

of service on the local FFBF board, and number of local FFBF board meetings attended in the 

last six months.  In addition, ANOVA test on ratings of performance for select best practices 

revealed no significant difference between early respondents and late respondents.  The results of 
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these tests suggest that no significant difference exists between study respondents and non-

respondents. 

Although the early to late comparison method suggest that no significant difference exists 

between respondents and non-respondents, caution should still be exercised in generalizing 

beyond the sample.  In their discussion of the early to late comparison method, Clausen and Ford 

(1947) concede that “the estimate for non-respondents is clearly in the nature of a guess, but it is 

an informed guess” (p. 507).  Some doubt remains, particularly since phone respondents, as a 

representation of non-respondents, showed some significant differences from mail respondents.  

The difference may be a function of the difference in survey mode (self-administered mail 

questionnaire vs. telephone interview) (Dillman, 2000; Schwarz et al., 1991).  The caution 

required for extending findings from the study to the larger population may depend on the 

severity of consequences that might result in doing so.  In other words, the data from this study 

can be assumed to be representative of the larger population provided that doing so is not likely 

to have negative effects on the population. 

Item Non-Response 

Early in the data collection period, the researcher noticed item non-response among 

multiple returned questionnaires.  Item non-response can prevent observations from being 

included in the data analysis, which in turn reduces statistical power (Gravetter & Wallnau, 

2000) and can introduce bias in the data (Israel, 1992; Miller & Smith, 1983; Ognibene, 1971).   

Among the returned questionnaires in this study, 269 (65.6%) were complete, while 141 

(34.4%) had missing data for one or more variables.  Of the questionnaires with missing data, 13 

were considered extreme in that they failed to answer more than half of the questions.  The 

missing data from these observations would have limited the practical value of including them in 

the data analysis.  As a result, the 13 observations with extreme missing data were treated as unit 
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non-response and dropped from additional analysis.  The resulting sampling population included 

397 study participants, 81 from the treatment group, 76 from the control group, and 240 from the 

spillover treatment group.  Item non-response by group is outlined in Table 3-2.  A final usable 

response rate for each group is identified in Table 3-3. 

Dependent Variable Indexes 

Individual-level dependent variable 

As previously stated, the dependent variable for this study was performance on Farm 

Bureau related practices.  On an individual level, this performance was measured by the survey 

instrument as a self-rating.  This variable was created as an index of the individual ratings of the 

17 best practices identified in the survey instrument.  Study participants were asked to indicate to 

what extent they implemented each practice during the preceding six months.  Response options 

included: not at all, somewhat, mostly, and completely.  These responses were coded “0”, “1”, 

“2”, and “3”, respectively.  The researcher used these ratings to form an index for overall 

individual performance on the Farm Bureau practices.  In order to minimize the effects of 

missing data, the index score was calculated as an average of the ratings provided by the 

respondent.  For example, if a respondent marked “somewhat” for eight practices and “mostly” 

for eight other practices but failed to provide a response to the remaining practice, the 

respondent’s average rating of 1.5 would be kept in the analysis, virtually unaffected by the 

missing value.  If, however, a respondent failed to provide ratings for at least half of the 

practices, that respondent’s index score was coded as missing and not included in further 

analysis.  This was done to prevent excessive missing data from providing added weight to the 

responses that were provided.  The researcher evaluated the final index for reliability and found a 

Cronbach’s alpha (α) of 0.89.  According to Traub (1994), indexes in the social sciences that 
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have a reliability coefficient of 0.8 or larger are often considered well-constructed and relatively 

precise.  As a result, this index was considered reliable. 

Although self-assessments of performance deserve some skepticism for their potential bias, 

they have been widely used in research with nonprofit organizations.  Preston and Brown (2004) 

put it simply when they said, “to measure individual performance effectively is a challenge” (p. 

227).  This challenge is further complicated in organizations like Farm Bureau, that rely heavily 

on volunteer performance without regular supervision.  In a study that investigates short-term 

changes in personal performance, as was the case for this study, few options exist for objective 

evaluation, and it may be that the most valid evaluation is a self-assessment. 

Board-level dependent variable   

Board level performance was also measured in the survey instruments.  As a dependent 

variable, board level performance was calculated as an aggregate of individual board members’ 

average assessment of their board’s implementation of the 17 best practices identified in the 

questionnaire.  The individual average rating of the board was calculated in a similar manner as 

was done for each individual’s self-performance rating.  If a respondent failed to provide board 

ratings for at least half of the practices, that respondent’s index score for board performance was 

coded as missing and not included in further analysis.  Once individual ratings of board 

performance were calculated, those ratings were sorted and averaged by the local board (i.e. 

county) associated with the rating.  If a local board had an individual board rating from only one 

board member, that board’s performance rating was equated to the one available rating.  

However, most local boards had multiple respondents, so the board’s performance rating was an 

average of several board members’ assessments of board performance among the 17 practices.  

The researcher evaluated the index for reliability and found a Cronbach’s alpha (α) of 0.91.  As a 

result, the index was considered reliable.  
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Local board performance among the 17 best practices was also evaluated by FFBF staff 

through the “Field Staff Perceptions Survey.”  The field staff members’ assessments of local 

board practices were averaged for each county/local board to create an index of overall board 

performance.  The researcher evaluated the index for reliability and found a Cronbach’s alpha (α) 

of 0.93.  As a result, the index was considered reliable.  In addition, the researcher investigated 

the relationship between the board performance rating by the field staff and the board 

performance aggregate rating from the local board members.  The researcher found a correlation 

of .343, with a p-value of .026.  This statistic suggests a moderate relationship between the two 

ratings (Cohen, 1988, pp. 82-83; Penfield, 2003, p. 185).  The relationship is important to 

consider, because the data analysis in this study relies heavily upon subjective ratings and the 

field staff ratings represent the only data available as an objective evaluation that provides a 

comparison across local/county boards.  One of the reasons why the FFBF field staff member 

ratings were not included in final regression models as a dependent variable is because the 

ratings were not provided for 18 of the 61 counties, thus limiting the analysis of data available 

from those counties.  Instead, the local board members’ aggregate rating of board performance 

was the dependent variable associated with board-level performance. 

Once again, concerns about potential bias from self-assessment should be considered.  

However, the differences in performance ratings between board members and FFBF field staff 

do not necessarily suggest problems with validity.  Local board members and field staff members 

can be considered different stakeholder groups, and previous research with nonprofit boards has 

shown that “stakeholders do not judge organizational effectiveness similarly” (Herman & Renz, 

2004, p. 699).  In a study of 44 nonprofit organizations, Herman and Renz found that, “for board 

members, the use of correct management practices is strongly and positively correlated to 
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organizational effectiveness judgments” (p. 700), whereas the same situation failed to have a 

significant impact on organizational effectiveness judgments by funders and senior staff (p. 701).  

Another reason for the differences in performance ratings between board members and field staff 

is that “nonprofit organizational effectiveness is always a matter of comparison” (Herman & 

Renz, 2002, p. 3).  This comparison is likely to occur even when attempts are made to objectify 

the measures.  Because of their knowledge of other local boards, the field staff members are 

likely to rate individual board performance on the local Farm Bureau practices as compared to 

other local boards.  Board members, on the other hand, are likely to rate individual board 

performance on the local Farm Bureau practices as compared to earlier observations. 

Several nonprofit researchers have worked to develop a standardized self-assessment 

instrument, the Board Self-Assessment Questionnaire (BSAQ), to evaluate board performance 

across organizations (Holland, 1991; Jackson & Holland, 1998).  The BSAQ has been used with 

more than 100 nonprofit boards and has shown strong validity when examined by knowledgeable 

raters of board and organizational performance.  The BSAQ was not appropriate for this study 

with FFBF local boards because it was not designed and validated for use with smaller nonprofit 

organizations that are staffed mainly by volunteers. 

Part of the reason why empirical evidence on nonprofit board performance relies heavily 

on self-assessment may be due to the belief that “nonprofit organizational effectiveness is a 

social construction” (Herman & Renz, 2002, p. 4).  “How to conceive and measure 

organizational effectiveness is an issue about which there is no scholarly consensus” (Herman & 

Renz, 1997, p. 13).  Instead, researchers rely on stakeholders to judge organizational 

effectiveness.  In the case of grassroots organizations, like Farm Bureau, the local leaders are key 

stakeholders and therefore should be a primary resource for evaluating effectiveness. 
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Independent Variable Indexes 

Goal attributes 

As previously mentioned, independent variables analyzed in this study included constructs 

associated with goal theory.  These constructs were measured in the “Best Practices Goal 

Survey,” administered to Strengthening the Voice program participants.  The section titled, “Best 

Practices Goal Setting Process…” included 24 goal-related questions, all measured on a Likert-

type scale that included: “strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “neither agree nor disagree,” “agree,” 

and “strongly agree.”  When item nonresponse was observed, the researcher left the nonresponse 

out of the analysis for the individual items.  However, after the analysis of descriptive statistics, 

the approach to nonresponse changed.  For the purpose of keeping observations in the goal 

constructs, the researcher coded item nonresponse as “neither agree nor disagree.”  Although this 

practice increases the potential for measurement error, the researcher assumed that such effects 

would be minimal and that the benefits of recoding the data would outweigh the consequences. 

An ideal research study of goal setting theory would measure all 12 constructs suggested 

by the theory and the high performance cycle.  However, measuring all 12 constructs exceeded 

the limitations of the instrument and the sample size.  The instrument did measure two key 

components of the goals: content and intensity.  The goal content was expressed in two aspects: 

specificity and difficulty.  Goal intensity was measured through goal commitment and self-

efficacy.  An addition, the instrument measured a construct for perceived goal performance. 

Once the data were collected, the researcher conducted factor analyses to analyze and 

refine the item components of each construct.  Tests of reliability were conducted using 

Cronbach’s alpha.  When considered as a group, the estimated reliability of all goal-related 

questions was .877.  For the individual constructs, specificity had a reliability of .738, difficulty 
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had a reliability of .763, commitment had a reliability of .838, and self-efficacy had a reliability 

of .708.  The goal performance construct had a reliability of .889. 

According to Penfield (2001, cited in Moore, 2003, p. 65), reliability coefficients that 

exceed .90 are considered high, those that exceed .80 are considered moderate to high, and those 

between .70 and .80 are considered low.  With this classification, the overall goal ratings had a 

moderate to high reliability, while some of the constructs had low reliability.  However, as Traub 

(1994) points out, the primary standard for judging acceptable reliability is the reliability of 

available alternative measures.  With this in mind, the researcher continued analysis with the less 

reliable constructs, recognizing that measures of improved reliability should be sought in future 

research.  The final reliability and factor loadings of each construct are displayed in Tables 3-4 

through 3-8. 

The constructs measured in this study were arranged in a hypothesized path model.  

Consistent with goal setting theory, the researcher hypothesized that the goal core (specificity 

and difficulty) would have a positive impact on performance (Figure 3-3).  In addition, the 

researcher hypothesized that goal specificity would positively impact goal commitment and self-

efficacy (as related to the goal), while goal difficulty would negatively impact self-efficacy.  

Self-efficacy, in-turn, was expected to positively impact goal commitment, and goal commitment 

was expected to positively impact goal performance.  Although goal mechanisms were not 

measured in this study, goal setting theory would suggest that goal mechanisms also mediate 

these impacts on performance.   

Farm Bureau Foundations program participation 

Individual attendance at the Farm Bureau Foundations workshops was recorded by FFBF 

and either validated or corrected by survey respondents.  The number of participants from each 

local board was then investigated for various levels of participation.  The most basic level of 
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participation was a simple count of local board attendees.  However, in order to investigate 

possible non-linear relationships, this count was also dummy coded for participation levels of 

one or more, two or more, three or more, four or more, five or more, and six or more.  In 

addition, the percent of local board members attending the workshops was calculated by dividing 

the number of local board member attendees by the total number of directors for that local board.  

In order to investigate for non-linear relationships, this percentage was also dummy-coded for 

participation levels of 10%, 25%, 33%, and 50%.  The raw numbers and dummy codes were both 

analyzed when investigating the effects of workshop attendance by a local board. 

Weighted goal theory constructs 

In order to include goal theory constructs at a local board unit of analysis, the ratings on 

these constructs needed to be considered across all directors in a given local board.  However, 

since not all board members participated in the goal setting process and therefore did not have 

ratings for the goal constructs, the available ratings needed to be weighted in a way that 

considered level of participation.  In order to accomplish this, the aggregate ratings for a local 

board were multiplied by the percentage of board members who participated in the Farm Bureau 

Foundations workshops, and thus were engaged in the goal setting exercise.  Because the goal 

construct ratings were centered on zero, with a range of negative two to positive two, this 

weighting system equated non-participation as rating of zero (neither agree nor disagree) on the 

goal constructs.   

While this weighted rating was a synthetic representation of actual individual ratings, the 

researcher believed it to be the best approach for considering the goal constructs at a local board 

unit of analysis.  If an individual had responded “neither agree nor disagree” for all goal-related 

variables, the information would have no influence on the aggregate board rating for the goal 

constructs.  In another instance, if an individual had responded “strongly agree” for all of the 
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goal-related variables, but that board member was the only director engaged in the process, the 

goal construct rating would be attenuated by the lack of participation among the entire board.  

On the other hand, if the entire board participated in the Farm Bureau Foundations program 

component and had similar ratings about their experience with the best practices goals, then this 

fact would carry more weight in the analysis.  This method of weighting the ratings is somewhat 

experimental and should be considered when interpreting the data. 

Board demographics 

Few of the board demographics considered in this study were directly measured.  The total 

number of local board members was derived from the FFBF field services directory.  However, 

data on other board-level independent variables were calculated from information provided by 

survey respondents.  For local boards that had high response rates in this study, the calculated 

demographics are highly valid estimates of the local board’s true demographics.  However, for 

local boards with lower response rates the calculated demographics may be less representative.  

An extreme example is a local board that had one survey respondent, and the board member was 

female.  It is highly unlikely that the local board is comprised entirely of female directors, so the 

estimate of 100% female board members likely contains measurement error.  However, the 

calculated demographics were the best available source for this information.  In addition, 

because the board-level dependent variable was based entirely upon ratings from survey 

respondents, the observed relationship between the board demographics (independent variables) 

and the rated board performance (dependent variable) were expected to be similar to what would 

be observed for the true population.  Even still, some caution should be exercised in interpreting 

the effects of board demographics analyzed in this study. 
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Analysis for Objectives One Through Three 

Descriptive statistics, including frequencies and measures of central tendency, were used to 

organize and summarize the individual item response data from the collected questionnaires.  

Findings for objectives one through three were obtained primarily through the use of descriptive 

statistics.  When appropriate, analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to investigate differences 

between groups. 

Analysis for Objectives Four and Five 

Goal-related hypotheses 

The goal-related hypotheses to be tested in objectives four and five are as follows: 

1. Units with higher perceived levels of goal specificity will also have higher levels of 
performance. 

2. Units with higher perceived levels of goal difficulty will also have higher levels of 
performance. 

3. Units with higher perceived levels of goal specificity will also have higher levels of goal-
related self-efficacy. 

4. Units with higher perceived levels of goal specificity will also have higher levels of goal 
commitment. 

5. Units with higher perceived levels of goal difficulty will have lower levels of goal-related 
self-efficacy. 

6. Units with higher perceived levels of goal-related self-efficacy will also have higher levels of 
goal commitment. 

7. Units with higher perceived levels of goal commitment will also have higher levels of 
performance. 

These hypotheses are graphically displayed in Figure 3-3. 

Correlational analysis 

Correlations between the independent and dependent variables were analyzed to examine 

the effect of the independent variables on the dependent variables on an individual basis.  The 

magnitudes of the correlations were described using terms and classification appropriate for the 
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context of social science research.  A correlation of 0.10 is described as a small effect size (weak 

relationship), a correlation of 0.30 is described as a medium effect size (moderate relationship), 

and a correlation of 0.50 is described as a large effect size (strong relationship) (Cohen, 1988, pp. 

82-83; Penfield, 2003, p. 185). 

Regression analysis 

In an attempt to explain the influence of demographic and program variables on best 

practices goal achievement, the researcher used multiple regression to build explanatory models.  

According to Gliem (2003), multiple regression is “a method of analyzing the variance of a 

dependent variable (Y) by using information available on two or more independent variables” (p. 

1).  The basic model may be expressed as: 

E(Y) = α + β1X1 + β2X2 + … + βkXk 

In this equation, α, β1,…, βk are parameters (properties of the population) and X1, X2,…, Xk 

are explanatory (independent) variables, where k denotes the number of predictors.  Y is the 

response (or dependent) variable, and E indicates that it is an estimate or prediction.  In this 

study, the Y variable is the best practices adoption score.  Important assumptions associated with 

the use of multiple regression include: independence, linearity, normality, and equal variances 

(Algina, 2005, p. 391).  An alpha level of 0.05 was set a priori for the statistical analysis.  

However, varying levels of alpha were considered and reported because the knowledge of these 

variations improved the exploratory value of the study. 

One practical issue to consider in the implementation of multiple regression analysis is the 

ratio of cases to independent variables.  “Numerous rules-of-thumb have been suggested for 

determining the minimum number of subjects required to conduct multiple regression analyses” 

(S. B. Green, 1991, p. 499).  Green has compared these methods and argues that the rules-of-
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thumb that specify some constant, such as a minimum number of subjects or a minimum ratio of 

subjects to predictors, are not sufficient because they do not consider effect size and its 

contribution to statistical power.  Green recommends a more complex rule-of-thumb that 

“estimates minimum sample size as a function of effect size as well as the number of predictors” 

(p. 499).  However, Green’s recommendation is based on a power analytic framework that is 

used to ensure a reasonable chance of rejecting null hypotheses involving regression parameters.  

Since this is an exploratory study that was a census of the population, the researcher did not 

apply Green’s more complex recommendation.  Instead, the researcher chose to follow a more 

generous standard, proposed by Tabachnick and Fidell (1989), setting the minimum number of 

cases or subjects for each independent variable at five to one.  

The usefulness of regression models is evaluated by the coefficient of determination, 

denoted by R-Square (R2).  The coefficient of determination represents “the proportion of 

information in the dependent variable that is explained or accounted for by the independent 

variable” (Penfield, 2003, p. 231).  In the context of social science, researchers have provided 

general “rules of thumb” for interpreting the value of R2.  An R2 of 0.01 represents a weak 

relationship (small effect size), an R2 of 0.09 represents a moderate relationship (medium effect 

size), and an R2 of 0.25 represents a strong relationship (large effect size) (Cohen, 1988, pp. 79-

81; Penfield, 2003, p. 232).  This classification was applied in interpreting the coefficient of 

determination (R2) in this study.  Adjusted R-Square values, rather than the raw coefficients, will 

be reported because they offer a less biased estimate for analyses with a small number of 

observations and numerous independent variables (Agresti & Finlay, 1997; Tabachnick & Fidell, 

1996).   
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Although numerous approaches to regression analysis could be applied, the researcher 

chose to use a series of block regression models because it allowed the opportunity to build 

models using the pre-existing framework proposed by goal setting theory.  With block 

regression, the researcher was able to evaluate the impact of incorporating sets of variables, 

rather than investigating variables individually.  For example, block regression allows for 

investigation of the explanatory power of a model that includes a set of goal constructs compared 

with a model that includes a set of goal constructs and a set of demographic variables.  The 

demographic variables may be powerful predictors, but goal setting theory suggests that 

performance can be explained without the inclusion of demographic information.  To that end, 

the first two block regression models focused on goal setting constructs alone.  Individual 

demographics and board characteristics were added in models three and four.  The first four 

models included only the treatment group, since that group was the only one with data on the 

goal setting process.  The fifth block regression model investigated only individual 

demographics and board characteristics, thus offering an investigation that included all three sub-

groups.  Because all three sub-groups were included in this fifth model, dummy-coded group 

controls were added to the model.  The block models investigated for predicting personal 

performance are as follows: 

• Model 1i: [Individual Best Practice Rating] = [Goal Content] 

• Model 2i: [Model 1i] + [Goal Intensity] 

• Model 3i: [Model 2i] + [Individual Demographics] 

• Model 4i: [Model 3i] + [Board Characteristics] 

• Model 5i: [Individual Rating] = [Individual Demographics] + [Board Characteristics] 
+ [Group Controls] 
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Performance at the board-level was assessed by individual board members and by the 

appropriate FFBF assistant director of field services (a.k.a. field staff member).  This assessment 

allowed the researcher to investigate performance at a local board (or county) level of analysis.  

For the models explaining board performance, the dependent variable was the aggregate average 

of board members ratings of board engagement in the identified local Farm Bureau practices.  

The independent variables included goal constructs (weighted by workshop participation), levels 

of workshop attendance, and other board characteristics.  The models investigated for explaining 

local board performance are as follows:  

• Model 1b: [Board Performance Rating] = [Weighted Goal Content] 

• Model 2b: [Model 1b] + [Weighted Goal Intensity] 

• Model 3b: [Model 2b] + [Levels of Workshop Attendance] 

• Model 4b: [Model 3b] + [Board Demographics] 

• Model 5b: [Board Performance Rating] = [Board Demographics] 

For both sets of regression models, violations to the assumption of independence were 

addressed by dropping out highly correlated demographics and board characteristics.  For 

example, the inclusion of both years of membership and years on the board of directors was 

causing excessive collinearity.  In order to correct this problem, years of service on the board 

was retained and years of membership was dropped out of the model.  The final regression 

models applied in this study are displayed in further detail along with their results in chapter 

four. 

Path analysis 

Complex “path” models are often created and tested through structural equation modeling 

techniques.  Path analysis provides information that is helpful in understanding mediational 

relationships and causal processes.  Structural equation modeling techniques provide tests of 
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these relationships that “are both more rigorous and more flexible than are the comparable 

techniques based on multiple regression” (Kelloway, 1998, p. 2).  However, “structural equation 

modeling is very much a large sample technique.  Both the estimation methods (e.g., maximum 

likelihood) and tests of model fit (e.g., X2 test) are based on the assumption of large samples” 

(Kelloway, p. 20).  In general, a minimum of 200 observations is the criteria for meeting this 

“large” sample assumption.  Because the observations that included goal constructs were well 

below this standard, the researcher determined that path analysis through structural equation 

modeling techniques was not appropriate.  Even still, such techniques should be considered for 

future studies that involve complex path models, similar to the hypothesized model for this 

study. 

Summary 

This chapter described this research study in terms of the research design, the population of 

study, the instrumentation, and data analysis procedures.  This was a descriptive study using ex 

post facto and correlational design to reveal relationships and explain local board performance 

related to best practices promoted in the Farm Bureau Foundations program component of 

Florida Farm Bureau’s Strengthening the Voice program.   

Three separate survey instruments were designed by the researcher for use with three 

different study populations.  The first population, labeled the “treatment group,” included Farm 

Bureau Foundations program participants.  The treatment group was administered the “Best 

Practices Goal Survey.”  The second population was program non-participants (further 

distinguished into a “control group,” and a “spillover treatment group”).  These workshop non-

attendees were administered the “Local Board Practices Survey.”  An additional population 

group was FFBF field staff.  The FFBF field staff were administered the “Field Staff Perceptions 

Survey.” 
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The survey techniques applied in this study closely followed Dillman’s (2000) Tailored 

Design Method for mail surveys.  The procedures yielded an overall survey response rate of 

57.2% among individual board members, representing 98.4% of the local FFBF boards.  In 

addition, the response rate for FFBF field staff was 75%.  Issues associated with unit and item 

non-response were addressed. 

Procedures for data analysis applied in this study include descriptive statistics, 

correlational analysis, and multivariate regression.  Findings from the statistical analyses will be 

presented in chapter 4. 
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Figure 3-1.  Research procedures timeline. 

 
 

Research Procedures Jun. Jul. Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. 
Instrument development                     
• Preliminary Development                     
• Content Expert Review                      
• Questionnaire Revisions                     
• Cognitive Interviews                     
• Final Revisions                     
Population Frame Selection                     
Survey implementation                     
• Pre-notice letter                     
• Questionnaire mail out                     
• Reminder post card                     
• Replacement questionnaires                     
• Telephone calls                     
Data entry                     
Data quality review                      
Analysis                      
Report writing                     
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Figure 3-2.  Number of individual respondents from each local board. 

 

 
Figure 3-3.  Hypothesized relationships between goal constructs and performance. 

 
Table 3-1.  FFBF Local Board Member Research Study Sub-Groups 
Sub-Group Description Population Size 
Treatment Farm Bureau Foundations program participants 138 
Control Non-attendees from non-participating local boards 138 
Spillover treatment Non-attendees from participating local boards 442 
Total All FFBF Local Board Members 718 
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Table 3-2.  Item non-response by population group 
Complete  Mostly (50%) Complete 

Population Sub-Group n % n %
Treatment 56 66.7 81 96.4
Control 52 63.4 76 92.7
Spillover treatment 161 66.0 240 98.4
Total 269 65.6 397 96.8
Note: % is a percent of the received questionnaires. 
 
 
Table 3-3.  Usable survey response by population group 

Usable Returns 
Sub-Group N n % 
Treatment 138 81 58.7 
Control 138 76 55.1 
Spillover treatment 442 240 54.3 
Total 718 397 55.3 
Note: Usable returns included those that were 50% or more complete. 
 
 
Table 3-4.  Goal specificity construct: Factor loadings from the “Best Practices Goal Survey” 

(n=77, α=.738) 

Variable/Statement 
Factor 

Loading 
I have been clear about the details of the STV goal that I set following the Farm 

Bureau Foundations workshop. 
.729  

My STV goal focused on a specific activity or outcome. .714  
I have shared my STV goal with others. .812  
I have received feedback from others regarding my progress in adopting the best 

practices. 
.733  

Note: Eigenvalue = 2.24, proportion of variance explained is .560. 
 
 
Table 3-5.  Goal difficulty construct: Factor loadings from the “Best Practices Goal Survey” 

(n=78, α=.763) 

Variable/Statement 
Factor 

Loading 
On the day of the workshop, I perceived my STV goal as being difficult. .739  
In the months following the workshop, I perceived my STV goal as being difficult. .779  
Others likely perceive the STV goal I set as being difficult. .733  
In general, the Farm Bureau Foundations best practices proposed in the workshop 

are difficult to implement. 
.660  

It has been difficult for me to develop a strategy for personally implementing the 
best practices. 

.685  

Note: Eigenvalue = 2.60, proportion of variance explained is .519. 
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Table 3-6.  Goal commitment construct: Factor loadings from the “Best Practices Goal Survey” 
(n=79, α=.838) 

Variable/Statement 
Factor 

Loading 
I have been committed to the STV goal that I set. .754  
It is important for me to accomplish the STV goal that I set. .687  
Since the workshop, I have increased my attention to Farm Bureau Foundations 

best practices. 
.762  

Compared to those who did not attend the workshop, my attention has been more 
focused on the Farm Bureau Foundations best practices. 

.684  

I have invested a high level of effort in adopting the Farm Bureau Foundations 
best practices. 

.853  

Overall, I have been highly persistence in working toward my STV goal. .714  
Note: Eigenvalue = 3.33, proportion of variance explained is .555. 
 
 
Table 3-7.  Goal self-efficacy construct: Factor loadings from the “Best Practices Goal Survey” 

(n=79, α=.708) 

Variable/Statement 
Factor 

Loading 
During the months following the workshop, I was confident in my ability to adopt 

the Farm Bureau Foundations best practices. 
.795  

After the Farm Bureau Foundations workshop, I was prepared to apply knowledge 
and strategies related to the best practices. 

.852  

As a result of this program, I am a more effective Farm Bureau member and 
leader. 

.756  

Note: Eigenvalue = 1.93, proportion of variance explained is .643. 
 
 
Table 3-8.  Goal performance construct: Factor loadings from the “Best Practices Goal Survey” 

(n=79, α=.889) 

Variable/Statement 
Factor 

Loading 
As a result of this program, I am a more effective Farm Bureau member and 

leader. 
.859  

As a result of this program, other members of my local Farm Bureau board have 
become more effective. 

.896  

As a result of this program, my local Farm Bureau as a whole has become more 
effective. 

.957  

Note: Eigenvalue = 2.46, proportion of variance explained is .819. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

Objective 1: Describe Demographics 

Objective one of the study was to describe select demographics of local Florida Farm 

Bureau (FFBF) board members and program participants.  These data were obtained from the 

demographic sections of the “Local Board Practices Survey” (Appendix D) and the “Best 

Practices Goal Survey” (Appendix E).   

The final study population included 397 local FFBF board members.  Among the survey 

respondents, the majority were non-Hispanic white (97.4%) and male (88.1%).  The average age 

was about 54.8, with a standard deviation of 13.9 years.  Over half of the respondents had 

achieved an education level of associate degree or higher.  With regards to tenure in FFBF, the 

average length of organizational membership was 23.4 years, with a standard deviation of 14.4, 

and the average length of service as a local board member was 12.4 years, with a standard 

deviation of 10.8.  As might be expected, there was a strong, positive relationship between years 

of membership and length of service on the board (r = .680, p < .001).  In addition, there was a 

strong relationship between years of membership and age (r = .645, p < .001) and between length 

of service on the board and age (r = .524, p < .001).  For meeting attendance in the six months 

preceding the survey, local FFBF board members attended an average of 4.36 meetings, with a 

standard deviation of 1.82. 

Table 4-1 provides a summary of demographic information for all FFBF local board 

members, which is then broken into sub-groups applied in this study.  The sub-groups are based 

on attendance at Farm Bureau Foundations workshops that were conducted in 2006.  The 

“treatment” group includes program attendees; the “control” group includes non-attendees that 



 

 110

serve on local boards where no directors attended the workshops, and the “spillover treatment” 

group includes non-attendees that serve on local boards that had one or more attendees. 

Participants in the Farm Bureau Foundations program component of the FFBF 

“Strengthening the Voice” were similar in many respects to the larger population of local FFBF 

board members.  The participants were mostly of white, non-Hispanic ethnicity (97.5%), and 

male (80%).  The average age of program participants was 55, with a standard deviation of 15 

years.  Over half of the participants had achieved an education level of associate degree or 

higher.  With regards to tenure in FFBF, the average length of organizational membership was 

23.4 years, with a standard deviation of 15.8, and the average length of service as a local board 

member was 11.7 years, with a standard deviation of 11.2.  The mean number of meetings 

attended in the six months preceding the survey was 4.78, with a standard deviation of 2.34. 

The researcher conducted tests to check for statistically significant demographic 

differences between the three population sub-groups.  No significant difference existed for most 

demographic characteristics.  However, a chi-square test for independence did show a 

relationship between sub-group and gender, X2(2, n = 387) = 7.32, p = .026.  Female board 

members were most likely to belong to the treatment group and least likely to belong to the 

control group.  In addition, analysis of variance revealed a significant difference for meeting 

attendance, F(2, 364) = 3.48, p = .032.  This difference remained, even when outliers of 10 and 

20 meetings were removed.  The treatment group averaged the highest meeting attendance, while 

control group averaged the least meeting attendance. 

Objective 2: Measure Engagement Level  

Objective two of the study was to measure the engagement level of local Florida Farm 

Bureau board members in Farm Bureau Foundations Best Practices.  As was the case with 
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objective one, the data for objective two were obtained directly from responses to the “Local 

Board Practices Survey” and the “Best Practices Goal Survey.”   

The data from respondent ratings on perceived engagement in 17 local Farm Bureau 

practices are summarized in Table 4-2. The ratings are based on a scale of zero to three: (0) not 

at all, (1) somewhat, (2) mostly, and (3) completely.   

With respect to personal engagement, the average rating for the population was 2.01.  The 

most highly rated practice for personal engagement was “maintain a working relationship with 

the insurance agency manager” (M = 2.70, SD = 0.61), and the second most highly rated practice 

for personal engagement was “allow time in meeting agendas for an insurance report” (M = 2.62, 

SD = 0.69).  The lowest rated practice for personal engagement was “limit board meeting 

discussion to federation business” (M = 1.54, SD = 0.90).   

The researcher conducted tests to check for statistically significant differences in personal 

engagement between the three population sub-groups.  No significant differences were found in 

the overall engagement level for each group.  However, when participants and non-participants 

were compared on individual practices, significant differences were found in the engagement 

levels associated with three practices, all of which were associated with workshop objective four.  

For the practice of “Strengthen the ‘Voice of Agriculture’ by getting involved in statewide 

committees,” the participant group rated their engagement-level higher, with a mean difference 

of 0.28 (SD = 1.04), and the difference was significant, t(382) = 2.11, p = .035.  For the practice 

of “Plan for policy implementation challenges before they arise,” the participant group rated their 

engagement-level higher, with a mean difference of 0.20 (SD = 0.79), and the difference was 

significant, t(374) = 2.02, p = .045.  For the practice of “Consult others, including adversaries, 

for input and feedback on policy ideas,” the participant group rated their engagement-level 
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higher, with a mean difference of 0.32 (SD = 0.83), and the difference was significant, t(378) = 

3.03, p = .003.  All other observed differences in personal engagement were non-significant at 

the .05 p-level. 

With regard to ratings of board engagement in the 17 local Farm Bureau practices, the 

average rating was 2.24, using the same scale.  Once again, the most highly rated practice was 

“maintain a working relationship with the insurance agency manager” (M = 2.82, SD = 0.47), 

and the second most highly rated practice for board engagement was “allow time in meeting 

agendas for an insurance report” (M = 2.76, SD = 0.59).  Also similar to the ratings for personal 

engagement, the lowest rated practice for board engagement was “limit board meeting discussion 

to federation business” (M = 1.64, SD = 0.91). 

The researcher conducted tests to check for statistically significant differences in board 

engagement between the three population sub-groups.  No significant differences were found in 

the overall, mean engagement level for each group.  However, when the control group and 

treatment group were compared on individual practices, significant differences were found in the 

engagement levels associated with two practices associated with workshop objective four.  For 

the practice of “Strengthen the ‘Voice of Agriculture’ by getting involved in statewide 

committees,” the treatment group rated their board’s engagement-level higher, with a mean 

difference of 0.27 (SD = 0.84), and the difference was significant, t(149) = 1.99, p = .048.  For 

the practice of “Consult others, including adversaries, for input and feedback on policy ideas,” 

the treatment group rated their board’s engagement-level higher, with a mean difference of 0.29 

(SD = 0.81), and the difference was significant, t(148) = 2.22, p = .028.  All other observed 

differences in board engagement were non-significant at the .05 p-level. 
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When survey respondents considered level of engagement relative to other six month 

periods, the majority of board members believed the level of engagement to be “about the same” 

(Table 4-3).  This was true for both personal engagement (58.7%) and the perception of board 

engagement (62.2%).  In addition, the majority trend for perceived engagement to be “about the 

same” was consistent across all three sub-groups of the population.  When treated as interval 

data, with “about the same” centered on zero, the trend shows perceived levels of engagement to 

be slightly higher than zero.  Once again, this trend is consistent across all three sub-groups.  The 

sub-group with the highest mean increase in personal engagement was the treatment group, with 

a mean of 0.31 (SD = 0.62).  The sub-group with the highest mean increase in board engagement 

was the control group, with a mean of 0.47 (SD = 0.60).  The means were calculated from the 

following scale: “a lot less” (-2), “somewhat less” (-1), “about the same” (0), “somewhat more” 

(1), and “a lot more” (2).  The findings on perceived changes in level of engagement are 

summarized in Table 4-3.  The researcher conducted tests to check for statistically significant 

differences in engagement between the three population sub-groups.  No significant differences 

were found. 

Objective 3: Measure Goal Attributes 

Objective three of the study was to measure the goal attributes experienced by program 

participants with their Farm Bureau Foundations Best Practices goal.  Goal-related data were 

collected in the “Best Practices Goal Survey.  Since the treatment group (n = 81) was the only 

group asked to set a goal for implementing Farm Bureau Foundations Best Practices, objective 

three considered only data collected from the treatment group, workshop attendees. 

The “Best Practices Goal Survey” asked 24 goal-related questions, all of which offered 

response options from a Likert-type scale: “strongly disagree” (-2), “disagree” (-1), “neither 

agree nor disagree” (0), “agree” (1), and “strongly agree” (2).  The statement to which 
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respondents agreed most was “as a result of this program, I am a more effective Farm Bureau 

member and leader” (M = 0.72, SD = 0.68).  The statement with the second-highest level of 

agreement was “after the Farm Bureau Foundations workshop, I was prepared to apply 

knowledge and strategies related to the best practices” (M = 0.70, SD = 0.68).  The statement 

with the highest level of disagreement was “in general, the Farm Bureau Foundations best 

practices proposed in the workshop are difficult to implement” (M = -0.56, SD = 0.82).  The 

statement with the second-highest level of disagreement was “in the months following the 

workshop, I have found it easy to give up or ignore my STV goal” (M = -0.40, SD = 0.83).  The 

mean rating and standard deviation for each goal-related question is provided in Table 4-4. 

The data from the goal-related questions were organized and indexed into constructs 

proposed by goal setting theory.  The most important components of the theory are goal 

specificity and difficulty.  As shown in Table 4-5, program participants agreed to some degree 

that the goal they set was specific (M = 0.33, SD = 0.57).  They tended to disagree that the goal 

they set was difficult (M = -0.26, SD = 0.57).  This is based on responses in the context of the 

Likert-type scale: “strongly disagree” (-2), “disagree” (-1), “neither agree nor disagree” (0), 

“agree” (1), and “strongly agree” (2).  With regard to goal intensity, program participants agreed 

to some degree that they were committed to the goal that they set (M = 0.38, SD = 0.56).  To an 

even stronger degree, they felt capable to accomplish the goal related task, as demonstrated by 

their self-efficacy ratings (M = 0.65, SD = 0.53).  The mean, standard deviation, and range for 

each goal theory construct is provided in Table 4-5. 

Objective 4: Explain Individual Performance on Best Practices  

Objective four of the study was to explain individual performance with best practices 

identified in the Farm Bureau Foundations program.  This objective was accomplished through 

analysis of correlations and regression models.  The dependent variable for all analyses for this 
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objective was personal performance on local Farm Bureau practices, based on self-ratings of 

engagement in Farm Bureau Foundations best practices. 

In considering correlations between board characteristics and personal performance, the 

researcher found a strong relationship (r = .704) between respondents’ average ratings of 

personal performance and board performance (Table 4-6).  In addition, there was a moderate 

relationship (r =.349) with the local board’s aggregate average rating of board performance.  The 

researcher found a weak to moderate relationship (r = 0.195) between respondents’ average 

ratings of personal performance and FFBF field staff members’ ratings of board performance.  

Relationships with size of local board and degree of participation in the Farm Bureau 

Foundations workshops were negligible and not significant.   

Among the individual-level variables, the researcher found a weak-to-moderate, positive 

relationship (r =.271) between ratings of personal performance and number of meetings attended 

in the preceding six-month period (Table 4-7).  The statistic suggests that board members who 

attend more meetings are also likely to report higher levels of performance.  In addition, the 

researcher observed weak, positive relationships with age (r =.151), years of membership in 

Farm Bureau (r =.146), and engagement level relative to other six month periods (r =.150).  

These statistics suggest that board members who report higher levels of performance are older, 

have been members of Farm Bureau longer, and have made recent increases in their level of 

engagement, more so than board members reporting lower levels of performance.  The 

researcher observed a weak, negative relationship between personal performance and level of 

education (r = -.115).  This suggests that board members who report higher levels of 

performance are less likely to have completed higher education.  Other weak relationships with 

individual-level variables lacked significance.  Of particular note, the variable for program 
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participation was among the variables that displayed weak, non-significant relationships with 

performance.   

Analysis of the goal-theory constructs revealed a number of weak-to-moderate 

relationships with personal performance on the local Farm Bureau practices.  With respect to 

goal content, analysis revealed a positive relationship with specificity (r = .278), suggesting that 

individuals who believed their goal to be more specific were also likely to report higher levels of 

performance.  The relationship between personal performance and goal difficulty was negative 

but not significant.  With respect to goal intensity, commitment and self-efficacy both displayed 

positive relationships with personal performance (r = .261 and r = .285, respectively). 

Additional correlations among these constructs are outlined in Table 4-8.  In addition, the 

correlations are graphically displayed in the hypothesized model in Figure 4-1. 

Among the goal-related hypotheses presented in chapter three, five are supported and two 

are not supported.  The two hypotheses related to goal difficulty were not supported.  The 

supported hypotheses follow: 

• Individuals with higher perceived levels of goal specificity have higher levels of 
performance. 

• Individuals with higher perceived levels of goal specificity have higher levels of goal-
related self-efficacy. 

• Individuals with higher perceived levels of goal specificity have higher levels of goal 
commitment. 

• Individuals with higher perceived levels of goal-related self-efficacy have higher levels of 
goal commitment. 

• Individuals with higher perceived levels of goal commitment have higher levels of 
performance. 

The goal theory constructs provided structure for the block regression models used to 

explain personal performance with local Farm Bureau practices.  Table 4-9 displays the inter-
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correlations between the goal theory constructs and other independent variables includes in the 

regression analysis.   

The first regression model, which used the goal core (specificity and difficulty) as 

explanatory variables, had an adjusted R-Square (coefficient of determination) of .091, 

representing a moderate relationship.  In this model, goal specificity had a positive parameter 

estimate that was significant (β = 0.24, p = .013).  The parameter estimate for goal difficulty was 

negative, but not significant.  When goal intensity constructs were added in model 2i, the 

adjusted R-Square (coefficient of determination) declined to .083.  None of the individual 

parameters in model 2i showed significance.  When individual demographics were added in 

model 3i, the adjusted R-Square (coefficient of determination) increased to .214.  Within model 

3i, a significant, negative relationship was displayed for both goal difficulty (β = -0.22, p = .050) 

and gender (male = 0, female = 1; β = -0.39, p = .006).  Other parameters did not show 

significance in the model.  The adjusted R-Square in model 4i declined to .194.  Within model 

4i, three parameters displayed significant, negative relationships: goal difficulty (β = -0.24, p = 

.041), gender (β = -0.43, p = .006), and education level (β = -0.09, p = .048).  Other parameters 

did not display significant effects in the model.  When individual demographics and local board 

data were considered separately, without the goal theory constructs, the model (5i) was 

significant and displayed a weak-to-moderate relationship (R2
adj

 = .081).  In model 5i, gender and 

education no longer displayed significant relationships.  Instead, three other individual 

demographics displayed significant positive relationships.  Those parameters included: 

engagement in practices relative to other six month periods (β = 0.08, p = .041), number of 

meetings attended during the six month period (β = 0.04, p = .003), and age (β < 0.01, p = .023).  

Additional statistics from the models are displayed in Table 4-10.  To allow for more direct 
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interpretation of relationships, standardized coefficients for the models are displayed in Table 4-

11.  The researcher did analyze reduced models that included only those parameters with a p-

value less than .10.  However, the reduced models did not display and substantive changes, so 

there was no need to report them separately. 

Key findings from the regression models are as follows: 

• All of the regression models provide significant explanatory value for reported personal 
performance, and the amount of variance explained increases with the addition of 
explanatory variables. 

• Goal specificity has a positive relationship with reported performance when goal difficulty 
alone is controlled, but the relationship is not significant when other explanatory variables 
are added to the model.  

• Goal difficulty and being female have a negative relationship with reported performance 
when both are included in a regression model, but each is not significant when the other is 
missing from the model. 

• Education level has a negative relationship with reported performance when goal 
constructs, individual demographics, and board characteristics are controlled. 

• When individual demographics and board characteristics are considered separate from goal 
constructs, personal performance is positively related with increased engagement, 
increased meeting attendance, and increased age.  

The researcher did explore further analysis of the interaction between gender and goal 

difficulty.  An interaction term displays similar effects, but it does not provide explanatory value 

beyond the effects observed with the direct measures.  The original model (with goal difficulty 

and gender identified separately) was more parsimonious and therefore retained without 

adjustments. 

Objective 5: Explain Local Board Performance on Best Practices  

Objective five of the study was to explain local board performance with best practices 

identified in the Farm Bureau Foundations program.  This objective is similar to objective four, 

but it has a different unit of analysis.  Rather than focusing on board-member performance and 
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individual variables, this objective investigates the board as a unit and investigates board-level 

characteristics for explanatory power with respect to board performance.  The dependent variable 

for all analyses for this objective was board performance on local Farm Bureau practices, 

measured as an aggregate of board members’ ratings of board performance on local Farm Bureau 

practices. 

The aggregate board performance rating used as the dependent variable in this study was 

moderately correlated (r = .356) with FFBF staff members’ ratings of board performance.  

Tables 4-11, 4-12, 4-13, and 4-14, compare these two measures of board performance and their 

relationship to various explanatory variables.  Overall, more significant relationships were found 

with the aggregate board performance ratings than with the FFBF staff members’ ratings.  

However, medium to large effect sizes were found between explanatory variables and FFBF staff 

members’ ratings of board performance.  Three of those variables did not display significant 

relationships with the aggregate board performance ratings.  The first two variables were 

measures of the number of directors on the local board and the average board tenure of directors 

(r = .423 and r = .344, respectively).  The relationships suggest that local boards that are rated 

higher by FFBF field staff members are also likely to be larger and include directors with longer 

tenures on the board.  These relationships are displayed in Table 4-13.  The third variable was 

with level of workshop attendance for the Farm Bureau Foundations program component of the 

Strengthening the Voice program.  Attendance by one or more board members was moderately 

correlated with higher FFBF field staff member ratings of board performance (r = .313).  The 

relationships between board performance and workshop attendance are reported in Table 4-14. 

Beyond its relationship with FFBF field staff member ratings (r = .356), the mean board 

performance rating, the selected dependent variable for this objective, displayed significant 
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relationships with other ratings of performance.  The mean board performance rating was 

strongly correlated (r = .822) with mean personal performance ratings and was moderately 

correlated (r = .307) with a perceived increase in board engagement, relative to other six month 

periods.  In addition, the board performance rating displayed a moderate relationship (r = .387) 

with ratings of best practices goal performance (Table 4-12). 

With respect to board member characteristics, the strongest relationship was with average 

number of meetings directors attended during the preceding six months (r = .432).  In addition, a 

moderate relationship was observed with average length of directors’ membership in Farm 

Bureau (r = .337).  A negative relationship (r = -.259) was observed with the ratio of female 

directors on the board, indicating that the involvement of more female directors was associated 

with a lower aggregate rating of board performance.  The correlations between board 

performance and board demographics are displayed in Table 4-13. 

The researcher examined relationships between board performance and levels of board 

attendance at the Farm Bureau Foundations workshops.  No significant relationships surfaced 

when examining board member ratings of performance.  The only level of attendance near the 

required .05 level of significance was a dummy-coded variable that identified local boards with 

four or more board members attending a Farm Bureau Foundations workshop.  The researcher 

found that variable to have a correlation of .231, with a p-value of .078.  As previously 

mentioned in the discussion of FFBF field staff ratings of board performance, the researcher did 

observe a significant relationship with a dummy-coded variable that identified boards with at 

least one director attending a Farm Bureau Foundations workshop.  The researcher found that 

variable to have a correlation of .313, with a p-value of .041.  Other levels of attendance 

analyzed are shown in Table 4-14. 
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Although significant relationships with board performance were lacking among variables 

for attendance at the Farm Bureau Foundations workshops, the goal theory construct ratings 

observed among workshop attendees did present significant relationships.  The construct ratings 

were centered on zero and then weighted by the board’s percent participation in the Farm 

Bureau Foundations program component.  After weighting the data, the researcher observed a 

moderate correlation for specificity (r = .388) and a weak-to-moderate correlation for 

commitment (r = .270).  These statistics suggest that boards with higher self-ratings of 

performance were also likely to be influenced by board members who attended at Farm Bureau 

Foundations workshop and were committed to specific goals for implementing the 

recommended local Farm Bureau practices.  Ratings for difficulty and self-efficacy were not 

significant (Table 4-15).  The correlations are graphically displayed in the hypothesized model in 

Figure 4-2. 

Among the goal-related hypotheses presented in chapter three, six were supported and two 

were not supported.  The hypothesis that directly connected goal difficulty to performance was 

not supported.  The supported hypotheses follow: 

• Boards with higher perceived levels of goal specificity have higher levels of performance. 

• Boards with higher perceived levels of goal specificity have higher levels of goal-related 
self-efficacy. 

• Boards with higher perceived levels of goal specificity have higher levels of goal 
commitment. 

• Boards with higher perceived levels of goal difficulty will have lower levels of goal-related 
self-efficacy. 

• Boards with higher perceived levels of goal-related self-efficacy have higher levels of goal 
commitment. 

• Boards with higher perceived levels of goal commitment have higher levels of 
performance. 
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Using regression models for explaining board performance, the researcher found that goal 

content alone (model 1b) explained 12.5% of the variance (R2
adj

 = .125).  This moderate 

relationship was not enhanced by adding goal intensity (model 2b) and workshop attendance 

(model 3b).  However, the amount of variance explained did increase when board demographics 

were added to the model.  The full model (4b) produced an adjusted R-square of .244, with a p-

value of .009.  This is near the social science standard for large effect sizes, identified when R2 

reaches .25 (Cohen, 1988, pp. 79-81; Penfield, 2003, p. 232).  The influence of goal specificity 

remained significant throughout all four models.  The only other parameter to show statistical 

significance in the first four models was the average number of meetings directors attended in 

the previous six months (in model 4b: β = 0.08, p = .029).  When board demographics were 

considered alone, the model (5b) remained significant and also displayed a moderate relationship 

(R2
adj

 = .235).  In this model (5b), average meeting attendance was the only parameter to display 

statistical significance (β = 0.09, p = .004).  Additional statistics from all five explanatory models 

are displayed in Table 4-16.  To allow for more direct interpretation of relationships, 

standardized coefficients for the models are displayed in Table 4-17.  The researcher did analyze 

reduced models that included only those parameters with a p-value less than .10.  However, the 

reduced models did not display and substantive changes, so there was no need to report them 

separately. 

Key findings from the regression models are as follows: 

• The regression models generally provide significant explanatory value for reported board 
performance, and the amount of variance explained increases with the addition of 
explanatory variables. 

• Goal specificity has a positive relationship with reported board performance, and that 
relationship remains significant when other variables are controlled. 

• Average meeting attendance is positively related to reported board performance and 
continues to display a significant relationship when other variables are controlled. 
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Summary 

This chapter presented the findings of the study.  Findings were organized and presented 

by the following objectives:  

1. Describe select demographics of local Florida Farm Bureau board members and program 
participants; 

2. Measure the engagement level of local Florida Farm Bureau board members in Farm Bureau 
Foundations Best Practices; 

3. Measure the goal attributes experienced by program participants with their Farm Bureau 
Foundations Best Practices goal;  

4. Explain individual-level performance with best practices identified in the Farm Bureau 
Foundations program; and 

5. Explain board-level performance with best practices identified in the Farm Bureau 
Foundations program. 

Chapter 5 offers a more detailed discussion of the study’s findings, including conclusions 

drawn from the findings.  In addition, chapter five will provide recommendations for future 

implementation of the FFBF Strengthening the Voice program and recommendations for future 

research. 
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Figure 4-1.  Correlations between goal constructs and personal performance graphically 

displayed in the hypothesized model.  Note 1: Although arrows suggest causal paths, 
the statistics reported are only correlations.  Note 2: * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ 
.001 

 

 

 

 
Figure 4-2.  Correlations between goal constructs and local board performance graphically 

displayed in the hypothesized model Note 1: Although arrows suggest causal paths, 
the statistics reported are only correlations.  Note 2: * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ 
.001 
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Table 4-1.  Demographics of FFBF Local Board Members (n=397) and population sub-groups (treatment n=81, control n=76, and 
spillover treatment n=240) 

Population Group or Sub-Group 
All Board Members Treatment Control Spillover Treatment 

Demographic n % or M (SD) n % or M (SD) n % or M (SD) n % or M (SD)
             
Gender  

Male 341 88.1 64 80  71 93.4 206 89.2
Female 46 11.9 16 20  5 6.6 25 10.8

             
Race/Ethnicity  

White, Non-Hispanic 379 97.4 78 97.5  76 100.0 225 96.6
Black/African American 3 0.8 0 0.0  0 0.0 3 1.3
Hispanic 1 0.3 0 0.0  0 0.0 1 0.4
Other 6 1.5 2 2.5  0 0.0 4 1.7

             

Education (highest level)  
Some H.S. or less 6 1.5 0 0.0  2 2.6 4 1.7
H.S. diploma or GED 74 18.9 11 13.6  15 19.7 48 20.5
Some college, no degree 97 24.8 26 32.1  16 21.1 55 23.5
Associate degree 38 9.7 9 11.1  5 6.6 24 10.3
Bachelor’s degree 132 33.8 18 22.2  32 42.1 82 35.0
Master’s degree 31 7.9 14 17.3  5 6.6 12 5.1
Professional or doctorate 13 3.3 3 3.7  1 1.3 9 3.9

             

Age (years) 384 54.8 (13.9) 80 55.0 (15.0) 75 55.9 (15.2) 229 54.3 (13.2)
         

Florida Farm Bureau tenure  
Years of membership 393 23.4 (14.4) 81 23.4 (15.8) 75 24.0 (14.0) 237 23.2 (14.1)
Years on board 379 12.4 (10.8) 78 11.7 (11.2) 71 12.2 (11.1) 230 12.6 (10.7)
         

Number of meetings attended 
during previous 6 months 

367 4.36 (1.82) 76 4.78 (2.34) 73 4.00 (1.68) 218 4.34 (1.62)

         

Note: M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation. 
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Table 4-2.  Ratings of individual and board practices among FFBF Local Board Members (n=397) and population sub-groups 
(treatment n=81, control n=76, and spillover treatment n=240)

Individuals’ Ratings of Engagement in Local Farm Bureau-Related Practices 
All Board Members Treatment Control Spillover Treatment 

Individual Board Individual Board Individual Board Individual Board 

Local Farm Bureau Practice 
n M 

(SD) 
n M 

(SD) 
n M 

(SD) 
n M 

(SD) 
n M 

(SD) 
n M 

(SD) 
n M 

(SD) 
n M 

(SD) 
                 

Use Farm Bureau facts and 
history in member recruitment 

375 1.75 
(0.81) 

375 2.07 
(0.78) 

79 1.76 
(0.77) 

77 1.94 
(0.78) 

71 1.63 
(0.87) 

69 2.04 
(0.86) 

225 1.78 
(0.80) 

229 2.12 
(0.75) 

Share Farm Bureau facts and 
history in public relations 
activities 

379 1.84 
(0.84) 

382 2.20 
(0.75) 

80 1.84 
(0.82) 

79 2.15 
(0.72) 

71 1.75 
(0.89) 

69 2.26 
(0.78) 

228 1.88 
(0.83) 

234 2.20 
(0.76) 

Recognize and promote member 
benefits 

382 2.02 
(0.78) 

384 2.32 
(0.71) 

80 2.13 
(0.80) 

79 2.39 
(0.72) 

72 2.01 
(0.80) 

70 2.30 
(0.71) 

230 1.99 
(0.77) 

235 2.29 
(0.70) 

Limit board meeting discussion to 
federation business 

378 1.54 
(0.90) 

382 1.64 
(0.91) 

80 1.70 
(0.82) 

80 1.71 
(0.87) 

72 1.60 
(0.78) 

71 1.66 
(0.75) 

226 1.47 
(0.95) 

231 1.61 
(0.96) 

Allow time in meeting agendas 
for an insurance report 

371 2.62 
(0.69) 

387 2.76 
(0.59) 

78 2.67 
(0.66) 

80 2.75 
(0.63) 

71 2.61 
(0.67) 

71 2.76 
(0.60) 

222 2.60 
(0.70) 

236 2.77 
(0.57) 

Maintain a working relationship 
with the insurance agency 
manager 

384 2.70 
(0.61) 

389 2.82 
(0.47) 

81 2.70 
(0.60) 

80 2.80 
(0.84) 

73 2.64 
(0.67) 

72 2.78 
(0.42) 

230 2.71 
(0.59) 

237 2.84 
(0.46) 

Actively use Farm Bureau’s 
grassroots approach to 
governance 

382 2.30 
(0.69) 

385 2.47 
(0.64) 

80 2.40 
(0.69) 

79 2.53 
(0.64) 

71 2.23 
(0.68) 

70 2.42 
(0.65) 

231 2.29 
(0.69) 

236 2.47 
(0.65) 

Cite Farm Bureau's mission when 
promoting the organization to 
potential members 

379 2.01 
(0.84) 

384 2.30 
(0.78) 

78 1.90 
(0.89) 

78 2.21 
(0.89) 

73 2.00 
(0.80) 

72 2.28 
(0.75) 

228 2.05 
(0.84) 

234 2.34 
(0.74) 

Hold Farm Bureau leadership 
accountable to the organization 
mission, vision, and beliefs 

379 2.16 
(0.76) 

384 2.28 
(0.75) 

80 2.28 
(0.73) 

80 2.36 
(0.75) 

71 2.18 
(0.78) 

71 2.20 
(0.73) 

228 2.11 
(0.76) 

233 2.27 
(0.75) 

Adopt a local mission and values 
to guide board actions 

372 1.82 
(0.89) 

381 2.01 
(0.88) 

78 1.81 
(0.91) 

79 2.05 
(0.90) 

69 1.78 
(0.84) 

70 2.00 
(0.85) 

225 1.84 
(0.90) 

232 2.00 
(0.89) 

Promote continued political 
involvement by citing Farm 
Bureau’s past successes 

382 2.20 
(0.79) 

385 2.38 
(0.70) 

80 2.25 
(0.77) 

79 2.43 
(0.65) 

72 2.15 
(0.82) 

71 2.25 
(0.73) 

230 2.20 
(0.79) 

235 2.40 
(0.71) 

Maintain organizational 
accountability to the grassroots 
mission when new policies are 
proposed 

380 2.14 
(0.74) 

387 2.29 
(0.72) 

77 2.14 
(0.68) 

79 2.27 
(0.73) 

74 2.14 
(0.80) 

74 2.26 
(0.76) 

229 2.14 
(0.75) 

234 2.30 
(0.70) 
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Individuals’ Ratings of Engagement in Local Farm Bureau-Related Practices 
All Board Members Treatment Control Spillover Treatment 

Individual Board Individual Board Individual Board Individual Board 

Local Farm Bureau Practice 
n M 

(SD) 
n M 

(SD) 
n M 

(SD) 
n M 

(SD) 
n M 

(SD) 
n M 

(SD) 
n M 

(SD) 
n M 

(SD) 
                 

Maximize the benefits of 
collaboration when promoting 
political policy 

373 2.07 
(0.73) 

383 2.23 
(0.71) 

76 2.17 
(0.70) 

78 2.33 
(0.70) 

73 2.01 
(0.74) 

73 2.16 
(0.73) 

224 2.05 
(0.73) 

232 2.22 
(0.71) 

Implement grassroots policy by 
following Farm Bureau’s 
development and 
implementation process 

371 1.96 
(0.76) 

378 2.16 
(0.75) 

76 1.96 
(0.74) 

76 2.21 
(0.75) 

73 1.96 
(0.79) 

73 2.11 
(0.83) 

222 1.95 
(0.77) 

229 2.17 
(0.72) 

Strengthen the “Voice of 
Agriculture” by getting 
involved in statewide 
committees 

384 1.65 
(1.05) 

385 2.23 
(0.78) 

80 1.88 
(1.04) 

77 2.27 
(0.77) 

74 1.57 
(1.07) 

74 2.00 
(0.91) 

230 1.61 
(1.03) 

234 2.28 
(0.73) 

Plan for policy implementation 
challenges before they arise 

376 1.60 
(0.80) 

383 1.92 
(0.81) 

77 1.77 
(0.81) 

78 2.00 
(0.79) 

73 1.53 
(0.78) 

73 1.81 
(0.84) 

226 1.57 
(0.79) 

232 1.93 
(0.81) 

Consult others, including 
adversaries, for input and 
feedback on policy ideas 

380 1.76 
(0.84) 

384 1.97 
(0.82) 

79 2.01 
(0.90) 

78 2.14 
(0.82) 

74 1.69 
(0.79) 

72 1.85 
(0.80) 

227 1.70 
(0.82) 

234 1.94 
(0.83) 

Average of all practices 393 2.01 
(0.48) 

393 2.24 
(0.48) 

80 2.08 
(0.50) 

79 2.27 
(0.49) 

72 1.97 
(0.48) 

72 2.19 
(0.48) 

232 2.00 
(0.47) 

237 2.24 
(0.46) 

Note1: M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation 
Note2: Response options were coded as follows: Not at All (0), Somewhat (1), Mostly (2), and Completely (3) 
Note3: “Average of All Practices” is a calculated average of the respondent’s ratings, provided that the respondent rated at least half of the practices.
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Table 4-3.  Perception of engagement level (board and individual) in Farm Bureau related practices in comparison with other six 
month periods 

Dimension of Engagement 
All Board Members Treatment Control Spillover Treatment 

Individual Board Individual Board Individual Board Individual Board 
Difference in Engagement n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 
A lot less (-2) 15 3.9 2 0.5 1 1.3 0 0.0 2 2.7 0 0.0 12 5.1 2 0.9 

Somewhat less (-1) 31 8.0 7 1.8 5 6.3 3 3.8 8 10.7 0 0.0 18 7.7 4 1.7 

About the same (0) 229 58.7 243 62.2 49 61.3 50 62.5 41 54.7 44 58.7 139 59.2 149 63.1 

Somewhat more (1) 97 24.9 122 31.2 18 22.5 22 27.5 18 24.0 27 36.0 61 26.0 73 30.9 

A lot more (2) 18 4.6 17 4.4 7 8.8 5 6.3 6 8.0 4 5.3 5 2.1 8 3.4 
Overall  

Mean  
(Standard Deviation) 

390 
0.18 

(0.79) 

391 
0.37 

(0.62) 

80 
0.31 

(0.77) 

80 
0.36 

(0.66) 

75 
0.24 

(0.85) 

75 
0.47 

(0.60) 

235 
0.12 

(0.78) 

236 
0.34 

(0.62) 
 



 

 129

Table 4-4.  Farm Bureau Foundations’ participants’ ratings on questions related to the goal 
setting process

Construct Component n Mean SD
Goal Specificity   
◊ I have been clear about the details of the STV goal that I set 

following the Farm Bureau Foundations workshop. 
80 0.56 0.76

◊ My STV goal focused on a specific activity or outcome. 80 0.63 0.74
◊ I have shared my STV goal with others. 80 0.33 0.82
Goal Difficulty   
◊ On the day of the workshop, I perceived my STV goal as being 

difficult. 
81 -0.14 0.79

◊ In the months following the workshop, I perceived my STV goal 
as being difficult. 

81 -0.26 0.75

◊ Others likely perceive the STV goal I set as being difficult. 80 -0.20 0.74
◊ In general, the Farm Bureau Foundations best practices proposed 

in the workshop are difficult to implement. 
80 -0.56 0.82

◊ It has been difficult for me to develop a strategy for personally 
implementing the best practices. 

79 -0.14 0.92

Goal Commitment   
◊ I have been committed to the STV goal that I set. 81 0.44 0.77
◊ It is important for me to accomplish the STV goal that I set. 81 0.65 0.69
◊ Since the workshop, I have increased my attention to Farm 

Bureau Foundations best practices. 
80 0.49 0.78

◊ Compared to those who did not attend the workshop, my attention 
has been more focused on the Farm Bureau Foundations best 
practices. 

79 0.48 0.70

◊ I have invested a high level of effort in adopting the Farm Bureau 
Foundations best practices. 

79 0.13 0.81

◊ Overall, I have been highly persistence in working toward my 
STV goal. 

79 0.14 0.83

Self-Efficacy   
◊ During the months following the workshop, I was confident in my 

ability to adopt the Farm Bureau Foundations best practices. 
81 0.57 0.74

◊ After the Farm Bureau Foundations workshop, I was prepared to 
apply knowledge and strategies related to the best practices. 

79 0.70 0.68

◊ As a result of this program, I am a more effective Farm Bureau 
member and leader. 

79 0.72 0.68

Goal Performance   
◊ As a result of this program, I am a more effective Farm Bureau 

member and leader. 
79 0.72 0.68

◊ As a result of this program, other members of my local Farm 
Bureau board have become more effective. 

79 0.47 0.71

◊ As a result of this program, my local Farm Bureau as a whole has 
become more effective. 

79 0.49 0.75
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Construct Component n Mean SD
Other/Unique   
◊ I have been able to gauge my progress in adopting best practices 

addressed in the Farm Bureau Foundations program. 
81 0.30 0.77

◊ I have received feedback from others regarding my progress in 
adopting the best practices. 

80 -0.16 0.77

◊ Adopting the Farm Bureau Foundations best practices requires a 
complex set of skills and/or thought. 

80 0.00 0.91

◊ In the months following the workshop, I have found it easy to 
give up or ignore my STV goal. 

78 -0.40 0.83

◊ The success of my local Farm Bureau is dependent upon adopting 
the Farm Bureau Foundations best practices. 

81 0.64 0.78

Note1: SD = standard deviation. 
Note2: Responses options were coded as follows: Strongly Disagree (-2), Disagree (-1), Neither 

Agree nor Disagree (0), Agree (1), or Strongly Agree (2). 
 
 
Table 4-5.  Farm Bureau Foundations’ participants’ ratings on constructs associated with goal 

setting (n=81) 
Goal Theory Component 

Construct  Mean Standard Deviation Minimum Maximum 
Goal Content     

Specificity  0.33 0.57 -1.25  1.25 
Difficulty  -0.26 0.57 -1.60  2.00 

Goal Intensity     
Commitment  0.38 0.56 -1.00  1.50 
Self-efficacy  0.65 0.53 -0.67  2.00 

Performance  0.55 0.64 -1.33  2.00 
Note1: Ratings based on questions that used a five-point Likert-type scale: “Strongly Disagree” 

(-2), “Disagree” (-1), “Neither Agree nor Disagree” (0), “Agree” (1), and “Strongly Agree” 
(2). 
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Table 4-6.  Board-level variables’ correlations with ratings of personal performance on local 

Farm Bureau practices 
 n Pearson’s r 
Individual’s rating of board performance on practices 379 .704*** 
Local board respondents’ average rating of board 

performance on practices 
384 .349*** 

FFBF staff member’s average rating of board 
performance on practices 

270 .195** 

Size of local FFBF board 384  .085  
Percent of local board participants in STV Farm 

Bureau Foundations program component 
384 -.005  

Number of local board participants in STV Farm 
Bureau Foundations program component 

384  .015  

Note: * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 
 
 
Table 4-7.  Individual-level variables’ correlations with ratings of personal performance on local 

Farm Bureau practices 
 n Pearson’s r 
Engagement in practices relative to other six month 

periods 
378  .150** 

Rating of board engagement in practices relative to 
other six month periods 

378  .094 

Number of meetings attended during 6 months 356  .271*** 
Age 373  .151** 
Education level 379 -.115* 
Gender 375 -.053 
Years of membership in FFBF 381  .146** 
Number of years served on the local FFBF board 368  .084  
Attendance at a Farm Bureau Foundations workshop 384  .071  
Note: * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 
 
 
Table 4-8.  Goal-theory constructs’ correlations with ratings of personal performance on local 

Farm Bureau practices (n=80) 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Personal performance          
2. Goal performance rating .223*        
3. Specificity .278* .582***       
4. Difficulty -.200 -.077 -.033      
5. Commitment .261* .623*** .632*** -.059    
6. Self-efficacy .285* .727*** .679*** -.116  .733*** 
Note: * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 
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Table 4-9.  Inter-correlations between selected independent variables at the individual level of analysis 
 Pearson Correlation Coefficients: r 
Variable  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1. Personal performance  

2. Goal specificity .278  

3. Goal difficulty -.200 -.033  

4. Goal commitment .261 .632 -.059  

5. Goal-related self-efficacy .285 .679 .116 .733  

6. Engagement in practices relative 
to other 6 month periods 

.150 .332 -.003 .326 .379  

7. Number of meetings attended 
during 6 months 

.271 .199 .145 .164 .227 .305 

8. Gender -.053 -.014 -.083 .002 .061 .041 -.015

9. Age .151 -.007 -.033 .072 .084 -.003 .046 -.031

10. Education-level -.115 .078 -.233 -.079 -.009 -.019 -.059 .020 -.173

11. Number of years served on local 
FFBF board 

.084 -.039 -.009 .086 .047 -.091 .024 -.087 .524 -.113

12. Size of local FFBF board .085 .076 .167 .051 .001 .062 .137 .017 -.117 .088 -.059

13. Board engagement in practices 
relative to other 6 month periods 

.094 .326 -.075 .345 .384 .426 .155 -.015 .054 -.095 -.056 .101

14. Treatment group dummy code .071 --- --- --- --- .082 .116 .128 .009 .058 -.030 -.040 -.007

15. Control group dummy code -.043 --- --- --- --- .034 -.099 -.081 .040 -.005 -.006 -.004 .075

Note1: Coefficients in bold are significant at the .05 alpha level. 
Note2: Correlations between group controls and goal theory constructs are not reported because goal constructs were measured for the 

treatment group (program participants) only.
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Table 4-10.  Regression models for individual performance: Explaining average rating for personal performance among best practices 
using variables associated with goal core, moderators, and mechanisms 

Model 1i 
n=80 

Model 2i 
n=80 

Model 3i 
n=72 

Model 4i 
n=72 

Model 5i 
n=336 

Source Est. α Est. α Est. α Est. α Est. α 
             

Adjusted R-Square  .091 .083 .214 .194 .081
F-Statistic  4.95 .009 2.78 .033 2.93 .005 2.42 .012 3.96 <.001
  
Intercept  1.95 <.001 1.89 <.001 1.91 <.001 1.92 <.001 1.36 <.001
Goal Content  
◊ Specificity  0.24 .013 0.14 .308 0.19 .204 0.18 .225
◊ Difficulty  -0.17 .079 -0.16 .106 -0.22 .050 -0.24 .041

Goal Intensity  
◊ Commitment  0.08 .607 -0.03 .863 -0.03 .817
◊ Self-Efficacy  0.10 .550 0.17 .341 0.20 .299

Individual-Level  
◊ Engagement in practices relative to other 6 month periods 0.02 .799 0.04 .688 0.08 .042
◊ Number of meetings attended during 6 months   -0.01 .738 -0.01 .652 0.04 .003
◊ Gender       -0.39 .006 -0.43 .006 -0.06 .566
◊ Age       0.00 .339 0.00 .349 0.00 .023
◊ Education level       -0.08 .059 -0.09 .048 -0.03 .080
◊ Number of years served on local FFBF board    0.01 .377 0.01 .913 0.00 .922

Board Characteristics       
◊ Size of local FFBF board     0.01 .510 0.00 .298
◊ Level of board engagement in practices relative to other 6 month periods -0.03 .765 0.01 .847

Group Controls 
◊ Treatment dummy code 0.06 .338
◊ Control dummy code -0.01 .920

             

 



 

 

134

Table 4-11.  Standardized regression models for individual performance: Explaining average rating for personal performance among 
best practices using variables associated with goal core, moderators, and mechanisms 

Model 1i 
n=80 

Model 2i 
n=80 

Model 3i 
n=72 

Model 4i 
n=72 

Model 5i 
n=336 

Source Est. α Est. α Est. α Est. α Est. α 
             

Adjusted R-Square  .091 .083 .214 .194 .081
F-Statistic  4.95 .009 2.78 .033 2.93 .005 2.42 .012 3.96 <.001
Goal Content  
◊ Specificity  0.27 .013 0.15 .308 0.20 .204 0.19 .225
◊ Difficulty  -0.19 .079 -0.18 .106 -0.22 .050 -0.25 .041

Goal Intensity  
◊ Commitment  0.08 .607 -0.03 .863 -0.04 .817
◊ Self-Efficacy  0.10 .550 0.17 .341 0.19 .299

Individual-Level  
◊ Engagement in practices relative to other 6 month periods 0.03 .799 0.06 .688 0.12 .042
◊ Number of meetings attended during 6 months   -0.04 .738 -0.06 .652 0.17 .005
◊ Gender       -0.31 .006 -0.34 .006 -0.03 .470
◊ Age       0.12 .339 0.12 .349 0.14 .027
◊ Education level       -0.22 .059 -0.24 .048 -0.09 .071
◊ Number of years served on local FFBF board    0.11 .377 0.11 .381 0.01 .913

Board Characteristics       
◊ Size of local FFBF board     0.08 .510 0.06 .269
◊ Level of board engagement in practices relative to other 6 month periods -0.04 .765 0.01 .831

Group Controls 
◊ Treatment dummy code 0.05 .338
◊ Control dummy code -0.01 .920
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Table 4-12.  Correlation between ratings of board performance on local Farm Bureau practices 
and other ratings of performance 

Correlation w/ Board Performance Rating 
Aggregate of Board 

Member Ratings 
FFBF Field Staff 
Member’s Rating 

Rating of Performance n r n r 
Board member’s average rating of board 

performance on Farm Bureau Foundations 
practices 

-- --- 42 .356* 

FFBF staff member’s average rating of board 
performance on Farm Bureau Foundations 
practices 

42 .356* -- --- 

Board members’ average rating of personal 
performance on Farm Bureau Foundations 
practices 

59  .822*** 42  .381* 

Level of individual member engagement in 
practices relative to other six month periods 

59 -.085 42 -.113 

Level of board engagement in practices relative 
to other six month periods 

59  .307* 42  .118 

Rating of best practices goal effectiveness on 
actual performance 

59 .384** 43 .010 

Note: * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 
 
 
 
Table 4-13.  Correlation between average board member rating of board performance on local 

Farm Bureau practices and board demographics 
Correlation w/ Board Performance Rating 

Aggregate of Board 
Member Ratings 

FFBF Field Staff 
Member’s Rating 

Board Demographics n r n r 
Number of directors 59   .194 43  .423** 
Percent of female directors 59 -.259* 42 -.096 
Average age of directors 59 -.030 42 -.246 
Average education level of directors 59 -.231 42  .029 
Average board tenure of directors  59  .251 42  .344* 
Average years of FFBF membership among 

directors 
59  .337** 42  .140 

Average # of meetings directors attended 
during 6 months 

59  .432*** 42  .413** 

Note: * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 
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Table 4-14.  Correlation between average board member rating of board performance on local 
Farm Bureau practices and Farm Bureau Foundations workshop attendance 

Correlation w/ Board Performance Rating 
Aggregate of Board 

Member Ratings 
FFBF Field Staff 
Member’s Rating 

Level of Attendance n r n r 
Percent of total board 59  .123 43 -.048 
10% of total board 59  .009 43  .022 
25% of total board 59 -.008 43 -.228 
33% of total board 59  .154 43 -.161 
50% of total board 59 .179 43 .031 
Number of board members 59  .148 43  .170 
1 or more board members 59 .117 43 .313* 
2 or more board members 59 .086 43 -.005 
3 or more board members 59 -.011 43  .002 
4 or more board members 59  .231 43  .134 
5 or more board members 59  .213 43  .134 
Note: * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 
 
 



 

 

137

Table 4-15.  Correlation between goal-theory constructs and ratings of board performance on local Farm Bureau practices 
Variable n M SD 1  2  3  4  5  6  
1.Board Performance Rated by Directors 59 2.16 0.33           
2.Board Performance Rated by FFBF Staff 43 1.59 0.50 .355*         
3.Goal Performance Rating 61 8.89 15.8 .384** .010        
4.Specificity 61 4.34 10.8 .388** .118  .676***       
5.Difficulty 61 -3.47 8.4 -.130 .002  -.205 -.158      
6.Commitment 61 5.84 10.4 .270* -.003  .741*** .624*** -.315*   
7.Self-Efficacy 61 10.0 13.8 .215 -.026  .876*** .640*** -.305* .879*** 
Note1: Goal theory constructs (items 3-7) were weighted by % board attendance at workshop. 
Note2: * p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 
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Table 4-16.  Regression models for board performance: Explaining aggregate board member rating for board performance among best 
practices using weighted goal theory constructs, program participation, and board demographics (n=59)

Model 1b Model 2b Model 3b Model 4b Model 5b 
Source Est. α Est. α Est. α Est. α Est. α 
             

Adjusted R-Square .125 .110  .113 .244 .235
F-Statistic  5.16 .009 2.79 .035 2.23 .054 2.70 .009 4.56 .002
   
Intercept  2.11 <.001 2.12 <.001 2.15 <.001 1.93 <.001 1.83 <.001
Goal Content   
◊ Specificity   0.01 .004 0.01 .017 0.01 .020 0.01 .046
◊ Difficulty  -0.00 .564 -0.00 .562 -0.00 .536 -0.00 .498

Goal Intensity   
◊ Commitment  0.01 .389 0.01 .480 0.00 .623
◊ Self-Efficacy  -0.01 .323 -0.01 .463 -0.01 .448

Workshop Attendance   
◊ Percent of board members  -0.00 .492 -0.00 .938
◊ 4 or more board members  0.27 .151 0.12 .517

Board Demographics   
◊ Number of directors   0.01 .248 0.01 .271
◊ Percent of female directors  -0.24 .296 -0.40 .074
◊ Average education level of directors   -0.06 .192 -0.05 .284
◊ Average board tenure among directors    0.00 .600 0.01 .337
◊ Average number of meetings directors attended during 6 months  0.08 .029 0.09 .004
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Table 4-17.  Standardized regression models for board performance: Explaining aggregate board member rating for board 
performance among best practices using weighted goal theory constructs, program participation, and board demographics 
(n=59)

Model 1b Model 2b Model 3b Model 4b Model 5b 
Source Est. α Est. α Est. α Est. α Est. α 
             

Adjusted R-Square .125 .110  .113 .244 .235
F-Statistic  5.16 .009 2.79 .035 2.23 .054 2.70 .009 4.56 .002
Goal Content   
◊ Specificity   0.38 .004 0.40 .017 0.40 .020 0.33 .046
◊ Difficulty  -0.07 .564 -0.08 .562 -0.08 .536 -0.08 .498

Goal Intensity   
◊ Commitment  0.23 .389 0.20 .480 0.13 .623
◊ Self-Efficacy  -0.27 .323 -0.36 .463 -0.27 .448

Workshop Attendance   
◊ Percent of board members  -0.18 .492 -0.02 .938
◊ 4 or more board members  0.29 .151 0.13 .517

Board Demographics   
◊ Number of directors   0.15 .248 0.13 .271
◊ Percent of female directors  -0.13 .296 -0.22 .074
◊ Average education level of directors   -0.16 .192 -0.13 .284
◊ Average board tenure among directors    0.07 .600 0.12 .337
◊ Average number of meetings directors attended during 6 months  0.30 .029 0.37 .004
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CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

Summary of the Study 

Statement of the Problem 

The primary impetus for the STV program was a desire to improve the effectiveness of 

local FFBF boards of directors.  An important question, then, is whether or not aspects of the 

program are influencing board effectiveness.  Did any attitude and behavioral changes occur?  

To a broader degree, though, can changes in board performance be attributed to constructs 

associated with goal setting theory? 

FFBF invested substantial time, money, and effort in the implementation of the Farm 

Bureau Foundations component of the STV program.  Was it worth the investment?  Are the 

participants more proficient in Farm Bureau Foundations related tasks?  FFBF has plans to 

quadruple this investment through implementation of four more components of the STV 

program.  Are there ways to better focus these efforts?  What participant and program 

characteristics are most associated with achievement of the best practices goals?  Does the 

answer lie in a more direct application of goal setting theory?   

With an ex post facto study, it is not possible to directly measure change and answer all of 

these questions.  However, these inquiries lead to an important research question:  What factors, 

variables, or interventions explain the quality of engagement (in terms of best practices) of local 

board members in a multi-level, membership organization?  This question was used to guide the 

exploratory study with the STV program.   
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Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose of the study was to explain local board performance, as related to a 

professional development program for local boards of a nonprofit organization.  The objectives 

of this study were as follows: 

1. Describe select demographics of local Florida Farm Bureau board members and program 
participants; 

2. Measure the engagement level of local Florida Farm Bureau board members in Farm Bureau 
Foundations Best Practices; 

3. Measure the goal attributes experienced by program participants with their Farm Bureau 
Foundations Best Practices goal;  

4. Explain individual-level performance with best practices identified in the Farm Bureau 
Foundations program; and 

5. Explain board-level performance with best practices identified in the Farm Bureau 
Foundations program. 

Methodology 

This was a descriptive study using ex post facto and correlational design to reveal 

relationships and explain local board performance related to best practices promoted in the Farm 

Bureau Foundations program component of Florida Farm Bureau’s Strengthening the Voice 

program.   

Separate survey instruments were designed by the researcher for use with three different 

study populations.  The first population included Farm Bureau Foundations program participants.  

They were administered the “Best Practices Goal Survey.”  The second population was program 

non-participants, and they were administered the “Local Board Practices Survey.”  The third 

population was FFBF field staff, and they were administered the “Field Staff Perceptions 

Survey.” 
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The survey techniques applied in this study closely followed Dillman’s (2000) Tailored 

Design Method for mail surveys.  The procedures yielded an overall survey response rate of 

57.2% among individual board members, representing 98.4% of the local FFBF boards.  In 

addition, the response rate for FFBF field staff was 75%.  Issues associated with unit and item 

non-response were discussed in chapter 3. 

Procedures for data analysis included descriptive statistics, correlational analysis, and 

multivariate regression.  The first four regression models for explaining individual performance 

investigated the explanatory value of the goal theory constructs.  These models included data 

from program participants only, since they were the only ones engaged in the goal setting 

process.  The fifth model investigated only individual demographics and board characteristics, 

thus offering an investigation that included program participants and non-participants. 

Performance at the board-level was assessed by individual board members and by the 

appropriate FFBF assistant director of field services (a.k.a. field staff member).  This assessment 

allowed the researcher to investigate performance at the local board level of analysis.  For the 

models explaining board performance, the dependent variable was the aggregate average of 

board members’ ratings of board engagement in the identified local Farm Bureau practices.  The 

dependent variables included goal constructs (weighted by workshop participation), levels of 

workshop attendance, and other board characteristics.   

Findings 

A summary of the findings of this study are presented in relation to the objectives of the 

study. 

Objective 1: Describe demographics 

As reported in chapter four, the typical FFBF local board member is a white male, about 

55 years old, with some college education.  The average tenure with Farm Bureau is 23 years of 
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membership and 12 years of service on the local board.  Board members who participated in the 

Farm Bureau Foundations component of the Strengthening the Voice program were similar 

demographically, except that they included more females and were likely to have attended more 

Farm Bureau meetings during the period of study. 

Objective 2: Measure engagement level 

When asked about their engagement level in local Farm Bureau practices, respondents’ 

typical rating was “mostly.”  The mean rating was 2.01 based on a scale of zero to three: (0) not 

at all, (1) somewhat, (2) mostly, and (3) completely.  When asked to rate the local board’s 

engagement in the same series of practices, the mean rating was somewhat higher at 2.24.  Tests 

for differences between the population sub-groups displayed no significant differences among 

the average ratings.  However, program participants reported significantly higher engagement 

levels in specific practices associated with workshop objective four, including: 

• Strengthen the ‘Voice of Agriculture’ by getting involved in statewide committees; 
• Plan for policy implementation challenges before they arise; and 
• Consult others, including adversaries, for input and feedback on policy ideas. 
 
In addition, the treatment group reported significantly higher levels of board engagement in two 

of the same practices: 

• Strengthen the ‘Voice of Agriculture’ by getting involved in statewide committees; and 
• Consult others, including adversaries, for input and feedback on policy ideas. 
 
Objective 3: Measure goal attributes 

Respondents who participated in the Farm Bureau Foundations program component and 

set a goal for implementing recommended best practices tended to identify their goals as 

specific, yet not difficult.  They tended to be somewhat committed to their goals and believed 

they possessed the ability necessary to complete the relevant tasks.  In addition, they expressed 

some agreement that the Farm Bureau Foundations program component contributed toward 
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improved individual and local board performance.  Among individual goal-related statements, 

the statement that respondents agreed with most was “as a result of this program, I am a more 

effective Farm Bureau member and leader.”  The statement with the second-highest level of 

agreement was “after the Farm Bureau Foundations workshop, I was prepared to apply 

knowledge and strategies related to the best practices.”  The statement with the highest level of 

disagreement was “in general, the Farm Bureau Foundations best practices proposed in the 

workshop are difficult to implement.”   

Objective 4: Explain individual performance on best practices 

Regression models explain up to 21% of the variance in reported personal performance.  

The variance is explained most when perceptions of goal content, perceptions of goal intensity, 

and reported demographics are all considered.  When individual demographics and local board 

characteristics are considered alone, 8% of the variance in reported personal performance can be 

explained.  Other key findings from the regression models are as follows: 

• Goal specificity has a positive relationship with reported performance when goal difficulty 
alone is controlled, but the relationship is not significant when other explanatory variables 
are added to the model.  

• Goal difficulty and being female have a negative relationship with reported performance 
when both are included in a regression model, but each is not significant when the other is 
missing from the model. 

• Education level has a negative relationship with reported performance when goal 
constructs, individual demographics, and board characteristics are controlled. 

• When individual demographics and board characteristics are considered separate from goal 
constructs, personal performance is positively related with increased engagement, 
increased meeting attendance, and increased age.  

Objective 5: Explain local board performance on best practices 

Regression models explain nearly 25% of the variance in reported board performance.  The 

variance is explained most when perceptions of goal content, perceptions of goal intensity, 
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workshop attendance, and identified board characteristics are all considered.  Goal specificity has 

a positive relationship with reported board performance, and that relationship remains significant 

when other variables are controlled.  In addition, average meeting attendance is positively related 

to reported board performance and continues to display a significant relationship when other 

variables are controlled.  When individual demographics and local board characteristics are 

considered alone, 23.5% of the variance in reported board performance can be explained.   

Conclusions and Discussion 

 Because this was a census study of FFBF local board members, the generalizability of the 

conclusions and recommendations of the study beyond the population described should be 

carefully considered. With this limitation in mind, the following conclusions were derived from 

the findings of the five research objectives.  Each conclusion is listed as a bold paragraph 

heading and is followed by a brief discussion of the conclusion. 

Objective 1: Describe Demographics 

FFBF local board members have extensive experience in terms of age, Farm Bureau 

membership, and years of service on the local Farm Bureau board.  As found in previous 

research by Carter (2004), there is little turnover among FFBF local board members.  This can be 

helpful to the degree that added experience is beneficial.  However, new board members can 

bring new ideas and the lack of turnover and “youth” on local FFBF boards can cause the local 

boards and the organization to grow stagnant (Scribner, 2004).  Furthermore, the lack of younger 

members serving on local FFBF boards may be symptomatic of other problems.  Do younger 

members lack a desire to serve the organization in these local leadership roles?  Are younger 

members interested in serving, yet do not feel qualified or welcome?  Unfortunately, research 

rarely explores questions surrounding voluntary leader succession (Schall, 1997; Sorenson, 
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2004).  These questions require further investigation, if FFBF is interested in receiving the 

strategic benefits that younger leaders can provide. 

Local board members who attended the Farm Bureau Foundations workshop were 

more likely than other local board members to be female.  The reason why female board 

members were more likely to attend the Farm Bureau Foundations workshop is unknown.  It 

may be that female board members are simply more willing to attend professional development 

programs.  Carter and Rudd (2005) recognized that there is a trend toward increased female 

leadership in agricultural organizations and perhaps this change is being facilitated through 

increased involvement in professional development programming.  In any case, Farm Bureau 

should consider if this differential involvement changes the profile of volunteer leaders in the 

organization.  This is an issue that may warrant further exploration, especially since local boards 

with higher ratios of female directors were associated with lower ratings of board performance.  

If the Strengthening the Voice program is intended to improve local board performance, and 

females are more likely to participate than males, then the program theory would suggest that 

local boards with a higher ratio of female directors should have higher levels of board 

performance.  However, the current study does not provide evidence to support that conclusion.  

Questions associated with gender differences in program participation should be explored further 

and any mediating factors should be exposed.   

Local board members who attended the Farm Bureau Foundations workshop were 

likely to have attended more local Farm Bureau meetings than other local board members.  

The relationship between workshop attendance and increased meeting attendance could be a 

causal relationship, but there is not sufficient evidence to support the causality.  What is more 

likely is that some board members are simply more involved or more motivated to attend 
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meetings and events.  Their attendance did not increase their motivation for involvement but 

rather is symptomatic of their level of involvement in the organization.  If this is the case, then 

the workshop participants are not representative of the larger population, and this difference has 

important implications for program impact (Rossi et al., 2004).  Local FFBF directors who have 

less involvement are not being reached by the program.  FFBF should seek out ways to reach this 

underserved portion of the population.  Perhaps board members who attend fewer meetings have 

time constraints that prevent them from being as fully involved.  They should be consulted to 

determine how professional development opportunities can be tailored to better fit their 

schedules and needs.  

Objective 2: Measure Engagement Level 

Among recommended local Farm Bureau practices, board members were most 

confident in their performance on practices that involved their relationship with the Farm 

Bureau insurance agency.  The fact that insurance related practices are the two highest rated 

Farm Bureau Foundations practices is somewhat confusing and disheartening.  It is confusing 

because the finding seems somewhat contradictory to earlier research by Kaufman and Rudd 

(2006), who identified insurance operations as a professional development topic for local FFB 

board members.  The high ratings for insurance practices are somewhat disheartening because 

insurance operations should not be the dominant focus of the Federation (FFBF, 2006).  FFBF 

offers insurance as a service and member benefit, and the insurance operations of the Federation 

have important financial implications.  However, FFBF leaders have expressed concern about 

maintaining the focus of the Federation and keeping insurance operations in perspective.  Since 

maintaining a working relationship with the local insurance agency is among the local Farm 

Bureau best practices, it is positive to see high ratings of this area.  Even still, further research is 

needed to explore why other practices are not being more highly rated. 
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The local Farm Bureau practice with the area for greatest improvement is “limit 

board meeting discussion to Federation business.”  The desire for more efficient local FFBF 

board meetings surfaced in prior research by Carter (2004) and by Kaufman and Rudd (2006).  

One of the concerns expressed in the research by Kaufman and Rudd was that local FFBF board 

meetings can get off task and lose their focus.  While some board members expressed little 

concern for meeting time being spent on non-official business, others expressed concerns about 

meeting efficiency and productivity.  According to Kloppenbog and Petrick (1999), “an effective 

meeting has three major performance goals: (1) the relationship goal (getting to know each other 

interpersonally as colleagues, building cohesion and social initiatives for performance, and 

setting meeting and decision-making ground rules), (2) the task goal (understand project at hand, 

resources available, immediate assignments, and develop a work plan with all key stakeholders 

involved), and (3) the learning goal (identification of collective learning gaps, acknowledgement 

of lessons learned through active participation in quality methods, and celebration of meeting 

accomplishments)” (p. 168-169).  Local Farm Bureau boards may be spending too much time on 

the relational goal and not enough on the task and learning goals.  Meetings that lose their focus 

and purpose also lose their appeal for individuals who have other time priorities.  Although 

curriculum in the Farm Bureau Foundations workshop promoted the practice of keeping local 

board meetings focused on Federation business, it is likely that more needs to be done in this 

area. 

Participants in the Farm Bureau Foundations program have been more proactive 

than non-participants in the way they approach local Farm Bureau issues.  Significant 

differences between groups’ average ratings of performance did not surface.  However, 

significant differences did exist among individual practices associated with objective four of the 
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workshop.  Those practices included getting involved in statewide committees, planning for 

policy implementation challenges, and consulting others on policy ideas.  These practices 

suggest a certain degree of proactive approach for addressing local Farm Bureau issues.  

Although this study lacks sufficient evidence to claim a causal relationship between program 

participation and this proactive approach, the causal path is plausible.  This proactive approach is 

necessary for effective grassroots efforts (Smith, 1999) and is an important anticipated outcome 

of the Strengthening the Voice program.  Where possible, more should be done to foster 

continued engagement in these proactive tasks.  In addition, more research should be done to 

determine if these are indeed program outcomes and to improve the understanding of how such 

efforts can be further advanced. 

Objective 3: Measure Goal Attributes 

The best practices goals set by participants in the Farm Bureau Foundations program 

component were specific but were lacking in difficulty.  According to goal setting theory, 

specific, difficult goals improve performance (Locke & Latham, 1990, 2002).  In fact, a key 

aspect of goal setting theory is the belief that a positive, linear relationship exists between goal 

difficulty and end performance.  Because the participants in the Farm Bureau Foundations 

program component did not perceive their best practices goals as being difficult, some of the 

potential effect of the goal setting was lost.  Future goal setting efforts should emphasize the 

value and importance of setting difficult goals.  When appropriate, goals should be assigned in a 

manner that ensures a minimum degree of difficulty.  As for the observed influence of goal 

specificity, more research is needed to determine how specificity increases performance without 

the complimentary aspect of difficulty.  Perhaps the influence is primarily through the goal 

mechanism that Locke and Latham (2002) have identified as choice/direction.  In fact, path 

analysis research would be helpful for improving understanding of how all goal constructs 
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influence one another.  The theory has been tested through regression and correlational analysis, 

but path analysis through structural equation modeling provides the opportunity for further 

clarification and advancement of the theory. 

The goal intensity experienced by program participants was low, but as a whole the 

group tended to be more committed than not and generally felt prepared to implement the 

recommended practices.  Although goal intensity could have been improved through increased 

goal commitment, the program participants as a whole felt somewhat committed to their goals.  

This commitment may have been fueled somewhat by their self-efficacy with the tasks.  

Respondents’ agreement with questions about goal commitment and self-efficacy suggests that 

the program is in a position to benefit from the performance relationships discussed in goal 

setting theory.  However, more can be done to maximize the goal intensity experienced or 

expressed by program participants, which should in turn provide further increases in 

performance.  According to Locke and Latham (1990; 1994), goal intensity can be influenced 

through role modeling, persuasive communication, and by exerting reasonable pressure for 

performance.  Some role modeling and persuasive communication has already been built into 

program activities for the Strengthening the Voice program.  However, more can be done to 

provide sufficient “treatment.”  It might be helpful to further educate the FFBF field staff and 

program presenters on the important potential effects of goal intensity and how they can directly 

influence goal intensity, particularly through influences on goal commitment.   

Overall, participants in the Farm Bureau Foundations program component believed 

the program helped them to become more effective Farm Bureau members and leaders.  

Generally speaking, program participants perceived the program to be beneficial.  Although end-

of workshop questionnaires showed this to be true, it is important to know that the participants 
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still believed it to be true at the time of this study – more than six months after attending the 

workshop.  Not only is this a positive indicator of program value, this perception is encouraging 

for participation in future Strengthening the Voice program components.  Participants who 

maintained a belief that the program was beneficial will be likely to attend future program 

components and may be more likely to encourage attendance by others.  While it is important to 

recognize that this is a perceived benefit, the perception can have practical implications for 

future program participation and motivation to learn (Wlodkowski, 1997). 

Objective 4: Explain Individual Performance on Best Practices 

Attendance at Farm Bureau Foundations workshop, in and of itself, did not cause a 

significant difference in performance among the local Farm Bureau practices.  The finding 

that workshop attendance was not significantly correlated with improved personal performance 

is discouraging in some ways – especially for those individuals who have made significant 

investments in the program.  However, this finding should not be a total surprise.  According to 

Rossi’s Iron Law: “the expected value for any measured effect of a social program is zero” 

(Rossi et al., 2004, p. 5).  In addition, adult program planning models generally suggest that 

multiple learning experiences are required in order to achieve desired outcomes (Boone et al., 

2002).  Transfer of learning to behavior does not happen automatically, and it may be that more 

needs to be done to assist that transfer of learning to behavior (Caffarella, 2002).  In fact, the 

reason this study is investigating goal setting theory is for its potential in transferring learning to 

behavior.  The fact that workshop attendance does not provide a sufficient explanation for 

differences in performance provides even more rationale for investigating the effects of goal 

setting.  Even still, program implementation failure may have contributed to a diminished 

treatment effect.  Inconsistencies in the goal setting process and follow-up mailings prevented 

some program participants from receiving the full treatment of the program may have limited the 
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overall program effect.  These inconsistencies should be addressed in future implementation of 

the program. 

Meeting attendance is a key attribute associated with high personal performance 

among the local Farm Bureau practices.  The data suggests that meeting attendance during the 

six month period of study was a better predictor of personal performance than attendance at the 

Farm Bureau Foundations workshops.  Although there is not sufficient evidence to identify a 

causal relationship between meeting attendance and personal performance, this potential should 

be explored.  Perhaps one of the keys to increasing personal performance on the local Farm 

Bureau practices is to encourage increased meeting attendance.  However, before too much 

emphasis is placed on this relationship, more research should be done to understand what a 

higher number for meetings attended really means.  Lower meeting attendance is not necessarily 

representative of increased meeting absence.  Local boards do not always have monthly 

meetings; instead the trend of meetings tends to be seasonal.  Some boards meet once a month, 

except during the summer months when they might not meet at all.  The data collected in this 

study fails to indicate whether the differences in meeting attendance are due to a personal 

characteristic that involves meeting absence or a board level characteristic that might vary 

depending on the period of study.  If the difference is a board characteristic that represents 

frequency of board meetings, the relationship between frequency and performance is contrary to 

findings by Brown (2005) that frequency of nonprofit board meetings is not associated with any 

measure of board performance.  More research should be done to explore and better understand 

the relationship between meeting attendance and personal performance. 

Perceived differences in the goal setting process help to explain perceived levels of 

goal performance.  This study provides evidence of the practical value of goal setting theory in 
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explaining personal performance among local FFBF board members.  Goal setting theory 

suggests that goal specificity and goal difficulty should be the most significant contributors to 

personal performance (Locke & Latham, 1990).  Although goal difficulty and goal specificity 

were not consistently significant in explaining performance, their observed effect sizes often 

exceeded the observed effect sizes of the individual demographic variables analyzed.  In 

addition, goal commitment and self-efficacy were significantly correlated with performance and 

displayed moderate effect sizes.  The principles of goal setting theory should be further applied 

in professional development efforts with local Farm Bureau board members.  In addition, options 

and opportunities for incorporating the principles of goal setting theory in similar contexts 

should be explored.  As the principles of goal setting theory are applied, additional research 

should be conducted to determine the merit of applying goal setting theory in these new contexts. 

Education level is an important consideration for understanding and explaining 

personal performance.  The relationship between demographic variables (education level and 

gender) and performance was somewhat unexpected.  Based on the review of literature, 

education level has been considered, but observed effects from higher education are the 

exception.  Doest and colleagues (2006) reported that more highly educated respondents 

expressed lower performance on personal goals due to higher levels of emotional exhaustion.  

This explanation may also fit the situation with Farm Bureau local leaders.  Another explanation 

for differential observed effects for education level may be related to the use of self-ratings of 

performance.  Board members with higher education levels may set a higher standard for 

personal performance, and they also might be more cognizant of deficiencies in performance.   

Gender is an important consideration for understanding and explaining personal 

performance.  The relationship between gender and performance was unexpected, and the way 
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gender combined with goal difficulty is perplexing.  Gender has been considered in previous 

studies of goal setting, but effects from gender are rare.  Cullen and colleagues (2004) found 

male students were having more success with general goal setting than female students.  

However, these researchers recognized the uniqueness of their findings and suggested that 

further research be conducted to confirm the findings before drawing conclusions.  The observed 

interaction between gender and goal difficulty was an unexpected finding and one that certainly 

warrants further investigation.  Is this relationship common among a variety of goal setting 

situations, or is the situation context dependent?  Because Farm Bureau has traditionally been a 

male dominated organization, it may be that female board members have more difficulty in 

breaking barriers that limit change among local Farm Bureau practices.  This situation is 

consistent with role congruity theory, which predicts prejudice against female leaders (Eagly & 

Karau, 2002).  Another possible explanation for the discrepancy in performance is that females 

may be more critical of their personal performance than males.  Rudd (2000) found that to be 

true in his investigation of leadership styles of Florida’s county Extension directors.  Observer 

ratings of the directors suggested that the female directors were performing at higher levels than 

their male counterparts.  However, the females’ self-ratings of performance were lower than 

observer ratings, whereas males’ self-ratings of performance tended to be higher than their 

observer ratings.  The relationship between gender and personal performance should be further 

explored, and the organization should consider the potential benefits of targeting new 

programming specifically toward female local leaders. 

Objective 5: Explain Local Board Performance on Best Practices 

FFBF field staff perceived higher levels of performance from local boards that were 

larger, had higher meeting attendance, and had directors with longer tenures.  The reason 

why FFBF field staff members perceive these local boards to have higher levels of performance 
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should be further explored.  Among local board members’ ratings of board performance, board 

size and directors’ tenures did not share the same significant relationship as they did with FFBF 

field staff members’ ratings of board performance.  This discrepancy is an area for further 

research.  Other studies have shown positive relationships between board size and reputation of 

the organization (Bradshaw, Murray, & Wolpin, 1992); however, research generally supports the 

conclusion that there is no relationship between board size and increased board performance (W. 

A. Brown, 2005).  If the difference in this study is a perception by FFBF staff rather than an 

actual measure of board performance, steps should be taken to resolve this misperception.  

Otherwise, smaller boards are at a disadvantage in receiving recognition for positive 

performance.  The same could be true for boards with longer average tenures among directors.  

With regard to meeting attendance, as was discussed previously, more information is needed to 

better understand the meeting attendance variable as measured in this study.  The question 

remains whether lower meeting attendance is a representation of individual meeting absence or a 

reduced frequency of board meetings. 

Local board members perceived higher levels of board performance when meeting 

attendance was higher and directors had a longer history of membership in Farm Bureau.  

This issue of meeting attendance requires further investigation (as previously mentioned).  

However, the connection between length of Farm Bureau membership and board performance on 

local Farm Bureau practices has immediate implications.  Local board members who have a 

longer membership history with the organization are likely benefiting from that experience and 

transferring it to local Farm Bureau practices.  If increased membership experience is truly 

associated with higher levels of board performance (as opposed to higher levels of perceived 

performance), then FFBF should capitalize on this relationship.  Perhaps mentoring programs 
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should be encouraged as a way of pairing local leaders with less membership experience with 

those who have more membership experience.  The potential benefit is higher levels of 

performance among all local leaders and boards.  One question to be explored before investing in 

such a mentoring program is why the same relationship between length of organizational 

membership and performance was not observed in FFBF staff members’ ratings of board 

performance. 

The local board’s inclusion of female directors is a helpful consideration for 

explaining reported board performance.  As previously mentioned, the influence of gender on 

performance was somewhat unexpected.  Regression models suggest that the influence may be 

mediated by other factors, but it would be imprudent to ignore the potential differences between 

genders.  Because Farm Bureau has traditionally been a male dominated organization, it should 

pay particular attention to negative effects or limits that local culture and structures place on 

performance by female board members (Eagly & Karau, 2002).  The effects of gender should be 

further explored, and the organization should consider targeting new programming specifically 

toward female local leaders.  The plans for such programming should be based on additional 

research with female local board members.  Eagly and Carli (2003) argue that “women have 

some advantages in typical leadership style but suffer some disadvantages from prejudicial 

evaluations of their competence as leaders, especially in masculine organizational contexts” (p. 

807).  Any such prejudices within Farm Bureau should be exposed and efforts should be effort 

should be taken to capitalize on the leadership advantages that women offer.  Focus groups with 

these members may yield valuable information that could make future programming more 

successful. 
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Attendance at Farm Bureau Foundations workshop is not sufficient for explaining 

differences in board performance among the local Farm Bureau practices promoted in the 

program.  As previously mentioned, the finding that workshop attendance does not directly lead 

to improved performance can be discouraging.  However, the degree of participation among 

individuals varies, and those differential effects provide guidance for program improvement.  

FFBF staff members need to recognize that getting local leaders to attend the program is only an 

initial step.  The next step is to influence the way the leaders receive the program and set goals 

for transferring the learning to behavior change.  In addition, the workshop follow-up through 

newsletters and informal communication are important aspects of the program theory that need 

to be implemented.  Poor records of attendance prevented some participants from receiving 

follow-up mailings, which in turn diminished the treatment and may have diminished the 

treatment effect.  More systematic implementation of the program is needed in order to ensure 

full program effects. 

Constructs associated with goal setting theory are helpful in explaining board 

performance.  This study provides evidence in support of applying goal setting theory in 

professional development programming for FFBF local boards.  The Strengthening the Voice 

program should continue to incorporate practices associated with goal setting theory.  In 

addition, the program presenters should explore ways to further capitalize on the benefits of goal 

setting for improving local board performance.  One area for improvement is with goal difficulty.  

The theory identifies goal difficulty as an important positive contributor to performance (Locke 

& Latham, 1990).  However, evidence from this study suggests that participants did not perceive 

their goals as being difficult and therefore did not fully utilize that aspect of the theory. 
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Implications 

Goal Setting Theory 

Although goal setting theory has been supported in previous research, the findings from 

this study have implications for the theory and provide questions to guide additional research on 

the theory.  Much of the previous research involving goal setting theory has focused on 

application in business settings.  This study provides some initial support for the use of goal 

setting in nonprofit organizations and volunteer professional development.  However, the way 

goal setting works in these contexts may be different.  The role of goal difficulty may be less 

important than goal specificity and goal intensity.  More research should be done to investigate 

differential effects.  A first step in that process is to improve measures of the goal constructs.  

Measurement error was a concern in this study and is likely to be a concern in future studies.  To 

the degree that it is possible, universal measures should be created that meet generally accepted 

standards for validity and reliability.  Once valid, reliable instruments are available, additional 

research can be conducted to further investigate causal paths and interactive effects.  Beyond the 

goal constructs, more empirical evidence is needed to understand the influence and interactive 

effects of demographic variables, including gender and education level.  The interactive effects 

between gender and goal difficulty offer potential implications for future application of the 

theory.  Although goal setting theory has been extensively tested over the past 40 years, more 

research is needed to guide future application of the theory. 

 “Strengthening the Voice” Program Theory 

The findings from this study have several implications for the Strengthening the Voice 

program theory.  First, goal setting should take a more prominent role in the program.  Goal 

setting was included as a component, but the setting of specific goals for learning transfer is a 

critical component for program success.  Program presenters likely need additional training to 
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facilitate the goal setting process and more time should be spent guiding and promoting the goal 

setting by program participants.  In particular, efforts should be taken to increase goal intensity 

and perhaps goal difficulty.  Throughout the process, the best practices need to be emphasized 

and modeled for participants.  After the participants set goals for implementing the best 

practices, feedback on individual board progress must to be emphasized.  One way to provide 

specific feedback is through performance measures.  However, questions remain about the 

validity and reliability of the self-assessments applied in this study, so better measures should be 

sought, clarified and adopted.  Beyond these implications from the study, questions about 

coverage bias should be answered.  The participants in the Farm Bureau Foundations program 

component reported higher rates of meeting attendance and higher levels of engagement in 

activities like state advisory committees.  If these differences are not program effects, then 

coverage bias exists and should be addressed.  The program is intended to reach all local board 

members, not only those that have higher levels of involvement in the organization.  As coverage 

bias is addressed, the unique perspectives of female board members should also be considered.  

Female board members were more likely to participate in the program than male board members, 

but they also experienced the program differently – particularly with regard to goal difficulty.  

These differences should be considered in future iterations of the program. 

Recommendations  

Based upon the findings and conclusions of this study, the researcher recommends the 

following to the Florida Farm Bureau Federation:  

• Generate and promote ideas for involving new, younger local leaders while maintaining 
the benefits of experienced leaders.  The organization already relies heavily on experienced 
member-leaders; the involvement of new or less experienced member-leaders is an 
opportunity area.  One opportunity might be a mentoring program that pairs local leaders 
who have less membership experience with local leaders who have more membership 
experience.  Such a program may yield benefits of improved performance on local Farm 
Bureau practices. 
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• Explore options for providing professional development programming to local leaders who 
have less regular attendance at Farm Bureau meetings and programs.  The Strengthening 
the Voice program appears to be attracting local leaders that regularly attend Farm Bureau 
meetings, but the organization should address the coverage bias against those who attend 
meetings less regularly. 

• Place continued emphasis on the “best practice” of limiting local FFBF board meetings to 
Federation business.  It may be helpful to consider sub-elements or alternative approaches 
to this practice and promote those.  For example, rather than discourage non-business 
discussion, the approach may be to incorporate social opportunities before or after 
meetings in order to allow for non-business discussion. 

• Help local FFBF board members build upon their success in engagement with insurance 
related practices and transfer that success to other local Farm Bureau best practices.  The 
high performance cycle associated with goal setting theory suggests the success in one area 
contributes to commitment to future goals.  FFBF should capitalize on this opportunity for 
increased commitment to performance goals. 

• Emphasize with local FFBF leaders the importance of setting specific goals in order to 
improve performance.  An initial step may to further educate FFBF staff members on the 
components and benefits of goal setting theory so that they are able to communicate this 
information locally. 

• Consider the differential effects that gender has on reported performance and how both 
organizational and programming changes might better address these differences.  Farm 
Bureau has traditionally been a male-dominated organization, and additional effort may be 
needed to facilitate changes in the organization that allowed for increased involvement by 
female member-leaders. 

• Continue to implement the Strengthening the Voice program, while better implementing 
the principles of goal setting theory.  Initial findings suggest a perceived value among 
participants and early evidence suggests some practical value for improving both 
individual and board performance.  However, workshop attendance alone does not appear 
to impact performance.  As a result, more should be done to emphasize the aspects of the 
program that do make a difference, namely the setting of specific goals for implementing 
recommended practices.  

• Establish and promote systematic procedures to ensure more standardized implementation 
of the Strengthening the Voice program.  Some variation in workshop delivery is inevitable 
due to differences among presenters and workshop participants.  However, procedures for 
goal setting and workshop follow-up need to be more consistent in order to ensure that all 
program participants received the same level of treatment and have and equal opportunity 
to experience the treatment effects. 

• Explore the relationship between FFBF staff ratings of board performance and board size.  
If evidence of misperceptions surface, steps should be taken to help FFBF staff members 
more accurately recognize superior performance among local FFBF boards.  An initial step 
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in this regard would be to clarify the characteristics or outcomes of effective boards and 
adopt appropriate guidelines for rating board performance. 

Suggestions for Additional Research 

Based upon the findings and conclusions of this study, the following suggestions for 

additional research were made:  

• Additional research with Florida Farm Bureau should explore the relationship between 
performance and levels of meeting attendance.  The investigation should determine if 
negative or limiting effects are from individual meeting absences or from less frequent 
local board meetings being scheduled.  In addition, the effects should be examined over the 
course of a full year to account for seasonal differences in the regularity of board meetings.   

• Continue to investigate the effects of applying the principles of goal setting theory.  
Investigation should continue with FFBF local boards and other volunteer-based groups.  
When possible, the implementation of goal setting principles should be more rigorous, 
with particular emphasis on increasing levels of goal difficulty.  In addition, path analysis 
through structural equation model should be applied to further clarify the pathways that 
goal constructs follow in their influence on performance. 

• Explore options for measures of volunteer board performance that offer better evidence of 
validity and reliability.  Several researchers have been working in this area, but the 
proposed measures of board performance are often not appropriate for evaluating local 
boards similar to those in FFBF.  Since many of the local boards do not have executive 
directors, measures that require executive director ratings cannot be applied.  In addition, 
many of the proposed measures focus on financial criteria, such as fundraising, which is 
less emphasized in a membership organization like Farm Bureau. 

• Explore options for measures of goal constructs that offer improved reliability and validity.  
Thousands of studies have been conducted involving goal setting theory, and the observed 
reliability of goal constructs has exceeded the general social science expectation of .80 and 
above.  The measures applied in those studies should be synthesized into a universal 
instrument that can be adapted for specific contexts. 

• Investigate the differential effects that gender and education level have on goal setting and 
performance.  Particular attention should be paid to the potential interaction between 
gender and goal difficulty.  Once again, improved measures of goal constructs, and goal 
difficulty in particular, would be helpful in examining differential effects. 

• Make changes in future studies to provide for decreased measurement error.  
Recommended changes to questionnaire design include the following: 

o Ask “What is the name (i.e. county) of the local Farm Bureau that you serve?” 
rather than “In what county do you reside?”  The county of residence is irrelevant, 
since some local board members reside outside the county after which the local 
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board is named.  In addition, Palm Beach County has two local FFBF boards: 
Palm Beach and West Palm Beach.  Although the researcher was able to use 
FFBF records to appropriately categorize respondents, collecting the information 
within the survey instrument would have its advantages. 

o Collect demographic information that involves a length of time, the researcher 
should eliminate the need for participants to calculate the length.  For example, if 
the current study is replicated, the questionnaire should ask “In what year did you 
join Farm Bureau?” rather than “How many years have you been a Farm Bureau 
member?”  This would eliminate respondents from having to perform the 
calculation, and it may result in more accurate responses. 

o When asking respondents to report meeting attendance over a period of time, 
asked them to report both the number of meetings they attended and the number 
of meetings offered.  The addition of a variable that identifies the highest possible 
number of meetings attended would offer opportunities for increased analysis and 
better understanding of the levels of meeting attendance. 

o Consider changes for improving perceptions of survey length.  Based on concerns 
raised in the cognitive interviews, question numbers were restarted for each 
section of the instruments, rather than using consecutive numbering throughout.  
In order to validate this practice, more research is needed to determine the effects 
of different numbering systems on perceived questionnaire length. 
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APPENDIX B 
WORKSHOP FOLLOW-UP LETTER 

<Date> 
 
<Name> 
<Address 1> 
<City, State Zip Code> 
 
Dear <Name>, 

Thank you for helping to make our recent Strengthening the Voice workshop a success!  I 
enjoyed the productive discussions that occurred as part of the workshop, and I am excited to see 
the positive results in the months to come. 

Enclosed is the Best Practices Goal Sheet that you completed at the conclusion of the workshop.  
As you might recall, we each took a few moments to assess what Best Practices we were already 
doing and then to set goals for Best Practices that we intend to adopt or improve upon.  As you 
look back through the Best Practices, please let me know how I can help to make sure Farm 
Bureau and its members are benefiting your efforts and the efforts of the local board.  I truly 
believe these Best Practices can make a difference. 

Once again, thank your involvement in the recent workshop.  I know time is always in short 
supply, but I am confident that everyone’s involvement in the workshop will result in significant 
benefits.  I look forward to seeing you at our next meeting together. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Ray Crawford, Director of Field Services 
Florida Farm Bureau Federation 
 
RC/lw 
: enclosure 
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APPENDIX C 
WORKSHOP FOLLOW-UP NEWSLETTERS 

The following newsletters were mailed to the workshop participants in the months 

following their participation. 
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APPENDIX F 
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APPENDIX G 
COGNITIVE INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

For this cognitive interview, we are going to use a retrospective probing technique.  As such, you 
will first complete the survey, as if I wasn’t here.  When you are finished, I will have some 
questions about the thought process you used to complete the survey and come up with the 
appropriate answer.  Do you have any questions before we begin? 
 
(Allow the subject to complete the survey.  Observe the subject and take note of any questions 
that take longer to answer than expected.  Also take note of any question skipping patterns that 
occur.  Use these observations to develop spontaneous probes to be added to the questions 
below.  When the subject has completed the survey, follow up with the following scripted 
probes.)  
 
• Are there any questions that you were unsure how to answer?  (If so, why?) 
• How did you come up with your answer to question (#)? 
• Can you tell me, in your own words, what question (#) is asking? 
• How sure are you of your answer to question (#)? 
• How hard was it to answer question (#)? 
• Are there any questions you would like to see reworded?  Which? 
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APPENDIX H 
PRE-NOTICE LETTER TO STUDY PARTICIPANTS 

The following letter was designed to alert study participants about the upcoming invitation 

to participate in the study.   

 

 

 
 

October 6, 2006 

«AddressBlock» 

«GreetingLine» 

Within the next few days, you will receive in the mail a request to complete a brief 
questionnaire for an important research project being conducted for the Florida Farm 
Bureau Federation by the University of Florida.  The findings of the study will be used 
to improve future programs for local Farm Bureau leaders.   

I am writing in advance because we have found that many people like to know ahead 
of time that they will be contacted.  The study is important because it will help the 
Florida Farm Bureau Federation respond to the needs of local leaders. 

Thank you for your time and consideration.  It is only with the generous help of 
people like you that our organization can be successful. 

Sincerely, 

 
Carl B. Loop, President 
Florida Farm Bureau Federation 
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APPENDIX I 
INITIAL QUESTIONNAIRE MAIL-OUT LETTER 

The letters on the following pages were included in the initial questionnaire mail-outs.  The 

first letter was mailed to Farm Bureau Foundations program participants.  The second letter was 

mailed to non-participants.  These letters were approved by the University of Florida’s Institution 

Review Board (IRB-02) and served as the informed consent forms for participation. 
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First Questionnaire Mail-out Letter for Program Participants 

 
 
 
 

October 9, 2006 

«AddressBlock» 

«GreetingLine» 

Thank you for your participation in the Farm Bureau Foundations workshop this past Spring.  It has been 
several months since the workshop, so we have enclosed for your reference a sample copy of the “Best 
Practices Goal Sheet” that you completed at that time.  We now need your help in providing additional feedback 
related to the program.   

All Farm Bureau Foundations program participants are being surveyed, and the answers will be compared with 
non-participants.  Your input will ensure that future Farm Bureau educational programs are an efficient use of 
resources and are focused on local needs. In addition, your participation in this study will contribute to Florida 
Farm Bureau’s progress in its goal of building stronger relationships with county Farm Bureaus. 

Your answers to this survey are completely confidential and will be released only as summaries in which no 
individual’s answers can be identified.  When you return your completed questionnaire in the enclosed stamped 
envelope, your name will be deleted from the mailing list and never connected to your answers in any way.  
This survey is voluntary, and you do not need to answer any question that you wish not to answer.  However, 
you can help Farm Bureau a great deal by taking a few minutes to share your answers to the enclosed survey 
questions.   

Completing the enclosed questionnaire is expected to take no more than 30 minutes.  If for some reason you 
choose not to respond, please let us know by returning the blank questionnaire in the enclosed envelope.  For 
questions about your rights as a research participant please contact the University of Florida Institutional Review 
Board at irb2@ufl.edu or 352-392-0433.  There are no anticipated risks or direct benefits for participants in this 
study.  There is no monetary compensation linked to your participation in this study. 

If you have questions or comments about this study, we would be happy to talk to you.  You may reach Eric 
Kaufman by e-mail at KaufmanE@UFL.Edu or by phone at 352-392-1663.  In addition, you may contact the 
University of Florida faculty supervisor for the study, Glenn Israel, at 352-392-0502 x 246. 

Thank you so much for your assistance and participation. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 
Pat Cockrell 
Florida Farm Bureau Federation 

Eric Kaufman 
University of Florida 

 
Enclosures 

mailto:irb2@ufl.edu
mailto:KaufmanE@UFL.Edu


 

195 

First Questionnaire Mail-out Letter for Program Non-Participants 

 

 
 

October 9, 2006 

«AddressBlock» 

«GreetingLine» 

As a member of the local Farm Bureau board of directors, you have an important role in ensuring the success of 
Florida Farm Bureau and the American Farm Bureau Federation.  The Florida Farm Bureau Federation would 
like your input so that the organization can better meet the needs of the local boards of directors.   

All local Farm Bureau board members in Florida are being surveyed, and it is important that we hear from 
every one.  Your input will ensure that future Farm Bureau educational programs are an efficient use of 
resources and are focused on local needs. In addition, your participation in this study will contribute to Florida 
Farm Bureau’s progress in its goal of building stronger relationships with county Farm Bureaus. 

Your answers to this survey are completely confidential and will be released only as summaries in which no 
individual’s answers can be identified.  When you return your completed questionnaire in the enclosed stamped 
envelope, your name will be deleted from the mailing list and never connected to your answers in any way.  
This survey is voluntary, and you do not need to answer any question that you wish not to answer.  However, 
you can help Farm Bureau a great deal by taking a few minutes to share your answers to the enclosed survey 
questions.   

Completing the enclosed questionnaire is expected to take no more than 20 minutes.  If for some reason you 
choose not to respond, please let us know by returning the blank questionnaire in the enclosed envelope.  For 
questions about your rights as a research participant please contact the University of Florida Institutional Review 
Board at irb2@ufl.edu or 352-392-0433.  There are no anticipated risks or direct benefits for participants in this 
study.  There is no monetary compensation linked to your participation in this study. 

If you have questions or comments about this study, we would be happy to talk to you.  You may reach Eric 
Kaufman by e-mail at KaufmanE@UFL.Edu or by phone at 352-392-1663.  In addition, you may contact the 
University of Florida faculty supervisor for the study, Glenn Israel, at 352-392-0502 x 246. 

Thank you so much for your assistance and participation. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 
Pat Cockrell 
Florida Farm Bureau Federation 

Eric Kaufman 
University of Florida 

 
Enclosures 

mailto:irb2@ufl.edu
mailto:KaufmanE@UFL.Edu


 

APPENDIX J 
THANK-YOU/REMINDER POSTCARD 

 

October 14, 2006 

Last week a questionnaire seeking your input on local Farm Bureau board practices 
was mailed to you.  You response is valuable for ensuring the success of future 
Farm Bureau programs. 

If you have already completed and returned the questionnaire, please accept our 
sincere thanks. If not, please do so today. We are especially grateful for your help 
because it is grassroots involvement that makes Farm Bureau such a great 
organization. 

If you did not receive a questionnaire, or if it was misplaced, please contact Eric 
Kaufman at KaufmanE@UFL.Edu or (352) 392-1663.  You may also direct 
questions about the study to Pat Cockrell at the Florida Farm Bureau office, (352) 
374-1545.  Thank you! 

Sincerely, 

 
Carl B. Loop, President 
Florida Farm Bureau Federation 

 

 

 

PO Box 147030 
Gainesville FL 32614

 

<Name> 
<Address 1> 
<City, State Zip-Code> 
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APPENDIX K 
REPLACEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE MAIL-OUT LETTER 

The letters on the following pages were included in the replacement questionnaire mail-

outs to non-respondents.  The first letter was mailed to Farm Bureau Foundations program 

participants.  The second letter was mailed to non-participants.  
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Replacement Questionnaire Mail-out Letter for Program Participants 

 
 

 
October 30, 2006 

«AddressBlock» 

«GreetingLine» 

About three weeks ago, we sent a questionnaire to you that asked about the Farm Bureau related 
practices of you and your local board.  Some of the questions were a follow-up to the “Best Practices 
Goal” that you set at the conclusion of the Farm Bureau Foundations workshop this past Spring.  To 
the best of our knowledge, your questionnaire has not yet been returned. 

The comments of people who have already responded include a wide variety of experiences and 
opinions related to practices of their local Farm Bureau board.  We believe the results are going to be 
very useful to Florida Farm Bureau Federation leaders and staff to provide valuable programs and 
services for local-level leaders.   

We are writing you again because of the importance that your questionnaire has for helping to get 
accurate results.  Although we sent questionnaires to all local Farm Bureau board members in Florida, 
it’s only be hearing from nearly everyone that we can be sure the results are truly representative.   

A questionnaire identification number is printed on the back cover of the questionnaire so that we can 
check your name off of the mailing list when it is returned.  Your answers to this survey are 
completely confidential and will be released only as summaries in which no individual’s answers can 
be identified.  Protecting the confidentiality of people’s answers is very important to us.  

We hope that you will fill out and return the questionnaire soon, but if for any reason you prefer not to 
answer it, please let us know by returning a note or blank questionnaire in the enclosed stamped 
envelope. 

If you have questions or comments about this study, we would be happy to talk to you.  You may 
reach Eric Kaufman by e-mail at KaufmanE@UFL.Edu or by phone at 352-392-1663.  In addition, 
you may contact the University of Florida faculty supervisor for the study, Glenn Israel, at 352-392-
0502 x 246. 

Thank you so much for your assistance and participation. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 
Pat Cockrell 
Florida Farm Bureau Federation 

Eric Kaufman 
University of Florida 

 
Enclosures 

mailto:KaufmanE@UFL.Edu
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Replacement Questionnaire Mail-out Letter for Program Non-Participants 

 

 
 
  

 
October 30, 2006 

«AddressBlock» 

«GreetingLine» 

About three weeks ago, we sent a questionnaire to you that asked about the Farm Bureau related 
practices of you and your local board.  To the best of our knowledge, the questionnaire has not yet 
been returned. 

The comments of people who have already responded include a wide variety of experiences and 
opinions related to practices of their local Farm Bureau board.  We believe the results are going to be 
very useful to Florida Farm Bureau Federation leaders and staff to provide valuable programs and 
services for local-level leaders.   

We are writing you again because of the importance that your questionnaire has for helping to get 
accurate results.  Although we sent questionnaires to all local Farm Bureau board members in Florida, 
it’s only be hearing from nearly everyone that we can be sure the results are truly representative.   

A questionnaire identification number is printed on the back cover of the questionnaire so that we can 
check your name off of the mailing list when it is returned.  Your answers to this survey are 
completely confidential and will be released only as summaries in which no individual’s answers can 
be identified.  Protecting the confidentiality of people’s answers is very important to us.  

We hope that you will fill out and return the questionnaire soon, but if for any reason you prefer not to 
answer it, please let us know by returning a note or blank questionnaire in the enclosed stamped 
envelope. 

If you have questions or comments about this study, we would be happy to talk to you.  You may 
reach Eric Kaufman by e-mail at KaufmanE@UFL.Edu or by phone at 352-392-1663.  In addition, 
you may contact the University of Florida faculty supervisor for the study, Glenn Israel, at 352-392-
0502 x 246. 

Thank you so much for your assistance and participation. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 
Pat Cockrell 
Florida Farm Bureau Federation 

Eric Kaufman 
University of Florida 

 
Enclosures 

mailto:KaufmanE@UFL.Edu
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APPENDIX L 
TELPHONE INTERVIEW PROTOCOL FOR FOLLOW-UP WITH NON-RESPONDENTS 

May I speak to <first and last name>? 

(If the person is not available try to find a time to call back.) 

Hello, my name is Eric Kaufman, and I’m following up regarding the Florida Farm Bureau 
Federation Survey that was mailed to you in October.  I haven’t received your completed 
questionnaire, so I want to give you an opportunity to help ensure the findings I did receive are 
representative and valuable.  Are you able to answer some questions over the phone?   

(If “yes,” proceed.  If “no,” find out if there is a better or time to conduct the interview or if there 
is a specific reason they do not want to participate.) 

Your responses will be kept confidential.  These are select questions from the complete 
questionnaire that will be compared with those who completed the full survey.   

1. How many years have you served on a local Farm Bureau board? 

_______ Years on Local Farm Bureau Board 

2. How many Farm Bureau board meetings have you attended in the last 6 months? 

______ Farm Bureau Board Meetings Attended 

 
3. During the past six months, to what extent have unexpected or unusual changes and 

commitments in your personal life or professional career limited your engagement in 

local Farm Bureau board practices: not at all, to a small extent, to some extent, or to a 

great extent? 

□Not at all □Small Extent □Some Extent □Great Extent 

4. During the past six months, to what extent has your relationship with other local Farm 

Bureau board members limited your engagement in local Farm Bureau board practices: 

not at all, to a small extent, to some extent, or to a great extent?  

□Not at all □Small Extent □Some Extent □Great Extent 
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5. During the past six months, to what extent has your expertise or experience with board 

practices limited your engagement in local Farm Bureau board practices: not at all, to a 

small extent, to some extent, or to a great extent?  

□Not at all □Small Extent □Some Extent □Great Extent 

The following questions relate to specific local Farm Bureau practices during the past six 
months.  First, I will ask on an individual level, and then the board as a whole. 

6. On an individual level, to what extent have you shared Farm Bureau facts and history in 
public relations activities: not at all, somewhat, mostly, or completely? 

□Not at all □Somewhat □Mostly □Completely 

7. To what extent has the local board as a whole shared Farm Bureau facts and history in 
public relations activities: not at all, somewhat, mostly, or completely? 

□Not at all □Somewhat □Mostly □Completely 

8. On an individual level, to what extent have you held Farm Bureau leadership accountable 
to the organization mission, vision, and beliefs: not at all, somewhat, mostly, or 
completely? 

□Not at all □Somewhat □Mostly □Completely 

9. To what extent has your local board as a whole held Farm Bureau leadership accountable 
to the organization mission, vision, and beliefs: not at all, somewhat, mostly, or 
completely? 

□Not at all □Somewhat □Mostly □Completely 

10. On an individual level, to what extent have you adopted a local mission and values to 
guide board actions? 

□Not at all □Somewhat □Mostly □Completely 

11. To what extent has your local board as a whole adopted a local mission and values to 
guide board actions? 

□Not at all □Somewhat □Mostly □Completely 
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12. On an individual level, to what extent have you held the organization accountable to the 
grassroots mission when new policies are proposed?  

□Not at all □Somewhat □Mostly □Completely 

13. To what extent has your local board as a whole held the organization accountable to the 
grassroots mission when new policies are proposed?  

□Not at all □Somewhat □Mostly □Completely 

14. Now, for the last practice, on an individual level, to what extent have you strengthened 
the “Voice of Agriculture” by getting involved in statewide committees?  

□Not at all □Somewhat □Mostly □Completely 

15. And, to what extent has your local board as a whole strengthened the “Voice of 
Agriculture” by getting involved in statewide committees?  

□Not at all □Somewhat □Mostly □Completely 

 
To finish, I have just three demographic questions. 

16. First, what is your age? 

________ Years Old 

17. What is your ethnicity or race?  

□White, Non-Hispanic  □Black (or African American)  
□Hispanic (or Latino)  □ Other – Print Ethnicity: 

18. What is your highest educational degree or level of school completed?  

□Some High School or Less  □Bachelor’s Degree  

□High School Diploma or GED  □Master’s Degree  
□Some College, No Degree  □Professional or Doctorate Degree  
□Associate Degree 
 

Thank you so much for answering these questions.  Have a great day! 



 

203 

APPENDIX M 
E-MAIL TEMPLATE FOR PRE-NOTICE TO FIELD STAFF 

 

 
 
 

 
 
From: KAUFMAN,ERIC K  
Sent: Friday, November 03, 2006 12:00 PM 
To: <<E-mail>> 
Cc: ray.crawford@ffbf.org 
Subject: Can we schedule a phone interview? 
Importance: High 
 
Dear <<First Name>>, 
            As you know, I am conducting a survey of all local Farm Bureau board members in the 
state.  Given the large number of responses so far, the information from the board members will be 
extremely valuable.  I look forward to receiving more returned surveys in the next few weeks.  Even 
still, I recognize that your experience with multiple county boards allows you to provide an 
independent assessment of local board activities.  I would like to have a brief phone interview with 
you and then have you complete a printed questionnaire.  When would be a convenient time for me 
to call you with a few questions?  I expect that our conversation will take no more than 15 minutes. 
 The information obtained will be used in my dissertation research, so I have attached a letter with 
additional information, per University policy.  I look forward to talking with you.  Thank you! 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Eric K. Kaufman 
Graduate Teaching and Research Assistant 
Agricultural Education and Communication Department 
University of Florida / IFAS  
305 Rolfs Hall 
PO Box 110540 
Gainesville FL 32611-0540 
Telephone No. (352) 392-0502 
Fax No. (352) 392-9585 
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APPENDIX N 
INFORMED CONSENT LETTER FOR FIELD STAFF 

This letter was approved by the University of Florida’s Institution Review Board (IRB-02) 

and served as the informed consent form for participation.  



 

 

  
 

 

Dear Field St

Thank you fo
has been seve
feedback rela

All Farm Bu
The informat
efficient use 
will contribu
county Farm 

Your answer
which no ind
in any way.  
to answer.  H
thoughts.   

Participation
questionnaire
direct benefit
participation 
University of
reference UF

If you have q
me by e-mail
my faculty su

Thank you so

Sincerely, 

 
Eric Kaufma
University of
 

 
Department of Agricultural Education and Communication 305 Rolfs Hall 

PO Box 110540 
Gainesville, FL 32611-0540 

(352) 392-0502 
Fax: (352) 392-9585 
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aff Member: 

r your involvement with the Farm Bureau Foundations workshops this past Spring.  It 
ral months since the workshops, and we now need your help in providing additional 
ted to the program.   

reau Foundations program participants are being surveyed, but we also want your input.  
ion you provide will ensure that future Farm Bureau educational programs are an 
of resources and are focused on local needs. In addition, your participation in this study 
te to Florida Farm Bureau’s progress in its goal of building stronger relationships with 
Bureaus. 

s to this survey are completely confidential and will be released only as summaries in 
ividual’s answers can be identified.  Your name will never be connected to your answers 
This survey is voluntary, and you do not need to answer any question that you wish not 
owever, you can help Farm Bureau a great deal by taking a few minutes to share your 

 in the study will involve a brief telephone interview and completion of a written 
.  Neither is expected to take more than 30 minutes.  There are no anticipated risks or 
s for participants in this study.  There is no monetary compensation linked to your 
in this study.  For questions about your rights as a research participant please contact the 
 Florida Institutional Review Board at irb2@ufl.edu or 352-392-0433.  You may 
 IRB approval number: 2006-U-824. 
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